DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 320 886 SP 032 445

AUTHOR Schwartz, Henrietta S., Ed.; And Others

TITLE Celiaboration: Building Common Agendas. Teacher
~3ucation Honograph No. 10.

INSTITUTION Americanr Association of Ccolleges for Teacher

Education, Washington, D.C.; ERIC Clearinghouse on
Teacher Egucation, Washington, D.C.

SPONS AGENCY Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED),
Washington, DC.

REPORT NO ISBN-09333-065-5

PUB DATE Feb 90

CONTRACT RI88062015

NOTE 253p.; Papers presented at the Annual Meeting oi the

American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education (Anaheim, CA, March 2-5, 1989).

AVAILABLE FROM ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, One Dupont
Circle, NW, Suite 610, Washington, DC 20036
($20.00).

PUB TYPE Collected Works - Conference Proceedings (021) --
Information Analyses — ERIC Information Analysis
Products (071)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCll Plus Postage.

BESCR1PTORS *Agency Ccoperation; *College Schocl Tooperation;
xCooperative Learning; Elementary Secondary
Education; Higher Education; =*Institutional Mission;
Minority Group Teachers; *Needs Assessment;
Preservice Teacher Education; Teacher Recruitment

ABSTRACT

This book offers a collection of papers from a
conference fccused on various aspects of school/college
collaboration, edited so as to form a coherent presentation. The
papers are grouped into five chapters, each with its own theme.
Chapter 1, on the naturs of collaboration, aims to promote inquiry
into research, theory, an’ application concerning the nature of
collaboraticn and the necessary conditions fo successful
partnerships. This chapter also contains a spe-ch by former Educat.on
Secretary Terrel H. Bell and a summary of a symposium on cooperative
learning. Chapter 2, c¢- implementation strategies, contains
discussions on general lessons to be drawn from successful programs
and those programs® characteristics, and on the re-emerging
importance given to teacher preparation. Chapter 3, on role
relatiorships/leacership, considers the coming educational challenges
presented by “emographic trends; the changing roles and
responsibilities of university, school, and union personnel working
in collaboration; and the nature of leadership. Chapter 4, on context
variables, focuses on the factors influencing the outcome of a
collaborative project. Finally, chapter 5, on collaborative models,
presents reports on different in-place programs. A featured symposium
assessing current issues in educational reform and the requirements
of effective collaboration conclude the document. (JD)




TEACHER o EDUCATION o« MONOGRAPH ¢ NO. 10

¢

COLLABORATION:
BUILDING COMMON
AGENDAS

ED320890

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Oftce of £ R anal

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

ATus cocument has been reproduced as
¢ from the or org:

ongnating it
€ Minor changes have been made 10 inprove
1ependuc Gual!
® Points ew Of O ocu-
t nec
R nor

Henrietta S. Schwartz
Senior Editor

54 g el
CLEARINGHOUSE
ON TEACHER
EDUCATION

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




COLLABORATION: BUILDING COMMON AGENDAS

Henrietta S. Schwartz
Editor

Published by

CLEARINGHOUSE
ONTEACHER
EDUCATION

and

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
Cne Cupont Circle, NW, Suite 610, Washington, DC

February 1990




CITE AS: |
Schwartz, Henrietta S. (Ed.)(1990). Collaboration. Building Common Agendas

(Teacher Education Monograph No. 10).
Washington, DC: ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Educatior.

MANUSCRIPTS:
The ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education invites individuals to submit proposals
for writing monographs for the Teacher Education Monograph Senes. Proposals
should Include:
l

1. A detailed manuscript proposal of not more than five pages.
2. A vita.
3. A wiiting sample.

CRDERS:

ERIC CLEARINGHOUSE ON TEACHER EDUCATION
One Dupont Circle, NW, Suite 610

Washington, DC 20036

(202) 293-2450

Library of Congress Catalog Card Number: 90-80518
ISBN: 09333-065-5

Series Editor: Mary E. Dilworth
Volume Editor: Henrietta S. Schwartz

This publication was prepared with funding from the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, U.S. Department of Education under contract
number RI88062015. The opinions expressed in this report do not necessarily
refiect the positions or policies of. OER! or DOE.

~

;

4




roreword

David G. Imig
Executive Director
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education

The selection of the 1989 American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education Annual Meeting theme was made by AACTE's president, Eugene E.
Eubanks. He choose Collaboration: Building Common Educational Agendas
because of both his personal experience with such efforis and his firm belief that
schools and colleges must work together to address the myriad of challenges
facing both institutions. While Eubanks’ experience and concern focussad on
urban school/college partnerships, he urged all members of the Association to
consider cooperative relationships for thie purpose of enhancing the profession.
While recognizing that virtually all colleges and universities have forms of
cooperative arrangements with local public schools, Eubanks suggested that the
time was appropriate to consider anew these arrangements. He urged that 1988-
89 be atime for such examination.

Dr. Eubanks has demonstrated through personal experience inthe Kansas City
(Missouri} public schools appropriate ways that schools and colleges work
together. Hisdeepinvolvementinthe desegregation efforis of the Federal District
Courtand the Kansas City School Board provided him with intimate knowledge of
how college faculty and administrators can serve the interests of the communities
inwhich theyteach. Eubanks’ concerns for the disadvantaged youngsters ofthat
community caused him to devote time and energy to school reform while serving
as a university administrator. He would have other university adniinistrators and
faculty become similarly involvedin the public schools of their community. It was
for thatreasonthathe wanted AACTE memberinstitutions to “st.etch” beyondthe
ordinary school/college connections to consider the benefit: when schools and
colleges work together.

Dr. Eubanksinvited Henrietta Schwartz, Dean ofthe School ¢* ~ ‘ucation at3an
Francisco State University, to chair his Annual Planning Comn....ce. His charge
to Dr. Schwartz was to convene a group of talented individuals to plan the best
possitle AACTE Annual Meeting and to have the conference focus on the
challenges of school'college partnerships. Dr. Schwariz did so and the AACTE
Annual Meeting in Anaheim was a formidable gathering of scholars and practitio-
ners who considered the theme of collaboration. The series of seminars and

presentations was significant in that they involved both teachers and teacher
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educators. Robert Slavin, Donald Stewan, Bill Honig, Terrel Bell, Al Shanker, W.
Ann Reynolds, Ann Lieberman, and John Goodlad were featured speakers, it was
the myriad of small working sessions, however, that provided practical lessons for
building school/college partnerships.

Now, Dr. Schwartz has gathered together the papers presented in Anaheim
and, together with some members of her pleaning committee, has edited them into
a coherent presentation on particular aspects of cellaboration. As you read the
following volume, you will be impressed by the quality of their efforts and the
comprehensiveness of the presentations. As others move to document existing
school/college partnerships or fashion similar conferences, this volume of papers
will serve as an essential source of information. AACTE is indebted to Dr.
Schwarlz and her colleagues for their efforts on behalf of the Association. The
meeting they planned was exceptional, this volume of papers is outstanding!
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introduction
Building Collaboration: An Overview

tHenrietta S. Schwartz

The partnership, or colluboration, movement started onuniversity campuses 30
yearsago. Thoughthe first 20 years of this move meni could be classified as a “top
down" involvement of universities and schools, more recent initiatives result from
interactions among facully and administrators of both agencies on the front lines,
a kind of grassroots initiative. Today, academic policy makers, faculty, and prac-
titioners necd to systematize lessons leamed on the front lines in order to realize
possibilities and determine what kinds of collaborative activities are most aptto be
beneficial to all parties. For this reason, AACTE President Eugene Eubanks saw
aneedto elevate the status of this important movementin teacher education and
on campuses to give thuse engaged in parinerships and collaborative programs
an opportunity to share their experiences. Therefore, he charged the Planning
Committee to develop anational conference and to put the appropriate intellectual
framework around collaborative efforts. That is what happened in Anaheim,
California, in 1989. The theme of last year's conference, Collaboration. Building
Common Educational Agendas, is the focus of this work and features the fine
speeches, stimulating sessions, and selected presentations from the 1983 Annual
Meeting.

Collaboration and parinerships are buzzwords that cover many diverse activi-
ties. So, when we sent out the call for papers and presentations, the Planning
Committee defined collaboration as characterizing those efforts that feature parity
among the cooperating agencies in govemance and resource allocation, use
negotiation as a chief problem-solving process for the program, and have lots of
liaisonroles at alllevels of the univerity, school parinership. Collaboration means
having common agendas, sharing power and status, and building consensus,
these require commitment and more give than take on the part of all parties. The
Conference subthemes and these proceedings delve into the nature of collabora-
tion, policies and procedures to manage its implementation, leadership and
coramunicaiion styles thal help make it work, and the many context variables that
affect its success. Research, theory, and practice are emphasized throughout.
The mode! program descriptions, in particular, demonstrate how theory is trans-
lated into practice and how research on the practizal applications of collaboration
informs theory.

The reader will find this publication to contain the speeches of Terrel H. Bell,
Donald Stewanrt, Bill Honig, W. Ann Reynolds, Albert St:ankar, and last year's
AACTE President Eugens Eubanks. Along with the sclected papers, there are
summaries of the major symposia and descriptions of sessions with multiple and
individual speakers. Each of the contributing editors introduces a chapter with
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thoughtful commentary and provides a summary of the major factors in one of the
themes of collaboration. An analysis of the material will show that collaborative

programs and research about partnerships reveal common elements. Briefly,
productive collaborative efforts have:

. A common agenda acknowledgad by the major parties;
. A siall group of activists; |
. Some small-scale beginning activities;

. Alarge measure of flexiblity; ‘
. Adesire to learn from mistakes; ,
. A focus on activities, not machinery;

- Rewards and status for those truly involved; and l
. A great deal of comiort with ambiguity. |

ltalso helps to have intelligent, dvnamic, facilitative, and likable leadership. The
benefits from this sometimes dificult process are remarkable and long-term,

The common agenda for reform through coliaboration car trace its roots to the
reform movement of the 1980s which vegan with A Nation at Risk (1983).
Reforming schools and teacher education was necessary for many pressing
reasons--to keep our youth from “drowning in a rising tide of mediocrity,” to
maintain our competitive edge in international competition and produce theliterate
work force we need for the 2lst century, to break the cycles of poverty and despair
in inner city communities--but it was also necessary because building better
schoolsandpreparing betterteacherswasthe rightthingto do. ltstillis. The reality
is that no single organization or social institution can do the restructuring, the
massive change that is called for, in isolation. No single actor in our complex
interconnected society and agencies can do the job alone. Survival as a nation,
as an institution, and as an individual requires cooperation and trust, energy and
vision, resources andlong-erm commitment. As President Eugene Eubanks said
in his challenging address, “We have much to leam about partnerships and
coliaboration, lessons that | believe we must learn for our survival.”

The benefits to be derived from collaboration are many. the most important of
which isthe professionalization of teaching. The collaboration being called for in
the national news andin many of the papers in this volume concernsthe needthat
teachers, administrators, and other education professionals (and that university
faculty’, administrators’, and teachers’ organizations), assess and establish a
leading role in the national agenda of educational reform. But not in isolaticn. R
requires the collaborative efforts of practitioners, scholars, state and federal
agencies, and all the stakeholders in education.

This volume reflects the work of many people. ltis their hope and mine that
conference participants and members of the audience will use the ideas and
knowledge captured in these pages. Several of the selections point out the
external constraints on collaborative attempts by university and school people to
implement new programs andjoint practices. Thefaintofheartmay be intimidated
and leave the knotty, unresolved issues to others or to the future. But the
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risk-takingdean, principal, teacher, faculty member, university president, and uni-
versity chancellor invol.ed in such efforts, by demonstrating their willingness to
rock the boat of reluctant partic’, ts, can make all the difference.

Teacher educators cannot ru. e risk of becoming endangered species. To
survive, collaborative efforts and alliances must be formed with other members of
the education profession. These pages provide some insights asto how to get the
jobdone. The insights are collected together underthe conference themes, which
are organized into the chapters of this monograph.

Chapter One's theme is the nature of collaboration. The editor for this section
was George Olson. This chapter's aimis to promote inquiry into research, the v,
and application concerning the nature of collaboration and the necessary condi-
tions for successful partnerships. Also featuredin this section are Terrel H. Bell's
speech and a summary of the first symposium concarning the topic of coopera-
tive learning.

What general lessons can be drawn from successful programs andwhatarethe
programs’ specific charactenstics? Some answers to these questions are found
in Chapter Two, edited by Fannie Wiley Preston. The remarks of W. Ann
Reynolds, Chancellor of the California State University, conceming the reemerging
importance given to teache: preparation are also highlighted in this chapter.

Chapter Three features Donald Stewart's speech on upcoming educational
challenges presented by demographic trends and the Ann Lieberman-Mary
Negben symposium on changing roles and responsibilities of university, school,
andunionpersonnet working in collaboration. Helen Greene has broughttogether
summaries of these events with papers addressing the nature of leadership and
individual behavior of collaborating participants.

Collaborations that fail are as instructive as successful ventures. The different
factors influencing a project’s outcome is the focus of Chapter Four. Editors
Robert H. Anderson and Karolyn J. Snyder have summarized the symposium
identified with this theme and present several papers concerning context vari-
ables. Also included here is the speech given by Bill Honig, Superintendent of
Public Instruction for the State of Califomia.

A majority of the conference presentations reported on different in-place
programs and are represented in Chapter Five. University.school collaboration
make up the largest portion of these programs, and the symposium in the chapter
discusses three such partnerships. The speech given by Albert Shanker,
President of the American Federation of Teachers, is also four. here. Henrietta
Schwartz, John J. Lynch, and Thomas Carson were the editors for this chapter.

The concluding remarks, Chapter Six, feature the final symposium of the
conference, “'Froth, Tinsel, and Substance in Teacher Education.” The remarks
given by Louis Rubin, Lee Schulman, John Goodlad, and Ralph Tyler serve asan
assessment of current issues in educational reform and an all :ound conclusion
of the 1689 AACTE Annual Conference.
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Presidential Address

Eugene Eubanks
1989 President
American Association ot Collegzs for Teacher Education

My colleagues, ithas been an honor serving as President of AACTE this year.
This year's experience has brought me a host of new friends and colleagues. If
anything, | have leamed to appreciate the strength and potential within the
membership of AACTE and its networks. | am convinced that . . . we have the
taient, intelligence, and knowledge in coltaboration with others to meet the
challenge of transforming schoaling in America, not only to meet the intehectual
demands of a technical, information based-culture, but to provide an education
thatis freeing and empowering to all of our citizens, young, old, and culturally di-
verse. What lam notyet convinced of is whether or not we willreach our potential.
Will we have the vision, courage, and persistence to risk what has to be risked in
order to build that transformed schooling?

My reservations come in part from this year's experience. This year has taught
me both our hopes, and our limitations. It is the limitations that we must face.

Traditionally, the speech of the outgoing president is reflective of the year’s
activities~full of nestalgiaas we discuss our accomplishments and our limits tothe
accomplishments thatwe ha /e had building parinerships and fostering collabora-
tion this year. Let me say in the beginning, as I will repeat at the end, I think we
mustveryseriously consider a vehicle for AACTE that allows usto developamulti-
year ongoing mission or purpose. Such a mission would be in addition to the
special focus each president brings tc his or her term. Without such a vehicle we
risk fragmenting our efforts ornot allowing encugh time for a substantial or critical
mission to make an impact. We have seme themes that attempt such a process;
education that is mulficultural, the knowledge base for beginning teachers,
education of educators, etc. | suggest we need to have at least a three-year
mission focus. We need to arrive at consensus concerning that mission. 1 would
suggest that restructuring schooling for equitable outcomes for all leamers,
including higher education, mightbe one worth considering. To quote the old Star
Trek introduciion, we must begin “a ten year voyage inio the void to chart the
unknown.” While such a voyage may be unknown, itis not unknowable.

Last year, we identified three areas around which we wished to develop and
build collaborative networks and relationships as part of this year's work. |would
like to review them with you, give you a progress report, and include: some of the
new and ongoing collaborative network activities developed this year as part of
AACTE structure. Itis a mixture of good news and less-than-good news.

« i 4
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A closer look at and study of collaboration between schools and colleges «
education and public and private elementary and secondary cchools wastob2 a
majorthrustoi ourcoliaborative effort this year. Th2major work done enthat effort
under the most able leadership of Henrietta Schwetiz and excellent staff work by
Ann O'Brien, are the presentations and colloquia about this issue we are
witnessing here this week. There have been somie outstanding presentations and
we have gained some useful information and new understandings as a result.
However, we also realized how far we have to go. We have made only a very
tentative beginning. What strikes me as alesson to be releared again and again
is that collaboration between organizations, or persons for that matter, must be
based upon developing a common purpose or mission if there is to be any real
chance of effective outcomes. Common missions among collaborators have as
their underlying foundation a relationship of trust, and therefore the ability to risk.

My perception of the existing conditions is that we still L.ave a long way to go
before such common purposes and missions are adequately developed between
schools and colleges of education andelementary and secondary schools. Infact,
there may be little evidence that, except for a very few, anyone isreally putting the
kina of effort and energy needed to prcduce a restructured relationship with
schools and schools of education. 1do not know how long we have (how long the
culture will give us) to develop such collat.... ative relationships. My bestjudgment
is that we do not have more than a decade to develop them:

It seems to me that at an ever increasing pace, the American culture, through
its political structure, is indicating tht an excellent education for all children is the
expectation and demand, whether or not the culturs chooses to pay for it. There
seems to be an ever increasing understanding that equity and excellence in
schuoling s an outcome, not aninput. Collaterally, public schools and schools of
education particularly are being blamed tor the present unacceptable schooling
outcornes. Of these, schools and colleges of education are seen as most
vulnerable and most expendable. The culture will not do without elementary and
second wy schools. The culture may choose to do without schools and colleges
of education, or at least some policy makers believe they are not necessary.
Those of us in the teacher education and school 'eadership business had better
form collaborations with schools around missions relating to successful leaming
forall children before the option to actis taken from us. This may put us in some
cultural conflict with many of our home universities and colleges, but this is the
lessor of the evils; or, perhaps, it is the evil of the lessors.

Adifficult situation inthe intem.ational education area occurred with AACTE this
year. We found it necessary to disentangle ourselses from the Consortium of
Intemational Cooperation in Hig:.er Education. A major stumbling block was
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common mission and purpose. However, we have begun to develop a new
international coalition, an exc.aple is the work ongoing and proposed with the
United StatesiJapan Foundation. In consort with a number of association
memberswe hiad a meeting in Osaka during the summer, others are inthe works.
We kelieve intemnational education riot only continues to be viable but has a real
opportunity to blossom.

Additionally, AACTE has entered into a partnership with the College High
School inthe Diistrict of Columbia. The 2usaciation is trying to include neighbor-
ing colleges and universiiies as well as the educational agencies located at One
DupontCircle inthis effort. Thisisa baginning. School partnerships programs can
develop trust. Out of trust will conte willingness to risk, and out of wiliingness to
riskwill come common missionsand purpose aswell asrestructured collaborative
relationships. 1personaily will be anxious to watch how this beginning collabora-
tive effort develops.

We had high hopes of fashioning a coalition that could work on urban school-
ing and schools of education. Ve had a series of conversations with the leaders
of the Council of Great City Schools along with an invitational meeting sponsored
by the Ford Foundation. This attempt at moving forward with the council has
disappointingly not moved beyond the discussion stage as yet, although the Ford
Foundation independently did fund 11 school/college partnerships to work on
“Professional Development Schools.” All 11 are inurban scheols and are meeting
in conjunction with our annual meeting to share their progress. AACTE staff are
trying to begin talks with the Urban League in the hopes that additional collabora-
tionrelating to urban schaoling can be developed. We have not been able to get
this project very far as yet.

Let me say before | leave this point that | am persuaded that AACT= must
somehow be more pro-active in facilitating the ability of its members to develop
more collaburative relationships and structures witk elementary and secondary
schools. We must seek out the schools to work on this agenda,; the provision of
an excellent education for all children should be the focus of the collaborative
mission. |leave that challenge with you.

The second area of collaboration and restructuringwe indicated asbeing crucial
was the area of changing teacher education programs. As | have listened this
week, not only to presentations, but to many of you as we have falked, it is
abundantly clear that many of us are in the throws of making significant changes
in teacher preparation programs. Again, it seems important to me that we should
seekto finda common knowledge base we have and proceed in an idiosyncratic
manner. What might prove helpful to us all is a much higr:er level of collaboration
among ourselvesin sharing and agreeing uponwhatis andis notin the knowledge
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base. AACTE mambers can be proudof ourinitial efforts in proroting a common
understanding of the knowledge base. A major effort in that regard is the work of
Bill Gardner and those who have worked withhim. For examplz, the release of the
handbook, Knowledge Base for Beginning Teachers, is due in large part to the
editor Maynard Reynolds and his staff at the University of Minnesota. Many
outstanding writers and researchers contributed chapters. Carol Smith and
Marilyn Scannell of the AACTE staff deserve praise for their efforts at negotiating
each step of the handbook development.

AACTE also ha- made other efforts to continue both to seek agreement con-
ceming the knowledge base and to begin !5 disseminate the knowledge base
information to member instituticns  Througk: the efforis of the Knowledge Base
Commitiee and with substantial support from the Exxon Foundation, several
promisingeffortshave occurred. Workshopswere hosted by Butler Linversity and
the University of Colorado at Denver that were attended by faculty from across the
country. Glassboro State College conductad a two week facully development
workshop. Partofthe effortis the publication of Hendrik Gideonse's book relating
knowledge base to teacher education. Finally, more than 30 university faculiies
are clustered around seven “lead” institutions to jointly explore the knewledge
base.

The knowledge base is an important agenda. But we should remember that it
is essentially a university agenda. The knowledge base may already existin our
laboratories, the elementary and secondary schools. We must understand,
hewever, that the knowledge base only comes alive and has meaning when it gets
translated into the language and practice of teachers, especially teachers and
principals. The job of tran ."ationis mcre than developing teacher and administra-
tor preparaiion programs and publishing in journals and books. It wili do little gooa
to train teachers and administrators in a knowledge base and then send them to
schools whose practice is something else. We all know that the teacher and
administrator culiure is so powerful that within a very short tie of practice,
regardiess of whatthe university training said, the reality of experience is the final
teacher. The knowledge base cannot be something that schools of education
have and school practitioners can find out about. The kno*vledge base must be
something that we share and use together, if it is to ever be used. This means
coilaboration at ali levels including the discovery and development of the knowl-
edge base through jts imp!cmentation into practice. If we want the assistance of
scheol people at the back end implementation stage, we ignore them at the front
end development state at our considerable peril. “We know, you find out” does
not build trust andwill not result in collaboration. | wonder how long we will have
to keep leaming this iesson before it becomes part of cur knowledge base.
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The third areawe discussed last year is one that in my view is the most critical
area facing education in this country. If we do not face it and respond, future
generations in this country may have to be content with a second-class status
among theworld's nations. More andmore people today are becoming interested
in the demogr aphics of the 21st century. Two of them have dramaticimpact upon
education, and they are somewhat interrelated. The two most compelling
demographics may be the aging population ana cultural diversity.

Let's look at these very briefly as they are already impacting schooling, schools,
and schools of education. We are quickly becoming an aged nation. Inthe 1960s
and 1970s the boomers said, “Never trust anyone over 40.” By the tum ¢f the
century the same group will be saying, “Never trust anyone under 40.” In 1960,
in this country there were 17 people for every person on retirement. By 2010, if
employmentis full, there will be less than 3.0 persons working for every personon
retirement. Itpresently takes apersonon retirement 24-3C monthsto receive back
an amount of money equal to what that person paid into social security. The
average retiree will live another 14 years beyond that level. In 1985, for the first
time in American history, there were more people over 65 than there were
adolescents in America. That pattern remains true for at least the next 75 years.
Thelessonis clear. We need every young person working and at productive jobs.
Jobs in the 21st century will requice aigher and higher levels of education to
maintain a moderate standard of fiving. Will we be prepared?

Regardiess of the confidence at the Census Bureau, itisnot easy to getreliable
datain this country regarding class, race, and ethnic group. One can assume a
conservative interpretation of data will favor the majority culture. |say that without
criticism or pejorative intent, it iz simply a description of what is. Given this
conservalive data, what do we know? Right now the minority population
represents around 30% of Americans. By the year 2000, 35% of the population
will be minority. Somewhere in the final two or three decades of the 21st century,
£1% of the US population will come from minority cultures. We are now and are
becoming ever increasingly a diverse multicultural nation.

Seventy percent of the minority population lives in the largest 25 urban centers
of this country. The poorest performing educational systems in this nation are in
tir > 25 largest urban centers. The conservative data indicate that upwards of 40%
of the children in urban sche ¢l systems do not finish high school and another 40%
are receiving aninferic., second-raie education. Seventy percent of our present
teaching force is composed of white class ‘emales, 20% are white class males,
and 10% are from minority cultures. Only 8 10% of those cursently preparing to
become teachers are from minority cultures.
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lfwe considerjustthese two gen=ral pieces of futuristic data, some very obvious
conclusions canbe made. We must begin immediately to reform urban schooling
and prepare teachers to become well qualified inner-city teachers. We must also
build a multiculiural teaching force to teach in these urban schools. These
demographic data will not go away. Facts are stubborn things. We must
understandthatthere are no other issues in aducation more critical to the survival
of this nation as a first-class culture or as a free and democratic society than
excellent urban schools and the development of a multicultural teaching force in
the elementary, secondary, and higher education schools.

AACTE has done some excellent work in the area of minority teachersthis year.
Working within the Ferum of Education Organization Leaders, using position
statements and other datz pr-posedby the committee on multicultural educati~n,
headed by Frank Brown and Len Beckum, AACTE was able to have that group of
11 education organizations focus one of their quarterly meeting on the topic of
minority teachers. The Washington High Education Secretariat was nvolved in
thatmeeting anditresultedin atask force on minority teachers, with our own David
Imig as co-chair. We now have an agreementto work onthisissueina partnership
mode with the Secretary of Education.

Using two documents with which AACTE was involved, the Win..soread Pro-
ceedings and The Teacher Pipeline Report, AACTE was provided with several
leadershipinitiatives. One hasbeen atihe federal level, for example, the AACTE
Government Relations Committee, headed by Dick Sagness, and assisted by the
goodworkof Penny Earley, has worked with Chairman Augustus Hawkins and his
committee to prepare for the intreduction of a significant piece of legislation,
intendedtoincrease the participation in employment fields where certain pcpula-
tions are underrepresented. We have participated in seminars dealing with
potential legislation in Washington and Los Angeles, and have worked on task
forces and worked with members of the House Education Committee.

Inotherareas, Mary Dilworthis an advisor to the Phelps- Stokes Foundation and
has participatedin numerous forums atseveral universities and the Tomas Rivera
Center on the issues of minority recruitment und retention. AACTE has received
grants to work onminority teacher recrunment from iMetropolitan Life Foundation,
Ford Fouudation, and the Exaon Education Foundation. Additionally, AACTE
launched a Teacher Locator Service for the Ad Council’s “Reach ior the Power,
Teach” campaign which is beginning to attract 1.iinority candidates to careers in
teaching. Norfolk State University and the University of Kentucky co-sponsored
with AACTE conierences on minority recruitment.

ltis animpressive array of activities and collaborations for one year. We should
all be proud of the effort that David Imig, the staff, and many member institutions
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have played in this effort. | would like, however, to call your attention to an
important fact conceming this y2ar's eiort toward developing a multicultural
teachingforce. They are allbeginnings. They arefirst steps; important first steps,
but first steps. In the language of the implementation and charge literature, we
are at awareness-information seeking levels of implementation. In the very near
future, every school of college of education representedin AACTE, including all
of us in this room tonight, must become actively involved with this issue. Not at
the level of attending conferences and gaining more knowledge and developing
understanding about the issue. Not by agreeing soberly and nodding our heads
and saying, “We've got to do something about that.” We must act and do
something now. If weare wise, we will acttogether and collaborate. Ithinkurban
universities must take the lead in this for obvious reasons.

This brings me back to my opening remarks. The time may be past when we
can be satisfied only with David and the staff doing an excellent job, at having an
annual conference where we share with one another and provide a forum, for
making available some solid research and information to its members. As
important as those things are, and as much as we must keep doing this level of
work, it may not be enough. We may have to come together through this
organization and develop a common, long-term purpose, and be willing to share
some of our fiscal and human resources to accomplish the outcomes we ali say
we want.

Iwish to thank you for this year. Ithas been rewardingto me. | am sure I have
gained farmore than lhave been ableto give. Even though I have sought a new
role and am no longer a chiefinstitutional representative, | want you allto knowthat
my commitmentto AACTE andto many of you that | have come to know over the
yearsisstill verystrong. In closing, letme repeat aline from Voltaire, “Appreciation
is a wonderful thing. lt makes what is excellent in others belong to us as well.” |
appreciate AACTE andlook forwardto our continued collaborative work togsther.




Chapter One
The Nature of Collaboration

George Olson, editor*

lf collaboration was a new concept, it wouid be eusier to define, to surround, to
portray. Itis a concept and practice that is so “human” as o c-aracterize the
human condition throughout history. The power of collaboration could be man-
kind’s undoing, for it can and has been used effectively for gaining many ends. A
great number of phrases ard terms depict some form or aspect of collaboration,
somany that we need merely o mention one and numerous others come to mind.
Most often these are spoken within the context of reaching some goal, gaining
power to facilitate some outcome, overcoming obstacles, or simply and basically
trying to survive Parinerships, coalitions, alliances, networks, consc. tia, and col-
laboratives are examples. These terms ro!l off ourtongues so eas.ly. They seem
almosttobe a partof us, and perhapsforthat reason, objectifying one concept that
is inclusive of what these various references represent s a bit of a challenge.

The AACTE 1989 Annual Meeting was devoted to the theme of collaboration,
characterizedin abroad sense as “Building Common Educational Agendas.” Ona
could legitimately ask, “Why?” For what purpose do we now need to fecus our
efforts on building common educational agendas? There is no mys.ery in the
answer. Ithas become patently clearthat the de valuing of educationi: this country
has placed the nation in a precarious state, one in which our global infiuence, our
competitiveness, ar.d our ability to control our own destiny diminishes yearly.
There seems to be ar increasing rate of decay in the importance of social issues.
Our seeming inability as a nation to focus priority on educating our vouthbelies a
lack of common agendas when it comes to education, and we as educators must
takethe responsibility in bringing about that focus. Common educational agendas
can only be built through developing and imprcving our ability to collaborate with

*George Olson Is beginning his fift". yeéar as Dean of the College of Education of Roosevelt
University in Chicago. Prior to this, he was Director of Roosevelt's Research and
Development C enter and during that time directed research in teacher stress inurbei1 sev-
ondary schools, conducted statewlde evaluations of Right to Read Programs througnout
lllinols, and designed curricula for microcomputer applications in praschool and elemen-
tary classrooms. Curront efforts have been focused upon the develcpment of an
Educational Partnership between Roosevelt University and selected secondary and
elementary publlc schools in Chicago.
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individuals and groups within our educational community and, more importantly,
outside ofthat community. The latteris something with which we have not always
hadgreatsuccess. This now appears, however, to be our mandate for survival.

AACTE president, Eugene E. Eubanks, posedthe problem for the 1989 AACTE
Annual Conference in terms of a crisis in professionalism.

Itis widely recognized and understood that if we are to professionalize
teaching, then collaboration among government and public bodies,
universities, schools, teacher organizations, and knowledgeable practi-
tionersisrequired. The issue . how to effectively zccomplish thus most
imyortant function. | maintain that we have much to learn about part-
nershipsand collaborations, lessons that ! believe we mustlearn forour
supvival.

Collaborationfor survival is a practice played out through the centuries and, yet,
it has rarely been a simple or easy process. The guides, the steps, the rules, the
manuals, and the tips for good collaboration will continue to fill our shelves and our
computer storage media for as long as we are around. But with every human
endeavor, these guides have relevance within a specific timeframe and social
context and must be revisited and refined periodically to fit the changing circum-
stances. For thisreason, itis fittingthat a major subtheme for this conference be
“The Nature of Collaboration.” Itis through a deeper understanding of its nature
that we: can improve our ability to collaborate.

In the invited presentations and the paper pres:ntations for the 1989 Annual
Conference, we see the nature of collaboration explored and depicted from the
viewpoints of research, theory, and practice. Topically, four facets or subthemes
of collaboration were identified from the paper presentations. First, case studies
of successful collaborations reveal the ingredients of initiatives that have been
successful, ones we can interpret and use for our own specific ends. Second,
various presenters have theorized about collaboration, viewing it as a complex
pheromenon, and providing insights into the interactiveness and connectedness
of what appear to be universal aspects of collaboration. Shared incentives,
experiencing multiple roles, and breaking isolation are offered in this context.
Greater predictability is one goal of theory, a level of predictability that will stand
thetest oftime The meaning of collaboration in an operational sense was a third
facet of collaboration and was depicted by presenters as a notion of sharing.
Henrietta Schwartz, Chair of the 1989 Annual Meeting Planning Committee,
captured this notion nicely in her definition of collaboration for this conference.
“Collaboration, we decided, means having common agendas, sharing power and
status, and building consensus, these require commitment and more give than
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takeonthe partofall parties.” Sharingmustinclude giving, andit may bethe giving
that makes collaboration possible. The most important aspect of collaboration,
thatwhich gives collaboration meaning, may be the act of giving. The fourth facet
represented by the presentations is the assessment of collaboration, and by this
is meant the identification and inclusion of those parts and pieces which must be
included, not overlooked, i.e., accounted for if collaboration is to be successful.
Who mustbe included, howmustthey be treated, what arethe role responsililities,
and what are their goals? A collaboration may succeed or fail based upon the
assessment of such factors.

These by no meanrsinclude all facets of collaboration, but are stimulants to our
thinking and further deliberation about this concept. The topic of partnerships was
notfocused uponto any large degree by presenters, yetitisa concept which many
feel has most promise for universities (Sirotnik & Goodlad, 1988, Gross, 1988). In
Richard Clark’s recent review of collaboration, School-University relationships.
Partnerships and networks, he deals with the question of whether the actions
represented by the terms alliance, coalition, and the like are simply the same op-
erations with different names. His conclusion is that they are not the same. They
describe activities varying from arrangements on paper to relations*.ps based
upon patronage and grants, to ones which involve an equelity of action and
benefits While networking may involve information sharing with each taking and
giving what they desire, partnerships imply more equal sharing and more equal
benefits and advantage to the “partners.”

For collaboration between universities and schools, it is the latter arran gement
which has most promice, according to Sirotnik and Goodlad. They are quick to
acknowledge, however, ‘hat while partnerships abound, the somewhat ideal
paradigm they sugg~ o1 partnerships, a “mutually collaborative arrangement
between equal pariners working together to meet self-interests while solving
common probiems,” hasrarely (if ever) occurred in practice (Sirotnik, 1988 ). They
suggest more research, expeiimentation, and more documentation of working
models focused, again, on the relationships between universities and schools.

Theodore Gross’ book, Partners in Education, argues as well for the Sirotniks

Goodlad paradigm, but directs the case more strongly at universities. Inhis book,
he quotes Emest Boyer to set the problem:

Today, with all the talk about educational excellence, schools and
colleges still llve In two separate woilds. Presldents and deans rarely
talk to princlpals and district superintendents. College faculty do not
meet with thelr counterparts ... public schocls, and currlculum reforms
ateverylevsl are plannedinisolation. it's such asimple polnt--the need
for close collaboratior.-and yetls it a priority that has been conslistently
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ignored. Unlverstiles pretend they can have quality without working
with the schools, which are, In fact, the foundation of everything univer-
slties do. (Boyer, 1985, p. 11)

Gross states:

Whatever the motlvation and howsver difficuls collaboration may be,
there is a recognized need for sharlng concerns--for partnerships.
These must Include corporations, all levels of government, and commu-
nitles. And though the relationship may be tenuous at first, they are
essentlal. A college or university Is the Ideal constituent to create
academicrelationships with secondary schools, to sort cut educational
priorities with corperate classrooms, and to engage citizens In partner-
ship projects that affect thelr communities. Colleges mustnow viewthe
development and adminlstration of educational partnsrships as a
central aspect of thelr misslon, as an obligation to the soclety they
serve, and as an opportunity to establish an agenda for action that no
school system, corporation, community agency or government can
realize alone. (Gross, 1988, p. xill)

While Sirotnik and Goodlad structure their work around the identification of
concepts, cases, and concerns with partnerships, Gross presents a more focused
rationale for parinerships enacted by universities, and in his book of:2rs more or
less a blueprint for action. Each work has a common message. After one studies
the nature of collaboration and sees its many forms and when one looks at these
within a contemporary context of need, the paradigm of part:.crships character-
ized by an implied equality of giving and taking- of sharing and of benefitting--
appears to have most promise.

Inthe summaries below, the major speakers and presenters have a variety of
stories to tell, and what can be gleaned and implied from their remarks and study
depends in part on what questions we ask of their work. Itis suggested that from
abroad perspective, we should askif what is presented and what is being studied
will fulfill the promise of building common educational agendas. If yes, then itis
full steam ahead with more and better of the same. If the commonality we seek
seemsillusive, this may call for greater focus and coordination of ous future ef* yris.
More specifically, the works below can be assessed from the viewpoint that the
nature of collaboration as a complex and varied phenomenon and that certain
kinds of collaboration may better satisfy our common contemporary needs as
generally accepted by the educationa! community. What manner of collaboration
holds mustpromise ? Are parinerships of the kindsuggested by Sizotnik, Goodlad,
and Gross, for example, deserving of greater focus and efforl? The 1eader is
invited to make these judgments.
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Remarks of the Major Speaker

TerrelH Bell drove right to the heart of a national problem that must be solved if we are
to compete as a natior in the world aconomy. His remarks are most fitting for there 1s'no
one answer, 10 one person orgroup to blame, no one group of persons who can solve this
problem alone. It will take the awareness and knowledgs of the problem by those most
investedin itssolution(s). This will require anattack from rmany fronts, notsimply one, and
the attack will need to be a concerted effort, one involving many groups in masslve
collaboration. Our youth will not alone prevent themselves from dropping out, nor will our
teachers be able to lift themselves up by iheir own bootstraps under a cloud of disrespect
and criticism. The public must come to value the education of youth and to respect those
persons charged most directly with providing that education, our teachers. How can this
be accomplished? Former Secretary Bell's remarks are an elogquent call to action.

School Quitters and Teacher Turnovers
An Albatross on the Back of Our Economy

Terrel H. Bell

As virtually everyone in this audience can attest, we are stil! living through an
era of apprehension about the ability of our country to compete effectively in the
international marketplace. As we were reminded in the now famous report, A
Nation at Risk, we live in a global village of international commerce and trade.
Future wars will be trade wars and future conflicts will be economic : nature. The
world has changed so rapidly and radically over the past ten years that we in the
USA are finding it difficult to export as much as we import despite the fact that our
standard of living will rise or fall dramatically on the outcome.

Out of the nationwide concem about our future, the school reform movement
was born back in 1983. We have discovered, at long last, that we cannot be
economically competitive if we fail to adequately educate our people. Thelevei of
education requiredto have a world class economy is much higher thanit was back
in the 1960s or even the 1970s. That is why our new president has said that he
wants tobe known as the education president, and thatis why some of our leading
governars keep coming back to education as the key to attracting riew industry to
their states.

The Carnegie Commission in its report, A Nation Prepared. Teachers for the
21st Century, states that:

America’s ability to compete In world markets is eroding. The produc-
tivity growth of our competitors outdistances our own. The capacity of
our economy to provide a high standard of living for all our people Is
increasingly in doubt. As jobs requiring little skill are automated or go
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offshore, and demand increases for the highly skilled, the pool of edu-
cated and skilled people grows smaller and the backwater of the unem-
ployable rises. Large numbers of American children are in limbo--
Ignorant of the past and unprepared for the future. Many are dropping
out--not just out of school, but out of productive society.

Ifour standard of living is to be malntained, if the growth of a permanent
underclass is to be averted, if democracy is to function effectively into
the next century, our schools must graduate the vast majority of thelr
students with achievement levels long thought possible for only the
privileged few. The American mass education system designed In the
early part of the century for a mass production economy will not suc-
ceed unless it not only raises but redefines the essential standards of
excellence and strives to make quality and equality of opportunity com-
patible with each other.

Compared to education in the past, we are doing quite we'l in educating the
American people. But compared to today's needs and those of tomorrow, we are
dreadfully deficient. Too many students quit schaol without the academic skills
andrelated capacity tolearn and attaini alevel of skilied intelligence commensurate
with today’s job requirements.

Three out of ten high school freshmen quit school and never graduate! That
number reaches up to 50% and 60% in our great cities, and 40% of the nation’'s
Black and Hispanic teenagers are not evenin school. We know thatamong these
vast numbers are hundreds of thousands of academically able persons whose full
potential will be lost to the nation and to themselves. We simply cannot tolerate,
nor endure for long as the leader of the free world if this dropout playue continues
to strike at the heart and soul of American society. The puzzling thing, to me, is
the lack of a nationwide effort to keep our youth in school and fully motivated to
bring their talents to full fruition. But there are a few encouraging signs.

in Washington State, more than 11,600 students dropped out of regular high
schools in the 1986-87 school year--a dropout rate of 19%. But there were.

* 65 schools with rates greater than 25%
* 43 schools with rates greater than 30%
* 16 schools with rates greater than 40%
* 5 schools with rates greater than 50%

One of the most crucial aspects of the dropout issue is the perception
that somehow these people are soclety's rejacts, that no one really
cares. Students who drop out of high school usually fee! neitheratez.ce
with the system nor self-fulfilled. This naticn stands for equality and op-
portunlty. Yet the present failure rate represented by the dropout
statlstics renders these values farcical, a soclal travesty for far too many
of America's and Washington's chiidren. (Govemnor's Task Force

Report, p. 7}

17 .

28




Too muny students now complaln that thelr school and thelr teachers
don't care, that the curriculum and the school organization and strue-
ture are uninteresting and boring, and that the school Is not challenging
nor an enjoyable place to be. Theywantto get out. Too manydo. (Gov-
ermor’s Task Force Report, p. 11)

A Newsweek article stated:

All 50 states have adopted somie form of reforms, some starting before
1983. More than a dozen have completely overhauled their school
systems. Roughly 40 states have raised high-school graduation re-
quirements;in 19, students must pass a testto recsive diplomas. Forty-
six have mandated competency tests for new teachers; 23 have
created alternative routes to certification. Teacher salaries have in-
creased, on average, more than twice the rate of inflation, to $28,031
this year. Six states are now legally empowered to “take-over”
educationally deficient schools... Nationwide, average combined SAT
scores have recovered 16 points since 1980, reversing a 90 point
decline from 1963.

We cannot place all the responsibility for education’s shortcomings at the
doorstep of the schools. Our teachers have a right to expect that students they
areaskedto teach will enter their classrooms with healthy, teachable attitudes and
with respect for the significance of education in their lives. Instead, they meet
many students who are emotionally disturbed and possessors of low self-esteem.
They come from vastly different homes than those of the past, from a sociely in
which only one out of five live in a traditional family structure where one spouse
is athome during the day. Indeed, fully 80% of the students in our public schools
livein homes where neither parentis at home during the day, and 40% of our stu-
dents live in homes with a single parent.

Many schools are being flooded with children of immigrants--both legal and
illegal--with limited English proficiency. Also, vast numbers of today’s students
come home to an empty house because schiool hours donot coincide with parents’
working heurs  Day care =.d child rearing conditions in America are chaotic. Is
it any wonder that our schools are struggling with a horrendous burden of poorly
motivated students” The foundations ¢* our schools rest on the family and the
structure of home life, and these have been crumbling over the pasttwo decades.

So, there is a great plague upon our country with over 1,000,000 out of a grade
level cohort of 3,500,000 failing to graduate with their classmates. These are
tomorrow's welfare recipients, prison inmates, and recipienis of unemployment
compensation The dropoutplague isthe biggestproblem facing our nation today,
but you would never know it if you watched the news media. If some debilitating
disease was sorampantin the land that it was striking down three out often of the
rising generation, there would be cries of outrage followed by demands for action.
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How dowe rally the American people and make ecucation as a top priority na-
tionwide? Education is economicdevelopment. Educationis the prime ingredient
for success because without skilled intelligence and a high level of literacy and
overall capacity for leaming, we will never be an efficient and competitive people.
Not including Alaska with its vastly higher cost of living, one state spends over
$6,000 per student on public school education while another spends only $2,390.
One state spends 37.1% of its per capita income oneducation while another pays
out only 21.8% of its income per capita on its schools. One state has a pupil-
teacher ratio of 13.7 :; 1, whife teachers in another state carmry a 42% higher load.
We neei to redress these inequities so a child is not hurt because he or she
happens to have been bom in a state where commitment is deficient.

vve are becoming a nation of educated and undereducated andilliterate people
because educational accompiishment differs so greatly across the land. In the
latest US Depariment of Education ranking of the states, one state had a high
school giaduation rate of 56.6% while another one graduated 91.4% of their
entering high school class. Notorly do we have their great disparity in education
accomplishment among the states, we have similar inequities among the races
and ethnic groups that populate our country!

The problem of school quitters is not limited to students, we have teacher
dropouts as well. This audience is well aware of the constant flow of very able
people who were atiracted to teaching because of their love of leaming but left
because of the futility foundin trying to pay their bills and supporttheir families. We
need corps of teachers {0 serve our youth today. We are fosing far too many of
our very best teachers. The drain is relentless, and it keeps our schools
preoccupied with orientation and transition of faculty when we need stability and
leadershipfromthe bright, perceptive, and personable people wheleave us by the
thousands every year. It mustbe disheartening to you to work so hard to prepare
teachers only to lose so many after one to three years of service. In purely
economic terms, the teacher talent drain adds to the weight of the albatross and
the burden on our economy that is already there because of thie ane million plus
school quitters that dropout annually.

Given all that | have discussed concerning the significance of education to our

nation’s wel! being and given the great inequities and deficiencies in education, it
may nci be difficult to persuade you to agree with the following six statements
about American higher education.
1. In contrast to our troubled public schooals, the USA is being served today by
the most diverse, and the best, sysiem of colleges and universities in the world
2. No nation has the great, powerful research universities to even begin 0
compare with our big public and private institutions.
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3 Nonation has a system of state colleges and universities--some 400 strong,
easy access degree-granting institutions that are the people’s colleges.

4. In no country will you find liberal arts colleges of the number, quality, and
diversity as those that serve the people of the USA.

5 The communily colleges--remarkably fiexible two-year institutions offering
lower division undergraduate studies, vocationaltechnical coursework, evening
and weekend courses. and a seccnd chance to late bloomers who need to gain
some academic repentance for a misspent youth--are uniquely American schools,
and will be great assets in the trade and commerce world of the future.

6 But, despite the excellence of higher education, schools are not being served
aswellasthetime demands. Of allthe manyroles and responsibilities of Amencan
higher education, nothing is more crucial than that of recruiting and educating
tomorrow’s teachers, which has been neglected by some universities and given
alow priority onothers Teacher educationhasnotbeena high priority with respect
tobudget, scholarships, physicalfacilities, and provisions for distinguished profes-
sorships and endowed chairs. Inno way does the education of teachers enjoy the
campus-wide acclaim o1 many other disciplines and professions.

Conclusion

America must reorder its priorities. The care, nurture, and education of our
youth must move tc the top of national, state, and local agendas. Our human
resources are being wasted; the price we are paying is expressed :n illiteracy,
dropout rates, and trade deficits, strangling our capacity to provide the stendard
of living and the fruits of the American dream to fully one-third of the nation.

To all of you whose labors are tied to the education of America's teachers, i
plead formore activism on your campuses andless complacency. The necessary
revolutionin American education to save and renew our schools must begin with
our greatcollege and university system. The recruitment and education of a new
generation of dynamically gifted teachers will not happen with the low prionty that
scholarships, fellowships, and distinguished professorships are allocated among
the depariment and professional schools in cur colleges and universities.

Elementary and secondary education can'twin with business andn the political
arenaif itkeepslosingits appeals to higher education. We can convince very few
of the key decision makers outside of education to rally around our schools until
the education of tomorrow’s teachers occupies a special and privileged place on
the campuses of all institutions of higher leaming. 1| am not calling on you to be
sullen or mutinous but know, as surely as | stand before you, that you must take
the lead and be more demanding as you present your case for teacher education
to become the number one priority on your campus,
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Featuired Symposium

Cne avenue to understanding the nature of collaboration is to exanune one of its major
facets fromdifferent perspectives. In the first major symposiun, the toptc of cooperative
lea!.., was axamined from the perspeclive of kids learning cooperatively with kids, and
teacherz hoth nouphyte and experienced--learming cooperatively with teachers. The
topic was explored also from both a rasearch and a practical perspective. Robert Slavin,
principal researcher at Johns Hopkins Center for Research in Elementary and Middle
Schools, presented his views on cooperative leaming based upon extensive research in
classrooms. James Cooper and Susan Prescott, professors at Califormia State Universiiy,
Domingjuez Hills, presented their ideas on cooperative learning as it apphed to postsecon-
dary education, specifically the training of teachers. Remarks of the presenters are
summarized below with major points expressed through their own words.

Cooperative Learning: Kids Helping Kids, Teachers Helping Teachers
Robert Slavin

Robert Slavin began with concrete descriptions of exactly what was meant by
the term, cooperative leaming, as it applied to the typical elementary classroom.
“Incooperative learning, one of the things that characterizes cooperative leaming
methods generally is that you have kids who are assigned to small learning teams
or groupsof usually four or five members. These teams are heterogeneous. There
are high, average, and low achieving kids and boys and girls on each team, there
are students of many ethnic groups represented in the class also distributed
among the various teams. In our own versions of cooperative learning, these
would be called teams. They would have team names and they would stay
together for a period of time, usually about six weeks, and then be reformed along
similar lines. But the idea is that this is not an ad-hoc grouping. This is a group
thatis important for the kids, that kids wouldidentify with and feel that the success
of that group is imporiant to them as individuals.

The group’s responsibility, by and large, is to make sure that everybody in the
group has leamed that which the teacher has presented. In other words, the
responsibility of the group is typically not to work together to complete something,
to complete a single p.oject, but rather, to make sure that whatever was taughthas
be. leamed by all members of the group. There are many exceptions, but that's
the general caseof the forms of cooperative learning that 'l ke talking abouttoday.
Sointhe simplest forms in elementary and secondary scho ls, there’s a cycle of
activities that would characterize the use of a cooperative learning strategy.

While it's not true of all cooperative leaming methods, all of the ones that we've
developed and researched have the following basic cycle. original teaching, or
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input of information in some form, opportunity for teams to work together, and then
individual assessment and some kind of team recognition or small reward, based
ondoing weli as ateam. This basic cycle that | just described—teacher teaching,
kids working in small teams--will work as a basic strategy.”

Slavin went on to contrast the cooperative leaming classroom with the more
traditional classroom, pointing out that the differences are really not that great.
“Therealmodifications are mostly inthe use that's made of practice time, teaching
the groupinstead of the individual, and in the use that's made of the final scores,
both individual grades and team scores of some kind.” But he s'ressed the
importance of the differences and explained why. In everyday classroom life
Slavin feels thatwe set up situations in which kids are roofing for orie another to
fail. “Thekids who thinkthey know the answer want other kids to fail because then
they'll get a chance to show how smart they are. The kids whe don’t know the
answer, however, are kind of hoping other kids wiil fail because then they won't
look so bad themselves. They say, ‘!am glad somebody else didn't und-rstand
that™ In a competitive reward structure, a situation is also established which
invites a negative kind of peer pressure. “Quite often kids who are very able will
not show that, they wiil not put out the effort because it gets them in trouble with
the peer group. The way the group enforces mediocrity is to insult those, and to
exclude those who look like they’re working too hard. One of the most impoitant
things thatcooperative leaming is doing is tuming that situation around 180-to one
in which the peer group is actively supporting academic excellence, in which the

groupis happy when yocuknowthe answer.” Slavin then pointed outother benefits
of cooperaiive leaining, both motivational and cognitive.

The motivational impact of cooperative leaming is extremely important, par-
ticularly as kids move irto early adolescence, the upper elementary grades,
and then into adolescence itself. 1 think anyone who has taughtina secondary
school, or the upper elementary grades, knows how you getinto a struggle with
kids. The teacher says leamn, the pee; group says that's for slssies, and youTe
In a constant struggle with kids for the sou! of each learner. Trying to get the
kids supporting academic achievement, then, Is extremely important.

In addition, there are several cognitive impacts that are aiso quite importantin
cooperativelearning. Everybody knows thatyou Jearna greatdeai by teaching,
by explaining something. ** . aiso learn by discussing with someone else that
which you have justlearned. Again this Is very clear in our own experience.
This te not justlearning by teaching, this is learning by discussing, by exposing
vour current level of understanding and interaction with somebody else.

Slavin stressedthe powear of explaining and discussing among studentsinterms
of the mental processes this requires. In order to explain and discuss, they must
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reorganize theinformation so thatthey can articulate itnotonly for themselves, but

for the persons with whom they will be discussing. He went on to discuss briefly
some other advantages.

Anotherthing that happens within cooperative groups is that students have the
opportunity to translate teacher language into kid language. Or to put it more
formally, to translate the language of somebody wha's long ago learned to
master something Into the language of somebody who's just getting hold of it.
Oftentimes kids or learners can still have thelr learning processes available to
them. They canmake them overt, where the teacher has long since forgotten
how he or she learned that material and therefore teaches at too high a level
of abstraction. (The teacher) says, ‘Why can't the ' understand this? It's so
easy.’ But somebody who's just grappling with a difficult idea can often be the
persontosay, 'Oh, letme explainhow Igotit, lwent this way, this way, this way.’

And another kid who's also at that cutting eage point can then begin to
understand it. This is a principle that was not exactly new.

Another thing that cooperative learning can do just on a routine basis Is to
provide students with a very safe and regular opportunity to expose their
ignorance. Quite often when youteach alesson you've gotcome kids who are
sitting inthe back and they are not getting it. They are not going to raise their
handsand askaquestion because they're afrald that people will laugh at them.
Butwhatthey dois kindof hunker down, look small, and hope that nobody calls
onthem. Or thatsomehow lightening will strike and theyll getit. And they may
belleve that everybody else Is ge'ting itand they're the only one that’s not. This
may or may not be true. Building into the routine of the cycle of lessons an

opportunity for kids to talk with each other can be an excslient means of
overcoming that problem.

Finally, for certain kinds of objectives, cooperative learning is just an extraor-
dinarlly useful way to practice. There's no more effective way of mastering
something thanworkingin ¢ palr witt, somebody else, going back and forth and
just practicir.g until you get it. Effective learners have always known this.

While praising the virtues of cooperative learning, Slavin was careful to point out
some pitfalls and contingencies for success. Considerable research at the
Hopkins Center had focused upon those factors leading to the success of
cooperative learning. “lt is essential that there be some kind of group goal or
reward, somethingthat the group is trying to achieve as atotal group...Kids will not
do thereally demanding work that's necessary to explainto one another, to assess
one another, to really take one another’s achievements seriously, unless there s
something that they're trying to achieve as a total group....The success of the
group mustbe dependentupon theindividual leaming of all members of the group.
The bad kind of cooperative learning. . .is of a kind that ignores this principle.”
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Slavinwenton to say thatit is possible to have cooperative groups that do not
have individual accountability, but that this will be counterproductiv.. The slower,
less informed, or simply less aggressive youngster may be shut out early on from
beinginvolvedin achievingthe group goal, and itmay be perceived by other group
members that to take the time to explain may hinder progress of the group. This
isan example of a case in which solving the problem is amore important goal than
explaining, teaching, or discussing it among group members. In Slavin's words,
“The purpose of the group cannot be to do something, it's got to be to lean
something, ortomake sure that allmembers of the grouphave learned something.
That is absolutely critical for the achievement success of cooperative leaming.
Approximately 40 studies of cooperative learning were conducted of which 35
found significantly greater achievement inthe cooperative groups than in control
groups The others found no differences. The effects are essentially equivalent
for high achievers and middle achievers.”

Slavin covered very briefly some other benefits of cooperative learning which
have shown upin the research he has conducted. Ccoperative learning hasbeen
found tobe very effective for improving intergroup relations and race relations. It
can improve the mainstreaming of academically handicapped children. Kids
generally feel better about themselves, like the class, like the subject more than
kids inregularclasses. And as one would expect, the human interaction skills, the
ability to work cocperatively, the notion of solving problems jointly are highly
valuable outcomes of cooperative leaming. Areas being studied now are
applications of cooperative learning strategies to topics such as peer coaching
among teachers, heterogeneous ability grouping including mainstreaming, teacher
involvement in decision making within the schoo!, and parent and community
participation in the v/elfare of school aged children.

Robert Slavin concluded his remarks by introducing his colleagues, James
Cooperand Susan Prescott, and the topics they would address. James Cooper
began by stating the purpose of his and Susan Prescott's presentation. We will
talk about some problems in contemporary collegiate teaching and learning (and)
deal withat least one solutionto those problems, an active leaming strategy called
cooperative leaming. We will deal with some problems and some promises in
terms of that solution and problems with cooperative jearning resaarch at the
college level and some promising alternatives to traditional forms of instruction at
the college level. Finally, we'd like to talk alittle bit about our survey of over 1000
studentswho've been exposed to cooperative jeaming at California State Univer-
sity, DGominguez Hills, in about 12 different classes across the curriculum.”

Cooper citedmuch of the recent and past criticism of undergraduate teaching
andieaming, emphasizing some of the findings of the recent Camegie Foundation
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on classroom practices. Classrooms are largely situations where students are
passive, where the, arelecturedto, andwhererelatively little time is taken up with
active learning strategies--things like small group instruction or situations where
students were interacting with other students or the professor around academic
topics. Much of the research on student retention centers on students feeling
uninvolved, not feeling a sense of belonging to either courses or college, and
boredom.

Cooper pointedout also that college populations arechangingtoinclude gieater
diversity in age and background, ethnicity, and ability to attend full time. Greater
percentages are also lacking in the basic skills needed to succeed in college.
Cooper feels that more active learning styles of teaching are required to meet
these new demands, and that students themselves must become more respon-
sible and more actively involved in their own educational process. “So that's what
we are talking about, getting students more actively involved intheir v.vnlearning,
requiring that students take more responsibility for ieir own learning, for at least
a portion of the class...! think we can't treat students totally as empty vessels to
be filled, we've gotto engage them with one another and with ourselves and with
ideasin a more active sense.”

Cooper went on to recommend a more active leaming strategy, cooperative
learning, that will increase student involvement and mastery, improve student
satisfaction with course content and college in general, and willincrease students’
persistence to graduation and lifelong learning. He went on to state that little
research of a comprehensive or rigorous .ature has to be reported on the use of
cooperativeleaming strategies atthe college level. Studies at ihe elementary and
secondary levels show overwhelmingly positive effects relative to control condi-
tions. Of the studies conducted at the college level, however, a number of
problems persist in comparing their findings. First, there have been few studies
conducted. Second, there is nota conistent operational definition of ccoperative
learning used in these studies, and thus, data which would compare results of
replicated studies simply do not exist at present. Few strong designs exist also,
ones for example that used control and experimental groups as was done in the
elementary and secondary levels. Taking intc account these flawss, the datafrom
these studies suggest positive effr i= f-~m the use of cooperative learning.

At Dominguez Hills, they havr «ed at student outcomes and obtained
feedback inthe form of asurveyf .1approximately 1,000 students finishing the
program in cooperative learning. Cooper felt confident in reporting that students
were very praising of the cooperative learning approach, regardless of curriculum
area. Aspects such as amount of student interaction, frequency, and quality of
student interaction were quite high among the students engaged in cooperative
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learning  This seems to have implications for student reiention across depart-
ments and disciplines, and, with more careful outcome measurement, there may
be implications for the infusing of coopera..ve learning approaches in a broader
segment of the curriculum,

James Cooper then tumed over the podium to Susan Prescott wno would talk
more particularly about the reactions of the 1,000 studenis 1o the cooperative
learning strategies, referring to the written comments that students provided.
Comments were content analyzed and clustered by similarity. The positive
reactions revolved around the general themes of belong and enjoyment of the
learning process. They felt actively involved, more so than in other university
coursework, and praised the high quality of the experience. They saw genuine
application of these techniques to the teaching in which they would soon be
involved, and liked the opportunity to evaluate and to have evaluated the
experiences they were having. In all, students’ comments were highly positive.

Prescott then shared the interesting history ot infusing the principles of coop-
erative learning at Dominguez Hills. The activity startedwith the attempt to create
amodel for cooperative learning for student teachers and interns to use in their
own classrooms. What started with a nine-contact-hour module in a methods
class, some trial and error, and refinement based upon those early experiences,
blossomed into university faculty staff development seminars in cooperative
leaming and a cross-departmental acceptance and embracement of the coopera-
tive leaming principles for the university sturent community. Recently established
is a universiiy-wide users group entitled CLUG (Cooperative Learning Users
Group)whichincludes facutty from science, health, foreign language, and others.
The most recent project, funded by the Chancellor's Office, is the development of
a facuity handbook for use by other university faculty.

A number of interesting questions were asked in the question and answer
session following the presentations. For one. How have students been grouped
and what sort of reward system was used? CGrouping was done in a variety of
ways, but was always heterogeneous. With the hands-on activities, little overt
reinforcement and reward was required. Another askedif students within groups
competed with each other, and was there group competitiveness? Early oninthe
research, group competitions were tried cn the basis that this would encourage
within-team cooperation This was foundto work exceptthat it created conceptual
dissidence, i e, valuing cooperation and competition at the same time. It was
foundthatitwas notneceszary, andintactsomerewards were givenforastandard
level of achievement gained by all groups.

Another question was: How does one actually carry aut the individual assess-
ment? It was done in a variety of ways through tests, essays, and other rather




traditional mea~.s. If there was ajoint report due, each could take authorship for
a certain portion. It was emphasized again that individual accountability means
that the individual learning of every member of the group is going to be assessed
and the results are going to be the basis for team recognition or reward.

Also, how does one accommodate cooperative learning without sacrificing
coverage? ltis estimated that there is about a 15%drop in content coverage, but
this is countered by a 40% increase in mastery of that which is covered. There is
a trade-off. More work outside of class is the typical way in which this is made up.
Another question was posed concerning parental concerns about group grades.
It was reemphasized that ethically, group grades are indefensible. Certificates,
recognition, group pictures all can be used, but grades mustbe individual grades.
A portion of the grade can be related to team performance, but it should be kept
to a minimum. Parents should be told just how the grades are assigned.

Another person asked about dealing with difficult groups. One can count on
having at least one dysfunctional group. Laying outthe expectations very clearly
atthefrontend canhelpto alleviate the problems caused by such a group--no put
downs, do notinterrupt, do active listening, etc. ltis recommendedthat groups not
be broken up except in the most difficult of circumstances. Dysfunctional teams
are often brought together, because as time passes, they understand that there
will be no changes.

Often times kids will conclude that it is more trouble to hassle each other than
to getthe jobaccomplished. Butthere isno magic. Itwilltake the skills and abilities
of a teacherto make this work just as with other kinds of approaches. The first two
weeks will be difficult most likely, and problems will occur that are unavoidable.
Aftertwo weeks, however, things begintosettle in. Setting aside some processing
time atthe end of the day tolet kids discuss how the teams have been working out
has helped this happen.

The audience’s reactior was very positive to this presentation, and this topi:
seemed to have struck aresponsive chord with rmany who wished to discuss and
question the presenters following the session. The presentation was unusual in
bringing researchfindings to sunportrecommendations for very concrete practice,
and persons who wantedto tak. trom this session techniques and ideas they could
actually try at home were not disappointed. In essence, these piesenters were
relating their successful attempts to engage children and adult students in a more
fruitful and more sati-fying leaming experience, and they accomplished this by
establishing environments in which students must cooperate with each other to
achieve. These vignettes of teaching and learning serve to illuminate the nature
of collaboration shedding light on some tangible strengths of group process.




Selected Papers

Within the category of the Nature of Collaboration, a relatively small number of presen-
tations were mads, and they covered a variety of important issues. While these
presentations share the common theme, the Nature of Collaboration, they constitute an
Important informational resource as well. Rather than focusing upon ons or two specific
papers, a number of different pressntations are summarized below both for what the y say
aboutcollaboration and for whatthey can offsrin a practical sense to those educators also
engagedin collaborative pursuits. There Is one dealing with theory, two with research, and
four with practice. The final paper gives a more personalized overview gained from the
author's lengthy experience In collaborative efforts. As stated earlier, as a collective the
presentations deal with case stuules, theoretical variables, the meaning of collaboration,
and the assessment of collaboration, though riot necessarily in that order.

Teacher Empowerment and Coilaborative Mentoring Partnerships:
An Empirical Assessment

E. Dean Butler
Memphis State University

The presentation 1) summarized collaborative partnership designs created to
assist novice teachers undergoing transition inte teaching, 2) reviewed the
conceptual and research bases of the present study, and 3; reported findings of
a study which investigated factors influencing professional grewth and status of
classroom teachers performing mentor roles.

The concept of teacher empowerment (Maeroff, 1988) may be viewad as
somewhat “synonymcus with professionalization” and specifically associated
with enhanced status, becoming more knowledgeable, and attaining power and
perspectives not typically associated with teaching. Previous research of the
Center of Excellence in Teacher Education (Etheridge & Butier, 1987, James &
Associates, 1987) revealed that ...e personal and professional benefits reported
byteacher mentors couldbe linkedto the theoretical scheme undergirding thedea
of empowerment. Likewise, center-sponsored research has indicated that a
collaborative partnership between university faculty and classroom teachers can
facilitate a smoother and more complete transition of students into teaching.
However, a key to the collaborative parinership is the successful empowerment
of classroom teachers asmentors. Thus, astudy was designed toidentify specific
teacher empowerment dimensions asscziated with performances of mentor and
cooperating teacher roles and determine programmatic ang personal factors
involved.
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Subjects of the study were classroom teachers serving as teacher mentors for
fifth-year intems and cooperating teachers supervising undergraduate secondary
student teachers across three enrollment periods. Empowerment outcom.es were
obtained through use of the Mentoring Empowerment Pro...e (MEP) (Buitler,
1988), an inventory of six scales of items reflecting the constructs of self-
awareness {~ items), understanding teaching (6 iterr s), teacher cooperation (5
items), professionalism (11 items), growth as a tea .her educator (7 items), and
teacher status (3items). Group responses to the i (dividual items of the inventory
and subscale scores were analyzed as depenc’ent variables. The independent
variables of collabarative design, level of inw lvement in mentor role, mentor
success, status on the Tennessee Career L1idder, previous experience in
mentoring and supervising student teact.ers, anc selected personal characteris-
tics were found to significantly relate to the six ¢ snstructs of empowerment.

The importance of the study is that it empiric: y assesses specifics of teacher
empowerment functionally related to the roles of mentors and cooperating
teachers. Furthermore, as a study of factors influencing the perceptions and
behavioral outcomes of participants responsibie for supporting beginners under-
going the transition into teaching, support is provided for creating collatorative
parinership designs for inducting new teachers into the profession anc. ot further
empowering experienced classroom teachers as teacher educator pariners.




The Meaning of Collaboration Implementation

George E. Burns
The Onlario Institute for Studies in Education

Aubrey Smith
The Ontario Ministry sf Educ ation

A major focus for legislators, researchers, and practitioners alike in the past
several years has been concern about providing more and better education
programs and services to children and youth with exceptionalities. State legisla-
tors, interest groups, writers in the popular press, professional educators, and
researchers have increasingly turned attention toward this end. There 1s already
a growing literature describing both the nature and scope of program needs and
the characteristics of effective programs, services (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980;
Howart, 1983; Sarason & Doris, 1979, Steinback & Steinback, 1985, Ysseldyke
and Algozzine, 1982; Silverman, Wilson, & Seller, 1987), and indeed, schools
(Bickel & Bickel, 1986; Crandall, Eiseman, & Lewis, 1986, Fullan, $985, Rosen-
holtz, 1985) While there appears to be some agreement about the nature and
scope of needs of exceptional children and youth as well as the characteristics of
effective programs, services, andschools, there is less information about effective
collaboration (Bar & Delfava, 1980, Cranley, 1981, Hagebak, 1982, Roberts,
1980, 1981; Smith, 1986) as a means for achieving such ends.

In contrast to prior work in the field of collaboration, which has tended to view
collaborationimplementation as a set of policies and appropriate procedures, this
paper focuses onimplementation as a multi-dimensional phenomenon worthy of
study in its own right (Sums, 1986, Fullan, 1982, 1984, Miles, 1986, Sarason,
1982) I provides perspective to collaboration implementation and descnbes
systematically the main issues involved in achieving interagency collaboration in
education The critical questions are. “How to coriceptualize interagency collabo-
ration? How to conceptualize the implementation of interagency collaboration?
How can a conceptualization of collaboration implementation be mcorporated into
a planned approach to organizinig and coordinating collaboration for the purpose
of achieving agreed upon sets of education goals?”

We draw on two main sources of information in preparing the paper. research
literature on collaboration and implementation in education, and an examination
of aninterministerial collaboration project involving three different ministnies in the
province of Ontario (the Ministry of Education, the Ministry of Community and
Social Services, and the Ministry of Health) and their respective service stream
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agencies. Because of this project, “A Collaborative Approach tcthe Co-crdination
of Assessment Services for Exceptional Children and Youth in Select Regions in
the Province of On.ario,” several new initiatives have beenfunded. The provincial
government earmarked approximately six million dollars toward new initiatives
during the first phase (1987-88) of a three phase implementation cycle and
approximately four million dollars during each of the next three years.

The project has been designed to foster both interagency andintra-agency coi-
laboration. Inthis approach, the mandates and the roles and responsibilities of the
different Ministries and :heir respective service-stream agencies, as they relate to
the assessment needs of children and youth, have been ciearly defined. This
approach to service delivery among the Ministries reiic heavily upon coordina-
tion, cooperation, and collabaration over all of the agreed upon areas of shared
responsibility in the assessment field.

The presentation was divided into four sections. The first section elaborated on
the background to the project including a needs assessment, rationale for the
collaboration project, and characteristics of the collaborative model in use.
Section two dascribed the scope of the project, its various phases, including the
results of piloting, and implementing the model across agencies. Seclion three
defined and explainez! what inter/intra-agency collaboration is and described the
main factors which appear to be affecting (in)effective implementation. In this
section emphasis was placed on. a)the logic of zollaboration implementation, b)
implementation as a process potentially irvolving the altering of distinct sets of
practices, c) the conceptual distinction between adoption, implementation, im-
plementation process, institutionalization and outcome {in the context of collabo-
ration as an innovation), and d) the relationship between adoption, implementa-
tion, implem.entation process, institutionalization, and outcome (in the context of
implementation as an innovation). The final section discussed what we have
leamed about the nature of collaboration and implementation based on the data
that we have collected throughout the project as researchers. The paper
concluded by presenting a conceptual design for understanding collaboration im-
plementation and suggested ways in which the implementation of collaboration
can be improved.
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Bringing Teacher Education to Remote Northern Canadian Centres:
The AHCOTE Story

A.J. Dawson
Simon Fraser University

Finola Finlay
Northern Lights College

The 1983 report, A Nation at Risk, prepared by the National Commission for Ex-
cellence in Education, spawned a number of reports aimed at identifying the
factors which have contributed to the current state of education in general, and to
the performance of teachers in particulat, and proposed changes in both the way
teaching is conceptualized and teachers are trained. The major problem n
teaching has been identified by many of these reporis as the deprofessionalized
nature of current teaching practices. As teacher educators, the challenge is to
produce autonomous professionals who are knowledgeable and skillful.

The task is no small one. Most significant is the enormous weight of the status
quo Theclas=->omsinwhich students complete their practica andthe systeminto
which the 2wly qualified teact.ars are inducted often simply do not, or cannot,
provide opportunities for any significant changes in either the way the teacher’s
roleis conceptualized, or the ways in which the professional teacher functions.
Teacher education programs do have the opportunity to subtly influence current
practice of the teachers in whose classrooms the students are placed and thus
extend the influence of the university into the field.

The Professicnal Development Trc jram (PDP) at Suaon Fraser University
provides an avenue for parallel developments in both the teacher education
program, and in the system in which the student teachers complete the praciical
component of their teachsr education and which they will subsequently enter as
novire teachers. At thetime of itsinception, the PDP was aninnovative departure
from the teacher education programs of the day using a differentiated stafiing
modelinwhich professors and masterteachers (called faculty associates) worked
side-by-side in the delivery of the PDP. Additionally, the practica were a full six
months ofthe twalve month program, foreshadowing by some 20 yearsthe current
movement tc longer practica and internships for student teachers. These
innovative features served the PDP very well, and allowed for new issues and
problemsto be addressed efficaciou_ly as they arose. The issue addressed in the
study was the following: How to deliver teacher education programs to remote
northern Canadian settings which met the needs of the rorthern diientele.
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Sci100! districts and students in northern British Columbia are faced with many
problems caused by geography. Distance from the three provincial universities
makes it difficult for northem people to train as teachers. These who leave to do
so often: do not retum to the north to teach. They are, 1i.ureover, trained in the
southem regions of the province close to the United States border, far from the
cultural and environmental conditions of the north. The perceived inhospitality of
the northem climate and the geographical isolation, to which many northem
teachers must adapt, makes it difficult for northem distncts to attract and keep
teachers in their schools. The Faculty of Education of Simon Fraser University
has, for some years, cffered the PDP in northem sites. It was a one-year program
which served many but not all of the needs of a northern dlientele. The scope of
that program needed to be broadened.

As a result, three northern British Columbia school districts, the locally based
Northem Lights Community College, and the University formed a unique and
imaginative partnership to create a program called the Alaska Highway Consor-
tiurn on Teacher Education (AHCOTE). AHCOTE is a three-year teacher
education pregram which is based in Ft. St. John, Dawson Creek, and Ft. Nelson,
northern communities which are 6C0 air miles north of Vancouver, Canad.. The
AHCOTE program trains northern residents, who are more likely to stay in the
north, in a situation which will refiect norihem conditions.

The AHCOTE program has a unique govemance plan. Representatives from
each of the three participating school districts, the community college which
serves all three centres, and the university formed a policy committee which
operates ¢n a consensus model and makes all poiicy decisions regarding the
program. It was this committee which established the philosophy, scope, and
sequence of the program. Beccuse of the remoteness of the program from the
main university and lack of direct access to the profzssorial farulty of the facully,
the policy committee felt that steps to maintain the academic irtegrity of the
program had to be taken. Moreover, the Jteps taken had to be \’sible to not just
thelocal communities, b: .t to the province atlarge, because cf a very strong desire
by all concerner parties that the AHCOTE graduates not be viewed as having
received nferior training. This was tha first tim.e in the lustory of thn province that
locally based community colleges were to be given a role in teacher education.
Additionally, local teachers were hir  as faculty associates, and one of them was
designated as the coordinator of the entire program. Consequently, the AHCOTE
prograin was truly a joint venture of the university, the teaching profession, local
school disfricts, and the local community college.
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Professional Development Schools--A Collaborative Effort

James McLoughlin
University of Louisville

Professional development schools (PDS) are the major instrument for needed
changes in the schools and in university teacher preparation programs. The
Jeiferson County Public Schools (JCPS) have implemented a major restructuring
effort through the creation of Professional Development Schools. University of
Louisville’s School of Education and its Center forthe Collaborative Advancement
of the Teaching Profession focuses faculty efforts and the field component of its
teacher education programs in these schools to promote the school's agenda for
change and development of innovative teacher preparation strategies.

The school district intends that the PDS schaols will serve as exemplars of
practice and as centers for the induction of new teachers and admunistrators. As
exemplars of practice, these schools are to serve as models of whatis expected
in all schools inthe system. As centers for induction, these schools will serve as
places where persons new to Jefferson Countly will be provided with opportunity
to develop or affirm the beliefs, attitudes, skills, and knowledge needed to uphold
the standards of exemplary practice.

During the 1986-87 school year, faculty from 24 Jefferson County Schools,
union leaders, principals, university facully, and central office staff worked
together to develop a s~t of beliefs and standards that would guide the continuing
evolution of PDS.

Aninduction systemwill be designed to supportthese beliefs and standaras. In
addition, selected schools have begun implementing improvement plans aimed at
increasing the capacity of schools to meet these standards,

Also, during the 1987-88 school year a system for assessing the status of
schools incomparisonto the proposed exemplary standards willbe developed and
tested Finally training/development programs wili be designed that will provide
suppoit to local schools in developing those skills, slyles, staffing patterns,
structures, strategies, and systems needed to pursue the beliefs ana standards
that have been developed.

The Jefierson County Public Schools/Gheens Professional Development Acad-
emy and the University of Louisville collaborate on a regular basis to ensure that
implementaiion of PDS and the design of an induction system proceed on
schedule.
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Colleges of teacher education and school systems often work in almost total
isolation from each other. With the establishment of the JCPS/Gheens Profes-
sional Development Academy and the Center for the Collaborative Advancement
of the Teaching Profession, however, cooperation has become the norm. Class-
room teachers have been named adjunct professors in order to teach classes and
to supervise student teachers for the university. University professors are actively
involvedinthe plasuting prucess for the school restructuring initiatives. The school
system and the University cooperate on placement of education students for field
work, and decisions are rnade only after consensus has been reached. Respon-
sibility forthe training of on-site supervisors for education students has beenjointly
assumed during the past year. A clinical instructorship program allows a school
system person to work full-time, study for a doctorate, and get a regular school
salary and tuition remission.

The School of Education has had a strong working relationship with JCPS for
years and maintains a significant part of the teacher preparation programin the
field. Universityfaculty are assignedto asetofeler- -tary, middle, andsecondary
schools as part of their instructional, research, anu .<rvice load. They cooperate
withthe principal and faculty in attaining their PDS goals and conduct their student
tiaining activities there. They stimulate the exemplary practice among the
teachers that the teacher trainees can observe andimitate. Studentteachers are
inducted into the school environment in unique ways. Also, action research
projects are conducted with the teachers.

Special study and consideration must be given to the different cultures of the
schools and university in deciding staff assignme-its, rewards, etc. There are also
issues such as responsibilities and academic cre.dit which must be addressed.

Among:he advantages of this collaborative approach are afrankerenvironment
in which to address mutually relevantissues, a more frequent and focused com
munication network, an increase in collaborati. e activities, and a direct means to
develop sites for teacher preparation in which exemplary practice vccurs.
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Enhancing Minority Recruitment and Retention: Collaborative
Strategies Linking Universities, Public Schools, and Businesses

Barbara Simmons
New Mexico State University

The taskof recruiting and retaining talented minority teacher education students
and facuity requires the joint efforts of universities, public schools, and busi-
nesses “lfpr~senttrends continue, the proportion of minority teachers (about5%
inthe year~ . ) will differ so severely from the proportion of minority pupils (about
40%in the year2000) that the effectiveness of education will be compromised for
allstudents (Western Interstate Commission on Highes Education, 1988 Report).
In the Southwest and in New Mexico in particular, the following statistics further
underscore the need:

-In New Mexico, 9.5% of the population is under age five, approximately one-
quarter higher than the 7.6% for the nation as awhole. In 1980, the population of
New Mexico of all ages was 52.6% Anglo, 36.6% Hispanic, and 8.1% American
Indian. In contrast, 40% of the under age five population were Anglo, and 44.6%
were Hispanic, and 12.1% were American Indian. Since 1980, these shifts have
intensified.

~In New Mexico, only about one-half of American Indian and Hispanic adults
have completed four years of high school. In contrast, 75% of Anglo adults
completed high school.

--In New Mexico, Hispanics were only 22%to 28% of postsecondary enroliment
in 1984. Hispanics receive only 11.6% of the doctoral degrees and 18.5% of the
Master’s degrees.

Described below, very briefly, are 14 strategies which are in progress and six
strategies that have been planned but as yet not implemented.

Strategies in Progress

1 Facully Mentering Each year some 200 entering minority students are
identified by the Teacher Education Program director. Each faculty member is
assigned five to seven students to mentor.

2 The Hispanic Education Association The group discusses issues of impor-

tance to Hispanic educators, creates a support network, and sponsors projects.
3 TheEducation Council This group cf outstarding business leaders from many
New Mexico sites and £l Paso meets quarterly and serves as an advisory council
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forthe COE. One goal of the committee is to inform citizens of the important role
that teacher education plays in the econcmic development of New Mexico
4. Quality Education VII. The university annuall, sponsors a conference for policy
makers and educators. Two hundred participants discuss educational issues and
make recommendations to the governor, State Department of Education, Com-
mission on Higher Education, and the State Board of Education.
5. Mountain Bell Conference. Because of the strong statewide interestin minority
issues and education, $75,000 has been allocated by Mourtain Bell for several
conferences, the first co-sponsored by the Western Interstate Commission on
Higher Education. Five hundred business leaders and educators learned about
the rapidincrease inthe proportion of minorities in New Mexico and discussed the
impact of the demograptiic changes on the educational system. Future confer-
ences will focus on specific strategies fc. ¢nsuring a well-educated work force.
6. Minority Education Committee. A committee composed of representatives
from all the departments in the college and a counselor from a !ocal high school
(predominately minority population) is developing strategies to recruit and retain
more minority students.
7. Action Research. An action research prog .m permits faculty, minority under-
graduates and graduates, public suhool personnel, and business representatives
to solve problems. International projects centered in Central and South America
involve minority students in exchanges and international student teaching.
8. Field Experience. Field experience in Native American reservations, urban
settings, and Juarez, Mexico, allow minority stuu.ats to take a leadership role in
planning and directing the activitie=.
9. At Risk Task Force. The superintendents in Southern New Mexico and New
Mexico State University will hold a conference this fall to plan strat.gies for
assisting “at risk” students. Because maiy New Mexico citizens will be first
generation college students, one plan is to have all fifth graders visit the campus
of an institution of higher education.
10. School Counseling Grant. The College of Education has receiveda three-year
grant to train bilingual schooi counselors. The grant will provide financial support
for 18 students who are pursuing an MA degree.
11. Intemship Program. Talented minority graduates are recruited for a first year
teacher induction program that results in the a Master's degree.

The Cooperative Programin Teacher Education. Minority students can ear»
a stipend while practicing teaching techriques in area classrooms.
13. Scholarships. Because teacher education is recognized as an “all university”
endeavor, scholarship funds for students who will enter teacher education are
beirg soughtby the deans of the Colleges of Arts and Sciences, Engineering, etc.
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Joint summer programs in which peer counseling techniques will be taughtto high
school students, classroom teachers, and university students also are being
planned and funded by an oil company.

14 Correctional Educators Conference. Minority faculty work with minority and
majority corrections teachers to develop teaching strategiesto succeedwithahigh
prison inmate population.

Planned Strategies
1 Alternate Routes to Certification The use ofthe Weekend College, off-campus

courses, and late evening courses to develob a certification program for older
minority students will be explored.

2. rative R rch Proj with Busin ndIn . Dialogue with 1n-
dustrial leaders to identify research problems to fully utilize minorities as human
resources will be proposed.

3. Vocational Education Internships with Businesses. Private sector organiza-
tions will be encouragedto develop intemships which will promote minority student
entry into vocational education.

4 Minority Alumni Recruitment Task Force Minority alumni will form atask force
to develop activities which will promote recruitment of minority students into the
teaching profession.

S Provide Supporifor Studentsto Move Easily from Two to Four Year Institutions.
A joint committee will develop the necessary strategies to ensure necessary
support.

6 rove Entry A ment and Program Assessment Pt 1es. Methods
to individualize entry lcvel assessment to take into account educational potential
will be considered Program assessment procedures will be used to improve
student progress rather than to sort students.

The efforts underscore the theme of the Western Interstate Commission on
Higher Education 1988 report, “...many people, groups, andinstitutions must work
together to meet the challenges of minority education”...and to “serve the
underlying social objectives of equal opportunity, social justice, and economic

prosperity.”




Collaboration With Arts and Science:
Instructional Enhancement Partnership

Mary Jan Bancroft and Stephen Lafer
University of Nevada-Reno

This presentation described an effort to build a collaborative parinership
between the College of Education and the College of Aris and Science at the
University of Nevada-Reno for the purpose of improving the quality of teacher
preparation programs. In the Holmes Group’s Tomorrow's Teachers, and other
current educational reports, questions are raised concerning the liberal arts
portion of teacher education. Critics say thatthe academic disciplines as they are
currently taught suffer from alack of scund instructional methodology and effective
teaching If future teachers are to be adequately prepared to teach in a techno-
logically sophisticated, information based society, they argue, colleges of educa-
tion must share their curricular and instructiona: expertise with liberal arts
instructors.

The differing roles of education, arts, and science departments within {he
university and the difference in orientations affected the liberal arts education of
prospective teachers. Two features of the arts and science orientation diminish
the effectiveness of liberal arts instruction for teachers. The firstis the emphasis
inthe liberal arts on the training of specialists. Designed primarily for subject area
majors, arts and science courses often focus on the transmittal of factual content
rather than on the development of conceptual understanding or the foundations of
the discipline. Secondly, the emphasis that arts and science has placed on the
production of knowledge has resulted in a reward structure that does not
encourage or reward effective teaching.

The mission of colleges of education is to inform prospective teachers of
effective teaching methodologies and to aid in the development of appropniate
teaching behaviors College of education expertise can and should be used to
assist college Ievel instructors in developing and improving their effectiveness in
the classroom. Teacher educators can help liberal arts professors in developing
new curricula aimed at promoting critical thinking and conceptual understanding
of subject matter College of education faculty can also help liberal arts instruciors
develop effective teaching behaviors which will resultin more meaningful prepro-
fessional studies for prospective teachers as well as better instruction tor all
undergraduate students.

The College of Education at the University of Nevada-Reno has begun to
collaborate with the College of Arts and Science to develop programs to ensure
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that prospective teachers are exposed tc meaningful subject-matter curricula and
effective teaching. An instructional enhancement project which has been piloted
for two years in which department chairs were asked to encourage faculty to
participate in the program. Over & period of two years, volunteers from various
disciplines were observed in their classrooms by College of Education facully.
Narrative data from these observations were used t. develop relevart faculty
training workshops  Feedback sessions for inividual participants were also
provided.

The most promising aspect of this project is the fact that education faculty has
beeninvitedinto the classrooms ofinstructors from other ccllsges and schoolsand
askedtoassistin the development of effective teaching strategies. Problems and
limiting factors were encountered during the pilotprograms and are currently be .,
examined in developing the next stage of this wollaborative partnership with . rts
and science.

Whatis envisioned for the future is a collasorative effort to create a permane.
instructional development center for the university. The center will allow the
College of Education to provide instructional expertise to faculty campus-wide.
The paper willdescribe the research, program development, and service functions
of the proposed center. While the center will conduct research in instructional
methodologies and effective teaching at the college level, its main function will be
to provide instructional enhancement services. Censultation will be available to
individual faculty members, department chairs, and other university administra-
fors. Programs and seminars will be developed to meet perceived needs of
campus instructors  In recoynition of a common lack of formal training in
pedagogy, the center will provide instructional su,port services for junior faculty
and teaching assistants in arts and science.

Problems anticipated in the establishment of the instructional dsvelopment
center isresistance from certain arts and science faculty members who have low
opinionsof colleges of education in general and faculty who may exhibit sensitivity
to what they perceive to be criticism of their teaching.

The issue of institutional support of instructional enhancement activities was
discussed University of Nevada Reno administrators have promsed $10,000 to
supportayear long planning phase for the center. Efforts have been launched to
secure permanent funding during the planning phase.

ltis hoped that other teacher preparation programs may benefit from the model
established at the University of Nevada-Reno.




Reflections of an Experienced Collaborator

Thomas M. McGowan
Arizona State University

Disenchanted with the lar¢ e-scale, mandated "quick-fix” school reform of the
early 1980s, educatnrs increasingly initiate fccussed, locally-generated, long-
term programs for school renewal. Tight budgets and overextended {eachers
force school “evolutionaries™ to explore altemative processes for these changes.
Per~aps the most promising of these approaches is collaboration--long-term
partnerships in which members accept responsibility, share auiicrity, and pool
resources to achieve a common goal (Hord, 1986).

Many change advocates target a particular type of collaboration, school/
university partnerstips, as a vehicle for transforming American eduz2tc.i. Gooa-
lad (1987) termed “top-down™ schiool reform a faltering movement unable to
remove twin impediments to real recovery, school structure, and climate. He
championed school/university collaboratives as the means to reduce these
barriers to renewal. Wilbur, Lambert, and Young (1988) maintained that school/
college partnerships foster the sharing, constructive debate, and problem solving
required to meet today's pressing educational challenges.

Unfortunately, collaboration's proponents seemlong on conviction, but short on
evidence One observer notedthat collaboration lacked even a minimal research
base and accused supporters of describing, designing, and dreaming about
partnerships without ever analyzing or evaluating the process (Houston, 1979,. A
second characterized the collaborative relationship as unknown territory and
recommended studies that explore its mechanics (Hord, 1986).

This situation alarms “us collaborators™-participants in school/university part-
nerships convinced of their value. Before collaboration generates substantive and
widespread school improvement, educators need literature that does more than
sellthe processor depict life in a typical partnership. Potential partnerships await
studies thatdefinetrue collaboration, compare types of partnerships, analyze then
structures, identify factors in thei: successful implementation, and document
collaboration’s effectiveness (Intriligator, 1983; Van de Ven, 1976).

This “how to” article responds to the call for more information about partner-
shipsby offeringtips for their successfulimplementaticn. More specifically, | state
my assumptions about collaburation, identify potential problem areas, and outline
strategies for overcoming these pitfalls. This article shares knowledge gained
during four years of collaborative work, and, hopefully, provides guidance for
educators pursuing school/university relationships.
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Lite as a Collaborator

Since 1985, | have established, encouraged, and investigated partnerships for
instructional improvement. Educational collaboratives consume most of my pro-
fessional life. My collaborative role began as a member of a iask force exploring
more effective ways for Indiana State University (ISU) to “reach-out” to public
schools. Increasingly, | became convinced that traditional patterns of university
service no longer woik well. Like any missionary armed with itew conviction, |
approached the Vigo Courty (Indiana) School Corporation and established rela-
tionships with two elementary schools. Problem-solving teams of teachers, ad-
ministrators, and professors were formed at both buildings. We targeted a
problemofmutual cpcern, preposedsolutions, andimplementedthese practices.
Although [ left after twg years, the partnership continues with.out my involvement.

Moving to the SouthWest has not diminished my enthusiasm fcr collaborative
problem solving. My ressarch and service center on an “academic alliance"
between college and public’ gchool faculty. Our purpose is to investigate a
perplexing mystery why eleméeptary science.social studies teaching generates
so little learning and so much student negativism. Besides these ventures, 1
supported other collaboralors as coordinator of ‘Parinerships for Educational

Progress” (PEP), Indiana State University's effort to encourage relationships
between ISU and Indiana schools.

Assumptions about Partnerships

As participant/observer, midwife, researcher, and advocate, | have gained
some understanding of collaboration. Four assumptions now guide my work with
schools. First and foremost, | regard the process as a highly personal
proposition Theoretically, partnerships might be “interorganizational relation-
ships™ (Van de Ven, 1976) Practically, universities and districts collaborate, but
People act on their behalf (Hord, 1986, Houston, 1979). Partnerstups cannot
“unction without participants interacting positively. Successful collaboration rests
on commitment, cooperatlion, respect, camaraderie, flexibility, and dialogue.
Collaborat_rs must estab.... an atmosphere that promutes positive interpersonal
relaticns. Once participants communicate openly, share responsibility, and value
each other, they can generate changes that impact the institutions they serve.

Second, collaborationisa®;  "y" process. By definition, collaborators share
decision making for governanc.., ..anning, delivery, and evaluation (Schaffer &
Bryant, 1983), they assume many possible roles and create varied structures
(Ward & Tikunoff, 1982). Problem solving teams set a target, but rareiy
predetermine the means toreachit. Collaboratives e volve and are almostorganic.
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They defy product labels, agendas, acronyms, and packaging. Ambiguity,
uncertainty, and large doses of confusion often accompany partnerships.

Successful collaboratives, moreover, are long-term operations. Participants
must enlist “for the duration,” then persist to produce meaningful results, For
collaborators, patience is a viriue. Partnerships, moreover, groceed through
stages; they often assume a cyclical quality as events cause certain pheses to
reappear Trubowitz (1986) maintained thata typical collaborative demonstrated
eight stages; | might quibble with his terminology. but find his model basically
correct. Trubowitz* major contribution is his insistence that “hostility and skepti-
cism” and a “lack of trust” characterize the start of any collaboration. Universities
and schools possess different expectations, climates, reward systems, and
governance structures, professors and teachers usually meet in college class-
rooms, where their relationships are mere adversanal than mutual. Inhabitants of
two very different social systeins often need Hme to realize their commonalties
and leam to relate collegially.

Finally, though time-consuming, frustrating, messy, and intensely personal,
partnerships are powerful change agents. In schools, collaboration reduces
teacher isolation, boosts intra building communication, promotes teacher inde-
pwndence, builds teachers’ research skills, and provides incentive to use these
tools. At the university, partnerships add realism and credibility to m<thods
courses, traisform the professor-graduate student relationstip, offer setungs for
research, a~ renew faculty professionally. | have observed these results too

i = them as the claims of uncritical advocates. Why do such trans-
> Participants “get hooked" in a partrership; become willing to

=ers and the process; open themselves, anc grow. Eventually, the
“tchange to accommodate these significant personal adjustments.

v Perils of Parnership

Because of their intimacy, messiness, duration, and power, school.college re-
lationships contain built in obstacles that every team must negotiate. Foremost
among these pitfalls is politics, defined here as activity involving competition for
resources, organizational conflict, advancing personal agendas, and reaction to
change. Politics seems fo fiourish in partnerships, perhaps because of their
personal quality Politicking arises fron. several sources. a partnership mightlack
adequate funding, a participant might join a c..!aborative with a preset mission,
members might come burdened with personal “baggage’ they want the ieam to
carry Unchecked, political activity attacks a partnership’s lifeblood, it lessens
communication among team members, limits their ability to work cooperatively,
and closes a climate for change.
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Like politics, thoughtless language can restrict communication, thereby inhib-
iting school-university collaboration. School and college faculty both speak
“educationese,” but in dialects strange to each other. Neutral words in one envi-
ronment, moreover, have unexpected power in the other. | remember anincident
from my earliest partnership that illustrates the negative impact that careless
language can have. | approached a teaching staff with the proposition that we
could work together to “solve their school’s probiems,” a friendly mood suddenly
deteriorated and | was told that the building had no problems, atleast none that
a professor could ever comprehend. Organizers nught never realize dreams for
a partnership if they speak words that threaten or overuse technical jargon. Col-
laborators must appreciate the rituals, expectations, and language of all team
members before their venture can succeed.

A third pitfall confronting any.partnership is resources. Collaboratives typically
need money and embark on a continual search for finances. More crucial than
funding, however, is the quest for time. Team members juggle schedules, recruit
volunt:ers,andborrow minutes froz: planning periods for collaborative work. Why
are resources such a major hurcle? The answer lies in collaboration’s apparent
newness and unproven performance. Fiscal administrators have scantreasonto
make room in overcrowded budgets for an ‘erierging phenomenon.” Conse-
quently, partnerships strugcle for release time, travel money, materials, and
training allocations, particularly in their early stages.

Finally, govemance poses athorny issue which collaborators must resolve. A
partnershipis a hybrid. By defintticn, school and college combine to solve a mutual
concem, both parties contribute resources and share decision making. A
collaborative team, moreover, requires acertair, independence to be effective, the
partnership must have the right to choose appropriate courses of action and feel

responsible for them. Mutuality, independence, andrespunsibility, however, inevi
tably raise issues of authority, chain-of-command, and jurisdiction.

Essential Elements for Effective Collaboration

No one can guarantze that a partnership will avoidpitfalls to produce significant
change. Collaboration is arisky business. Still, organizers can maximize chanzss
for success by incorporating nine elements in their collaborative projects.

Time. Collaborators must remember that unlike the cobbler and the elves, they
cannot expect to awaken ore morning and find their goals reached overnight.
Trustand cooperation take time to build, instructional probiems are persistent and
complex. Any collaboration mustinclude ways to free participants from routine re-
sponsibilities. In the short term, professors and school administralors can cover
teachers’ classes, student teachers can free therr mentors for partnership
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meetings Yet, stop-gap measures will notsustain a collaborative in the longterm.
Theteammust discover funding sources for release time and/or extra staff. Forc-
ing participants to collaborate on their own time is the quickest route to burn-out.

Perks or Payoffs. | have stressedthe fact that collaboration consumes partici-
pants’ time and drains their energies; the process is ambiguous and can leave
even the staunchest advocates frustrated. The partnership should provide
release time and pay for program development, travel, or a recognition dinner.

Administrative Support. Collaboration is a “grass roots” process. Yet, a part-
nership will not exist long without “blessings from above." Organizers should
obtain permission, good wishes, and resources from their respective chief
operating officers (the school superintendent and, at the least, education college
dean) Ifatall possible, engage these figuresin the collaborative--the more visible
their involvement, the better. Administrative support, moreover, shculd be
formalized in some way; a co-signed memorandum outlining the partnership's
terms and conditions would be ideal.

ACare Group. Ideally, a collaborative team show.d have eight to ten members
drawn from coll~ge faculty, teaching staff, district administration, parents, and
support persorinel. Larger groups bacome unmanageable and discourage thein-
tensely personalinteraction a partnership demands. The change unit, moreover,
should be an elementary building or secondary department for the same reasons.
An ambitious project might integrate multiple teams or ut.ize a cadre group to
spread itsmessage to other sites. Still, an effective collaborative concentrates on
effecting big changes in small packages.

Collegiality Collaborators can avoid mostperils by encouraging mutualrespect
and opening the partnership to input from all participants. A firststep in abtaning
this mutuality is a frontal assault on traditional teacher-professor roles. This
relationship reflects a professional hierarchy in which status, power, and wisdom
reside with the professor. In a partnership’s early stages, however, organizers
must establish a working'environment in which this antiquated social order no
longer applies The quickest way to accomplish this transformation is to practice
role-reversal whenever possisle. Letieachers lead action-research projects and/
or place professors in the classroom as aides. Avoid operating procedures in
which professors or administrators issue directives teachers rush to complete.

AMission 1 agree with Lieberman (1986) that activities, not goal statements,
propel @ school/university relationship initially. At the same time, action for
action’s sake” onlysustains apartn ership solong. Participants will nottolerate col-
laboraticn’s high energy level without a meaningful target for therr efforts. Atthe
earliest opportunity, a team should embrace a common purpose, this vision will
drive a collaboration in its fater stages.
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A Model. Admittedly, partnerships must evolve in unexpected directions. Or-
ganizers cannot lock-in agendas or preset outcomes. For collaboration to be
productive, however, growth must be channeled somehow, participants cannot
proceedrandu.rly orstray too far fromthe mutualtarget. Orgai..zers should adopt
astructuring pre cess to focus efforts. {have found a consultative problem solving
model to be very helpful. In this approach, team members describe their school
to ~ neutral observer, characlerize the audience(s) they serve, state their
instructional mission, list factors blocking its achievement, target an obstacle
which the team can realistically tackle, survey available resources, design a
strategy to remove the targeted ubstacle, and implement this plan. This model
focuses team energy, but does not restrict their creativity.

Training. 1 began my collaborative career convinced that participant training
wasted valuable resources. A partnership simply happened, the best organiza
tional tactic was leaving participants alone. Four years as a participant, obser er
leave me questioning this belief. Collaboration demands large quantities of
communication, cooperation, and trust. Organizers cannot guarantee thatteam
members possess these qualities, but they can nurture interpersonal skills that
make their emergence more likely. Training educators in conflict resolution and
active listening, fot example, would facilitate the collaborative process.

A Sense of Realiy. A final element that enhances a partnership’s chances for
successis a pragmatic approach to enlisting . ecruits. Like the Marine Co.ps, col-
laburation requires “afew good peuple” educators who open to others, adapt to
new conditions, and communicate effectively. Frankly, these qualities are not
universalin our profession. Many teachers and professors have them, but many
do not. Training promotes these traits, but cannot supply them. Participants un-
comfortable with ambiguity andintensity shouldtransfer to other projects. People

who abstain from a partnership or withdraw fromthe collaborative arenashouldbe
praised for recognizing therr limits, not condemned for showing weakness.

Advice, Not Absol

School'college partnerships are powerful change agents. They can open com-
munication, broaden attitudes, streamiine organizational patterns, introduce
instructional alternatives, professionahize teaching staffs, involve academics,
gener:leresearch projects, andinvigorate the ‘burnt out.” Collaboration’s power
stems, from its nature. The process is intensely personal, evolutionary, open-
ended, complicated, and !ung term. To continue a partnership, participants must
become Jedicated to it. Committed people produce meaningful change.

While collaboration is powerful by nature, participants must overcome a series
of sbstacles inherentin any partnership. They must choose words carefuliy, avoid
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political entanglements, secure aresource base, and specify governance proce-
dures. Collaborators must recognize that collaboration is a rewarding, but fricky
undertaking.

My purposehas been to describe the process, discussits pitfalle, andshare nine
elements which minimize problems. This practical information, gained from four
years as a “known collaborator,” should fielp educators implement productive
school/college relatiorships. Yet, by design 1 did not list my suggestions in priority
order orframe them as guidelines to follow. Collaborationis toc delicate adishto
be cooknd by recipe. CollaLorators must feel the way and evolve a planbased on
the conditions they encounter. My recommendations are not answers or abso-
lutes, they do alert partnership organizers to issues they must resolve to achieve

success. Given patience, flexibility, cooperatior, and courage, school university
collaborators can greatly improve teaching and learning in America’s schools.
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Summary

lt would seem that we cannot avoid, even if we wanted to, a future which will
demandgreater collaboration globally. The same seems true in education as part
of that global picture In order to reap the benefits of collat >rative enterprises,
however, we must delve deeper info the nature and the many meanings of
collaboration. We must take advantage of the theoretical constructs and practical
methodologies that already exist and apply them to educational endeavors where
possible |believe we have seen some examples of this in the previous presen-
tations.

Being able to study the processes one is engaged in, however, requires an
objectivity not easily achieved. We dohave atleastone discipline 'i;at can assist
us in this enterprise, one not mentioned or applied directly to 2ity qreat degree
here, and that is cultural anthropology. Only after years of resistance have the
qualitative methods of the cultural anthropologist become accepted by the
educational communtty as valid and useful tools of research. Ethnography, case
study, key informant interview, pariicipant obser vation, and grounded theory are
each examples of terms or phrases which had very limited acceptance in past
years Infocusing our study on the process of collaboration, we are only one step
removed from the study of behavior, and instead of the goal of “thick descniptions™
of one culture or subculture, we are bent upon describing how twe or more
subcultures cannot only underztand each other, but can communicate for the
satisfaction of commcn ends. In attempting to facilitate collaboration, we do not
seekto change subcultures orto integrate them, butin a pluralistic sense, we must
maintain their integrity and strength which reside in their differences. Again, we
pose the question as we did at the beginning. How can we discem, depict and
interpret the ingredients, the 1equirements of collaboration, and thereby better
understand its nature? It seems that those who study cultures may have much
to offer in guiding our future efforts.




Chapter Two
Implementation Strategies: Policies and Procedures

Fannie Wiley Preston, editor*

Coilaboration is a recent phenomenaon that goes beyond cooperation to mean
equality among ail participants and liaisons at the interface of all levels of the
organizations. It is an aftitude, a process, and a method. When institutions
collaborate they share decision making in govemance, planning, dalivery, and
evaluation: of brograms.

Collaboration is central to educational reform. If all those whc have a stake in
the educational enterprise work together--sharing the power, the decision making
and the respunsibility, and pooling thexs expertise and resources--better programs
and/or long-tem solutions to critical educational problems will result.

Common educational agendas and purposes are essential to effective collabo-
ration. However, once the nature of the problem, the concept to be jointly
addressed, isidentified and the common agen~a established, effective implemen-
tation strategies, policies, and procedures are needed in order to move from
thought to action.

The second strand for the 1989 AACTE annual meeting was titled “Implemen-
tation Strategies. Policies and Precedures.” It provided the bridges between
problems and solutions, as well as the basis for generating principles to guide
fulure actions. Toward this end, participants were directed to study the practical
andhistorical characteristics of successful partnerships. Several of these papers,
representing the range of problems, policies, and procedures, are featured in this
section Before moving on, itis useful to summarize briefly the presentations that
focusedon this theme. The papers presented in this strand addressed problers
in the following categories:

*Fa.inie Wilay Preston is the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs and a Professor of
Education at San Francisco State University. Ske has worked extensively in field-based
collaborative projects and during the 1388 83 school year, she directed a grant to plan
clinical training schools for the San Francisco Unified School District. San Francisco State
Universily was 3@ of eleven universities in the United States selected by the Ford
Foundatlon to test this r.ew approach to training future teachers. Her research is in the
area of effective teaching of reading/language arts.
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CURRENT PROBLEM/ISSUE

TABLEII
COLLABORATORS

STRATEGIES
(EXAMPLES)

HIGH SCHOOLS

How to improve a low-achieving high
school: high drop-out rate, high
minority population

1) How to improve the minority experi-
ence at the post-secondary level

2) How to improve the minority experi-
ence at the post-secondary level

SCHOOL CURRICULUM

How to improve elementary science
education

How to improve geography e.lucation

PRESERVICE INSTRUCTION

How to establish a network of exem-
plary eleme...ary and secondary
schools to train teachers; to improve
teacher education

School district, university

School district, university

Multi-institutiona! collaboration. 17
higher education institutions

State department, higher education

School district, higher education,
business, professional societies

Legislated collaboration; state
governing boards, higher education
school

Twenty-one research studies as a
basis for a comprehensive needs
assessment

Early interventior. by using a special
high schoo! curriculum

Multi-institutional collaborative
program mix

Study panels of science educators
and teacher educators to synthesize
and translate research findings and
establish framework

Nationwide network of state-level
centers

Framework to gulde the work of task
forces and advisory committees, state
divided into eight regions: mandated
professional development school, pilot
programs implementing the legisla-
tively madated professional develop-
ment school




CURRENT PROBLEM/ISSUE

COLLABORATORS

STRATEGIES
(EXAMPLES)

THE INDUCTION YEAR

How to assess collaborative spinoffs
from a teachar intemship program; to
implement support services for new
teachers

UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM
DEVEL OPMENT

How to improve the teacher education
curriculum by integrating the construct
of pedagogical content knowledge as
the basis of teaching

COLLABORATIVE DECISION
MAKING

How to determine when power should
be shared; how to detarmine the risks
and benéfits of collaboration

School district, university

Subject matter speciahists, teacher
educators, public school practitioners

Generic--across any combination of
groups

"Help line" and resource bank for new
teachers, resource packete, profes-
sional development plan, use of
statewide observation system,
research on spin-off collaborative
projects

Interdisciplinary collaboraticn, teacher
education council, instructional triads

A mode! for determining who should
be involved in making a decision and
to what degree




The third major symposium, “Using the Knowledge Base for Beginning Teach-
ers* Emerging Models of Collaboration,” was also concemed with the theme of
Implementation Strategies. Abrief summary of this session, whichfocusedon the
recently published AACTE book, Knowledge Base for the Beginning Teacher,
follows.

Dr. William E. Gardner, past president of AACTE, reported thatthe Knowledge
Base Action Group (KBAG) was formed by AACTE as a part of the Center for
Change in Teacher Education. The group's charge was to help AACTE define
what appropriate activity should be undertaken by the association in the area of
defining the knowledge base for teaching.

This action group decided to commission a book about the knowledge base in
order to place AACTE in a leadership position in the movement to deiine, to
accentuate, to push forth<identification of aknowledge basein teacher education.
The intent was to make a statement about the knowledge base for beginning
teachersand, in so doing, start a process. The book put forth what is believed to
be a compretiensive definition of the knowledge base for beyinning teachers. It
was designed to make a state of the art comment on teacher education, a
comment that was not constant but rather a reflection of a point of view which
changes with the creation of new knowledge and new technology.

Inorderto ensure that constant revision takes place, the first action groupisnow
out of existence. The board of AACTE has created KBAG Il, a new action group
charged immediately to begin an assessment of the content of the Knowledge
Base for Beginning Teachers and to revise the volume on a three-to-five year
basis, atleast to plan a revision of the book.

The knowledge base bookis a “ vhat” book to the “how™ of teacher education.
It does not speak to how teacher education ought to be done. The book puts
together a large store of ideas which need to be transformed into curricula,
transformedinto the “how" ofteacher education orthe content of the fieldin which
we work. During the third major symposium, “Using the Knowledge Base for
Beginning “eachers' Emerging Models of Collaboration,” presenters reported on
initiativesto usethe knowledge base book in collabur ative efforts to designteacher
education cumriculum and to deliver instruction.

Exxon Education Foundation funded seven projects tc explore the implications
of the knowledge base book and how it might be used in various collaborative
arrangements at a number of universities. There were seven projects funded.
Michigan State, Whitworth College, the University of Delaware, University of
lllinois, University of Minnesota, the Univursity of Wisconsin, Milwaukes, and City
University of New York. Reports from two of the projects are included in this
chapter.
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' Institutions >f higher education, school districts, the legislature, the California
% Depariment of Education, and the business community are jointly addressing the
problems facing urban elementary, middle, and secondary schools. the recruit-

mert and retention of competent teachers, particularly minority teachers, reform
inteacher education curriculum, and the success of minorities in higher education
institutions.  If this self-renewal of the profession is to result in lasting reform,
ongoing projects must be coailied, institutionalized, reported in the literature, and
used as abasis for building networks. We must push forward the frontiers of what

we know about collaboration in order to enact reform in schools and schoaling.
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Featured Speaker

This chapter opens with an edited verslor f the remarks by the major speaker represent-
ing this strand, W. Ann Reynolds, Chancellor of the Califormia State University. The
Califernla State Unlversity Is a network of nineteen unlversitles that educate the majority
of teachers in Califomla. According to Dr. Reynolds, teacher education Is center stage
once again Thisfocus on teacher education is resulting in more respect for teachers and
whatthey do andhas created an opportunity for fundamental change. Teachers, working
together collaboratlvely and cooperating with all agencles concerned with educaling
teachers, are In the best position to find solutlons to today’s educational problems.

Peggy Pedagog Prevails

W. Ann Reynolds
Chancellor, The California State University

Last year in reinarks before his board, Harvard President Derek Bok asked an
importantquestion. He askedwhy shouldteacher training programsbe “relegated
to the margins of the university, fighiing for their existence at a time when they
should occupy center stage in the national effort to improve our public schools?”
PresidentBok’squestion pointsto anew awareness that the only way our nation’s
problems can be solved is by reemphasizing the importance of teaching. Our
teacher preparation p->grams should not be on the margins. They shouid, rather,
be at the very center cf the university's efforts.

When lwas attending Kansas State Teachers College, we produced an annual
event which took place at homecoming. the crowning of Peggy Pedagog. This
honor was arguably the most significant that a young woman attending our
university could receive. Each year one of our teacher education students--
generally one who wasgoing onto be an elementary schoolteacher--was selected
to be crowned as Peggy. The publicity and attention which went with it were
enormous It was, quite honestly, unequalled by any other event on campus, and
was representative of the very high esteem in which teachers were held, and the
greatrespect feltfor teaching as a profession. Inthose days, when you graduated
from teachers college, you were recruited from all over the country. It was much
like receiving an engineering degree today.

Unfortunately, in the years that followed my graduation, respect for teaching--
and the teaching of teachers -declined dramatically. This produced a decline in
the enrollmentsin teacher education departments, and quite honestly, a decline
in the academic quality of those who were seeki g teaching credentials.

Today, for the first time in several decades, we are starting to see a fundamen-
tal change 1think we are seeing a renewal of respect for teachers and for those
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who train them. And while the notion of crowning a reggy Pedagog may weem a
bit too sexist for this. Jay and age, | nevertheless believe atleastin spirit thatwe
may once again see Peggy return to life on many of >ur campuses. Teacher
education is once again “in” and that is good news for all of us.

T [ m

Unfortunately, when you readthe headlines of our nation’s papers, the problems
confronting teacher education are portrayed as massive and perhaps even
unsolvable. Whendissected, however, itis clear thatthere are workable solutions,
and not surprisingly, teachers are the ones best positioned to provide them. To
be successful, however, we must look past the headlines and beyond the
conventional wisdom.

Conventional wisdom says that today’s teachers ar : poorly prepared and that
multiple-choice tests are necessary for assessing teachers. Headlines cry outthat
illiteracy is out of control and that it will only get worse. Conventional wisdom says
thatBlackand Hispanic students are doomed to second class staius, while Asians
are portrayed as a “model minority” that simply can't fail.

her Testing

Those who suggestthat a paper andpenciltestis the bestmeasure of apotential
teacher are elitist or naive, uninformed or all of the above. Standardized exams
are a poor substitute for the insight and experience of well trained professors
whose judgment. can be coupled with those of outstanding practitioners.

The judgment of university faculty and field practitioners is alsc a better source
for evaluating aprc .pective teacher'sknowledge of the subjects that he .. She will
teach. No paper and pencil test can measure the personal traits of love of
humanity, trust, and akility tc engender iri our children the courage to experiment.

In line with this, The California State University (CSU) faculty will be involved
with the state in developing subject maiter performance demonstrations that are
designed to supplementthe National Teacher's Exam (NTE). Can someone who
wantsto teach artactually draw? Can someone goinginto biology actually perform
an experiment? Those skills needto be demonstrated. Ttic, cannot be measured
on amultiple-choice test. In addition, at the CSU we have adopted a policy which
calls for faculty in academic disciplines to assesc. e adequacy of a prospective
teacher's knowledge of the subject that he or she will teach.

In California, a new lan SB148 provides for future alternatives in the evalu
ation of teachers. As alternatives to selecting “A,” “B,” “C,” or “None of the
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Above,” it allows for university assessments, classroom performznce assess-
ments, and other evaluations that call for ademonstration of mastery of knowledge
and pedagogy.

On the national level, | am heartened to know that the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) has announced a whole new direction for the NTE. By 1992, the
paper-and-pencil exam will give way to a package of tests that use computer
simulations, interactive video, portiolio development, and ciassroom observa-
tions ETS is starting to acknowledge in part what our profession has kriown all
along!

inority Paricipation in_ Teachin

Thisnew directionon thepartof ETSis very important, because the cultural bias
of many standardizedtestsis keeping far too many minority students out of college
generally and out of teaching in particular.

Tr.e passing rates for NTE first-time test takers in Caiifornia are very telling.
Severity-two percent of the whites who took the general knowledge test passed.
This compares to 46% of Pacific Islanders/Asian-Americans, 44% of Mexican-
Americans, and only 29% of African Americans. Similar results are found on the
California Basic Education Skills Test (CBEST), an exam which is California’s
version of the basic skills test. On the CBEST we see 81% of whites passing,
compared with 59% of Mexican-Americans and 34% of African-Americans.

A report prepared by PACE (Policy Analysis for California Education) has
concluded that this state will need 160,000 new teache: s between 1987 and the
mid-1990s in order to meet anticipated enrollment growth and attrition. This
comes at a time when ethnic minorities constitute an ever increasing percentage
of our population. In Los Angeles County, 70% of the public school chiidren are
classified as ethnic minorities. These students need role models inthe classroom,
yet the number of minority teachers in our public schools is declining.

Correcting this is one of the greatest challenges before all of us associated with
AACTE Butitis a challenge that we can meet. Good programs are being
developed We need to make the public aware of their success so that we can
garner support to expand them. A good example is a wonderful program aimed
at bringing more minority students into teaching that is underway at Crenshaw
High School in Los Angeles. Crenshaw is an innet city high school which for a
number of years had the usual crime, drug, and gang problems associated with
an urban neighborhood. For many of the students at Crenshaw, gang members
were the most visible role models. Then a new principal came along--her name
is Jewel Boutee and she ir'tiated Some very innovative programs to change all
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that. The most significant, at least for our discussion today, was the formation of
the Future Teachers Club.

Where | grew up in the midwest, children interested in famung joined 4-H clubs
or Future Farmers of America. In ourinner cities, it makes the same kind of sense
to encourage students to pursue teaching by getting them interested through a
club that carries with it a certain prestige. And now, being a member of the Future
Teachers Club camies status, and the members stand out as role models for
others.

The California State University, Los Angeles, is currently werking in parinership
with Crenshaw and their future teachers in a program called the Teacher
Academy. In this program, our professors interact directly with students in the
Future Teachers Club and guide them in tutoring junior high and elementary
students. These tutoring activities, in combination with information and counsel-
ing, serve toignite an interest in «eaching while also providing an awareness of the
academic preparation which is necessary for success.

The results at Crenshaw have been promising. 90% of the students in the
program in 1988 have been accepted at four year institutions. Crenshaw was a
high school that could have been abandoned by the teachers who worked there.
Instead, it is becoming a wonderful training ground for fature teachers.

The Crenshaw partnership is just one example of the many efforts we have
undertaken to reach out to high schools and community colleges to attract more
teachers. We are just now initiating Tz acher Diversity Grants, which will allow our
campuses  work with high schools and community colleges to encourage and
support minority students who want to become teachers. We plan to provide $1
million in grants next year for this program.

Addressing Diversity

If we cansucceed in bringing more minority students into teaching, " will be our
most important accomp.ishment. But outreach programs by themselves are not
the only answer. The ethnically diverse studzants who now fili our classrooms are
bringing broadly different backgrounds and expectations to the classroom, and as
aresult they are goingtorespond quite differently to various teaching methods and
learning stimuli. /- aresult, universities must provide teachers with pedagogical
methods that work for all students, particulary African Americans, Hispanics, and
Asians.

Inlate Januay of this yearthe CSU co sponsored, along with State Superinten
dent Honig and the Califomia Department of Education, a conference that
attracted more than 10CBlack educators and legic.ators in order te help establish
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a Ceniter for Applied Cultural Studies and Educational Achievement. The Center
willconduct researchthatis designedto develop teaching methods that will better
reach African-American children. We know that someschoois and someteachers
are highly successful in motivating and educating African-American youngsters.
Itis critically important to discover the factors that underlie their success, and to
see if they can be replicated in other situations.

We are continuingto develop culturally relevantteachingpractices, forthey may
wellbe thekeytobridgingthe gap thatso often exists between teacherand learner,
andwhich has created such an cbstacle for so many Black and Hispanic students.
Our approach continues to be practical, classroom-oriented, and aimed at the
interaction between teacher and learner.

ort for Teacher

Several weeks ago | was reading the very captivating autobiography of joumal-
ist William Allen White. White grew up during the 1860s and 1870s in the same
corner of Kansas that | once called home. Of thattime, he wrote that “all over the
Missouri Valley, the settlers first built a sizable schoolhouse and then built their
towns around it.” In those days, teaching was a fairly simple profession.

Today, the teachers we train face many difficult challenges. In many school
districts 40% of the new teachers quit after the first year to pursue another
occupation Suchan overwhelming exodus should signal loud and clearthatthese
new teachers need support. Animportant task for colleges of teacher education
is to provide that support, We can't just create teachers and toss them to the
wolves. We have a responsibility to heip them succeed. At the CSU we have
starled a program called the Beginning Teacher Retention n Inner City Schools
Program.

The program is operated in partnership with the State Department of Education
and is based on the concept that new teachers need to be inducted into the
teaching profession: and, that the process of educatingteachers is continual and
should extend, at a minimum, into the first year of teaching. Beginning teachers
participating in this program receive on-going supervision from university faculty
as well as assistance with subject matter concerns from facu'ty from academic
departments Perhapsmost importantly, newteachers receive on-going coaching
from experienced classroom teachers. An evaluation of the first year of the
program at CSU/Hayward and at San Diego State shows retention rates of 90%,
which far exceed the retention rates of new teachers in urban areas elsewhere in
the United States. By the end of their first year of teaching, the new teachers in
this program were found to be performing as well as exparienced and highly
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successful teachers. This program is successfu, | think, because the university
is involved. Universities need to be active in these efforis.

We are now seeing top students enter our teacher colleges, and we are finally
gaining support for the ways in which they should be evaluated. There is a
renaissance occurring in teache: educationand you all have an active role to piay
in it.

Atthe CSU we anticipate enroliment growth of 186,000 students over the next
fifteen years. A good many of those new students are going to pursue teaching
careers. To educate them, we are going to need thousands more professors. The
CSU is not alone in this. There is a pressing need for more people to pursue
education doctorates, both 10 teach and to serve as leaders for our schools.

onclusion

We are seeing a new and exciting inviguration of American teaching. Thereis
growing new respect for what we can accomplish. This is an exciting time to be
part of a college of tsacher education. We can change the very fabric of our
society. Through the collaboration and cooperation among all agencies con-
cerned with, educating teachers, we can assure, te my jreai delight, that Peggy
Pedagog prevails.

70

59




Selected Papers

The papers in this chapter identify current problems, indicate the intervention slrategies
{plan of action, procedures and’or methods used) to solve the problem, and aescribe the
management plan In addition, the papers directly or indirectly suggest guidelines,
principles, and practical wisdom that emerge from the inplementation that can contnbute
to the success and/or instiiutionalization of the collaborative program.

Transforming the Knowledge Base into Teacher Education Programs

Henrietta Barnes
Michigan State University

The Exxon Project at Michigan State University consists of two phases. Inthe
first phase, participants examined the knowledge base thatis cntical for beginning
teachers  We brought together a group of educators who had wntten extensively
on the knowledge base and a group of urban elementary school teachers. The
participants met twice a week and discussed their conceptions and applications
of the knowledge base; ¢f wh.at experienced teachers know and how they use ;
and, ofwhatteachers’ andteacher educators’ views are regarding whatbeginning
and experienced teachers need to krow. We wanted, also, to reflect on the
processes that teachers go through in learning this knowledge base. Finally, and
most important, we wanted to see where our two sets of conceptualizations
overlapped, and where we held differences.

Thic meeting format provided ar: exceptional opportunity for collaboration. It
was made possible because these teacheis i'ave been collaborating with the
elementary teacher education program at Michigan State University for over five
years The teachers are in a very real sense mentor teachers for our begmning
teachers, who spend ‘wo yearsin elementary classrooms, including one full year
atthis particular school site  Through this program, the teachers were able to be
released from their classrcoms two half-days each week. Because of the long-
term relationship that our studertteachers have developedwith therr students and
classes, the participating teachers were confident that their students would
receive high quality inctruction in their absence. The teachers thus felt a hugh
degree of freedom to involve themselves more fully in the meetings.

In this first phase of the project, we chose to read, discuss, and critique six
chapters  These six chapters included cne on subject matter knowledge, which
included an address to the teachers by Suzanne Wilson, one on teachers
assuming an active role in leaming, which was discussed with Anne Marie
Palincsar, one of the authors of that chapter, two chapters on leaming and
learners, and classroom instruction, both of which Linda Anderson had authored;
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“The Social Organization of Classrooms,” written by Susan Florio Ruane, and
“Subject Specific Pedagogy. Why Studying One Chapter Ahead Doesn't Really
Work,” by Bill McDiarmid and Deborah Ball. These readings encouraged a
dialogue and exchanges that pro.ud both exciting and revealing, and which
brought our own perspectives to new levels of understanding.

One of the most outstanding topics -of discussion focused on domains of
knowledge. The teachers found it difficult to talk about domains of knowledge in
isolation from each other. While they may have leamed about these domains in
separate ways initially, it has been a'ang time since they have thought about them
separately; to do so seemed artificial.

ltwas alsoreinforcing for ustorecogmize thai ¥hat we have leamed through this
projectis what we are reading in the current literature. The domains of knowledge
thatteacher practitioners use are integrated into networks of understanding that
aremteracting al'the time. Thesedomains are contextualized, andthe knowledge
base from which one draws and the domain one might use in any given situation
depends on the particular learners, the particular cc-:text, and the particular goals
and intentions that the teachers ...e attempting to achieve at a particular time.

In 1alking with us about how we university practitioners might prepare our
studentteachers, the elementary teachers wanted us o domore to .ntegrate these
domains within our own inslruction. They fell that our student teachers came with
a degree of understanding about hc.. various knowledge domains are integrated
in piactice, but they are obviously less sophisticated than experienced teachers.
However, the teachers felt that beginning teacher knowledge was, and needs to
be, essentally the same as expenencedteachers knowledge. thalthere isacore
of knowledge that these new teachers must possess and begin to use. Clearly,
there will be differences in the level of understanding and in the magnitude of
repertoiresthat teachers have that they can draw onfor aterpreting situations, for
creating altemative representations of subject matter, or ~a,s of responding to
situalions. Nevertheless, they reminded us that beginning tecchers face exactly
the same dilemmcs that experienced teachers face. Student teachers must,
therefore, finish their training with a degree of mastery in how these domains
interact in particular contexts, and how they caii be applied. Coming into student
teaching knowing only ghout domains is insufficient. Student teachers need to
know how these domains interact.

Inrelation to this topic of knowiedge domains, the teachers expressed concern
that student teachers come into their training with much of what they know in a
decontextualized state. How can student teacher. integrate and apply this often
fragmented, decontextualized formal knowledye? How can they develop and use
the limited conceptuai tools that they possess for understanding practice and

ERIC 7R




context? How can the issues of prcfessional roles and responsibilities be made
central to their self-conceptions?

The teachers suggested that we do more to allow novices to see examples of
good teaching. They want novices to v.ork more with teacher educators--and |
includehere both teacher educators, fromthe university and from the schools—-who
can demonstrate effective teaching with children Novices need comprehensive
guidance from someone who can interpret and contextualize their intentions and
actions. They need someone who can talk about, articulate, and justify their
actionsfromamong awhole range of altematives from which they might have cho-
sen. They need someone who can encourage and guide them through critical
reflectior andstudy In fact, what they would like to learn better themselves, and
encouraged us to learn more about, is how to make more visible the mtellectual
activity of teaching. All of this, I think, is consistent with many of the viewsthat are
addressed in the kncwledge-base handbook.

"he secondphase of the ¢ ~iectis of a different sort. It has to do with collabo-
rations among twelve large midwestern universities who are engaged in reform
efforts These ef{orts include faculty, department chairs, and deans who are
attempting to understand the whole process of transfor=:ing the knowledge base
into programs and curriculum. We want to identify wt.ere the difficulties are, and
define what the *~sues and questions cre that educators and practitionersneedto
address We wantte understand the difference between a problem or adifficully,
which probably has a solution, and a dilemma which requires trade-offs. With
these inmind, our group loohed at the interaction between the curriculum and the
context, and the ways in which the context prevents, inhibits, or limits the ntegnty
of the curriculum.

We examined this question from five different perspectives that emerged from
both the research literature and from what was happening in the various institu-
tions. A conference was held at Michigan State in the fall where we explicated
these perspectives, and then used them as screens through which we could
examine the reform siforts that were underway at these institutiens. The five
screenc fcussed on 1) the knowledge base, 2) conceptions of learning to teach,
3) program structure, 4) organizational change, and 5) leadership.  Using
institutional cases, we then talked abou® the teacher edusation currniculum that
these inctitutions were attempting to construct. Several questions guided our
discussiens- What isthe core, critical knowledge? What do facully perceive tobe
the bes! ways for novices to learn this core knowiedge? What program design
elemants are essential” How can leadership qualities be made most effective
within such contexts and program changes? What is there about change and
transition that we should understand? Through networking and sharing expen-
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ences and ideas, we beneve that we can provide support for each other, we can
leam from one another, and we can inform the larger community about the diffi-
culties involved in transforming knowledge into a program.

Iwouldlike to end with some comments made by David Cohen, who talked with
ourgroup. Heremindedus thatchar.geis a very long-termprocess--we must think
ahead thirty years, not three-- and it is fime that we gave ourselves a time frame
for success that won'tjerk us back and forth between this effort and that effort. We
are struggling with how to move away from piecemeal attempts to improve the
effectiveness and quality of teacher education. Along the way, we will encounter
the difficulties inherent in providing a coherent, comprehensive curriculum_of
protessional education. How do we get along enough time frame in orderto bring
togeiher all of these pieces into some kind of comprehensive reform?

Very, very difficult. As David Cohen says, “We are at the beginning of a
revolution, not the end, and stiategies one uses at the beginning need to be

different.”




The Academic Major for Elementary Education Students: A Collaborative
Project Between Faculty in Education and Arts and Sciences
at the University of Delaware

Frank B. Murray
University of Delaware

Everyone agrees, whether they are reform minded or not, that teachers--
regardless ofwhat else they know--must know the very subject matters they hope
toteachtheirpupils. Yetinthe caseofthe elementary schoolteacher, we are hard
pressedto follow the implications of what we believe because it would mean that
prospective elementary teachers wouldneedto be well-groundedin mathematics,
literature, writing, history, geography, the natural and social sciences, thefine arts,
language. andmu*h more. Whatkind of academic course of study couldever iead
to such an outc-me in today’s university--for everyone, let alone for education
students? Thisis the question that some members of the University of Delaware's
faculty in erjucation and several arts and science departments have taken up.

How does the elementary teacher come to know the very material he or she
teaches and, given the latitude in the elementary school curriculum, how do
teachers even figure out what wat material should be? We do know that
reascnably well-educated college and univarsity graduates find themselves in
great difficulty early in th=ir attempts to answer coherently, and with integnty, the
questions that young chilcren are likely to put to them. Sooner or !nter an
elementary school teacher is going to tell children that the world, despite all
appearances, is not flat. Uzon learning that the earih is round and spinning,
children will inevitably wonder why they don't fall off. Teachers, and virtually all
educated persons, will say something about the holding power of gravity, and
having said that, they have exhausted about all that they know about this topic.
They have no intel'ectual resources left to deal with other questions aboutgrawity,
such as whether gravity is stronger on the earth’s bottom where 1t has to do so
much more work to keep everyone from falling off, and so forth. In fact, there 1s
some risk that gravity will be said to be a magnetic force, which it is not, and thus
the pupils are misled about a point that will r.eed to be corrected if the pupil is to
have even a rudimentary grasp of how the universe operates,

Evenmore tothe pointis the case of arecent National Science Foundation video
in which some of Harvard’s graduating seniors--at their commencement--were
asked howitisthatwe have seasons Without hesitation and with confidence, they
each replied incorrectly that it is because the earth is closer to the sun in the
summer and farther away in the winter. Yet each would no doubt know the:
distance between the earth and sun, that days are of different lengths, the shape
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ofthe earth’s orbit, thatthe seasons differ by hemisphere, and so on--all facts, that
uponreflection, are inconsistent with their response. The point isthat the nation’s
bestandbrightestzrenot themselves 2ll-groundedin an essential, but reltively
simple, part of the elementary school curriculum. Itwouldnotbe hardto document
that gaps like this exist among our best and brightest in all aspects of the
elementary school curriculum! Given this outcome, what hope is there for the
elementary education major -who is typically not a high scorer on any of the
common standardized measures of intelleciual aptitude and achievement--to
master even thesuk;sct matters of the grade in which they expectto teach? What
kind of education, as only one component of amodern teacher education program,
could provide the grounding inthe basic subject matters that would allow teachers
to stand up to the ordinary questions that they will receive from their pupils, let
alone the exotic questioas that would tax scholars in the field? How often canthe
teacher simply say, “Good question, lookitup,” before they discourage allgenuine
questions from their pupils?

At the University of Delaware, with grant support from the Exxon Foundation
and Carnegie Corporation of New York (Project 30), we have a team oi facully
leaders who are considering six proposals for the reform of the arts and science
component of theteacher education g, ogramthatwe offer prospective elementary
teachers. The tean members are the chairs of the Denartments of English,
Mathematics, Hstory, Philosophy, Cur.iculum, and Instruction, the Associate
Chair of Chemisiry, the Associate Dean of the College of Arts and Science, and
the Deanofthe College of Education, who chairs the group. Currently ourstudents
take a modest number of basic arts and science general education courses, about
one-quarter of their total program, plus the equivalent of a minorin a field of study
outside education.

The team is exploring six approaches tc the question of the elementary
academicmajor. These are notmutually exclusive, so the final outccme could very
wellinclude fealures from each approach.

1. Inferdisciplinary major. At present we are viewing this option as a collection
of reworked minors in six areas mathematics, foreign language, history and
social science, English, natural science, andfine arts Apartfromthe factthateach
minor would be responsive to the unique requirer.ents of the elementary school
teacher, this option is fairly conservative and administratively feasible. It repre-
sents about 90 credit hours of focused study, a considerable increase in the
curnrent program, but still affording only minimal levels of study in each area. Yet
it is an hunest approach insofar . each major area of the elementary school
cumricuium is addr2ssed.
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2. Philosophy of subject matter. This option might be amajorin philosophy with
anemphasis onthe philosophy of each sutject matter (e.g., philosophy of science)
in which essential and fundamental aspects of the subject mutter are covered.
This approa~h might also provide a structure to the separate minors proposed In
ltem 1.

3. Text approach. This approach entails an unusual course of study that
containsa close reading of seminal texts (the “great books") in exch area coupled
with an examination of school textbooks for the assumptions that they make about
the discipline in question. The logic of this proposal, like the philosophy of the
disciplines approach, is that the core structure of the discipline is addressed
directly, and the “forest for the trees” problem that plagues most university study
is minimized.

4_Genetic epistemology. This option entails the study of the developmental
psychological literature from the perspective of the development of the concepts
that make up the curriculum. In this approach the student learns the relevant
developmental constraints upon the pupil's acquisition of the curriculum and lays
out, as an unavoidable part of the discussion, the nature of the subjectitself. The
story of how the young child develops the notion of number, for exanple, is
valuab!” "1 its own right, but alsu reveals salient portions of number theory, the
arithmetical algorithms, and other aspects of mathematics. Similarly, the account
of the child’s moral development reveals the principal issues in moral pimosophy
and political theory.

5 Cognitive psychelogy. The student would major in cognitive psychology and
make the workings of the mind the specialization. The subject matter content
would beacquired through the consideration of how the mind operates mathemat-
cally, aesthetically, and so forth. Like the philosophy of the disciplines of text
approaches, thiswould provide a structure for the reformed minorsineach subject
area. Each area would be begin from the perspective i how we think about and
know the content in question. The approach fits welil with the current trend in
cognitive psychology that stresses the domain specificity of our chinking.

6 Pedagogicai content knowledge. This option addresses the fact that teach-
ers, evenprofessors, inevitably transform what they know into ateachable subject.
They givethe subjectanew structure and meaning, one thatis appropnate totherr
students’ leve! of understarding. These structu,es can be studied and codified.
Since this reformulation of the discipline is inevitable., one might as well address
itdirectly and, asin the other approaches, use it as a v.ay tostructure the reformed
minors  In teaching Huckleberry Finn, for example, the teacher inevitably
interprets the book as a story of race relations, or generation gaps, or a historical
period, or latent homosexuality an the frontier, or wiatever. How is this done?
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Shouldn't the academic major address this question explicitly? As another
example, many science teachers attempt to clarify the nature of electric current by
comparingit tothe behavior of water currentsin various sized pipes. Isthisagood
way to think about electricity, and how would one know? The answer to the
questionisnotto be found in physics norin education, butin a qualitatively different
kind of knowledge that will come from conversations between disciplinarians and
pedagogues. Thisknowledge the knowledge of whatis atelling example, agood
analogy, a provocative question, a compeiling theme--is a proper object of study
in an academic major and could yield the kind of understanding of the disciplines
that is deep ana generative. To have multiple ways of representing a subject
matter, to have more than one example or metaphor, to have more than one mode
of explanation, requires a high order and demandirg form of subject matter under-
standing.

Our team will also take up the question of various instructional formats for the
course of study. For example, we might want to devote a semester to each
component of the elementary school curriculum and thereby promote a more
coherent and integratec grasp of the subject matter than is otherwise possibie
when the same content is scattered throughout the 120 or so credit hours of the
undergraduate program. Alongthese lines, the traditional methods course in each
field could be part cf these integrated semesters.

The heart of our work liesin the wunversations between faculty members in the
dfferent disciplines that have a stake inthe elementary school. The problems that
our project raises are as compelling and difficult as any that are raised in an
academic discinline. That they entail the reform of the university curriculum for all
students simply makesthe conv ersation more lively andtimely because pedagegi
cal understanding is a worthy outcome for all university instruction.
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A Model for Optimizing the Benefits of Collaboration

Raymond G. Taylor and Robert T Williams
Noi*h Carolina State University

Richard Card
Deputy Commissioner of Education, State of Maine

Nearlyfifty years ago, Chester Bamard postulated thateach personhas a“zone
ofindifference,’ thatis, a set of issues in which he or she is utterly disinterested
(1938) Barnard believed that when one tries to involve others in decisions which
fall within their zone of indifference, a variety of non-productive and negative
feelings, apathy, resistance, and resentment and are likely to flow.

Barnard's notion seems obviou., it contains lessons that we are slow to learn.
Forexample, itis a common practice for one of our deans to staple a “circulation”
slip to important arriving mail. It then moves among those listed on the slip. If i
is of greatinterestto aparticularrecipient, itmay be copied, if itis withun one s zone
of indifference, it may simply be passed an. We think Barnard would have
approved.

We also have long and regular meetings. T.ese meetings are well-intentioned
andare crafted by persons wtio want us to know whatis going en, some important
pieces of communication result, a certain degree of collegiality is obtained. Many
ofthe items discussed are well within the zone of indifference of at least one, and
sometimes all, of the participants. Predictably, boredom, an noyance, and
impatience result.

Barnard's simple postulate illustrates just one of the many parts of a formal
mode! (showr: on following page) which we have deveivped and promulgated in
recent years (1985). Space, and the essay format, will not permit or facilitate
detailed comments on all parts. But we would like our reade- here to become
aware of the principles of collaboration as we seethem. Those prii:cipies have a
certain common sense quality, yetthey areextremely hardto practice consistently
and even more difficult to keep in mind simultaneously.

The Four Tests
The successful use of this model depends on truthful answers to four questions.

Weoftenrefertothese questions as tests, they determine how the situation under
consideration will pass down through other portions of the model.
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INVOLVEMENT: Ful None Partial Partial None None

The Basic Model
TESTS:
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A dashed line indicates a possible alternative.
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Test One: Relevance One of the beginning points for applying the test of
relevance is to ascertain whather or not the decision under consideration i1s within

the participant's zone of indifference. If itis, the test of relevance is failed.

Relevancemustbe vievied fromthe participant's perspective aswell asfromthe
manager's Itmay be patently obvious to the department chairman that a certain
decision should greatly concern the faculty, but if they do not agree, then the test
of relevance is not passed. There are situations where faculty members may be
interested in what is going on, butthe matter is unrefated to theil welfare or 10 ineir
work. The chairman and the faculty must agree on relevance in order for the test
to be passed.

TestTwo: Experlise The second test asks, “Does the person or group under
consideration possess information or have a skill that can contribute o the
decision?" The chairman then needs to ask ancther question, “Am I sure?” Itis
not unusual for deans and other managers in higher education to desire the full
participation of others and to assume incorrectly that participants have all the
prerequisite skills needed for competent collaboration. Very poor results may
follow. In one case which we have studied, fictionalized, and published, the
manager concluded that shared decision making was too cumbersome and
ineffective to have a place in her organization, when all along the test of expertise
had not been raised and would not have been passea if raised.

This test of expertise is deceptively straightforward, consequently, it is often
answered, “Yes,” too quickly. A very common exainple of this error occurs when
faculty are first given an opportunity to share in a new and important process. It
is hard for deans and chairmen who may work with a certain skill day in and day
out to realize that others may totally lack that skill. It may not he a particularly
difficult skill to acquire, but if a faculty member has never needed it or tried to
exerciseft, first attempts are likely to be halting. The aforementioned case study
describes a situation in which the educational leader invited faculty members to
interview prospective administrators. The leader in the case had interviewed
administrators for so many years she assumed that anyone could doit. “After all,
it's just a matter of asking questions and evaluating the answers," she told her
peers The participants failed miserably and quite a lot of hostility was generatod
between the parties involved. The manager should always ask, “Am | sure?”

Test Three* Jurisdiction The third test is a bit more com plex. It asks whether
ornot the participantshave any real authority to decide, orto help decide, thessue
athand Further, it asks if such authority has been defined in a way which the
participants understand Usually, the test of jurisdicticn is not automatically or
naturally passed. The pariicipants do not, by the nature of their jobs or their
positions in the urganization, have jurisdiction, if they do, the manager should not
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be deciding whether or not to invite their participation. In most cases pertinent to
participative management, the manager is cranting jurisdiction to others thatis,
sharing a piece of power which he or che holds.

Exaclly how much jurisdiction is being granted? Will the participants have
absolute authority to me«e the decision, will they only advise, oy, is their authonity
toliein between? A managar mustbe certein thatthe answers to these questions
are known. The test is failed if the participants have no jurisdiction or if that
jurisdiction is not specified befcre the process starts.

Academic leaders who are aew to organized, shared decision making often
discover their first big mistake when dealing with the jurisdiction issue. They
espouse a “democratic” process, which later turns out to mean something
different to the chairman than it does to the faculty. This trap is particularly
dangerousif the faculty make a decision which tha dean or chairman does not like.
Instead of building trust, the poor handling ot jurisdiction--its eleventh hour
reevaluation--destroys frust. “Youtold us we could make the decision, then you
changedyourmind.” Or, “You asked our advice, then you ignored it.” All partici-
pants areleft with abitterness that could have been avoidedif the test of jurisdiction
had been applied with care.

Test Four._Goal Congruence The final test is even more elusive than the test
ofjurisdiction, and the improper handling of this {est can be eveninore destructive.
Test Four asks, “Are the goals of the participants with regard to the specific
decision under consideration in agree..ient with my goals and those of the
department?”

The chairman may not be aware of a critical lack of goal congruence until the
collaborative process is well along and some members of the faculty speak openly
of their frustration with other members. Worse yet, an important decision may be
made by a group of persons whose goels are congruent with each other but are
not congruent with those of the school. Such a decision may be unwittingly
accepted by the dean or chairman, yielding a counterproductive result for the
organization.

The test of goal congruenc. is easier to apply whenthe deparimentis smalf and
stable. Evenunder such conditions, however, itis dangerous to assume that every
person is working toward the same genieral goal. Time must be taken to explore
issues, set direction, and gain as much consensus as possible on important
matters.

It would be incorrect to assume that all four tests must be passed in order for
participative management to werk. Each combination of answers to the above
questions suggests its own approach. There are, in fact, sixteen combinations,
{welve of which have meaning in the context of this essay.
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The Twelve Conditions

In erder to understand the second part of this vaper, the reader must take mto
consideration the logical stages in making a decision. A commonly employed
scheme is* defining the problem (P), listing the alternatives (A), anticipating the
likely consequences of each altemative (C) and selecting one known altemative
as a final choice (S).

Each of the twelve conditions calls for either total involvement by others, partial
involvement, or no involvement. Total involvement means that others will
participate in all four stages of the decision making process. Partial involvement
varies among the condiuons, bLt always means participation in one, two, or three
of the stages (P, A, C, and/or S).

Examine the chartreproduced on page 69. Note the layout of the four tests and
the twelve conditions. Below each candition is a recommended level of involve-
mentinterms of P, A, Cand S.

There are severalreasons why partial involvement variesin degree and content
among the conditions. In Condition Two, for example, participants are fully
qualified by relevance and experlise to define the problem and to list the
alternatives and consequences. These tasks are relatively unaffected by the lack
of goal congruence between participants and the organization, unless that
disparity is so great as to sabotage the entire pro.ess. Thus, for Condition Two,
the model calls for an involvemenit which stops just short of making the final
decision.

Conditinn Four, by contrast, notes that the participants have passedallthetests
except expertise  They have the personal stake (rel.vance), the authority
(jurisdiction}, and the unified purpose (goal congru ence)toserve well, butiney lack
certain necessary skills (expertize). Consequently, the model suggests that the
alternatives and consequences be developed by others. Many buarus of directors
function thisway. They determine the problem and they make the final decision,
but they ask experts to develop a report listing altematives as well as the
advantagesand disadvantages of each. Facully are ofteninvo’ ved ndireclly inthe
decisions of boards of governors through the pooling of their collective wisdom,
although some of the sense of collaboration s iuotin the multitude of administrative
levels through which such advice is passed.

Condition Five arises when the tests of relevance and juricdiction are passed
and the other two fests are fa'cd. Thisis the prevaiii. g case when a large diverse
group, such as the voting body of a political subdivisicn, participates in a decision.
Constituents rarely have expertise collectively and the congruence of their goals
cannotbe easily tested.
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Condition Seven also calls for partial invoivement. In this case, the test of
relevance is failed. This is a particularly frustrating condition for the manager,
because it often arises in a situation where others really ought to have full
involvement but where *hey simply are notinterested. Any person who replaces
ahighly autocratic de an is likely to discover that no matter how open he attemj.ts
tobe, faculty members are reluctant to make suggestions or to give advice. When
those faculty members are presented with an issue which should be of .ital
importance to them, they are likely to respond apathetically. If such relevance
cannothbe developed, andifthe other tests are passed, the managerwould be well
advised to seck help in defining the problem, the choices, and their relative
benefits. However, he should make the final selection by himself, and, presuma-
bly, no cne will Lare anyway. After participative managemerttechuiques are usad
for awhile, trust and interest will develop to the point where the test of relevance
willbe passed. In the meantime, such a manager should experiment with other
motivational techniques and reward involvement as fully as possible.

The final condition calling for partial involvement is number eight. Here only the
tests of expertise andurisdiction are passed. Because goal congruence is failed,
the manager will not trust the participants to evaluate the altematives, a disparity
of goals helps to create debate which, although helpfui in defining the problem,
interferes with efforts to assess objectively the probable outcomes of each
alternative. The model suggests using the participants to clarify the problem and
listthe various ways such a problem can be resolved. The consequences and the
selection will have to be completed by the manager or by other participants to
clarify the problem and list the various ways by which such a problem can be
rasolved. The consequences an. :he selection will hav+ to be completed by the
manager or by other participants who pass the tests of gcal congruence and
relevance.

According to the model, participants can fail the test of expertise under certain
circumstancesand stillbe “qualified” to participate in the final decision. However,
expertise is viecessary if the participant is to be involved in determining conse-
quences.

The Eight Styles of I.eadership

The third and final part of the model specities the leadership behavior of the
chairman as he works with the decision makers. These styles range from
avtocracy wherein no participation by others is allowed, to total abdication wherein
the chairman gives others total authority. The eight styles represent gradations
betwe en these extremes.
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Solo. Here the administrator operates alone, se _king neither information nor
advice. He depends on his own experience and his own research, and will simply
announce his decision.

information gathering. In this mode the chairman uses others only for the
purpose of ressarching the problem and alternatives. The participante are not
invited to come together or even know who else is 2eing asked for such
information. Through private conferences and written reports, the administratos
draws upon the contributions of others in order to make a decision alone.

information gathering and discussion This style is animportant elaboration of
the abcve. The chairman attempts to verify and develop information by bringing
together those who can make a contribution to the information base.

Opinion gathering and discussion Here the leader asks for an interpretation of
the information by the participants. He draws on their expertise to explain the
meaning of a body of data that is shared by the group.

D ial n ity protection In this role, the administrator not only
encourages the free exchange cof opinion, but ma'.es certain that the participants
offering such opinions engage each oinsr in refutation.

Democratic. This is the first style which allows for participation i the seiection
of alternatives. As aprotector of the democratic process, the leader will give away
most of the decision making power, will participate in the discussion, ar... will vote.
But the final decision will be based on a majority basis.

Consensus. Under clear-cut Condition One cirsumstances, as well as under
Condition Four, consensus seeicing is probably the most effective role for the
chairman. He encourages diverse opinion and dialogue and acis as a parliamen-
tarian to secure the equal rights of all. He nurtures the dialogue until the entire
groul. is able to admit that a certain decision or recommendation is the best the
group is abic '~ mak. -, even though some individuals may prefer an altemative.

Delegate. Under limited circumstances, a decision within the organization may
fall within the administrator's zc ¢ of indifference. The decision is not relevant to
him or important to the organization.

Final Comments

We would like to caution you no! to be put off by the model's mechanical
appearance andnature. We believe you will find that good decisions can be mace
regardirg .ollaboration 3imply by being aware of the issuus raisec by the model
and without using its formulaic approach.
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You may wish to give some thought and consideration to a * bottem-ug™ use of
the model. In those situations, where you want or would expect a certain level of
participation from others instead of applying the tests and working down, ses
which condition at the botiom describes the level of participation that you expect.
Then w~orkupthrough the modelto find which ofthe tests mustbe passed and wi.at
youwillhave todo in order to provide your collaborators with the skills, info-mation,
and perspective they need.

Finally, certain aspects of the model presented above are not wholly original
us. At least one of the two questions we pose for the tests of relevance and
expertise, as well as the notion of a chain of tests, was contributed by the work of
Bridges (1967), Hoy and Miskel (1987), and Vroom and Yeaton (1973). The
genesisofthetest of jrisdiction may alsobe foundin the sameliterature. We have
organized, expanded, and developedthese earlier contributions in asmall volurae
entitled, Power Sown; Power Reaped (1585).
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The University High School:
An Early Intervention Collaboration “From Scratch”

John L. Brown
Supervisor of Program Development
Prince George’s County Schools

James Ur. Greenberg
University of Maryland

As American pubiic education moves to address the extraordinary neads of a
pluralistic, multicultural nation, itfaces the -ery critical priority ofimproving minonty
admissior and retention at the college and university level. According to the
Americar Council on Education, we are facing a “national crisis” in declining
minority enrolimentthroughoutthe UStoday. Although minorities by the year 2000
are projected to comprise one-third of the US population, current higher education
enrollment figures show only 17% of the college po,. ..ation to be minority.

Prince George's County Public Schools and the University of Maryland, College
Park, are currently engaged in a unique and on-going collaborative effort to
improve the minority experience at the postsecondary level. The changing
demograph’zs of Prince George’s County and its creative efforts to support
positive desegregationma - this an ideal place to attempt significant experiments
in this domain. Supported by the Maryland State Board for Highe: Education,
these institt **ans have been mutually engaged in the creation of a state-of-the-art
college preparatory curriculum and instructional program designed to meet the
needs of college-bound students of all abiliy levels and backgrounds.

The University High School, one of the Prince George's County Public Schools
magnet programs located at Suitland High School in Forestville, Maryland, 1s.
designed as a model 9-12 college preparatory experience. At the heart of the
program is a stated commitment to ensuring that all program participants are
supported in de 2loping those academic competencies identified by the College
Board as necessary for success at the college or university level. This Early
Inter-~niion focus specifically targets first-generation college-bouna students,
through the interaction of faculties at both institutions, a special curriculum
modei~d on Mortimer Adler's Paideia Proposal has been created. Combining
didactic, . ~aching, and seminar instruction, this program targets students’ devel-
opment of analytical reading, speaking/listening, writing, math problem solving,
critical thinking, and advanced study skills.

The background for this innovative and ambitious effo:tis inyportant. Fromn the
beginning, the University High Schaol was conceived of as a collaborative
endeavor Officials atthe highestlevel made that collaboration a public and central
feature of th program even prior to the initial planning meetings. Building on this
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strong base, the planning task force was launched with a visible representation
from higher education and from a number of second:.”y schocls in the county.
University represeniation was present throughout the inibes planning stages,
and this led to one of th> novel strategies that provided both valuable data and a
modelforcollaborative program development. The strategy invol.2da“research”
end data collection effort designed as a basic needs assessment. A team of
secondary teachers joined with the university representative t¢ comprise an
interviewing team. This team, which developed a semi-structured interview
instrument, intervievied a cross-section of university faculty who worked primarily
with freshmen and scphomores. The questions, and the ensuing discussions,
focused on the underlying issue, i.e., if you could recommend to a secondary
school particular emphases and activities to improve the potential success of the
students you meet when they come to college, what would they be? Parallel

interviews were held with University students who were graduates of Prince”

George’s County high schools The results were fascinating, and surprising.

Another particularly interesting aspect of the project was the invzivement of
University of Maryland faculty members in a series of Curriculum Dialogues prior
to the desinn of the curriculum itself. Over 56 instructors participated in these
seven g’ .sions, conducted during the 1986-87 academic year. In-two-hour
sessions, participarts were asked to disvu<: and evaluate models for Early
Intervention programs. Instructors exz.nined a variety of issues, including
guidance and counseling strategies, criticai thinking models, and issues centenng
on several disciplines. Again, the results provided critical input for the curriculum
that was developed.

University of Maryland personne! have been acti vely invoive din University High
School staff development activiti's. From sessions on writing across the
discipiines cnd critical thinking of suggestions for research and evaluation
projects, personnel have inte.acted on a regular basis. Faculty have also visited
the school regularly to do guest presentatic 1s on a variety of special topius in all
major academic subjects.

This project reinforces the critical n2eu for institutions to break down bureau-
cratic barriersto allow active communicadionto occur. Participants havebeenvery
plezsedwith the opportunities for cross prograia communication andfor university
personnelto take adii *cthandinthe construction of an effective Early Intervention

effc. Of particular significance is the broadening of the University participation
to include many arts and sciences f..culty alongside College of Education faculty.

Refer~nces
Adler, M. J. (1983). Paideia problems and possibilities. New York. Macmillan.
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Assessing and Changing a Troubled High School

W. Rober: Houston
Prentice Baptiste
Jane McCarthy
Allen R. Warner
University of Houston

Teddy McDavid
Houston Independent School District

During the spring _f 1288, a comprehensive study of Phyllis Wheatley Senior
High School, Houston Independent Schonl District (HISD), was conducted hya
team. of 23 university faculty. The study was designed to identify programinatic
needs and to recommend poteniial ways tc .mprove the education of high school
students in the Wheatley coinmunity. The study was a part of a continuing
collaborative program between the University i Houston (UH) and HISD to find
ways to improve the ' aming of urban children and youth and the preparation of
*2achersfor them.

The needs assessment study drew on the expertise of external evaluators but
indu-ed persons in Wheatiey {faculty, students, and community members) not
only in identifying needs but also i formulating ideas for improvement. The task
force was eppointed jointly by Dr. Joan Raymond, General Superintendent of
HISD, and Dr. William Georgiades, Dean «f the University of Houston's College
of Education. ltis co-chz adby 3. Tuddy McDavid, H. Prentice Baptiste and
Noman | Kagan. "ihey iniliated this needs assessment, drew up the initial
specifications, and invited the study dircctor to design and direct the study. The
perspective of both external professionals andschool practioners were taltothe
development of a useful and comprehensive study.

The School

Phyllis Whealley Senior High School has had an illustrious history. Nar.. d for
a Biack woman and poetess, Wheatley was the third Black high schoul built in
Houston.

PhyllisWheatley wasborninSenegalin the mid-1750s, thenbrought .o America
as aslave. Within sixteen months, she not only had learned to speak .t also to
rerad andwrite English and soon was writing poetry. Recognizing hertalznts, John
W eatley of Boston freed her. By the time she was in her early twenties, she had
published her first book of poetry.
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Her life has provided a mode! for Wheatley students from its beginning. Indeed,
graduates of Wheatley have made major contributions in politics, medicine,
education, andbusiness. A few of them include. Barbara Jordan, former member
of Congress who achieved national recognition for her quiet but persuasive work
inthe Watergate hearings, Harold V. Dutton, Jr., Texas House of Representatives,
the late Mickey Leland, Texas member of Congress in the US House of
Representatives, E. Franco Lee, Harris County Commissioner, Precinct One,
Wiley E. Henry, Trustee, Houston independent School District, and Forest T.
Henry, Jr., Principal, Phyllis Wheatley Senior High Schoo!.

Inrecent years, however, problems have plagued both Wheatley and the urban
community thatit serves. Composad primariiy of Afiican-Americans (67%) and
Hispanics (32%), Wheatley's enrollment h~s declined, especially because it has
one of HISD’s highest drup-out rates. Test scores place the school near the
bottom third in national percentil.s and last in HISD's proficiency tests, with a
fauure rate of nearly 60%.

Despite these problems, structural changes arebeing made. Wheatley now has
relatively small classes and the district's largest number of counselors and
administ-ators. Students have stared clubs, such as Students Against Drugs and
Students Against Drunk Driving, showing support for addressing two significant
scheol problems. In 1987, renovations were made to the school’s interior and
exterior, and security guards were added to maintain order.

Organization of the Needs Agsessment

T needs assessment study was organized to examine lcarning from two
majoi vantage points. first, from the perspective of content area specialists and
second, from general studies that cross content fields.

Content areas included in the study are mathematics, Snglish, socia! studies,
science, foreign language and English as a Second Language, vocational
education, fine arts, and physical education. A generdl appraisal of the total
curr..ulum and test results was ..o made. Instruction was assessed by a teum
which observedthree classes, .ach with 20 teachers, using a signed observation
nstrument designedto describe the extent to wlich practice models the research
on effective teaching. Another study ccmpared practice with research on
- cognition.

Suppoitservices w e assessedin four studies. The first studied the operation
and effecliveness of the libiary. Another e aiuated the organization and admini-
stration ofthe schocl. A third study was conducted an the work of counselors, and
the fourth was ar analysis of faculty credentials.
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School climate was exploredin four studies. One analyzed studentandteacher
percepticn of the school, while a second examined school climate thiough
interviews with students, teachers, and community leaders. The perceptons of
seniors, graduates, and drop-outs were analyzed in the third study, while the last
study explored affectives in the school.

Each of tt 2se 21 studies includes impurtant findings and recommendations.
The chapters in the study report are individualized to conform to the peculiarities
of the area under investigation.

Procedures of the Meeds Assessment

The needs assessmer.t study was based on a school improvement project
jointly developedby a HISD/UHtaskforce. Througha series of conferencesin late
1987 andearly 1988, UHand HISD personnei exploredthe areaz to be studied and
shapedthe study design. The principal investigators of each of onginal 21 studies
includedin the study were asked to participate in this needs assessment study.
They then received general instructions and specific charges for their as2a, met
individually with the study director, and refined their data conection procedures.

A formal orientation to Wheatley Senior High School and the community,
attended by allmembers of the study team and led by Wheatley faculty and staff,
was heldin late January. Following this, the study team collected data at the
school site during the month of February.

A preliminary report of the findings was completed by each principal investiga-
toron March 4, with sections .1 findings, st angths, and recommendations. These
were reported to Wheatley faculty on March 9in a special faculty meeting. These
preliminary findings v-ere presented to small groups to communicate conciusions
andrecommendations, and to secure their reac.’ons and ideas. The final reports
of the 21 studies were due on March 21, 1988.

Fromthesereports, adraft summary offindings was written by the study director
and presented at a £, nthesis Conference on March 28. The purpose of the
cnnference v.us to test generalizations that permeated several stidies, make
tentative recommendations, and sharpenthefinal report of findings. Attending the
conference, in addition to the study team, were Dr. Raymondandher Cabinet, Mr.
Henry and Mr. Pesin from Wheatley, and several Houston community leaders.
That afternnon, a conference was held with Wheatloy community leaders in order
toelicittheirreactions andto secure theirinput, Minally, Wheatley faculty andstudy
team membership met on May 7 for an all-day retreat. They discussed their
findirigs, and began the prozess of formulating plans to improve the learning of
Wheatley students.
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Inservice for Teachers: A Case Study in Policy and Procedures
for Successful Coliaboration

James Binko
Towson State Universily

Gail Hobbs
Universily of California, Los Angeles

This paper describes how asuccessful collaborative modelfor inservicetraining
of teachers has been created by the Gecgraphy Education Program. The
cornerstone of the model's success is the co-equal participaiion of classroom
teachers, acad:mic professors, administrators, and teacher educators in efforts
todefineand implement the goals of the program at the local and state levels. The
model has also successfully implemented the concept of teachers-teachin -
teachers as the primary feature of inser.ice activitic 5 designed for experienced
teachers.

The Collaborative Model

In 1986, the Geography Education Program wa. ¢ eated by the National
Geographic Society to proinote improved geographic education in the United
States. The program is an e eriment in fundamental reform and reilects a
collaborative approach {0 the protlems of the schonls including teacher educa-
tion- involving scheoi systems, higher education, business, professional socic
ties, and private foundations.

The Geography Education Program sef oui to create <. nationwide network of
state-level centers, called Alhances, aimed at. 1) imprc . ed understanding of the
subject matter of geography, 2) promoting successtul te ><hing strategies and
materials for classroom instruction, and 3) conducting effective inservice activities
foi c»periencedteachers. In the firstyear, 1986, alliances were created in seven
states and the Disirict of Columbia, seven more were addedin 1987, andin 1988
seven mere were added to bring the current total to twenty-two.

Policie, and Procedures Which Promote Success Severa wolicies andproce
dures have been demonstrated to he essential to the collaborative nature of the
Geography Education Program and to the success of this approach to school
reform and teacher education.

A Strong and Effective Coordinater. Collaboratior .as wonsume endiess hours
of ithe professionals involved unless their efforts are focused and carefully
organized. Success depends on ideitifying one or mere abl. professionals who
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are highly motivated, possess strong organizational skills, and have a record of
successin directing educational improvement activities
d of s B n Participating Universities and Schools. Collabo

ration depends on successfully linking together the resources of all participating
institutions* universities, schools, state departments of education, and private
agencies Therefore, success is more probable if you begin with universities,
schools, and agencies which have some history of success in working together.
Additional pariners, those with no experience in collaboration, may be folded into
the collaborative enterprise later.

The Inclusion of K-12 Teachers as Full and Equal Participants. The Geography
Education Program is an ally of the National Whriting Prejectin demonstrating this
principle” . achers must participate as full and equal partners in designing and
implementing any system which has as its goal the improvement of classroom
teaching If the goal of a collaborative relationship is to reach teachers, then find
able, k hly motivated, and skilled teachers to carry the message. They needto
be fully n.volvedin planning and implementing the collaboration.

Regularly Scheduled and Well-Planned Meetings. If you want to sustain the
momentum and ent..usiasm of the collaborators, you must provide a systematic
andregular series of meetings, well planned and with clearly definedtasks. These
tasks may include preparations for institutes and workshops, planning inservice
events, curriculum conferences, and teaching demonstrations.

Effeciive Communication. Collaboration requires mechanisms for commuri-
cating with all participants and policy makers. Newsletters, a place onthe agenda
of local and state professional meetings, regularly-held meetings, letters, and
phone networks are important pieces of a successful communications system.

Stowardshipof Resources_ Collaboration requires responsible management of
numan and physical resou 3, i.e., good stewardship. Those agencies and
individuais who contribute n.terial, time, and talent should expect that their con-
tributions will be used efficiently, and that the coilaborators will be accountable for
their expenditures.

s




Summary

Collaboration is central to educational reform because it shares the power
among all of the agencies concerned with the education of teachers. As aresuli,
teacher preparation and inservice programs wil! alter previous structures, change
the roles and functions of the agencies, and integrate and contextualize the
curriculum. Teachereducation is a developmental process that requires interpre
tation, analysis, and reflection. The outcome will be a new type of teacher who is
in charge of his or iier own professional growth, accustomed to working in a
collegial mode, and confident about his or her ability to teach.

The quantity and quality of teachers for the nation’s schools, particularly
minority {2achers, is a perennial problem facing educators at all levels. Calfornia
State University Chancellor W. Ann Reynolds stated thatto be successful we must
look past todey's headlines and conventional wisdom which report that today's
teachers are poorly prepared and that Black and Hispanic students are doomed
tosr  ndclass status. The problems may appear unsolvable. However, when
dissected there are workable solutions best provided by teachers themselves.
Collaboration among educators at all lsvels is viewed as a “winning and viable”
strategy for solving the problems of equity, access, and programmatic quality.

The papersin this chapter demonstrate that the viability of improving teacher
education by using acollaborative approachis being tested. Varied strategies and
approaches are being used to solve a myriad of ecucational problems. Principles
to guide practice and promote institutionalization have been generated. e.g.,
cross-role teams, participant commitment and ownership, common agenda,
shared decision making, and shared responsibility.

Collaborative projects exist at every educational stratum:. The university is
involved in areas that have traditionally belonged to the schoo! districts or
teachers, and the school district is involved in areas that have traditionally
belonged to the university.

Projects related to improving the teacher education curriculum stress the
importance of integration and contextualized knowledge. The emphasis is on
reducing the isolation surrounding learning to teach.

Contextualized knowledge means that the knowledge is interacting at all imes
and what one draws from, what domain one might use in any given situation,
depends on the padticular goals and intentions the teachers are attempting to
achieve at a particular tima (Barnes, 1989).




Many programs dc not currently possess a systematic way of delivering the
teaching and learning over time so that the curriculum has some coherence and
contributes to promoting the desirable processes of schooling. Attention needsto
be directed toward greater articulation and coherence across programs and
departments involved in teacher education. A power program needs rocus.

Through task forces or planning committees, bureaucratic barriers are being
removed and open communication established. Programs designed to improve
equity of access for minority studentsto higher education institutions are built upon
iong standing relationships between universities and school districts. The results
are action research projects and innovative implementation strategies, e.g., a
special curriculum modeled on Mortimer Adler's Pa’ feia Proposal or a compre-
hensive needs assessment study followed by a collaborative proyram improve-
ment effort.

What is needed now is a coherent, holistic theory of collaboration with an
ariiculated set of beliefs -based on research, best practice, and expert opinion--
that can be transformed into teacher education or inservice educatior programs.
Itis believed that teacher education programs should be integrated and contex-
tualized. Shouldn'tthere beastronger interplay between the field experiencesand
academiv .ourse werk? Shouldn't university supervisors and clinical teachers be
in schools demonstrating lessons with children, interpreting teaching for novices,
justifying their actions from all of the alternatives they might have chosen,
encouraging reflection and study? A great deal has been done, but there is still
a great deal to do.




Chapter Three
Role Relationships/Leadership

Helen Greene, editor*

Collaborative programs require leadership on the part of various actors in the
participating agencies. Papers in this area were to address communication at all
levels, the various structural arrangements which can be developed among
universities, schools, teacher organizations, funding agencies, state w.part-
ments, business, and government. New roles are required by collaborative
ventures. Presentations were to examine .uccessful individual and intra organ-
izational coliaborative strategies, changes in role :xpectations and behavior, and
the generalization of individual actions in successful collabo ative «fforts. Some
of the questions that presenters were acked to focus on were as follows.

*How does collaboration change tt - dynamics of ruie relationships and
leadership?

*What structural arrangements work best?

*Where does the individual leader fit?

*What modes of communication are most effective?

The papers presented gave various answers to those questions and presented
research and practice on other aspects of role relationships ar... ieadersnip.
Research has found that the structura arrangements that work best are.

1. Leadership and commitment from the ..

2. Relationships based on mutual respect and trust
3. Open, clear, and frequent communication

4. Mutual benefit to all partners

5. Common focus on rnutual goals

6. Clearly defined responsibilities

*Helen Greene is the Dean of the School of Education of the C. W. Post Campus, the South
Hampton Campus, and three branch campuses of Long Islan’ v stsity. She has held
a posltion as dean since 197°3. A former prezuent of the New ork State Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, Di. Gresne was alsc on the AACTE National Board of
Directors ;ypresenting the Northeastregion. Di Greene serves vnmany of the state-wide
commissions and tash forces established by the Commussionet of Education and the
Board of Regents. In 1978, she was selscted by the Office of Women i 1 Higher Education
and the Amarican Council of Education as one of twenty women in Hugner Ed..cation Ad-
minlstration to be so honored.
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Sirotnik states that “Leadership at all levels of the educational enterprise must
possess, endorse, and communicate a clear, coherent set of fundamentas
educational values to which all participants can ke committed. This set must be
small enough to maximize near consensus of endorsement and yet permit
maximum flexibility for local initiate and creative response. Leaders, therefore,
must be willing and able tc empower others with the necessary resources (e.g.,
time) and-autonomy for inquiry and school renewal” (Sirotnik, 1988).

it seems that leaders of school/university partnerships must be able to under-
stanid the values and the milieu of the school and the university, and appreciate
their similarities and differences without placing any value judgment on either.
Howeve, itis obvious that there must be someone in charge of the partnesship,
or at least someone whao will take ownership and guide the groups while inwviting
input from all participants.

Partnerships and the process of forming them are different from place to place
and from the mix of personalities, community structure, and crganizational
pattem. They also go under a variety of tittes such as, linkages, coalitions,
alliances, consortiums, etc. Their goals may be to respond to many issues or just
one problem, the partnership maybe formal or informal, and it may be conceived
as a permanent organization or one that has a specific time limit in which to
complete its agenda.

Goodladidentifies threebasic characteristics thathe believes are ne..essary for
schoolluniversity partnerships. 1) The parinerships need to have a degree of
dissimilarity, 2) The goal should be mutual satisfaction of self-interests, and 3)
Each partner must be selfless enough to assure the satisfaction of these self-
interests (Goodlad, 1985).

Goodlad suggests that school/ur versity partnerships can meet these three
tests if they begin with a recognition that the responsibilities of these two

institutions for the quality of schooling are virtually inseparable. He states that the
argument for school/universily parinerships proceeds somewhat as follows.

For schools to go better, they must have better teachers {and counsel-
ors, speclal educators, and administrators), universities must have
access to schools using the best practices. Tohave the best practices,
schools need access to new Ideas and knowledge. Universities have
a stake In school improvemsnt just as schools have a staks in the
education of teachers (Goodlad, 1985).

While not everyone agrees with the three basic tests as enumerated by
Coodlad, he certainly delineates the roles for each of the partners and the need
for the collabor. jion. The selections in this section include the edited remarks of
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the major speaker, a summary of the symposium on the topic of leadership in
coliaborative programs, and selected papers reiated to the topic.
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Remarks of the Major Speaker
School-College Collabaration is a Muiticultural Environment

Donald Stewart
President, The College Board

This chapter presents portions of Dr. Stev/art's remarks as they related to the theme of role
relationships between schools and universities to nelp bring about more minority students
going to collage and to encourage them to enter the field of education.

Defining “common agendas™ essentially defines the College Board. Brought
into being 49 years ago by the leadership of a small group of schools and colleges
incrderto resolve the “chaos” ever standards in college admissions, the Board’s |
basic modus operandi is as a convener of involved parties and as a forum for !
reaching consensus. The College Board is actually one of the primary instrumen-
talities by which ourremarkably diverse, national educational community analyzes
its collective problems, achieves common agendas, and develops models for
practical cellaborative programs.

By no means do | want to minimize the tremendous challenges we face in
crafting common agendas for schools and colleges in amulticultural environment.
Inone sense, our national future rides on our ability to meet the challenge. By the
year 2000, about 80% of the new entrants into the labor force will be immigrants,
minorities and women, who represent, as former Labor Secretary Williarr, Biock
has noted, “people who have traditionally been disadvantaged. . . and in too many
cases, uneducated or improperly educated.”

I will not bore you with statistics that you already know, the enormous demo-
graphic changes that are taking place, which means that by th. year 2000, 33%
ofthosebetween 18-24 willbe minorities. Two decadeslater this . oup will contain
fully 40% minonties. Unlike 20 years ago, young, not older people, are the cohort
most likely tolive below the poverty line. In fact, over the last decade, families of
allraceswhose head of householdis 25 years old or less have exp.erienced a drop
in real income unseen in the United States since the Great Depression.

From one point of view, our current situation s similarto the past. Demographic
change has been a halimark of America. In every era of our history, new groups
have risen to enjoy the American dream and have given back to the nation
inestimably more than they needed or took. That demographics in the future are
going to be different from the past is squarely a part of our tradition. But always,
those groups have risen through education. However, lacking education, for new
and historic groups, particularly in a world where technology rushes forward at
astounding speed, we will succeed unly in creating an underclass of the economi-
cally and socially dispossessed.
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Therefore, for both economic and political reasons, education is crucial to our
future, and not just mere access to indifferent and ineffective education--where
some graduates can barely evenreadtheir own diploinas--butuniversal education
of the highest quality from preschool to graduate schoo!.

As President of the Coliege Board, | note with pride and pleasure that today the
doors of eaucation are now open; butfartoo many students are either not entering
or are entering unprepared. Many who do enter find that education opportunity
receiveddoes notguarantee educational success. Too many of our minority youth
are still being short-changed at all levels of education.

Fortunately, the importance of equality of education in the United States has
now been recogrized by many people--educators, business leaders, politicians,
andsocialscientists. Pat Graham, the Dean of Harvard's School of Education, has
noted: “Overthe nextdecade. .. we must find ways to build public understanding
and support for improved education for all. |suspect that one will continue in the
publicdiscussion of education. .. willbe the perceivedtension between excellence
and equity.”

Today, we mustchallenge ourselves. College access and quality really gohand
in hand, orisit an either/or situation? Itis my deep belief that, unless there isreal
academicquality, access is meaningless, an empty achievement. Not only must
the door to quality higher education be open, but we must also do what is
necessary to make certain that students from all backgrounds move through
successfully andfind top quality educational programs inside. And, in addition, we
must encourage asignificant number of minority studentsto become teachers and
professors in order to inspire and encourage others.

Iwouldlike to suggestthatyouhave already discovered an avenue of resolution,
namely collaborative efforts between schools and colleges. On campuses from
Berkeley to Ann Arbor 1o Cambridge, major initiatives involving university and
secondary people are underway. With the Equality Project, as well as the
Advanced Placement at the College Board, | believe we have some important
models and solid experience in this regard.

However, it would appear that, ultimately, success in early grades and high
school is the immediate key to initial enrollment and persistence in college, along
with socioeconomic background. This fact, more than any other, speaks to the
wisdom of your approach at this meeting. Studeniswho earn Asin high school are
25 times more likely to be on the fasttrackin college than students who eam Cs.
Students who come from high-income families are four times more likely to persist
than those from low-income families. The importance of persistence cannot be
overstated for three reasons. first, for the well-being of the individual student,
second, to ensure that a good and sufficient nuember of minorities enter the
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professions; and third, and most important, to ensure that a similar number of
minorities go on to earn college degrees and remain in academic life as teachers
and professors. Nothing is more encouraging to students than to have teachers
and professors tc whom they can relate on a personal and intellectual basis.

By the end of this century there will be a significant increase in the number of
retiring university and college faculty, representing a prime opportunity toincrease
the number of minorities in these ranks. With approximately 500,000 college
faculty vacanciesto be filled by the year 2020, we should be mobilizing the nation’s
energies and resources and directir.3 all the minority students we can encourage
towards this very bright employment picture. Unfortunately, unless they are
coming through the pipeline, we have little chance o doing so. The key to the
elementary and secondary school pipeline problemis the quality and quantity of
teachers, particularly minority teachers. Your colleges must help us produce
them. We know that 300,000 additional minority teachers are needed by the year
2000 to correspond even roughly to the projected proportion of minority primary
and secondary school students we will have by that time.

TheBoarditself is a school/college collaboration. All of our trustees come from
high schools and postsecondary institutions (an equal number from each), as do
the trustee committees and the more than 60 advisory councils and committees,
one for each major area of activity, each region, and each test and service.

Letme turn to more specific examples of successful collaboration on behalf of
students. Many of you are acquainted with the our publication, Academic
Preparation For College, which represents the work of huridreds of educators who
collaboratedin order to clearly articulate what college entrants need to know and
be ableto do. Over half a million of these volumes are in circulation, providing the
basis for curricular enrichment in schools across the country.

As part of its work, the Equity and Opportunity Project has sponsored the EO
Models Program: 18 different collaborative efforts between schools and colleges
across the United States, each working in unique ways to increase the diversity
of students who succeed in college.

Perhaps the most unlikely candidate amongthe ¢ je Board's programs for
enlarging equity and opportunity is the Advanced Placement Program. Begun 25
years ago as a program for “elite” students to earn college-level credit while still
in high school, the program has become successful for minority students.

I commendyou forthe growing efforts in schools, communities, and colleges to
open the doors of real academic opportunity to these groups which have all too
often not been well served educatior:ally. Your efforts and success are being
mirroredin their scores and participation in the college oriented programs offered
by thie College Board.
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Featured Symposium
Changing Roles and Responsibilities: University, School, and Union
Ann Lieberman and Mary Negben

Ann Lieberman's information Is valuable in delineating the problems, succesces, and the
role of leadership in establishing a consortium. The symposium starts with remarks from
Dr. Liebemman, founder of the Puget Sound Consortium and long-time advocate of
collaborative ventures. The perspective of a school district administrator is offered by
Mary Negben, Deputy Superintendent of Schools for Tacoma, Washington.

Seymour Sarason wrote:
Those who are at home In the world of ideas and theory usually have
never exparienced the creating of a setting. They're Interested in what
Is, has been, and should be. But they themselves have rarely, if ever,
nut themselves In a sltuation where the canter of action has moved to
thecreatlon of what should be, where they w'! experlence the problems
asparticlpants ratherthanas observers, and where theory and practice
take on new relationships, the artist and the art critic, the person of
action and the person of theory, the participant and the observer.
People of action know thatit's a fantastically complicated aftalr; people
of Ideas and theory know nelther the game nor the score. People of
Ideas and theory know that most seftings go serlously astray, that
people of action are devold of the “right Ideas,” and that the major task
Is how to wed practice to theory. There is some truth to both pictures,
but nelther group can understand this, perhaps because the people of

actfon know they wii have to think differently and the people of theory
know they will have to act differently.

That's probably one of the best descriptions of the struggle to join school and
universityin some organicway. i give youthe quote notto placeblame, buttoplace
the struggle of collaboration in that kind of context.

What I'dlike: to do is deal with four different questions. Those four questionsturn
outtobe. What values should and do guide school/university collaboration? What
practices help build coiiaboration? ‘What roles and responsibilities emerge from
thiscollaboration? And what prubleris do we have andwhat possibilities are there,
given ali these things?

Eirst question. What values should and do guide schooliuniversity collabora-
tion? 1 think one of the things that's happening in this conference is that a lot of
people aretalking as if collaboration is indeed the new "C" word. | worry only that
we are using il as a kick, instead of really analyzing and struggling with what it
means to collaborate and to puttwo or three, or maybe four, cultures together to
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do something different. | do think that there are organic connections between
schools and university. Butup untilnow we havenot collaborated. All of us know
very well that we don't need any more research to tell us that the kinds of inings
that we are doing in our preservice programs have little or no connection to what
goesonin schools. We also knowthatthe university research hasbecome incredi-
bly distant fromthe school contextinits problems. Every single day of mylife since
I've beenin Puget Sound, | am confronted with how incredibly complicated are the
problems of schools and (how) incredibly naive many of us in the university are
aboutthose problems and how to deal withthem. Even aslate as acouple of days
ago when we were having ameeting on the creation of professional development
schools, one ofthe teachers actually talked very passionately about howidealistic
the rest of uswere inthe room, saying, “You don't really uriderstand what we are
aclually participating inin teachingtoday.” She justrailed off all the problemsthat
teachers are having today and the fact that burn-out is not a problem of teachers I
being worn out, it's a problem of teachers not knowing what to do in the face of a
changing, complicated context.

It is true that since the Rand study we have alot cf knowledge about context,
but we've studied it as if it was just a thing to study in and of itself, out of context,
rather than working in the particular context on it. We have not had a sufficient
mechanism to transform any of the kinds of research knowledge into teaching
practices. We simply assume thatif pecple do good research, somehow it will get
to school people in some way or another. To my knowledge, the first thing | was
involvedin where people actually talked about transforming research into teach-
ing practices was not done by researchers, it was done by the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT). In New York, about eight years ago, there was a
project where the union people came to several of us and said, “If there is such
wonderful research going on, why don't you put itin waysthat we can actually learn
itand use it.” They devised a whole system of taking the best research practices
and creating teacher-like activities out of those pieces ofresearch so that teachers
could actually experience what researchers had found out. It allows for school
people to participate in research themselves and bring the kinds of perspectives
that only they can give.

But my worry is thatthe university will take these things as cosmetic ratherthan
real. llooked atthe AERA programand all of a sudden everybody has discovered
the teacher asresearcher. The Office of Educational Research and Improvement
(CERIwill give bundles for the teacher asrese archer, but it will be this year's kick,
like collaboration, unless we take seriously the fact that that is a legitimate thing
to do, chould be institutionalized, could be institutionalized very easily, and could
really yield a lot of interesting craft knowledge that we don't now have.
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John Geodlad has said--and will continue to say--that both schools and univer-
sities need to join forces in simultaneously changing. | think John knows, as do
the rest of us, that thisis a very difficult thing to do. It is theoretically right that we
need to change both sides. It's probably practically difficult to do that without a
tremendous push from great deans who have courage and from enough faculty
members who are willing and able to work with schools. | want to talk about how
these things begin to grow and develop so that it can take place simultaneously.
Ithink thevisionisright; practices willshow that collaboration should be the vision.

The current reform movement with the focus on teaching and teachers offers
ussomeinteresting opportunities. |myself have beeninvolvedin abcutfour of the
currentthings going onrightnow, somuch sothat Ifoundthat I really have changed
the way I think about being an academic. Maybe that’s good, because | think we
done edto create a very diiferent way of thinking about how o be in the university.
We at! don't have to do the same thing.

Second question. What practices help build collaboration? Let me now talk
about some of the practices which | think make some of these perspectives real.
I'm goingto use the Puget Sound Consortium. The Puget Sound Consortium is
my first big consortium, my third partnership.

I think the first thing | learned was that you literally had to defy traditional
organizational forms. The second (thing) is that goals become clearer and grow
along the way. There has to be some mutual need. We spend a lot of time
conincing each otherofthe mutualneed. I think the schiools wantto feelthat they
need the university. Certainly, the university has to come to understand that it
needs thefield. So, the mutual needis therein theory, in practice, | thinkit needs
a bit of work.

Leadership has to be dispersed throughout the crganization. Lots of people
have to cwn andbecome committedtothe organization andthere have tobe some
big goals that people feel they're going to reach for. There oughtto be leadership
that has its foot in two camps. understanding schools and understanding the
nature of the university since both things have to be legitimated.

Let megive some examples of how | both tried itand messed up, because | think
thatin the process of doing these things we have to live what we believe. Inthe
Puget Sound Consortium, 14 superintendents make up the coordinating council,
which is the leading policy-making group of the consortium. | work for them, but
my office is in the university so | have both mixed loyalties and agendas.

When I gotthere they had been meeting for a year in task groups, and they had
both school anduniversity people. They handed me a series of reports and said,
“Do something. We want you to activate this thing and make people connect
somehow.” The superintendents who interviewed me wanted to know that |
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wouldn't sell them down the river to the university. There was a sense that
somehow the university was distant from schooals and that they really weren't
friends, but they hoped that a rea! partnership would ensue.

I decidedthat | had to do something quickly. In three months’ time, | did several
things, several of them were flops which | learned from. | decidedthat | wouldhave
to create some activitiestoget people engaged. (Atthis point Dr. Lieberman spoke
about sending teachers and staff developers to New York to work at Bank Street
College onthe “Voyage of the Mimi."” The staff seemingly derived more from their
first trip to New York than from their work on the curriculum project.)

That was the first mistake, among many. | began to realize that | was not Ann
Lieberman who could do whatever she wanted, even though | had a small budget.
I'nad o figure out away to organize a group of people so we could begin to work
a mutually respectful agenda. So, | got a group of people together, staff
developers whom I thought | had a natural connection to, and they began to give
me allkinds of advice. One of them told me that | was going to get nowherein this
consortium unless | talked to the district people and asked them first what they
wantedto happen. | said, “What about the whole business of mutuality? How do
we work withthat, where we actually work together?” And they said, “Weli, you'll
learn, kid."” Several of them also wanted to really participate, wanted to build an
agenda, and | met with that group for about six months.

§ very quickly leamed that it was nice to have something on school timie, which
was my agenda, but | also had to deal with the district’s real problems of getting
substitutes, and real problems of, if they paid money to be in the consortium, did
they now have to pay additional money so the teachers and principals could come
to conferences? Again, the beginnings of coming to understand that the cultures
are radically different. If we're serious, we have to deal with the barriers and pres-
sures on the culture of the schools as well as the university culture. | was free to
create anything | wanted. They were not free to participate in anything they
wanted, because they had some very real constraints that | was very content not
to even ask about.

Afterseveral otherhumbling experiences, I soon began torealize thatthere was
something wrong with the structure of the consortium. One of the things that was
lacking was that it started out as a leadership consortium with the idea that
leadership was in fact superintendents and principals. | announced early in the
game that teachers had to be involved because if there was no teacher involve-
ment, there would be no teacher change. | was fortunate enough to get a small
grant at the very beginning of my tenure in Washington. | was invited to a local
meeting downtown, a meeting to empower teachers. | gave a little talk and then
the head of the foundation said, “If you'll write four pages, I'll give you some
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money.” So | wrote four pages, again, another Liebermandream to create alarge
cadre of teachers in the conscrtium, where they would do action research on
teacher leadership.

At this time, | went to the coordinating council and announced, a littie brashly,
withoutmuch preparation, that | was about to get some money for teachers in the
consortium and it was going to be for teacher leadership. The superintendents
were not pleased. One superintendent said, “We finally have the union where we
want them and now you're going to go taik about teacher leadership?” Another
superintendent said, “It's a nice idea, but lev's not call it teacher leadership, let's
callit educational leadership, because thenwe can spreadthe wealth.” 1 said, “No,
we have to call it teacher leadership because teachers really feel like they're not
participating in this partnership.” They would have to struggle with what teacher
participation means and somehow, after about an hour or Jiscussion and very
tense debate, they had a vote. They voted unanimously that we would have a
teacher leadership strand in the consortium. We organized a summer workshop
and found that the teachers were more resistant than the superintendents.

The teachers argued for the firsttwo days, not with me, against me. They said,
“What do you mean, teacher leadership.” The first comment of the five days was
from a male kindergarten teacher who got up and said, "l don't understand why
we're even here. What is this teacher leadership? I'm here from the union and
there are only two issues to be discussed. class size and higher salaries.” And
he satdown. There was tremendoustensionin the air. Otherteachers gotup and
said, “ldon’tknow whether | could evenrespectanother teacher who called herself
aleader.” They began to argue about incredible issues, including tremendous
distrustof me. Somebody said, “Lock, we know you work with the other union, this
is a different union.” | said, “What about talking about the issues? Forget the
unions, let's just talk about the issues.” There was, in fact, a strong union
contingent of people there who were angry the whole time through.

I'm telling all of this because | think it has a lot to do with the process of change
inworking with peoble when you really collaborate. By the end of Tuesday we had
teachers in groups and one teacher raised her hand and said she wanted to
change groups because the people in her group didnt think like her. She was
row -dly attacked by everybody elseinthe room, 84 other people. They saidto her,
“Do youhear yourself? Are you ateacher? Can you say that about your peers?
You don't like it because they think differently than you.” We kept raising and
letting the conflict outand foughtin public. I hate conflict, but! didn'tletone person
inthere go outinto the hall or into the restroom and deal with conflict, | made them
bring it back and talk about it.

E

r

lillc 95 .
— I 106

Fulr




On Wednesday, we had somebody from Dade County come and talk about
teacher leadership and teacher participation in this current movement. She said
exactly what the Monday speaker said, exactly what the Tuesday speaker said,
and in fact reiterated exactly what | had said earlier. Somehow it was different
coming from one of their own people. The same issues got raised, the same
kindergartenteacher stoodup and said, “There's only a question of class size and
highel pay,” and she said, “Those are very important issues. But, you know, in
Dade we're trying to do something, we're trying to sort of laterally create a variety
of opportunities for teachers so they continue to learn, grow, and change, like all
the other peaple in all the other professions.” The hostility kept coming and finally
she said, “What choice do we have? We have a choice of participating in this
movement or not participating andletting everybody else tell us whatto do.” That
one little line and her continuing to discuss with her own peers shifted what went
on inthat room. By Friday peaple were walking around with badges on saying, “I
am a teacher leader.”

They had totally changed my four pages and decided to create a way of
researching where their own peers could experience some of the kinds of
experiencesthey hadhadin a week. Today, they are dcing the researchthat Ithink
a lot of university researchers wish they could do. About a fourth of them have
bacome very excited about research, some of them have become very excited
about the notion of shared leadership and what is teacher leadership and do you
have to build colleagueship before teachers will really accept one another in
differentroles. We are really struggling with some of these very, very toughissues.

The beginning activities of the consortium did in fact begin to build some
commitment, symbolized collaboration, and some new norms of cooper .tion,
especially when | learned o say that | had messed up. There's nothing like faking
responsibility for doing dumb things for people to begin to trust the fact that you're
really open to change.

As much as | like to see everybody collaborating like crazy, I think we really do
have some problems that are tough ones we need to begin to share with one
another. Notonly do we have different cultures, reward systems, and concepts
of time, but those things do get in the way of work. We have fo figure out how to
do that. | mention time on some of the examples I've given, but itis an increasing
problem with us. If you work with teachers, when do you work with them? The
teachers will tell us over and over again that they can't come to a meeting at 5
o'clock and do their best thinking. We have to understand thatthe labor-intensive
quality of teaching does not give somebody the feeling of being real sharp after a
whole day with students. So, we have tried to build in time on school time.
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As soon asyou . sild time on school lime, what you're also doingis cuiting into
school people's sense that they're not doing their real job. The cceniflict is how do
you pass ir:at hump of having the collaborators work long enough so that they can
also struggle with some {lexibie time and feel that the time with adults is worth it.
The real time is with students; other time is with grown-ups doing other kinds of
things. We're essentially trying to build anew systemontop of an old system, and
so the old system is hanging on. It's too facile «o say, “Well, if you team taught,
you'd have more time.”

Thirdguestion. What roles and respensibilities emerge from this collaboration?
There is no question that the leadership of the collaboration is critical. We're just
beginning to even understand what that means. If we put at the head of school/
university collaborations part-time, adjunct people who themselves have tenuous
tenure at the university, 1thirk it says a lot 2bout how serious we are about these
collaborations. I've seen many, many projects where somebody is hired from the
outside, part-time, torun some collaboration soyou cangoto AERAorAACTE and
talk about these terific collaborations that we have.

Eourth question, What problems do we have and what possibilities are there?
We doneedreal leadership in these parinerships. How do we create people who
really have one footin each culture, where the vision can be larger than the school
oruniversity so thatthey will be willing ta take risks to create things that neither side
actually has thought about before? In my situation | think the financial support is
incredibly powerful. | have $250,000 a year to spend to create these school/
university relationships. But how much money, who gives it, and who controls it
is forever aproblem. | amnow getting calls from people who say, “We had a two-
year Ford grant, what do we do when Ford takes the money away?” That is
something we need to struggle with. If we don't institurionalize these kinds of
collaborations and make them part of the fabric, not an extra, then this will be like
any other project that we've all lived through. f we're serious, we have to begin
to think about who is goingto pay for these collaborations that do take time to work
before we’re ready to institutionalize them.

The last thing | want to talk about is the incredibly interesting p.oblem of
communication between and among partnership members. In our particular
pannerstiip, it is notonly trying to talk about and create the agenda over time with
the school people, but it's also how you talk about thatto the university people as
well. 1still findthat if we have a meeting with somebody who comes from Stanford,
the university people come out. If we have a meeting about something that the
schoolpeople wantto talk abouu,, no university professor shows up. Sowehaven't
quite connected with an agenda that might be mutually connected in some way,
even though people are interested, they're not interested enough.
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The communication that | participate inis very differentthan the communication
in the district itself. Mary is going to talk from her perspective. Before 1 talk about
the changing roles andresponsibilities, she’s going to talk about her changing role
as a deputy superintendent, and about communication and socializing the new
person from the school’s perspective.

Mary Negben

Iwantto addressthreeissues having to do withthe consortium. Oneistneissue
of socializing new members from districts into what the consortium is doing.
Seconc is the necessity {or an internal structure within a district tc handie all of
these consortium activities. And, third is the impact the consortium has had,
particulariy on myrole as adeputy superintendent. Tacomaisa districtatthe south
endof the Puget Sound. It has 32,000 students, preschool through 12, and it also
has a Bates Vocational Technical Institute. 1t's an urban district surrounded by
suburban districts. The consortium itself is composed of two districts that one
would envision as urban (Seattle and Tacoma), some that are kind of half urban
and suburban; and the rest are suburban school districts.

| came to Tacoma and was so glad that we were invoived in consortium
activities. | had a vision of school/university partnership that was based on my
former position as a deputy superintendentin Albuquerque, New Mexico. Here's
what my vision was. First of all, we were the only school district in the area. We
were like a sol” source vendor for the University of New Mexico (UNM) and they
were for us, too. Second, there was longstanding partnership--many years,
excellent relationships, all kinds of pregrams going between Albuquerque and
UNM. Third, there was already set up an internal structure within the Albuquer-
que Public Schools to handle that university parinership and the structurc was the
deputy superintendent. All activities that happened in that parinership went
through the deputy superintendent’s office. If somebody wanted funding, if
somebody wanted approval or just to give information, that was the office they
wentto. |feltas adeputy lhad agood handle on whatwas happening. There was
support for that relationship amorg the board (and) the staff, and geographizally
they were located very close, less than a mile between the central office and the
University of New Mexico.

That was my vision. | came into this consortium where there are 14 districts.
If you can imagine, there is some competition between and among us fui
resources, for pariicipationin activities. Not only that, but | didn'tknnw any ofthose
other 13 people from the other districts. Geographically, we are spread out and
that really does create some problems. For me to attend meetings is an hour
commute, one way, and for other people it's even ionger.
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There is not within the Tacoma Public Schools much supyort for the consertium.
it's not really any lack of support, it's more a lack of information about what the
consortium isdoing. . ou ask the majority of teachers at this pointin time in my
district, “What do yout. .ak about consortium activities?”, they would say, “What,
are we a member of that and what is it that they're doing?”

Finally, there was no internal structure. Since there was no coordinuting
function within the district for that, it caused some problems for us.

How do you socidlize somebody to that situation? Four things were done that
were extremely helpful to me. One was to give me, a nevs d. rict person,
background information. Somebody could have given me a stack of stuff six ’
inchestall with all the minutes from past meetings and | probabiy would not have
read or absorbed it. What Ann and the consortium did was provide pertinent
information: a little bit about the background and history, a little bit about the
mission, and alot about whatwe were doingrightnow. Thatwas extremely helpful.

The second thing was opportunities to socialize. The third extremely helpful
thing was consistent articulation ofthe mission. Ann did it again today: two things
are extremely important in that mission, and one is teacher empowerment. That
was a real difference for me as a deputy superintendent in how | envisioned a
partnership working. The second thing which Ann also mentioned today is the
need to have a tolerance for ambiguity. She mentioned clear linear thinking--
whereisthie structure and what are we doing and where arethe goals and where'’s
the timeline? Inthe consortium there are alot activitiesthattake a while to develop
that structure so we all need to have that tolerance for ambiguity.

Thelast element in terms of my own socialization was simply time. | could not
anticipate, | could not expect it from myse'f, nor could Ann or anyone else have
expected it from me, that | would become familiar with all of the activities that were
happening in that conisortium without the benefit of some time.

1 want to look now at the need for an internal structure The first step was to
identify who in our district were the major players in consortium activities. Now
somebody ouyht to have that, somewhere there ought to be alist. Since so many
of these activities have grown and membership had changed, people had
vhanged. . . that probably took the longest, figuring out wh.o were the people who
were participating on consortium activities. We founu . 2 within our district . . . that
participate fairly regularly on committees.

Once we had them identified, we sat down, interviewed them personaliy, and
said, “What is your group? Who else is in your group? What are the purposes?
What were your major activities iast year? What do you want to accomplish this
year? Whatisthe cost to the district, because that’s something my boardis very
interested in, and what is the value to the district?” The last question we asked
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was probably the most significantin terms of pointing out the area that Anntalked
about earier, and that’s communication. We said, “What's your method of
communication with other people who are participating in the consortium and with
other people in the district in general.” in almost every case the response was,
“None,"” or “Informal.” “Oh, we started this project, so | called so-and-so because
Ithought they might be interested.” Structure for communication was not there.

There were some real benefits to intervieviing people. One benefitthat | hadn't
even ar.icipated was recognition. No one in our district had said, “Oh, you're a
member of the consortium, fet me talk to you about it.” In the past people really
appreciated that. The second was reflection. Everyone to whom | spoke needed
todoalittle reflection on where they were inthe consortium and what benefitit was.
And the last was defining some responsibilities. We found situations where there
were three or four participating; they didn’t even know all the other people were
participating; somebody needed to be a contact person.

In terms of setting up @ communication system, that’s presently what we're in
the process of doing. We're starting with just communication betweenand among
those 40 people and we're doing it on a written summary basis thai willgo outonce
amonth. That's going to be helpful, it's going to help us see where we needto link
up with each other. But we need to do a lot more than that, and that's a process
we'll be starting during this semester. What we need to do is communicate to
everyone in the district what's happening in the consortium and to expand the
opportunities for participation. We have several opportunities to do that. The
Puget Sound Consortium itself sends out a newsletter.

Wedo havea weekly staffbulletin andthat is widely read by «i: of our staff. What
we willde is put a little thing in there on the Puget Sound Educational Consortium
every week. We're going to start with, “Yes, we are members, and here's how we
started and here’s some things that we're doing.”

Last, in terms ofinternal communication, probably the mostimportant and most
effectiveis talking to people face to face. | visita school every morning and come
about half an hour early. That haif an hour is time for the staff to meet with me
informally, discuss whatever problems or concerns they mighthave. Theserange
from difficulties with implementing the elementary reading series to, “Why doesn't
our drinking fountain outside work?” Butitalso g..es me an opportunity to update
them on major activities within our district, ar2 an excellent opportunity to talk
about what's happening in the consortium and how they can pariicipate.

Now one of our topics today was changing roles and responsibilities. | would
say that my own participationin the consortium has certaini, had animpacton my
role andresponsibility. One of the major impacts is simply time. Finding the time
tocoordinate, communicate, and even to attend meetings can sometimes be quite
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difficult. However, inretumn forthat, 1 feel thatthere are extreine benelitsi. .ns
of professional growth. We have Legunjust this year eight new projects inthe con-
sortium. Every one of these has impacted me in some way by extendirg some
knowledge and skill. 1 have been able to be either aleader, facilitator, pariicipant,
champion, or a cheerleader. Just having the opportunity to take on those different
roles has been a professional growth experience for me.

I'dlike to conclude with some points that | think are essential if a districtis going
to realize the full benefits of that participation. Two things that 1 think are very
important are re cognition for parficipation and recognition for achievement. The
people on my staif who participate, the teachers in the schools who participate:
somebody needstoknowthatthey do that. Somebaody, whenthey visit the school,
needsto say, “Oh, you're part of the teacher leadership group. Howis thatgoing?
Ireadthis wonderful thing that you did.” Somebody needs to say, when someone
has achieved a major goal, “You did a good job with that,” whetherit's a letter from
the superintendent or an opportunity to report to the board, that's important.

The nextthing 1think is you need to give time. If my teachersneedtogotoa
me eling andit happens tobe allday, I need tobe able to pay for the subslitute for
them. Sometimesit's notpaymentso much as getting a substitute. Butlalsoneed
to provide the same time for the people who work directly for me. i my staff need
to be away for a consortium meeting, | need to let them know that that's okay.

Lastly, Ithink it'simportant to empower and entrust. Probably that's the major
lessonthat!'ve leamed. Some ofthe projectsthat the consortium has undertaken,
I've been alittle dubious about. It was very importantto me tolet it go, tolet them
havethe power todo it. i{'s also extremely important for me thatif things dontgo
exaclly rightand if we do have failures, not olook for somebody to blame, butto
say, "Let’'s go on from here.” Peopie i.. my district will not be willing to take risks
unless | give that attitude that we will learn, go on and, things will be better. So,
empowering and entrusting is very important.

These are some of the ways in which participation in the consortium has
changed my role and responsibility. Ann willtalk a little bit about other chanyes.

Ann Lieberman:

Letme justtalk with you a couple of minutes about some of the other changing
roles ana responsibilities that | think we have seen as aresult of our three years
of work together.

For the professors. two examples. 1called up (anew professor) when | heard
she gothiredandbasically said, 'Luok, youdon' wantto be justaregular professor
do you?" Igotherinaprojectbefore she came. lknew she was agreatresearcher,
but | also thought it was important that she work in areal school context. It's too
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early to tell, butl have a sense that she will never be the same kind of researcher
again because she’s working with real schent peaple with incredible problems and
itcan‘'thelp butinfluence the way shethinks. 1know sheisinfiuencing the way they
think.

Another professororganized a proposal for a professionai development schod!,
andinthe process found that she was inicredibly good at administration. She had
never really talked face-te-face with a union. She negotiated a meeting between
four union presidents and was amazed at her own talent in really clarifying the
issues that undoubtedly will come up betweenthe union andthe university in trying
tocreate new roles for teachers. It was an historic meeting where there was real
give and take instead of anger and adversarial relationships.

For sludenis. We've had some incredibly interesting changes in what the
students have become. One student, who came as a doctoral student, has been
leadingthe teacherleadership projectand leamednot only aboutteachers, school,
the culture of change, and herself, but she finally came to understand through her
work with the teacher leaders how meaningless it is to give staff development to
people when you justtell them what to do. Totally changed her whole view of the
world--she wants to be a different kind of professor who wants to teach in areal
schooland doresearch in areal university. We are finding ways to socialize these
people in a new key; we've got to change the university quickly enough to make
use of these people.

Theschoolpeople. You've seen Mary, who [ think isin the process of changing.
We have an ass!-tant superintendent who is teaching both the university and
school people about poriraiture. We have teachers in the teacher leadership
strand who are doing research and going to get the professors to werk with them
rather than the other way around. We have the president of the Seatile Teachers
Associatior whoisin the collaboration, helging create schools for the 21st century
by negotiating with her own union as well as helping us somehow get better rela-
tionships with the union, writing papers about the union’s a.Ipability in the currznt
movement.

On my bad days | think that we perhaps will become irreievant if we don't
change Onmygooddays Ithinkthatbuilding a cuilaborative culture inthe schouls
and univeysity will provide models for both sides. Suffering from 1solation, both of
ue would do good, marrelous work together if we have and create authentic
collaboration.




Selected Papers

This chapter is represented with four presentations from a total of sev-
enteen which included research, practices, and policy on either role re-
lationships or leadsrship or both that are necessary for effective col-
laboration to take place.

The Joint Committee on University Affairs: A Study in Success

Philip Rusche
Helen Cooks
The University of Toledo

Lola Glover
Director of the Coalition for Qualily Education, Teledo, Ohio

Christopher Ellis
Deputy Superintendent of Schools, Toledo Public Schools

In 1985, the Student Development Division of the University of Toledo invited
eight civic organizations to help sponsor a wcrkshop designed to give information
about higher education to mincrity junior and senior high school students aspiring
to go to college. This collaborative effort led to the formation of the “Joint
Committee” to continue the dialogue relat.ve to helping minority youth achieve in
the public schools as well as prepare them for entrance into some type of
postsecondary study. Later thatyear, the Joint Committee on Minority Affairs was
formally organized by the university as a 35-member body whose focus was to
identify, examine, and make recommendaiions concerning critical issues that
direclly relate to an impact on the educational aspirations and goals of minority
youth.

The Joint Committee on Minority Affairs consists of representatives from the
University of Toledo, the To!edo Public Schools, Toledo Catholic Scheols, and
leaders of the Toledo minority community. Originaly the committee was co-
chaired by two vice presidents of the University. However, their role quickly
became advisory in nature and a new organizational structure evolved, with the
chair held by a professorin the College of Education and Allied Professions, and
two vice chairs, one representing the university and the other the communiy a:
large. The committee is organized in the task groups. These include. a steering
committee, a curiculum planning and development committee, a racruiting,
admission, and retention commitiee, and a mission and challenge committee. Ad
hoc committees have been formed as needed.
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The structure and composition of the commiti2e were developed as a result of
studies conducted by university staft, as well as from information derived from
studies done nationally. Projects undertaken have all resulted from research
about local schools, the Toledo community, and its students. These studies have
been a.gmented through information gathered about other similar successful
ventures tried elsewhere.

Successful Joint Committee projects include an arnual conference for aspiring
minority youth and their parents and an annuzi Eighth Grade Recognition Day. In
addition, a mentorshin prog¢ran: has been established on the campus, as well as
an “adopt a school program,” an enrichment program for junior high schools, and
aminority scholarship pregram. Recently, the Joint Committee has proposed a
school-student contract agreement program for aspiring m.inority studerits, a high
school college club, and a meniorship program for high school and junior high
school students. Sever .l other projects are at various stages of discussion.

Research emanating from activities of the Joint Committee include. project
impacton minority students, the role of parentsinthe educational process, teacher
attitudes regarding minority youth, community influences on leaming, university
obligations and responsibilities; and other related matters.

An idea that started as the dream of a single individual has evelved into a
sgnificant educational resource in the city of Toledo. Success has resulted
because of parental involvemant, equality among c~nstituent groups on the Joint
Committee, a commitment to problem solving, private schooi as well as public
schoolinvolvement, early identification of aspiring students, and acceptance ofthe
fact that minority yosuth do want to achieve. Much that has been written about
minority youth and their families can be supportedth: ough experiences ofthe Joint
Committee. However, the unique outcomes of this Committee’s activities indicate
that much more research and study is needed regarding the variables affecting
education of minority youth.
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Partnerships in Teaching Critical Thinking

Mary Diez
Alverno College

This presentation focused on a collaborative project, “Partnerships in Teaching
Critical Thinking," involving a college of education and 22 elementary, middle, and
secondary schoolsin an urban areaover athree-year period (1985-88), funded by
afederal grant. The focus of the project was the development of school-based
designs to integrate critical thinking across the curriculum.

The program had four distinctive features. First, the inservice instruction
focussed on the deve!spment of teacher generated definitions of the abilities
relatedto critical thinking cutting across the subject areas. Second, the inservice
instruction was designed to provide the teachers with ongoing support and
feedback. Third, the participants represented interdisciplinary teams from a
school. Fourth, all work involved collaboration between college and elementary/
middle/secondary school educators.

Whilethe purpose of the projeci was the improvement of the teaching of critical
thinking in elementary, middle, and secondary school students, the project
directors sought to work toward the establishment of curriculum coherence
through institutional collaboration for the development of critical thinking. This

rogram was designed to assi hers to be responsibl nis of cumicydum
change, therefore, the design of thie inservice focussed o1 the development of new
roles for teachers within the school setting, and new roles for the college faculty
as coaches and facilitators.

Because of the focus on the role relationships and leadership invelved in this
collaborative effort, the presentation outlinedthe processes and procedures used
in the design of the inservice, including the involvement of teachers from area
schoois on the planning commitiee and project team. For example, it described
1) the screening procedure usedto select schools where faculty were ready to take
onthisrole in curriculum change, andZ, the agreements made with administrators
to ensure that the teachers would be supported in the implementatio.) process.

The project results were examined as w2ll, looking at the effect of the collabo-
rative project on the teacher participants, on other teachers in the participating
schools, on the students in those schools, on the college of euucation -its faculty
and preservice students. These are briefly described as follows.




1. Effect on participants. Teachers involved in the project reported changesin
their ongoing role in the dev~lopme. t of curriculum and insights about their power
to effectchange and influence practice. They also described changesin their own
teaching practice.

2. Effect onotherteachers. In most of the schools participating in the project,

the involvement of other teachers grew with the implementation of the team’s
plan. There were some variations within type of school, with elementary schools
tendingtoinvalve all their teachers. Middle and high schools, generally laiger and
more complex organizationally, tended to build involvement more slowly--by unit
ordepaitment. Anearlyuniversal experience, however, was the positive reception
that teacher teams received in their own inservice presentations to their peers,
leading at least one principal to revamp the process of inservice in his schoal to
maintain teacher involvement in the development of each inservice program.

3. Some data was shared on the impact the project had on students in the 22
schools. Preliminary test data showed positive impact on reading and math
scores in the schools implementing their program designs, qualitative data also
indicated positive impact on students’ involvement in learning activities.

4. The effects on the college of education are varied. The faculty have given
joint presentations with teachers from the project schoals, establishing profes-
sional colleagueships. Thereis an increased respect bet..een ccllege faculty and
practicing teachers.

Many of the schools have requested student teacher placements. The plans of
the 22 schools are made available to preservice teachers as models of locally
developed curriculum desiyns. One facult member has created a simulation for
preservice students that involves them in the kind of curriculum design work the
project teachers engagedin. Thus, the college hopes tobegin to shape -from the
very beginning of teache. training--the sense of the role of the teacher as a
responsible agent in curriculum development.

Some generalizations were drawn about the aspects of the “Partnerships in
Teaching Critical Thinking™ project, related to the potential for college/school
collaboration inbuilding new role relationships for teachers in elementary, middie,
and secondary schools.
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Teacher/Professor/Administrator Zmpowerment:
A Driving Force for Professional Development Schoel Collaboratives

Roger Pankratz
Carl Maitray
Western Kentucky University

Sarah Laws
Bowling Green Public Schools

A collaborative enterprise has been established between Western Kentucky
University and three public school districts for the purpose of improving profes-
sional development experiences for both preservice and insenice teuchers and
administrators. Programs and projects are being explored within this university/
school collaborative toward the development of “Profescional Deveiopment
Schoo’s.” The concept of professional development scliools has as its key
attributes: 1) a productive leaming environment for children, 2) a challenging
environmentthat provides professional growth experiences for preservice andin-
service teachers arid administrators, and 3) an opportunity fur ongoing research
and development in teaching and learning. The beginning focus of this collabo
rative efforiis on a newteacher menioring program designedto markedly upgrae
the student teaching experience.

Western Kentucky University has enjoyed a long history of collaborative
involvement with public schools. Its Professional Development Center Network
and ite +.2.tucky Schools Technology Project have both won American Associa
aon of State Coileges and Universities Excellence Awards. Previous developmen-
ial efforis funded by federal, state, and local programs have produced useful
models for the organization of collaboratives. These funded efforts have also
produced highiy effective processes for the cooperative development of innova-
tive programs and practicesin educction. Collaborative organizational structures
and involvement processes have proven to be very useful and productive in
Western's past experiences working with local schools. Over the pasttwo years,
a third and more personal cimension, teacher/administrator empowerment and
efficacy, has emerged fiom research and experience and has provided a new
thrust for cooperative educational improvement efforts.

This collaboration enterprise is utilizing what has been learned about collabo-
rative organizational structures, collaborative involvement processes, and teacher
empowerment'efficacy in its movement toward the creation of Professional
Development Schools. It is the purpose of this paper to describe these three
dimensions of collaboration and how professional empowerment and efficacy are
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being employed as a driving force to build collaborative structures and promote
collaborative processes.

An Organizational Model for Collaboration

Thedevelopmental effoits of Teacher Corps during the 1970s taughtus a great
deal about collaboratior v.ith public schools. Portal s ;hools were the early models
of Professional Develoj.ment Schools or the designatecl teacher training schools.
For portal schools to function, collaborative structures between teacher training
institutions and p< blic sctools were established consisting of teacher educators,
school administrators, teachers, and parents to monitor and provide guidance to
thic cooperative enterprise. However, Pankratz and Williams (1974) found the
structure of a 20-member steering committee comprising representatives of
various role gi. .ps very inadequate for shared decision making in the operation
of portal schools. After experiencing a year of reduced collaborative activity, a
moratoriumwas called and a six-month study of colla’,orative organizaticis was
launcher.. This resultedina modelfor collaborative structures and processesthat
proved helpfulin the portal school effort of the 1970s and has guided collaborative
efforts at Western Kentucky University inthe 1980s. The assumptions uponwhich
this model for collaboration was based were:

1. There are at least three distinct groups in a collaborative effort each with a
unique role and function.

a. There are the “controllers of resources " or the admunistrators who, because
of their authority, have the power to make decisions which can give life to a
consortium or which can crush ifs existence.

b. There are the “role groups,” (teachers, parents, students, etc.) who are
affected by the decisions of the first group, but whose voices are vital to a truly
shared decision-making effort.

c. There are the “task groups” whose responsibility it is to plan and implement
programs agreed to by collaborative decision-making bodies.

2. For collaboi ation to be functional, the controllurs of resources must be willing
to share their power by responding to input from role groups.

3. Collaboration is more .unctional when the controllers of resources from the
various institutions in a consortium form a shared decision making body com-
prised of representatives of significant role groups in the consortium. For
collaboration, these two decision-making bodies must agree.

4. Forcollaborationto be functional, the purpose andlimits of the consortium must
be clearly defined and agreed to by all parties involved.
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5. The commitment to shared decision making by member institutions in a
consortiumisdirectly related to the investment of its own resources in the shared
effort.

6. For collaboration to be functional, a process for input and shared decision
making must be clearly defined and understood by all role groups.

The abcve model implies that collaboration must occur at two Jevels for a
cooperative enterprise to be successful: among the controllers of resources and
among the representatives of “role groups.” The model also implies that in
successful collaboratives there is a sharing of resources, power, and decision
m.aking, and that communication structures are well established and there exists
atwo-way information flow between the controllers of resources and the role group
representatives. The collaborative enterprise must have a defined common goal
and each of the constituent members (i.e., agency, school, institution of higher
education) must contribute its fair share of resources if there is to be a commitment
to the cooperative effori.

Collaborative Processes for Deveioping Innovative Programs and Practices

Collaborative arrangements between a university and public schools are usually
formedto achieve a common goal or purpose. This often involves the develiop-
ment and implementation of new and innovative practices that will produce the
desired educational improvements in schools and,or institutions of higher educa-
tion. Hall (1979) described aframework for analyzing the adoption of innovations
from programm.atic point of view. Seven “levels of use” are defined that charac-
terize the behavior « f the users ofthe new program or practice. Fankratz, Tanner,
Leeke,andMe~ ,..J0),instudying Teacher Corps projects across the country,
have described planned change as also including a political process that involves
commitment and support of key individuals in the organization. A team of
university and school personnel at Westem Kentucky University, who have been
involved with a variety of educational improvement efforts over the past 12 years,
has concluded that successful planned change requires careful orchestration of
both programmatic and political processes. The importantingredients for change
and the adoptior: of innovative programs and practices are. 1) support by the
administratiori, 2) commitment by key administrators andfaculty, and 3) aprogram
of staff development A typical scenario for orchestrating the development of a
new program or practice would include the following critical processes andior
events:

1. Ensure that a general awareness of need is perceived by key formal and
informal leaders.
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2. Obtain agreement by formal leaders and informal leaders on a process for
program development. secure aJministrative arrangements for the program
development efforts.
3. Use exploration workshops 0. (a) achieve a general awareness of the need
areas, (b) reach consensus by all faculty on a set of assumptions about the need
area, (c) explere possible approaches to deal with the need area, and (d) reach
consensus on one general approach that represents an agreeable solution to the
need area.
4. Use skill development workshops to. (a) develop the cntical knowledge and
skills necessary forimplementation of the programs and/or practices assaciated
with the general approach, (b) enable faculty to try out skills and experiment with
practices in their classrooms, and (c) reach consensus on the specific elements
to be included in the new program and on a starting date for a total faculty/
administration effort.
5. Secure administrative arrangements for implementation of the new program.
6. Provide on-site technical assistance (coaching for application session) to help
faculty implement the vanuus elements or programs in their classroom or area of
responsibility.
7. Obtain consensus by faculty and administration on a process for making
changes in the program and initiate collaboration seminars (<naring session).
8. Secure arrangements and suppoit struclures to maintain the new program or
practice on a permanent basis.

Each of the above processes and,or events has bee.. found to be critical to the
collaborative development and adoption of new prcgrams and practices.

i acher, Administrator, F W t

Professional empowerment is defined as a set of structures, grocesses, and. or
behaviors thatresultin individuals believing they have increased control over their
professional environment. The set of beliefs and self perceptions one has about
their ability to control and manage their piutessional world t.os been coined by
Ashton (1985, 1986) as prefessional efficacy, or more specifically “teacher
efficacy” whenrefeming to the professional environmentofthe classroomteacher.

Traditionally, research on the motivational construct of teacher efficacy was
based on the teacher's perceptions or beliefs in self-regarding capability tc
influence student learning. This focus is not surprising since early studies with this
construct detected significant relationships between teacher's efficacy and stu-
dent achievement (Armor, et al., 1976, Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly, &
Zellerman, 1977,. However, the implications of this construct led to conclusions

110

ERIC iz

IToxt Provided by ERI




that are too simplistic since personal beiefs about one’s effectiveness regarding
iniluence on others probably is a multidimensional phenomenon.

Borrowingfromideas proposedby Bandura (1978), Ashton (1985)in herreview
ofthe research onteacher efficacy points out tnat efficacy is a multiple-determined
trait influenced by one’s behavior, beliefs, self-perceptions, and environment.

In presenting a “blueprint” for empowering teachers, Maeroff (1988) suggests
three key areas in which teachers can be lifted to increase their sense of
professional efficacy. These are: 1) their status, 2) their knowledge, and 3) their |
access to decision making. Strategies which are designed to involve teachers in |
shared decision making and in the determination of schoct policies and curriculum i
can piovide the teacher with a sense of professionalism as well as personal dignity. j
Opportunitiesfor Callegial interactionin an environment whichis often plagued with |
isolation, time pressures, paperwork, andfeelings of little personal infiues.ce must |
be provided and sometimes eveui {orcedin situations where feelings oflow «ff.cacy ‘
have become a way of life. In addition, the old adage that "knowledge is power" 1
remains t-uefor the professional selting. Teachers need opporiunitiesto in.rease |
their knowledge base in critical areas of the:ir profession.

It is proposed here that the low degre: of efficacy which Maercff (1988)
characlerizes as a trait limited perhaps to wachers in the educational realm
extends in varying degrees to role groups othier than dlassrcomteachers. Scheooi
administrators, teacher education faculty, and higher education administrators, in
spite of their positions of authority, oftenfeel poweslessto effect.a positive change
ir their professional world. Demanding limitations of bureaucratic structures and f
processes are frequently given as reascns why changes cannot be made and /l
Soals cannot be achiaved. I

Parallel with the three key areas for teachss empowemment described by )
Maeroff (1988}, the planners ofthe collaborative effortbetween Western Kentucky |
University and local school distrizts are focusing on three sirategic areas. (1) I
prizing each professional’s role and contribution, (2) developing each profes- |
sional's knowleJdge base, and (3) providing each professional with access to the I
decision-making process that effects their professional world. The planners see
the collaboralive effort between Western Kentucky University and public schools,
in the creation of Professional Development Schools, as providing excellent
opportunities for teacher./professor/administrator empcwerment.

The Eripowerment Driven Collaboration Model

At Western Kentucky University, the emerging mode! for building a university,
school collaborative is to combine whal we have learned about successful
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structures for collaboration and about teacher/profess.ui/administrator involveinent
processes that are critical to program development. To these structures and
processeswe add the three elements of empowerment. () prizing, (b) kncwledge
development, and (c) access to decision making. The Center of Excellence has
become the “temporary system” where the university/school cooperative enter-
prise is built through projects using the new collaboration model. Because the
Center of Excellence Program as a temporary system is more likely than our
schools orinstitutions of highereducation to provide an environmant of innovative-
ness, trust, egalitarianism, and excitement, we are attempting to focus our
collaborative efforts in the Center. Then as we learn more about how to work
together in a common effort, we plan to incorporate these structures, processes,
and empowerment strategies to a greater degree in our local organizations and
institutions.

During the spring of 1989, Western Kentucky University will pilot a new men-
toring program for 24 student teachers in collaboration with Bowling Green
Schools, Simpson County Schools, and Warren County Schools. Two collabora-
tive decision-making bodies govern and support this cooperative enterprise. 1) a
Planning/Steering Committee consisting of teacher, principal, facully, central
office, and college staff representatives, and 2) an Executive Council consisting
of the three school superintendents and one associate each, the University Presi-
dent, the Vice Presidentfor Academic Affairs, the Deanofthe College of Education
and Behavioral Sciences and his two staff deans, the head of Teacher Education,
the head of Educational Leadership, the University Director of the Professioral
Development Center Network, and the Chair of the Faculty Advisory Committee.
The Planning/Steering Committee deals primarily with programmatic concems,
whereas the £xecutive Council is collectively responsible for the allocation of
resources. Sharing of power will occur when the controllers of resources
(Executive Council) respond to the input and recommendations of the Planning/
Steering Committee. While the Executive Council is exploring other possible
collaborative projects, the new mentoring program has defined pumooes and
boundaries that place agreed-upon limits on the ccllaborative enterprise. The
decision-making process is defined. Input may originate ‘rom individuals, role
groups, or from the membership of the two collaborative bodies. Recommenda-
tions for policy development or change based on input may come from either
commitiee, butboth bodies must agree to therecommendation before apolicy can
be implemented. Communication between the two collaborative bodies is the
responsibility of the Associate Dean for Instruction, who also directs thementoring
program, and two other representatives of the Planning,Steering Committee. Ini-
tially, developmental funding for the pilot mentoring program has been provided
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through a special grant from the Kentucky Council on Higher Education, however,
permanent funding from sharing of local resources will be a major agenda item for
the Executive Council over the coming year.

In an effortto ensure acceptance, adoption, and eventual institutionalization of
the new mentoring program, several collaborative involvement processes have
been implemented. Key administrators and teacher leaders visited a new
mentoring program in its third year of operation at the University of Virginia last
May. Administrative attrangements for the implementation of the spring pilot
program were made with the principals at each school and with the director of
studentteaching atthe University. Based onthe design forthe mentoring program
developed by the coilaborative planning committee, awareness sessions were
conducted at each school and qualified experienced teachers were contacted to
secure their participation as mentors inthe program. Those teachers who agreed
to serve as mentors for student teach2rs in the program successfully completed
18-24 clock hours of intensive training in the roles of mentonng and classroom
observation conferencing with studentteachers. Throughout the spring semester,
technical assistance will be provided to help each teacher mentor adapt the
training he/she received to their individual situation in working with a student
teacher. Formative feedback on the program will be collected throughout the
semester to effect those modifications that will create the optimum asset of growth
experiences for student teachers. At the close of the spring semester, program
participants will be interviewed by members of the Planning,Steering Committee.
The summative evaluation of the spring semester pilot program will provide input
for program modifications to be implemented in the second pilot effort to be
conducted in the fall semester of 1989.

Prizing teachers’, admiinistrators’, and professors’ pi ofessional contributions to
the new mentoring program has been demonstrated by a number of specific
actions. Committee members have been compensated for their professional
contributions to the design of the program. Teacher mentors are. paid $600 for
their participation and for serving as mentor teachers in the pilot program,
appointed as clinical instructors for a period of 18 months, and given a faculty
library card, faculty discounts at the university bookstore, inclusion on the
university faculty mailing list, a university faculty/staff |D card, etc.

Knowledge development for teachers and principals has “een implemented
through teacher effectiveness training. Feedback from teachers on both the
effectiveness training and the mentoring training has been exceilent. Evidence
showsthat this training hasincreasedteachers’ professional efficacy signficantly.
Participating administrators report that they beliere instruction throughou: their
school improved by facully parlicipation in the teacher effactiveness training.
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Access to decision making is a process builtinto the program from its concep-
tion through the collaborative structures and processes described earlier. In an
innovative developmental effort like the mentoring program, it is relatively easy to
involveteachersinthe decision-making processinamannerthatthey can actually
see how theirinputhas an effect on the director of the program. A far more difficuit
task is getting teachers and professors to see their input effecting change in the
permanent organization of the school, colleges of education, or departments.

The collaborative effort of the new teacher mentoring pilot program for student
teachers is atemporary system that hopefully will become institutionalized. The
collaborative structures and processes, as well as the empowerment strategies,
are developed as desirable examples of structures, processes, and behaviors we
would like to see duplicated in the school and the university. Through this
collaborative effort, methods for shared decision making, processes for adopting
innovations, and strategies for teacher, professor, and administrator empower-

ment will be tested and then implemented in the more permanent organizational
structures of the school and the university.
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Teacher Education Which Promotes the Merger of Regular
and Special Education: Challenges and Opportunities

Mara Sapon-Shevin
University of North Dakota

Concurrent with, but often separate from, proposals for wide-ranging education
reform have been proposals tor the merger of reguler and special education,
including the federal government's “Regular Education Initiative” {Will, 1986).
Unfortunately, discussions about merger are often relegatedto those who identify
themselvesas “special educators,” and there has been little interface or dialogue
between those advocating broad-scale educational change and those whose
interests have typically been identified as “special education™ or “children at risk.”

However, remedial, entittement, and enrichment programs in an increasing
number of schools involve a majority of the school population, forcing the
realzation that the future of children identified and labeled as handicapped, gified,
underachievers, minority, and bilingual is not a special education issue. Rather,
we need to consider all children as part of the intendedbeneficiaries of educationa:
reform (Lilly, 1988, Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg, 1987, Stainback and Stain-
back, 1984, 1987). It is important that relationships between general education
and special education notbe e xpressedthrough separate subgroups. taskforces,
or conferences, these issues must remain part of the general dialogue of reform,
must involve all the stakeholders in the change process.

Anotierrelationship which is often neglectedis tha! between schoul reform and
reforms in professional development, particularly teacher education. The move-
ment towards merger and towards the implementation of school programs which
are more intentionally heterogeneous have directimplications for how all teachers
are prepared, and must be considered as part of the teacher education reform
agenda (Sapon-Shevin, 1988, Stainback and Stainback, 1987). Unless teacher
education reform is conceived of broadly, we run the risk that those who identify
themselves as advocates for “special education * children will remove themselves
from the dialogue, and continue to promote programs which are segregated and
categorical.

What changes would be required in how “regular” and “special” education
teachers are currently prepared, and what would be the interface between these
change proposals and broader educaticnal reform proposals such as those of the
Holmes Group (Sapon Shevin, in precsj? How can those in leadership positions
promote the kinds of exchange and negotiation between faculty which wili !2ad
them to design cptimally productive teacher preparation programs for all teach-
ers?
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Four panel members raised these and other questions with participants at the
1989 AACTE Meeting, the theme of which was “Collaboration. Building Common
Educational Agendas.” The presenters included Mara Sapon-Shevin, University
of North Dakota, Marleen Pugach, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Maynard
Reynolds, University of Minnesota, and M. Steven Lilly, University of Washington.
These presenters representedfaculty and administrators who have attempted to
bridge the general education/special education gap in various ways. through
administrative action, by conducting research which focusses on transforming
regular education settings to accommodate students with a wide range of
individual differences, and through faculty-initiated efforts to develop and docu-
ment strate gies for altering the kirds of preparation given to all teachers in order
to prepare individuals who see themselves as broadly capable and commited to
serving a wide range of students within general education settings.

The discussion was lively and far-ranging, and f=cussed on three major areas.
structural changes necessary to promote merger, changes in pedagogy which
would be necessitated by merger, and the overall philosophicai and values
commitments demanded by a unified teacher education program. Within each of
these areas, presenters and participants shared the current status of their own
institutions in the process of merger, their vision of what merged programs would
actually look like, and the obstacles and impediments to realizing this vision.

College of Education Structures and the Merger Process

A broad range of relationships between regular and special education was
presented by the panel members who drew examples from their own institutions.
At one end of the continuum was an institution in which a newly created center
within the college had commitied iizelf to program design by faculty drawn across
depariments who collaborate in course development. The other end of the
continuum was represented by colleges of education in which specialand elemen
tary education are completely discrete departments, sometimes located in sepa
rate buildings, with little interaction between faculty. Reporis about how well
faculty “got along™ were discussed with relation to the level of interaction between
generalandspecial educationfaculty, some administrators whore portedthattheir
faculty got along perfectly, with rio apparent conflicts, went onto reflect thatlack
of dissent might relate to the complete separateness of the departments andtotal
absence of .nteraction of these faculty in any programmatic decision making!
Although such conflicts were often painful and lamented by administrators, they
were also seen as essential to meaningful debate and negotiation, i.e., “if your
faculty aren’t arguing, maybe it's because they aren't talking.”
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Participants explored how colleges of education might be organized in order to
promote collaboration between faculty who have traditionally seen themselves as
separate.and often as antagonistic. The conversation explored the relationship
betweenteacher education prcgrams andwhathappens in public schools, and the
ways in which dichotomous, dysfunctional school programs often have their
parallels and origins in colleges of education. For example, one obvious barrier
to school infegration is the physical separation between clesses for children
labeledas “special” andthoseidentified as “typical,” and the accompanying sepa-
ration of their teachers. Many colleges of education mirror this separation, with
special education and general education departments housed on different floors,
sometimes in different buildings. Just as elementary schools implementing
integration have recognized the importance of physical preximity in promcting
positive interaction, these same principles must be operationalized in schools of
education. Faculty members in elementary and special schools should share
drinking fountains, bathrooms, and office space if they are to communicate on an
ongoing basis andifthey are to findthe common ground for th..irteaching and their
beliefs (Sapon-Shevin, 1988). It is within teache. preparation programs that
teachers leam their roles and their relationship with others who are differently
prepared. Students leam the differences between the general education system
and special education programs, and they often learn about these differences
within highly compartmentalized, segregated schools of education. Administra-
tors were asked to consider how committee andteaching assignments were made
and the extent to which faculty were given opportunities to work together, know
one another, and discover areas of shared interest and concern. Several faculty
members discussed the extent to which they often felt penali—ed {by increased
load) for their attempts to undertake team teaching and other collaborative
teaching efforts, i.e., on whose load did a s cific course count? One administra-
tor shared his success in having two faculty slots -one in remedial reading and one
in learning disabilities -redefined so that both positions were filled by faculty who
‘ranscended narrow departmental definitions and who had broad responsibility for
courses which were held in common by the two departiments.

Gereral education and special education facully often do not see themselves
as equal participants in the change g: - cess, andthis inequality can be destructive.
One group (often special education) cannot be asked simply to “bless™ the
decisions of another program area without actual participation in the decision-
making process. In one institution in which all special education majors must first
have an elementary degree, the elementary faculty met for an extended periodto
redesign their prograr. (adding and deleting courses, changing requirements)
without any formal mechanism for the participation of special education faculty.
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Whenthe changes wera announced, there was, predictably, considerable anger
and resentment about the exclusionary process andresistance to the subsequent
program redesign. Several special education facully then initiated efforts to
disconnect their program from the elementary education pregram--clearly not an
action compatible with a move towards merger! The importance of involving all
facully in the change process--from the outset and on equal footing--was empha-
sized. Because long histories of separation and the disenfranchisement of
individual faculty who are viewed (or view themselves) as peripheral may have
narrowed the domdins in which people are willing or able to ascert their influence,
administrators may need to convince faculty membersthat they dohave expertise
and valuable input that must be shared with other areas.

Theimpedimentstothis restructuring are nume: ous, andinclude both structural
and philosophical bariers fo integration. Funding mechanisms (which encourage
discrete program design), grant> which are allocated to specific departments, and
state standards which require discrete program certification and co: ‘rse work were
all cited as external constraints on merging programs. When we failto pursus . .ew
options, whenwe cite “regulationsandstandards™ as the reason we can't do things
differently, is the external standard really the problem, or simply the embedded
way in which it has been interpreted? To what extent have both faculty and
administrators become reactive rather than proactive, responding to outside
demands rather than initiating programs and changes they feel they can “own™?
In our attempts to regulate quality, have we actually succeeded in promoting
mediocrity and limiting creativity?

How do we restructure faculty members’ thinking so that they see themselves
not, forexample, as “special educators,” but as “teacher educators™ who are part
of the broader community? How do we create conditions and requirements that
force interaction among faculty, that increase people’s willingness to open their
minds to new possibilities? In discussing this issue, panel member Lilly encour-
aged experimentation and risk taking, and quoted Pogo who said, “We have met
the enemy and he is us.”

Therole ofleadershipin changingrole relations within colleges ofeducation and
encouraging collaboration was deemed critical, particularly the role of administra-
tors in creating a climate of basic trust and parity. Implementation suggestions
ranged from thuse which could be operationalized within existing college struc
tures to those requiring more radical reform. Within the current, often dichoto-
mized structure, acministrators can support collaborative program development
and teaching, encourage sharedresearch projects, and make sure that stakehold-
ers from across many departments and disciplines (special education, reading
education, multicultural ¢Jducation, bilingual education, educational administra-
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tion) are included in the dialogue. More radical restructuring might invoive
eliminating separate depariments of special education and reconstructing depart-
ments of teacher education or teacher preparation which include all those faculty
who prepare preservice teachers. Although more extensive restructuring might
involve afive-year {or more) plan, such goals should not be abandoned in the face
of the reality of the day-to-day struggles which often leave us exhausted,
discouraged, and ultimately, short-sighted.

Pedagogic Reform: What do teachers need to know?

If colleges of education were to be restruc.ured to reflect a more collaborative,

unified approach to teacher education, how would the pedagogy be transformed,
andwhat might it look like after that transtermation? The following questions were
raised and addressed in this area:
1. Whatteaching skills or competencies can be idantified as “generic” te the extent
that all teachers must have them in order to work with a wide range of students?
2. At what point in teacher education should specialization occur and what should
be the nature of this specialization? Are there, indeed, special skills which are
unique to “special education,” and, if so, should these be maintained as additional
preparation orintegrated into acommon program? Should specialization continue
tobe providedto parallel certification (i.e., by categorical label), or might this spe-
cialization instead take the form of subject matter or pedagogy specific expertis. -
3. What are the barriers to the redefinition of what constitutes teacher education
pedagogy, and what is the reiationship between pedagogic reform and the
structural changes and role definition (and role release} describedin the previous
section?

One way of approaching ..e transformation of the pedagogical content of
teacher education involve. a zero based curriculum building model, i.e., starting
fromscratch inthinking about relevant or essential content. The majorimpediment
tothis kind of thinking, of course, is the existence of specific courses, often of long
standing, belonging to specific faculty members v.ithin separate departinents.
Althcugh the content of specific courses may lack external validity and may
overlap with other courses, embedded deparntmental _‘ructures, lack of commu-
nication, and faculty ownership of courses often preclude the sharedinvestigation
necessary for restructuring. In many colleges of education, for example, students
in elementary education take a course on classroom management, and students,
inspecialeducationtake a course inbehavior management. Working from a zero
based model would involve closely examining the content of these two courses,
determining the validity andimportance of the material contained within it, looking

130
Q 115




for areas of overlap, . nd then, determining three things. 1) What content s of such
importance that it should be designated as essential for all students, 2) What
content is actually unique to a specific population and might reasonably be
raintainedin a discrete course ormodule, and 3) Whatcontentis actually archaic,
irrelevant, or unsubstantiated and therefore should be eliminated from any such
course?

In a study of the methodological content of teacher education for leaming
disabilities, Pugach and Whitten (1987) found that the content of many learning
disabilities programs closely paralleled that of general programs of teacner
education. Both learning disabilities and general education programs taught
metacognitive strategies, direct instruction methods, and cooperative learning
techniques, leading them to ask “whether it is appropriate to base separate
programs of teacher preparation on methodologies that do not appear in reality to
be specialized” (p. 299).

This kind of analysis, of course, can be extremely threatening to individual
facully since, in addition to forcing an examination of the value of what we teach,
it also challenges notion< of academic freedom, and forces us to look seriously at
issues of turf-protection and territoriality. Faculty and administrators who have
attempted curricular change are well aware of the difficulty many faculty members
haveletting go of specific topics they have "always taught,” and feel ownership of.
The kind of scope and sequence planning more common in efementary schools,
a systematic tracking of where a topic is introduced and how it is developed over
time and over courses, is often absent in university programs. One faculty
member, for example, became aware that four faculty members were introducing
cooperative learning to students in four different courses (Classroom Manage-
ment, Introdh-ction to Teaching, Leaming Styles, and Social Studies Methods) but
that those faculty had never interacted nor strategized how to eliminate redun-
dancyand overlap to provide students withthe broadest possible exploration of the
topic Facully members who have developed teaching units and materials and
wheo have experienced success with a topic are often reluctant to relinquish this
privilege, even when the result is poor program articulation.

Rethinking our curricula also involves reconceptualizing faculty roles within the
institution. When an inservice teacher is working on teaching math skills to
students labeled as “educably mentally retarded,” to whom should that teacher
turn for support and resources, the math methods faculty member or the special
education faculty member who teaches “Methods for EMR™? In many faculties of
education, the teacher seeking support (if she identifies herself as an “EMR
teacher”) i3 unlikely fo even think of the math methods person as aresource, thus,
perpetuating the false dichotomies of the institution. math methods means math
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to all students. Pugach (1988) has argued that the existence of special education
works to de-skill general classroom teachers by removing students with special
needs from their classroomz and thereby removing their own sense of responsi-
bility for or ability to teach a wide range of students. The existence of discrete
departments and courses within colleges of education similarly de-skills teacher
education faculty, by not challenging the separateness of courses and structures,
and by notproviding, for example, the math methods facully member withtheneed
to redefine her/is areas of expertise and responsibility.

Administrators can play a significant partin helping faculty to redef.ae the scope
oftheir responsibilities in severai ways. These include sending general education
faculty to meetings of more specialized groups--for example, sending the lan-
guage aris specialist to a meeting of the Council for Exceptional Children- and by
including special education faculty in mcre gereric reform efforts. Serious
attempts must be initiated to make special educators fee! that their concemns for
quality educaiion are reflected in the more y-.:1eral debaies on general education
reform. Concurrently, general educators must be made to feel that they can have
avoice and legitimate opinions about ongoing debates conceming the reform of
special educaticn. Faculy cannot be permitted to hide their agendas or Iimit the
discourse by claiming specialized knowledge and using particularistic jargon
which closes the discussion rather than opens it. A process of mutual exploration
and educationis necessary in order to promote authentic conversation anddebate
on the path to renegatiation and redefinition.

Towar ommitment to unification

The long history of separateness and poor communication between special

education and general education both originated in and perpetuates feelings of
distrust and fear. Sapon Shevin (1988) has described this situation as follows.

Lack of clear communication about what a merged system would aciu-
ally looklike obscures the dialogue. Fesling threatened, special educa-
tors and general educators pull thelr wagons in a clrcle, the discussion
becomes self-limiting, speclal educators talking to each other only, and
people defend themselves against attacks that were never Issued. In
actuality, no one argues that the “regular education” system, as cur-
rently constituted,isti . .iumlearning environment for chiidren with
learning problems (r .nyone else for that matter). And yst, many
speclal educators, fe _..ng aitacked by proposals to alter their roles and
profession radicaily, counterattack with ¢.iticisms of the general educ..-
tlon system. The pointisn't that speclal educationis flawed and reguiar

educatlonis perfect. The pointis that schools cannot operate success-
fully with a dual system; we must create a new reality. (p. 105)




In order to facilitate the kind of process which will promote necessary change,
three things must happen. First, there must be a commitment to involving all
possible stakeholders--teachers, s* dents, parents, administrators, teacher
educators—in the deliberation. Ata pragmaticlevel, we recognize thatthe process
must be inclusive because children’s lives, school programs, and teacher educa-
tion are all embedded within complex social, political, economic, and historical
realiies. Changing any part of the mosaic involves pushing other pieces of the
design as well, ooking for relationships, recognizing connections. Butthere isalso
a strong philosophical imperative which pushes us to an inclusive discourse. the
need to look at all children--and all people--as part of the same community, to
explore our own feelings about diversity, and to communicate clearly our own
perspectives and values about our shared humanity.

Having engaged a wide range of individuals in the dialogue, we will then have
to explore the extent to which we hold shared (or different) meanings aboutterms
like “integration,” “merger,” and “inclusive communities.” Who do we, as
educators, include in our vision of the whole school comrunity? Do we truly
believe thatneighborhood schools can and should meet the needs of all children,
including all children with disabilities? Or does “merger” refer only to eliminating
programs for children considered miidly handicapped? \What about the newest
(andvaguest) category of “children atrisk”? Who are these children and what are
they atriskof? Schoolfailure? Exclusion? Marginalization? What might schools
look like that do not wait for children to fail before providing services? What kinds
of school restricturing wouldinclusive schools require, and what would be the role
of university-level educators in this reconstruction? What kind of teachers would
it take to provide a quality education to all children, and what kinds of preparation
could ensure the willingness and ability of teachers to teach all children?

The change precess will be a difficult one, for it will occasior: not only debate
between those identified as “general edicators” and those who see themselves
a “special educators,” but it will also expose deep rifts within the field of special
education. The willingness of special educators to publicly share their own
divisions and conflicts will depend on the extent to which they feel supported and
comfortable participatingin suchar, exploration with those they have perceivedas
“outsiders,” especially those in general education. It will require thoughtful lead-
ership to create safe spaces for this kind of conversation and to ensure that all
participants feel free to voice their perceptions and values.

Theinterchange will be far reaching and mustinclude many voices, butiiisalso
important totallc about where such discussion rmust take place. If we are serious
aboutthe proposition that school reform means school reform for all children, and
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that an exzmination of children who are currently outside the system or poorly
served by the systemmust again become central, then this debate must take place
in central places. in addition to the deliberations about merger and the RE! which
occur atspecialized meetings like that of the Council for Exceptional Children, we
must ensure that organizations more broadly concerned with teacher education
and school reform continue to explore these issues as well. The meeting
described in this paper provides an example of the necessity and the utility of
engaging a wide range of “general” faculty and admunistrators in the debate. The
processis likely to be protracted, emotionally laden, and difficult, but itis essential
that we continue, only through shared dialogue and mutual commitment can we
begin to envision and create the schools we desire.
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Summary

Itis obvious by the enthusiasm and dedication of the presenters examining role
relationships between schools and universities that they believe linkages are the
essential ingredientfor both parties to help bring aboutfundamenta! changesinthe
schools and the university.

Leadersin the universily visualize teacher education programs which ara jointly
planned andshared witli school systemsthathave many activities which will serve
as laboratories and excellent learnirg experiences for college students. Leaders
in the public schools visualize collaborative arrangements with the university to
help bring about reform agendas.

Ann Lieberman points out very clearly that reform agendas impact on conven-
tional practices which bring about many problems and tensions, and thatit takes
along tirne to build trust necessary to bring about tiie desired reforms. One of the
problems described is that while public schools fook to the university to aidin their
problems, university research has becon. » distant from the issues of the schoal.
In addition, an overriding problem has been how to transform the research
knowledge into teaching practice. There are innumerable meetings and much
literature on how to get theory into practice, but all this activity merely illustraies
that itis a mejor concem.

Dr. Lieberman stresses that it is important for school people to prastice in
research themselves fur it is importart o have the xind of perspectiv. unly they
cangive. This is also a major point of the Uni.ersity of Toledo study as well as the
Alvemo Cecllege partnership in teaching critical thinking. Again and again the
collaborators point out that roles are changed because of the linkages. Teachers
involved in the Alverno College project reported changes in their role in the
development of curriculum, andinsights about their power to effect change and in-
fluer.ce practice. University faculty have increased respect for practicingteachers
and a greater understanding of the complicated problems of the schools.

Leadership of the part...:ship is critical. Ann Lieberman states “that we have
to have people who have one foot in each cultw. 2 with a vision larger than the
school or university and willing to take risks to create things that neither side
actually thought about before.” At the University of Toledo, an idea that started
as adreamof a single individual has evolvedinto a significanteducational resource
for the city of Toledo. And Donald Stewart summarized the theme of collaboration
by commenting that building ccmmon educational agendas “may be not just the
winning strategy, but, in fact, the only viable strategy.”
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Chapter Four

Context Variables

Karoiyn J. Snyder and Robert H. Anderson, editors*

In t* 2 program breakdown, one of the five i gjor subthemes was built around
the many context variables that affect the suc .ess of collaboration. !n additionto
the attention that was paid to this subther.e by the major speakers and by the
symposiumreviewedbelow, there were tv clve sessionsin which context vanables
were examin :d. Sevenfocussed primarii ' cnresearch, two explicatedtheory, and
three provided examples in praciice.

One ofthe presentations dealing with the ory expiored the habits of isolation that
are brought intothe university by for 1er st dents, teachers, and.or administrators
who become involved in teacher educat n. idost of their prior experience has
bzen in individualistic and competitive K 12, undergraduate and graduate school-
ing, and, in addition, the university context does not typically nurture communica-
tion and active collaboration. Therefore, successful work in collaborative partner
ships requires a major reorientation or: the part of professors, whose obligation
(and opportunity) is to model cooperation within the teacher ed :ation program.

Also, a research-oriented presentation used data from a teacher induction
programto demu.istrate how Edward T. Hall's model of “Culture as ccmmunica-
tion™ reveals context variables that influence ‘he success or failure of novice
teachers. Ancther paper examined problems that arise when the partners in
collaborative programs, e.g.. in the supervision and evuluation of students
teachers, do not share a common philosophy or orientation but instead function
out of conflicting paradigms. Another dimensicn of difficulty in partnership and.or
collab,oration is found in the ass:mption that common visions or goals afe shared
along with common definitions of how collaboration can and should take place.
One report nuted that discrepandes in assumptions are often found, and  examined

"Karolyn J. Snyder 1s Professor of Eaucation and Dirscto: of the Schooi Management
Insthtute at the Universily of South Flonda. She has influenced the professnal
development of principals throughout the Umted States with, Managing productive
schools. Toward an e.olo@y, co authored with Robert H. Anderson. Her research has
focused on leadership development needs and werk culture. Rubert H. Andsrson, who
served on the Board of Directors of AACTE while Dean of the College of Education, Texas
Tech Universily, 1s now a part-time Professor of Education in the Department of
Educational Leadsrship, Universily of South Flonida. Since 1977 he has also served as
Presideni of Pedamorphosis, l,ic., a nonprofit corporation promoting educational change
throughlear” - Aevelopment.
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the need for identifying a common language and a shared vision. In the project,
underlying issues in achieving shared understandingsincluded. how membership,
as contrasted with participation, is defined, reaching a common understanding of
role parameters and responsibilities, understanding what is meant by “shared”
decision making; determining responsibility for providing resources, creating a
structure responsive to the needs of both the school and the university, balancing
thelong-term research interests of one group with the other group’s need to “take
home and try” new strategies; learning to speak a common language; and
operationalizing a shared vision of collaboration.

Among the most common forms of school/university parinership is in the
recruitment, selection/screening, and preparation of new or future teachers. In the
total conference, many such parinerships were discussed. Also frequently
mentioned v:2re examples of peer coaching, mentoring, supervision, and other
activitiesintendedto help teachers in service to augment/sharpen their skills. One
urban elementary district reported on a peer coaching system, involving grade-
level “triads” each including a veteran teacher, a less experienced teacher, and
anovice. Although the teacher union originally objectedto the plan because it was
designed “top down,” the provision of substantial financial support, plus the
involvement of a university professor, helped to overcome the difficulty. That
evaluation should be based on student test scores, as well as participants’ views,
was 2 precondition of the financial support. Initially, the triad teachers, with their
traditional views of supervision and of hierarchy, were confused by the emphasis
upon peer coaching and information exchange not geared to seniority. Adjusting
schedules for easy access to each other proved to be complicated. How best to
use consultant services was a skill that had to be developed. Teachers had to
adjust to “taking charge” of the coaching/consulting situations. The overall result
of the project was positive, and as the project expands one concern of the
teachers, requiring further adjustments, is that they were away from their classes
for too many minutes each day. This presentation is featured in this chapter.

A Canadian presentation involved a case study of the exemplary “extended
practicum” for teachers, supported by teacher-intem workshops and by the
provision of out-of-pocket program expenses, that was incorporated into bachelor
of education degree programs in the early 1970s. Contextual factors that had led
to the extended practicum derived from the province's unique history, including
supportof a socialist government and of the first medical care insurance program.
However, in the late 1980sthere are in that province emerging economic, political,
and cultural forces that appear to threaten collaboration and therefore the
continuation of the extended practicum. Among these forces are low prices for
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products, changes in government priorities and personnel, and increasing cultural
diversity. The researchers propose that new shared visions incorporating
reflection-inaction may be a way to narrow the theory-practice gap, along with a
career orientation to the professional development of teachers and increased
sensitivity to contextual factors.

Successful interorganizational collaboration depends considerably upon ge-
neric atirivutes that have been identified in research since approximately 1970.
One of the conference reports delineated five of these atiributes. 1) promotive
interdependence, 2) a balanced interchange of valued commodities, 3) a renego-
tiated pluralistic order, 4) continuous environmental scanning and adaptation, and
5) a multifaceted enabling network. The same researchers then noted thateach
organization must determine the extent of its capacity to collaborate, and given
insufficient capacity, it may be best to postpone ventures int. .artnership.

Positive preconditions for involvement include. 1) organizational values that
‘ead to the development of structures and processed for managing promotive
interdependence, 2) internal objective linkages tnat foster mutual goal attainment,
3) ongoing assessment of the availability and relative value of interchangeable
commodities, 4) institutional structures to facilitate environmental scanning, and
5) top-level adn..nistrators with supportive beliefs and knowledge.

Many of the changes ncw popularly recommended or discussed in the literature
have been mandated by state legislatures or agencies, and ability or willingness
to carry out such mandates will vary from group to group or situation to situaticn.
Within universities, there is often a “clash of cultures™ within and between the
several university units that may be involved. Specifically, there may be very
diverse perceptions of the need for improving teacher education, or the school
curriculum, within the School'College of Education and the other schools or
collegessuchas Arts and Sciences, Technology, or Creative Arts. Theremay also
be differing perceptions of the locus of responsibility for producing quality teachers
and helping schools to improve. The clash is further illustrated by differing
understanc.ags of the teacher’s role, <! appropriate instructional methodology at
varicus levels, and even of human leaming. One of the conference papers,
involving a case study in a particular university, noted that the several subunits
iespondto change challenges in ways related to their own unit or disciplirie, rather
than i ways related to the total organization’s goals and needs. Therefore, the
characteristics of the organization's sub units can mitigate the effectiveness of
collaboration, and the policy history of the organization can impede collaborative
efforts and demand the resolution of old conflicts before new conflicts can be
addressed. Policy formulation is symptomatic rather than systemic, and con-
straints are often nc! addressed or even recognized by policy makers. M- ¢
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knowledge i therefore needed about organizational change, and especially about
intra-organizational collaboration. Higher education’s failure to address its
multiple cultures is therefore a contributing factor when collaboration fails.

Other sessions dealt with preservice diagnostic assessment for identifying
promising future teachers, synthesis of research and practice aimed at improving
classroom instruction and leaming, and the mixed consequences of state-
mandated tests of basic skills in teacher education.
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Remarks of the ilajor Speaker

The Fifth General Session in the convention, related to the “context varlables” subtheme,
was deliveredby Bill Honlg, Supenntendentof Public Instruction for the State of California.
The transcript of his address tutals 28 pages, and heve we must necessarily abbreviats,
condsnse, and summarize in order to meet space limitations. An effort was made to
Includs all of the topics and arguments introduced by the speaker, and although some
specific examples were omitted, it is hopsd that the overall messzge is here faithfully
reported.

Revitalizing Teacher Education Programs

Bill Honig
Superintendent of Instruction, State of California

Many efforts are underway throughout the country to define exactly what is
meant by a professional, certified teacher. These efforts must correlate with the
question, “what kinds of youngsters do we want the schools to produce?” In
Califomia, the effortis guided by three purposes. Firstis that the changing job
market requires that far more students be prepared in areas once reserved for the
elite, such as oral and written communication skills, higher-leve! thinking and
cenceptualskills, generalculturalunderstanding, rudimentsofalget - andmathe-
matical thinking, scientific understanding, and more. Second is to prepare
teachers, themselves dedicated and informed members of the democracy, to
instill n pupils the intellectual knowledge, the deep under ‘anding of our govern-
mental system, the willingness to act ethically, and the willingness to participate
thatis necessary for our democratic societ, tothrive. The third objectiveis to give
youngsters the perspective, the broad cultural understanding, and awareness of
the world that enables them to exercisa wisely the privilege of making choices.

What we used to call liberal education, and w hat we now call cultural literacy,
1s necessary for all children to acquire. How the world works, what is happening
in the world and how things fit together, and what things are important, all of these
must be deeply understood so that all younglers can “have their individual shet
at the good life.”

Allfree men anafree wornen deserve *his sort of liberal education, and, in fact,
such an objective hasn't changed in the last 50 or 130 years, althc .gh to
accomplish itis a huge and cumplicated task. It is one that will take a maximum
effortacrossthe board, notjust 1 umiversities but also in schools with teachers and
educational leadership invol ed. It will require funds for investment in staif
development and curriculum development. To succeed in the effort with so
diverse a student body will require a lot of learning together and collal,oration o1,
the part of everyone.
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Schools of education cannot accomplish the three major objectives by them-
selves. Preparing teachers is along time sequence, for which the undergraduate
experience is a crucial first step. For vxample, the new history sequence in
Califomia calls for threayears of world history and three years of American histozy,
and alengthy and focussed undsrgraduate program is necessary as preparation
for teaching it. The same is true of science, math, culture, and other areas.

Califomia has been developing an assessment system for checking on the
knowledge base and understanding of prespective future candidates coming into
the school of education. Similarly, inthe schools of education there is reflected a
sense of partnershipwith the assessment people asthe frameworks fromthe state
are used in the couises offered. The school of education experience itselfis step
two in the preparation of competent professionals. The Carnegie Five Points are
useful guidelines. The first realm cells for teachers to be committed to students
and to understand the varying, individual circumstances out of which they come.
The second has to do with teachers knowing the subjects they teach, the
backgrounds of those subjects, and what experience and research over many
years have helped us to know about methodology. Third, there is much that we
already know about how to organize classes, how to monitor leaming, and how to
assessleaming. Thereis anabundance of useful information about pupil grouping
{e.g., the Joplin Plan), cooperative leaming, reciprocal leaming, reading modali-
ties, time-on-task, etc., as well as pupil assessment, to which teachers-in-
preparation must be introduced.

One of the strong influences in my own experience came from being in the
Teacher Corps program, which gave participants the sense of a “collective.”
Being isolated in a classroom, without really working as a group in a school, was
bothersome Adult ccllaboration, now part of what we call restructuring, is needed
both emotionally and functionally if you are to succeed in teaching. By causing us
to talk with each other as a group of candidates going through a preparation
program, Teacher Corps served a very good purpose. And what we leamed
together about the importance of being good team members and solving cur
various problems together, helped us to do a better job of meeting pupil needs and
reaching out to parents and community. In Japan, where I recently visited their
schools, the teachers {particulary in elementary schools) do a great job in using
manipulatives, stimulating creative learning, getting children emotionally con-
nected to the school, and working with the parents. Significantly, rather than a
graduation ceremony, they have an entrance ceremony, which is a special
celebration attended by parents wearing their best clothes. Then, for about three
weeks, children are introduced to the school, their desks, the school procedures,
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etc., all intended to help them feel comfortable and supported. School! spirit is
developed from the start, and children feel an emotional connection.

American teachers all feel that they have to do everything themselves in their
own classroom. Thisiswrong. Whatisneededis atotalfaculty effortand afeeling
of togethemess from which children will benefit. Finally, there is the concept of
the teacher as a continual leamer. American educators, sad to say, do not read
enough. Tkisis tru2 of teachers, principals, and even teacher educators. There
are many, many ia..as constantly being genzrated in education, just as there are
in medicine, law, and other professions; but doctors, lawyers, and others make a
far greater effort than teachers to keep up with the literature. This situation must
change, and if future teachers are coming out of cchools of education unfamiliar
with important new books and/or the ideas of important researchers, they are not
being served well.

Once in service, for at least the first three to five years, a teacheris stillin a
learning situaticn. One way to help them is to connect beginners with mentor
feachers, selected from the brightest andt* 5est, who can work with them on a
continual basis. California has a state-fur..ed mentor program which pays an
additional $4,000 each to some 9,000 teachers who have been selected for this
important responsibility.

Assessment is a challenging task as we seek to develop better teacher educa-
tion programs, and legislation is in place to help us determine what assessment
strategies ought to be in place. A main focus in 15 new teacher training projects
throughout our state is development through cooperative effort of decisions and
recommendations concerning assessmer.:in terms of licensure and credentialing
and also how to help professionals succeud as they come through the system.

Collaborative action also involves the Commission on Teacher Credentialing
{CTC) and the State Department of Education, several state universities being
givensomedevelopmental money, within-university efforts to bring subject-matter
specialists (e.g., science) and education professors together, teacher reiention
programs, especially ininner cities, with the school districts, schools of education,
and the state department providing support for teachers in their first year cr tw,
and some projects trying to encourage undergraduate students through work
study funds to go out and work with middle school and high school pupils.

This latter effort relates to the need for a major effort in teacher recruitment.
When Califurnia raised its standards for entry into schools of education several
years ago, despite the need for about 150,000 new teachers in a decade, many
questioned that action. What happened, however, is that education became a
more attractive profession and enroliments jumped up dramaticaliy. Salarieshave
also gone up, to be sure, but kids are interested in afulfilling career and a “stronger
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cut” of person is coming into the field. The major problem, however, is attracting
minority candidates into education, and this calls for a concerted societal effort to
broaden the pool.

Such effortmustbegin with getting more minority persons while still in the public
schools to think about going to college. California has some strong programs
underway where potential alent is identified in the freshman class, support and
modeling are provided for them, the “emotional connection” (see my earlier
remark) is made, and the group’s interest in going to college is bolstered. An
example is fne Crenshaw High School, in a Los Angeles ghetto area, where a
fiuse *aachers club was started with green jackets and emblems and Iots of other
motivational aspects.  Two more points need te be made. One is about ihe
extreme importance of staff development to “keep our existing siaff up to speed.”
Needed are strong frameworks in the subject areas, with state-of-the-art docu-
mentsthat can be very helpful to inservice teachers. Also needed are conferences
and other opportunities for teachers to corie together to hear aboutnew concepts
and/or practices, discuss and understand them, and acquire the necessary skills
toimplementthem. Education lags far behind the armed forces, major industries,
and other professions in providing personnel with the training funds to “make sure
they know what is going on.”

In short, we need to make sufficient internal capital investments in our people.
And we need a coordinated effort to make sure that this happens. Hew best to
deliver staff development and who should be responsible tor it remain challenging
questions. The technology is surely availabla, and big corporations provide
models that could be followed. But how to coordinate and manage all the
necessary initiatives will be a huge problem. Surely the theme of this conference
is well related to what must be done. In this country people are starting to realize
and believe that the quality of life depends on the effectiveness of our schools.
Examples of stronger state support, such ac Proposition 98 in California which
asks the public to put a financial guarantee at the state level into the constitution,
are appearing. Political leadership is also showing more than lip service support
for meking adequate resources available. But our job is to figure out how all the
groups in education can work together to get professional agreement on what is
important, how to go about getting it done (with flexibility), and how to assure
ourselves that the necessary steps are at last being taken.
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Summary of Symposium Four

improving Education Through School University Collaborative Efforts
Helen Greene

The organizer ...id chairperson of the fourth symposium was Helen Greene of l.ong Island
University. Othor participants included twwo superintendents of schools (Donald J. Behnke
and E. Tom Guignij, an associate superintendent for instructional services (David Splitek),
and two university-based educators (Robert J. Krajewski and John Sikula). The first
presentation was made by Krajewski and Splitek, who described collaborations underway
in the San Antonio (Texas) area. Then followed Behnke's report of four collaborative
efforts involving his district, on the east end of Long Island, and Long Island University.
Hslen Gresne followed with comments on the unwersily s many partnerships with school
districts. The symposium was completed with another report of university, school district

collaboration, this time by Guigni ana v:hula, both of California. The geographic spread
of the examples provided a useful perspective.

As often happens in conference presentations, much information was provided via
overhead transparencies, none of which were later available to the editors. What follows
derives entirely from the recorded transcript, and although much of it was essentially
conversationa,, we hope the essential id- ... presented in the symposium have been
captured here.

TheTexas panelists talked about a Model Schools Programin which a relatively
new state university (now inits 17th year) sought to establish some collaborative
programs with school districts, especially fccussing on muiticultural dimensions.
Within the university there had not previously been any unified effort to work with
schuol districts dealing with a multicultural population and therefore generating
faculty involvement “took some doing.” The largest of the school districts, which
by contrast dates to atleast 1885, has £2,0C2 students, 88% of which are minority,
and has a rigid bureaucracy whose primary concern over the years has been
survival. For the school people, becoming involved with a university did not have
very high priority. However, the president of the school board and the president
of the university talked with each other about ‘getting down to the real problems
facingeducation” andthis previdedaaotivatingforce. Both parties hopedthatout
*f the collaboration would come teachers better attuned to the kinds of problems
that an urban school district faces.

Sometimes the initiation of a project can be either facilitated or inhibited by the
political or other standing and reputation of the person(s; advocating or pushing
it. If theideais associated with a respected and popular person, support is likelier
to be forthcominy than if the opposite is true. The participants must be sensitive
to this possibility, and avoid involvernents that could trigger blocking behaviors.
The panelists briefly reported how this was done.
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The selection of the school or schools to be involved in pilot projects must be
done carefully. In the larger of the area school districis in the project, the
elementary school that was selected from among seven that applied enjoyed
lobkying support from local r ;sidents who persuaded the school board to select
their school. In the smaller school district, one elementary school was also
designated. Each of the schools has an advisory council consisting of the
principal, ateacher, twoparents, the coordinator fromthe uriversity, two university
faculty {one from education and one from liberal arts), and one person from either
amuseumorthe institute of Texan Culture (ITC). Among related activities are four
preteacher training courses offered either totally or partially at the elementary
school sites. ITC also helps students to leam a teaching unit during one-week
visits, which is then taught to others in one of the elementary schools.

A parent consultation center was established sa that parents can “come in and
get involved” with the education of their children. There is also a professional
development prngram where teachers at the school(s) are able to get advanced
academic training to help them alongtheir career ladders. Some researchis being
conducted, e.g., a reading project at the kindergarten level. A small tutoring
program has been started. Finances have been a problem, especially in light of
the rather severe budget situation in Texas in recent years.

The university, although designated an urban university, is actually 22 miles
fromthe city center. Therefore, a perceived need has been to get the university
students intothe city so that they can see what programs are going on andbe less
fearful of eventually working there. Thishas worked ou’ well, and atthe same time,
the teachersin the pilot school(s) have had their morale and their sights raised by
the university connection, and they have come to feel more like professionals.
Invitations to do research with professors, to speak at conferences, and even to
write up their experiences have stimulated their job satisfactions.

Also noted was that the large district bureaucracy has been very positively in-
fluenced by the project and there is more shared decision making and more co-
involvemert, including collaborative ventures with other nearby universities and
with other community institutions such as the zoo, the Botanical Center, and
museums. This is leading to more variety in future planning.

Bothparties have foundit advantageous to have the project coordinatortocated
attheuniversity. Gettingthe projectunderway took abouta year. Soon, however,
signs of activity and of school/community pride began to appear. The connection
with the university is valued by the school people and the community, and there
is @ sense of ownership in the project. Furthermore, access to the school district
for research projects is now much greater becauss of relationships and proce-
dures that have brought good results.
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New York: Long Island

The second set of sympasium presentations focused cn collaboratior between
the School of Education of Long Island University (LIU) and one of the 157 school
districts with which LIU collaborates. After a brief review by Helen Greene, Dean
of the LIU School of Education, of the extensive network and the procollaboration
philosophy that sustains it, Superintendent Behnke of the Southampton School
District described four of the several forms of partnership in existence. That New
York State funds teacher centers, collaboratively developed by university affiliates
andthelocaldistrict-level teachers union, helps explain how the project began and
is supported. The center’s board of directors includes a professor. One of the
projects cupported by the center is the LIU Social Studies Project. There is also
a collaborative program in oceanography and the teacher center cooperative. In
the fourth-grade social studies project, the cost-free use of the university computer
has been helpful as a way of putting children in touch with each other and, for
example, with children from a nearby Indi...: reservation or with children whose
native language is other than English.

Inthe oceanography program, at the high-school level, students have opportu-
nity to work part-time on one of the LIU campuses with the professor of Marine
Science. They also have field-trip opportunities, including shipboard e xperience.

Behnke then discussed the many ways that the university through its energetic
dean, helps the school districts, e.g., through improving grant proposals and
aelping to secure outside evaluators. He also mentioned how undergraduate
students are involved in the teacher center, e.g., with newsletter publication and
variousdirect servicesto teachers. The dean helps to arrange for annual meetings
of the superintendents, for other group sessions and activities, fur research days,
and for various social events. That some practitioners are invited to serve as

adjunct professors is appreciated.
Behnke's final paragraph follows:

Ovuyr partnerships are based on simplicity: They don't require lots of
boards, meetings or committees. Inmost cases they are putting people
in touch with each other. They are based on mutuality of purpose and
need--and | see no reason why they won't continue to grow.

Dean Greene then described the planning and implementation of collaborative
arrangements with @ number of New York City high schools. She oy .nied with the
observation that certain structural arangements work best, and leadership and
commitment must come from the top, both at the school and at the university.
Relationships have to be based on mutual respect and trust with open, clear, and
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frequent communication. There must also be mutual benefit to all parties, and a
common focus and mutual goals and cleariy-defined responsibilities.

Thenwere mentioned a great variety of topics for which joint grants have been
written, followed by references to the Public Eciucation Advisory Committees that
existonall ofthe LIU campuses. These are composed of superintendents, central
office personnel, principals, chairpersons of acav.emic departments (all must be
represented), andteachers. The committees set up annual goals for the schools
of education and their partners. An effortis made to redesign both environments
in the interest of better preparing school professionals, and to link the action-
oriented environment of the school with the inquiry-oriented environment of the
university. Examples of current partnerships were then provided, along with
mention of conferences sponsored, linkages developed (e.g., with te .i..2logy
firms), blueprints created, and so forth.

Califomia

The final segment of the symposium focused on a collaborative relationship
between California State University Long Beach, and the Long Beach School
Districtwhich with 60,000 students is the third largestin the state. Superintendent
Guigni pointed out that there are in fact 52 projects on which the district and the
university are now cooperating. He noted that the district also has collaborative
projects with at least five other universities, all of which reflects the district s total
effort to support empowerment.

One joint CSULB project is the California Academic Partnership Program for
underrepresented minority eleventh grade .iudents in two senior high schools.
The project provides special academic help in English and Social Studies. Another
is @ new teacher project, one of 15 funded throughout the state, which grew out
of applizations by the teachers association, the teachers union, the school district,
and the university. It provides specialized support to first-year teachers in
conjunction with the state department's teacher credentialing program. Itinvolves
300 new teachers a year.

Cities in Schools, funded by the private s sctor, which positions staff members
to serve at-risk youngsters at the junior 1iigh school level and a college-bound
partnership, started in 1988 89 to assist underrepresented minonty students at
several school levels to qualify for college are other examples. Other projects in-
clude acounselor aide program in which selected graduate students serve (K-12)
as aides to school counselors, a global education project, a high school tech
project; a project that locates sone older special education students on the
uversity campus, two demonstration schools, Saturday Science for Kids, and
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others. Why do these piugrams wors? Guigni agrees with Dean Greene that they
work because there is commitment from the top. the dean, the university, the
deputy superintendent of the district, as well as the supcrintendent and the
president of the school board. Aiso important is that there is a “Tripartite”--the
university presiderit, the school district superintendent, and the president of the
community coilege--mer.ang on a regular basis to cooperatively review projects
underway and to see what additional projects can be encouraged.

Dean Sikula then wrapped up the California segrrient, and the symposium as
well, by drawing some generalizations from the literature. These were five.

1) There must be commitment, not only at the top, but throughout the entire
university/public school system;

2) There must be mutual respect. frust, and the involvement of people, not just
at the Lottom but throughout the system. An example. universities should send
their wenior professors out into the schools, as one way to show the kind of respect
the university has for the enterprise of educating people in the public schoals,

3) We have to be flexible. Universities must be willing to give up some of the
control they have had over teacher education;

4) Successful programs in sorne communities will not necessarily work in other
kinds of settings. Programs that work are developed and implemented by the
people who are most directly involved and affected. There has to be ownership.
Avoid transplanting “canned’ programs and expecting them to work, and

5) The setting of mutual goals, derived from public school people and people
from institutions cf higher education, is essential.

As afinal comment. experimental programs must be given adequate resources,
and must also be given time to work. There are no miracle solutions to the
problems we hzve in education andin schooling today. Our efforts to change and
improve things will require all forms of cooperation, and will not bkely bear fruit
quickly. So give each program time to work before you abandon it.
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Selected Papers

Savaral of the conference presentations in this subtheme area have been seiected for
presentation here, because thay pose a challenge fo teacher educators to modal the
behaviors that must be practiced if collaboraiion is to become a reality in the broader
context. The fiist selacted paper “axplores the habits of isolation that teacher educators
bring with us from our pravlous lives as teacher:., acmunistrators, and students who have
been part of typlcally individuallstic and compeiitive K-12, undergradua.e, and graduate
schoollng.” Though exciting and deslrable, collaboratior: Is often forfelted In favor of
“hablts" as teachers react to the demands ofthe work day. The second paper reports on
the variables Involved in Implementing a peer coaching system involving grade-leve!
“trlads" each Including a veteran teacher, a lass experlenced teacher, and a novice. An
interasting disccvary is that weak leadership erpowers. botlom- up ownership facilitates
top-down administration when teachers are forced to take charge. The final selaction
analyzas three elemants in building a common language and shared vision of collabora-
tion as away lo overcome assumptions .reated fromthe traditional p..tterns of education.

Cooperation Starts Inside Schools of Education:
Teacher Educators as Collaborators

John Fischetti
University of Louisville

Elizabeth Aaronsohn
Eastern Connecticut State University

Proponents of partnerships between schools and universities assume that
students, teachers, and university faculty will benefit from associations that
combine and enlarge the resources of both institutions. However, collaborative
arrangements bring to the surface our unfamiliarity with cooperation, and the
complexity of people working together.

This paper explores the habits of isolation that teacher educators bring with us
from our previous lives as teachers, administrators, and students who have been
part oftypically individualistic and competitive K 12, undergraduate, and graduate
schooling. The paper also addresses the lack of communication inside teacher
education programs that isolates instructors, teaching assistants, supervisors,
and cross-campus dep  ‘ent advisors. Reckoning with these issues is crucial
to successful work in «  .orative parinerships. It is important that teacher
educators address the stereotype of the “ivory tower” and the embarrassment of
the ongoing references to a “mickey mouse” education curriculum. We needto
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conducthonest dialogue about the tensionbetween ourselves and school people,
in which they see themselves as “in the trenches” or “in the real world,” and see
teacher educators inhabiting "“fantasy land.”

We come to this topic drawing upon our collective experiences as students,
supervisors, administrators, and faculty in teacher education, utilizing research
projectsatthe Jniversity of Massachusetts and the University of Louisville thatare
exploring coop 2rative learning, gnd from our mutual attempts to bning collaborative
work and community to our own classrooms. We are concerned that in our own
day-to-day !.teractions theory remains detached from practice (Dewey, 1965).

Teaching cs We'v a

Most of the literature on cooperative learning focusses on K-1. students,
understanding that work in classrooms must be done to help those swdents
unlearn previously internalized competitive and individualistic "instincts" so they
can adjust to new, cooperative structures (Aa.onsohn, 1988, Aronson, 1978,
Holmes Group, 1936, Holt, 1984, Johnson & Johnson, 1982, Lortie, 1975, Oakes,
1985, Sarason, 1922, Slavin, 1983, Task Force on Teaching, 1986, Wittrock,
1986). These studies acknowledge the fact that traditional teaching actively
discourages students fromtalking to one another, from problem solving with each
othe: as resources, from making meaning interdependently (Brandes & Ginnis,
1986 Friere, 1982, Powell, Farrar, & Cohen, 1985). Almost all of the teachers in

n public schools are successful products of that same kind of traditicnal

Some of the literature on cooperative learning examines the deep initial

-tance of teachers, particularly secondary teachers, to try to use cooperative

1g activities in their classrooms (Jackson, 1968, Stewart, 1986). Our

reswvarch connects that reluctance with strong traditional habits of teacher-
dominance an student isolation.

Some studies have focused or. the isolation of K 12 teachers from each other
in their buildings, described by Lortie (1975) as the “egg carton” classroom.
These studies propose that teachers must collaborate, for their own professional
development and for the good of the children they teach.

Little ofthe research lites .ture on either teacher isolation or cooperative learning
inthe K 12 classroom deals with the way teacher educators continue to perpetua.e
thenotionthatourroleis totransmit yet a..othes linear body of knowledge for which
we alone are responsible. And, when alternative approaches are employed, they
typically occur inside of our clique of colleagues, not within a framework of
collaboration with other teacher educators or schooi teachers. Because altema-
tiveteaching methods are not widely seer, or experienced, they are notusually part
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ofthe discussion, and itis often collectively assumed that non-traditional methods
thatmovethe teacher away fromthe center of the classroom lack rigor, standards,
or connections to K-12 classrooms. With this lack of mutual communication and
respect we oftenhear others and ourselves saying or thinking, “What | am working
onis significant. What you are working on must be less significant and not all that
good.” And the subjective nature of evaluating cooperative endeavors often dis-
courages “counting” it as a significant portion of a grade-driven process. If we
examinethesereactions, itis easy totrace themto our own competitive, “win-lose”
schooling.

C jon Requir ooperation

Current collaborative efforts that require the linkage between faculty inside
schools of education, cross-campus departments, school teachers/administra-
tors, business partners, etc... bring to the surface our unfamiliarity with coopera-
t.on. Early meetings are often filled with misinterpretations, turf protection, and
backbiting. Theinternal variables that operate to keep teachers at a safe distance
fromotherteachers, andespecially school people fromuniversity people, are ones
we learned quite systematically in the hierarchical and competitive structures of
our own traditional schuoling. There, people who are now teachers and teacher
educatorswere taughtnotto trust one another, notto see each other asresources,
notto expect exciting ideas from each other. We have learnedto mistake isolation
for autonomy, and to identify talking to each other as cheating or wasting time.
Creative teaming aporoaches and successful partnerships are exposing and
contradicting the myth that cooperation is not possible or useful, butin too few and
themselvesisolated environments (Jones & Maloy, 1988). Withoutbringingthese
factors tofull consciousness, the cycle of isolation andnon cooperation continues.
Department members do not know what goes on in colleagues’ courses, graduate
students are employed but not empowered, or faculty meetings degenerate into
administrivia or argument over rules or style without time or patience for sub-
stance.

Habi Isolation in T Ed ion

Most of our habits of isolation in teacher education stem. from our lifelong work
as students andteachers. We !earned well the competitive survival-of-the-fittest
stylethat predominates education in this century. Teachers at all levels have litile
time or encouragement to plan together, to discuss current issues or trends
outside of our professional organization’s meetings, to talk together postively
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about hrw students can be served. Lipsky (1980) discusses the “coping
strategies” we each develop in isolation from one another and that reinforce our
mistrust of each other. Most of our experiencesin faculty meetings or committees
is so frustrating that we often participate under psychological protest or not at all.

Scarcity of resources, especially new funds, has turned segments of schools of
education against themselves in a competitive fight for survival. This institutional
mechanism of infighting is often willingly and unwillingly allowed to occur by
administrators as a way to deflect animosity. This practice creates personal
tensions over issues that would not take place in times of growth. For example,
overworked secondary teacher education programs are forced to compete with
overworked elementary programs for shrinking funds. At the same time, faculty
are being asked to work with school and business colleagues to develop
partnershipstoimprove schools andteact.«. . ..cation. These newinitiativestake
nurturing, time, and enormous amounts of energy to plan, design, and implement,
yet alarge portion of that time and energy mustbe spentin internal bickering over
priorities, justifying the new partnerships through the committee processes,
iobbying for teaching assistants, begging for travel reimbursements, etc... The
infighting that takes place over the small details and large ravonales for the new
initiatives can stymie the positive energy that exists to try new ventures.

A large part of the failure of cooperation inside schools of education relates to
communication. Just as most teachers in schools know little about what takes
place in their neighbors’ classrooms, education faculty spend little time working
together to synchronize their courses, integrate the important feedback of their
cadre of graduate students, or reporting on teachirg praciices that are success-
ful ornot. Thisbehavior mimics ourbehavior as teachersin schauls but contradicts
both our intuitive desires and research findings.

Our unwillingness to attempt cooperation in the classroom allows us to fail a
majority of students by teaching only what we feel comfortable trying, which is
usually how we were taught. Higher education’s lecture oriented, take anumber
style perpetuates the norm of teachers as expert, “top-down,” “dont-ash-
questions-or they'li- slow us down™ attitude. And teacher educators who try new
ideas regularly have not successfully communicated or have not been asked to
contribute their emphasis of learing ar.d teaching or of facilitating instead of
lecturi~g. By keeping a safe distance from one another, the input of junior faculty,
graduate students, and participating teachers can receive only lip-service in
teacher educatior. program evaluations and reform. Without an eifort to thought-
fully reflect upon the complex and appropriately inefficient nature of teacher
education, we continue to perpetuate the trend to perceive education courses as
less academic than subject area department offerings.
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Accepling Multiple Realities

Working together toward improving schools is not only the trendy topic of this
reform era. It is an exciting, ambiguous way to blend resources and create
unanticipated pocve outcomes that can improve opportunities for all students.
Cooperationdoes not mean relinquishing the vital roles of professional schools of
education. Infact, it callsfor a simultaneous colleague and critic responsibility that
honors the work of schools from an informed perspective, but challenges them to
moveforwardto better meettheneeds of students nuw notreaching their poteritial.
This responsibility of teacher educators requires better cooperation from within
starts by accepting and understanding the multiple realities that exist in any
organization (Jones & Maloy, 1988; Schuiz, 1967).

Ideas for Working Together

Teachers and teacher educators often see the opportunities to work together
as more work rather than the possibility of different work. Our research has shown
us that when we suggest to practicing teachers that they organize student. into
cooperative groups, it does notoccur to them that they can then be “free” from the
traditional lesson planning process ¢ lecture and factual regurgitation tests.
Similarly, teacher educators may feel that collaboration is adding on to the tasks
they already have taken on. We may ihink that5 + 1 = 7 when itis very possible
that by knowing more about each other's work, 5+ 1 = 5. 1t is our previous
experience in unsuccessful groups and our successtu! training in individualistic
style that continues the predominance of individual rather than team efforts.

We ask teacher educators to engage in collective discussion about the difficul-
ties of overcoming the habits thatimpede our working together, and the resulting
fragmentation that of much of what we do in teacher education programs.
Strategies that we propose for improving internal cooperation require three
elements that draw about the worl of Sarason (1982):

1) Faculty have to want to work together. Those that don't cannot “jam” those
that do. In some cases, senior faculty or administrators have been allowed to
create an institutional isolation standard that is not appropnate for teacher
education in the 1990s.

2) Faculty have to be willing to be flexible about uncertain and ambiguous
linkage. thatmay challenge old ways of doing things, not just use them to confirm
what we already believe.

3) Administrators have to create a cooperative environment, rewarding those
who cooperate with recognition and resources to carry out new program ideas.
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Extended retreats have been used as a way to air views about program
improvement in the time and space to share views thoughtfully. Large amounts
of energy gets created during these special events that has difficulty being infused
into the culture after the retreat spiritislost inthe day-to-day of the semester. More
permanentprocessing meetings musttake place as aregular part ofthe schedule.
Even those of us that have been part of such regular efforts to share our work
regularly fel frustrated that we spend too much time talking, leaving not enough
timeto“doit.” Yet, without regular, revolving small group meetings to share our
work, the context is lost and then we too tend to fall back on curriculum-to-be-
covered, teacher-dominated curiculum. Our university advantage is that we are
supposed to take time to reflect and work together. Perhaps our previous
experience in such forums again blocks our ability to conceive a positive situation
where we can share in a small enough forum to be heard, but with a different
enough mix of people that we are not just talking to the people we already know
agree with us.

The Cincinnati Bengals of the National Football League floundered a year ago.
.ais summer, in training camp, the coach mixed things up. changing old room-
mates, putting new players with veterans, Blacks with Whites, offense with
defense. He broke the old norms in an effort to get people to know one another.
Cooperationas ateam waswhathe believed was the difference betwee:, awinning
season and another mediocre one. The talent on the team was championship
caliber. Now they had to work together. Players balked at first at the reshaping
of their hamster-like norms but now admit their Super Bowl season turned as they
began to kncw one another better and respected each other’s work more. Much
of our lack of cooperation stems frc.: our White male- dominant higher education
culture. We mightlearn from this example of another male-dominant world in the
NFL, recrganizing the propie empiiasis of our work to center on getting to know
each other and utilizing our differences in style and substance as strengths rather
than levers for division and ongoing “sameness” in what we do.

We can learn to negotiate inevitable differences of perspective rather than
avoiding them by distancing from each other. What we propose for teacher
educators is the modeling of cooperation within our teacher education programs
that must be patt of all our collaborative efforts.
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The Collaborative Consultation Support System:
C.S.D. #24’s Peer Coaching Project

John B. Poster
Pace University

In 1986, Mr. John lorio, the superintendent of a Queens, New York elementary
school district, decided to instali a teacher training program based on peer
coaching in one of his district schools. The New York City school system had
adopted a mentor teacher model in which senior teachers served as advisors to
probationary instructors. lorio, who hadbeen ateacher for 13 years, believedthat
all teachers, junior and senior, wereisolated and in need of collegial support. The
peercoachingplan he designedjoineathree teachers onagradelevelinamutually
supportive “triad.” He reasoned that three teachers would te prefcraile to two
since the third member couid buffer personality conflicts which developed andthe
novice in the triad would observe differences in teaching style and techniques.
Ideally, each triad would be composed of a veteran teacher, a less experienced
one,andanovice. Allwouldbe volunteers. (In practice, thenovices were assigned
to the prog.am since they were appointed io the district within days of the school
year'sstart.) A number of district principals asked that the peer coaching program
be placed intheir schools. lorio chose P.S. 19, an old school with 1,700 students

and 74 teachers. P.S. 19 was a Chapter One school which would experience an
influx of new teachers in the next few years.

Context Varizbles

Oppositivn o the superintendent’s peer coaching mode! was voiced by the
teacher's union, which objected tothe top down™ conception of the project. Citing
views such as Boyd's (1987) criticizing innovations which were not “owned" atthe
locallevel, the union’s representatives favored the mentor teache: program which
it had helped to develop. The administrator’s union favored the coachi.g plan,
apparently because it was less threatening to supervisors.

These difficulties were overcome partiy because the schools’ chancellor
favored the project and was willing to put $100,000 of discretionary funds into it,
the volunteer nature of the project was reaffirmed, and a university professor not
affiliated with either the union or the school system was named director. The
director was really a consultant who helped to design training experiences and
suggeste« changes in program design. In practice, the superintendent was the
program director.

The price of the chancellor's support was & demand that the project be evalu-
ated in terms of participants’ views and student test scores in reading and
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mathematics. The inclusion of test scores appeared premature to the planners
since, duringits inaugural year, the project wouldinvolve 18 out of 74 teachers in
the school (one triad per grade level, K-6), butthe pressureto justify allinnovations
through expected gains in basicskills was unrelenting. Subsequently, testscores
improved on average, but it is impossible to separate the effect of the coaching
program from the Chapter One progra.n, and other unrelated changes in the
schoal.

The triad teachers found the initial training confusing. Their view of classroom
visits was ihe traditional one where supervisors observed teachers, wrote up a
summary of the observations, and judged the teachers’ efficiency. Only by
stressing the divorce of peer coaching from supervisory evaluation could the
consultants convey the essence of the collegial approach they sought. An
important understanding was that all teacher interactions should be information
exchanges. This avoidance of hierarchy and seniority was somehov suspect to
the teachers. Seniority was one of the few badges of rank in a flat progression,
ignoring it brought the school’s status system into question.

The schooldistrict’s and the chancellor’s discretionary funds went, for the most
part, tohire substitutes. Eachteacherhad one free period (known as a preparation
period)in the school day, 1iotincluding lunch. The triad teachers were not paid for
participating in the program, but did receive an extra preparation period in which
they cc.id observe one another, meet to discuss professional mattess, or attend
training sessions in the school. During these additional periods substitute
teachers took over the triad teachers’ classes.

Once the school year began, problems emerged. Triad teachers had to have
schedules which included common preparation periods for easy access to each
other This scheduling was not easy to accompiish. The district discovered that
substitutes forthe coaches were not always available. The school administrators
were notsure to what extent they were to help the teachers define their new roles
and provide assistance, a problem cited by Joyce and Showers (1988). The
director refused to schedule consultants unless the teachers defined the services
they wanted and rated each consuitant's efficacy. The teachers found this
demand that they take charge di-maying. Teacher requests for services had to
be routed through the principal’s office and tte principal then had to find time and
space for teachers to attend training sessions. Peer coaching increased rather
than reduced the principal’s workload,

By the second semester, the coaches' requests for services had undergone an
imporiant change; the triad teachers asked for consultants who could address
specific curricular or pedagogic issues rather than the essentials of peer coaching.
Consultants had been coming to the school regularly, but now their task was to
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comment on overcoming a too rigid teaching curriculum or the new orthodoxy of
handheld calculators in mathematics education. The teachers had invented their
version of peer coaching and needed to respond to the needs of their clients. Con-
sultants and staff developers adapted to the principal's scheduling difficulties.
They came to the school in the morning and stayed all day talking to successive
waves of teachers, usually three to six at @ time, during the teachers’ 45-minute
preparation period.

Conclusions

The Collaborative Consultation Support System has survived. inthe 1988-69
school year there were two triads on each grade level in the target school.
Veterans of the past year will continue as part of each triad and new teachers will
e added. Allthe 1987-88 participants vulunteered for the next cycle. There will
be one change. The teachers voiced concern that they were away from their
classestoomany minutes each day. They didn't wantthe extra preparationperiod.
Participants will find new ways to make time for coaching. Collaboration has bred
professionalism

What has been learned since 19877 Researchers tend to make fam.iliar tasks
formidable. The literature abounds with prescriptions as to what teachers should
know before attempting peer coaching. If teachers learned all that they are
advisedto learn, they would never finish studying and begin coaching. Adults help
eachother allthe time. For peer coaching o work, exparienced teachers have to
do more unlearning than learning.

Teachers have learned district supervisory practices. When one teacher visits
another’s classroom, the visitor lapses inte quasi supervisory behavior. The
observedteachers exhikitthe defensive behavior usually associated with criticism
from supervisors. Much of the initial training was devotedto ‘deprogramming the
teachers. One serendipitous occurrence was that the peer coaches had no
responsibility for rating new teachers or determining tenure status. Although the
teachers’ union would have preferred a more active role, the factthat teachers had
no supervisory function made it easier tc differentiate peer coaching from
supervision.

The director posited a model of peer observation based on invitations. Qne of
e triad teachers would invite the other two to visit her classroom and comment
on one phanomenon. Only one topic could be broached at each observation. No
lessen plans or other descriptive material was to be circulated. The observers
were to arrive without paper, pencils, checklists, or other paraphernalia. After the
lesson the observers were to comment on the agreed topic such as how to ask
questions which would inspire critical thinking. If the observed teacher had
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difficulty translating the comments into practice, the twc teachers invitec her to
their classrooms where they modeled the behavior in question. If the veteran
teachers thought that the novice was not asking the right questions or was afraid
to admit deficiencies in an area such as classroom management, they asked the
novice for suggestions on their own classroom management during her observa-
tions of their classes. Unsolicited advice was never to be offered. If solicited
advice was ignored, the advisor was to remember that there were many paths to
glory.

A second thing we've leamed is that teachers should be weaned from adora-
tion of seniority. In the triads, the initial assumption of participants was that all of
the resourceswould be devotedto the tyro. When thetrainers argued thatthe new
teachers could help their mere senior colleagues by contributing information on a
myriad of subjects such as photography, nursing, foreign travel, and so forth, the
veterans refused to “hear” the message. A teacher of 20 years of experience
could only be aided by an instructor with 21 years of service. When new teachers
observed the senior triad teachers’ classes, they were encouraged to make
suggestions based on their life experience which might enrich the class. The
faculty has become more open minded about novices’ suggestions, but additional
progress is necessary.

A coroliary of our lesson on seniority is that not all triads work equally well and
that the seniority of the veteran members of the triad is not a predicto: of triad
success. Energy level and persistence are important characteristics of the senior
teachersif the triadis to wark. The triads spent moretime in discussing curriculum,
pedagogy, and tesling than in mutual observations. They reported these
discussions as the most beneficial aspect of the experience. Joining three
teachers at each grade level, as opposed to two, seemed to make the conversa-
tions more worthwhile. A promising practice would be to reconstitute triads each
year if more than one exists an a grade level in a school. In this way novice
teachers who spent ayear with lecs energetic veterans willhave a new experience
with more ambitious colleagues, and probationary teachers who had asatisfactory
introductory year will spur their second year colleagues to match their first year
experiences.

Finally, our experience has taught us the benefits of weak leadership. Interest-
ingly, theorists don't seem to have grasped the point that a strong administrator
is less likely to empower teachers than a weak one. In our case, top-down
leadership was acceptable if, in its wake, bottom up ownership arose. Because
of the context variables mentioried, the superintendent went autside the school
systemto enlist a university professor as a part time director of the peer coaching
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program. This was {ortunate since an attempt to interject a forceful district
empioyee into a milieu which included a strong superintendert and principal, as
well as a wary teachers union, would have been disastrous. The professor, the
author of this paper, visited the school, talked to all the triad members, commis-
erated with the administrators on theit lot in life, requested consultants, and, in
general, answered questions with “ don't know, what do you wan:to do?” Asthe
peer coaching program vontinues, the director, with any luck, will get even weaker.
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Scliool-University Collaboration:
Do We Share a Common Language and Vision?

J' dith A. Panticell
Universily of lllinois at Chicago

“Partnership” and “collaboration” describe a wide variety of relationships
among schools and universities. It is often assumed that both share the same
desire to improve schools for children and the same understandings of ways to
engagein educational problem solving to the benefitof both collaborative partners.

Assuming that common reasons for collaboration- are shared, as well as
common understandings of what “collaboration” is, can cause problems. If each
partner believes its conceptions of collaborative work are valued and that the
other partner is using the same conceptions in the same ways, schools and
universities remain unaware that they have very different agendas and expecta-
tions (Maloy, 1985).

If collaborative efforts overlook what may be “diametrically opposed™ visions of
the dimensions of collaboration (Metzner, 1970), collaborative partnerships are at
the mercy of powerful, conservative forces in school and university cultures
(Oakes, Hare, & Sirotnik, 1986). Building acommon language and shared vision
may be as important for the success of collaborative relationships as building a
structure for collaboration.

The Chicago Area School Effectiveness Council (CASEC) is a school improve-
ment consortiun, at the University of lllinois at Chicago College of Education and
is a vehicle for collaboration among public schools and school districts, private,
and parochial schools in six lllinois counties in the Chicago metropolitan area.
Currently, 800 schools and school districts are members of CASEC.

A questionnaire to determine members’ understandings of collaboration was
sent to random samples of 200 CASEC members from 1987-89. Of the 600
questionnaires sent, 325 were completed. Responses suggersted thiee issues
underlying the development of a common language and shared vision of collabo-

ration. 1) defining “collaboration,” 2) defining collaborative roles, and 3) learning
to trust collaboration.

Defining “Collaboration”

Collaboration was defined as a parinership, character;zed by mutual or recip-
rocal benefit. The most impertant characteristics of successful collaborations
were 1) shared, reciprocal benefit, 2) shared leadership.decision making, 3) trust,
4) acceptance of each other's knowledge/experience, 5) common situation/
exp.arience, and 6) common goals.

JohnCGoodlad (1988} suggestedthattoo equently institutional representatives
get caught up in managing the “enterprise™ of collaboration, so that “substance
may beignoredinthe claboration of form.” Ann Lieberman (1988) described four
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myths that ofter keep col'aborative relationshil.s among schools and universities
from ever getting started. These are a need for clear goals, a set of carefully
planned ac*vities, an agreement about the struclure of the collaboration, and a
solig administrative structure, along with a permanent group of people.

Studies (Maloy, 1985; DeBevoise, 1986; Lieberman, 1986) have suggested
that strong administrative support removes bureaucratic stumbling blocks, pro-
vides resources, and recognizes collaborative efforts. But, the responses to this
questionnaire indicate a strong commitment to mutuality of benefit, functioning
partnership, trust, and commonality of experience are most important signs that
participation in a collaborative relationship is taken seriously.

fini llaborativi les

Collaborative relationships can be very tenuous arrangements. For many
school practitioners, their “collaborative. " experiences with universities have been
limited to serving as field sites for teacher education placements, receiving one
shot, “quickfix" inservice workshops from university consultants, or being studied
by university researchers.

Furthermore, theisolation of school practitioners from other school practitioners
is an expected “given” in the culture of schocling (Lieberman & Miller, 1984). As
one respondent eloquently wrote, “Collaboration may be a norm of work in
universities, but schools are not structured tc facilitate a collaborative model.
Collaboration is not tne norm school to university, district to district, school to
school, it is also not the norm teacher to teache: within a single school.”

Respondents characierized the university s role as providing informaticn, con-
ducting rese irch, providing inservice training, and evaluating school programs.
The role of the school was characterized as lcarning about successful school
programs, he Jing with teacher education, requesting help from un..isity faculty,
serving as research sites, and keeping up with the educational field.

Despite respondents’ characterization of collaboration as mutuality of benefit,
functioning partnership, trust, and commonality of experience, the norms and
attitudes of the school and university cultures create role distinctions that do not
support this vision of collaboration.

The university is clearly seen as knowledge hclder and knowledge-tranamitter,
while schoolis seen as receiver of knowledge. The wformation brokering role”
that the university often takes in school university collaboration (.e., facilitating
coordinating to provide formats for school people to connect to the work of the
uriversity or tolister to presenters from other cchools), unly serves .0 perpetuate
the knowledge-holdar role (DeBevoise, 1986, Lieberman, 1986).
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Leaming to Trust Collaboration

Thetraditional school and university barriers that provide a formidable obstacle
to “real” parinership are not easily broke .. Collaboration requires a considerable
amount of risk on the part of the participants.

Traditionally, school “practitioners” have been peripheral to research. They
have been the subjects of research or contextual variables to Le considered in
designing and/orimerpreting research. Oakes, Hare, and Sirotnik (1986) suggest
thatwhen practitioners become centralto research problems and when the school
context becomes the context for collaboration, knowledge can be ger.eratedfrom
practice, as well as from theory, and can inform both practice and theory.

Questionnaire respondents identified the mostimportant saurces of knowledge
for school improvement as 1) knowledge generated through programs that had

successfully connected the theoretical to the practical world and 2) knowledge
generated by research.

However, the traditional pattemn of “quick fix” inservice workshops to which
school practitioners are accustomed isnot enough. These “pep talks,” as several
respondents labeled them, are not as useful as strategies fo, planning, implem-

entation, monitoring, evaluation, and follow-up of the impact on schools of
changing school policies and programs.

Respondents made it clear that knowledge generated by school practitioners
leaming from other school practitioners v.as as valuable as knowledge generated
by university research. Respondents also indicated that -chool practitionersneed
to know more about how to conduct research in their own school seftings.

Oakes, Hare, and Sirotnik (1986) found that cc.iaborations that fail to include
school practitioners in any but a consuming role “court disaster.” But, moving
toward trust in collaboration requires an understanding of the sepa.ate agendas
and orientations of both schools and universities .

These separate agendas are products of the cultures of schools and universi-
ties Respondentsindicatedthatthe factor contributing mostto the failure of real’
collaborative partnerships was TIME. One respondent com:nented, “Time for
inquiry and research and thinking are struciured into the job descriptions of
professors. Teachers and administrators who want io do inquiry or research or
who simply want to THINK about how to create effective schools work in systems
that consider these activities as exiracurricular.”

As Hord (1988) suggests, change and improvement are not accomplished
quickly. Responses strongly indicated that time differences in school and
university cultures strain participants’ trustin the workability of collaboration. The
“very different time clocks" in the cultures of scheols and universities (Lieberman,
1988) present a formiJable barrier to real collaborative partnerships.
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Summary

Successful collaborative relationships build a commc . language and shared
vision of collaboration. Although the Ltructure of a collaboration can make specific
provisions for exchange of knowledge and practice, the different (and ofter: very
senarate) worlds of schools and universities require making explicit our under
slandings of collaboration.

Speaking a shared language of collaboration helps to break down traditional
barriers. A shared language is based very much uponindividual perceptions of the
reality of the “rhetoric” of mutual and reciprocal benefit or shared leadership.

Making collaboration “real” is inhibited by knowledge-holding and knowledge-
receiving roles. The creation of norms and attitudes that vaiue and model a
knowledge base generated within schools, as well as wiulin universities, is more
important than the struc’ ire of the collaborative relationship.

Collaborative efforts are inhibited not so much by opposing views as opposing
cultures. Diflerences in both perceptions and realities of time and change, for
exampie, create contexts for collaboraticn frequently in confiict with whatmightbe
very s’;2ng shared beliefs about improving education.

Whatever vi...ni is crealed within & 2allaborative relationship, it must be
adaptive and evolving. And, the partners in that visiosn must be comfortable with
risk and tensions as new meanings and shared values emerge.
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Summary

The role definitions, attitudes and mindsets, skills, exneriences, and motiva-
tions that are possessed by most classroom teachers and other categories of
educators derive from a century or more during which role isolatior was the norm
and collaboratiun between individuals and their various membrship groups was
extremely limited. In the dramatic shift toward partnerships that is now underway,
old habits andnew expectations create confusion within what some observers are
calling a“clashof cultures.” Dealinig with: the stresses and the problei..s that arise
asthe very context of educationalworkis rapidly shiftingis achallenge thatis being
met with varying success. In the presentations and discussions that comprised
this section of the AACTE program, the contextual variables vsere significantly
clarifiedand some heartening successes wereidentified along with some sobering
realities.

It seems significant that many of the presenters apparentiy had early co-
involvement with others. For example, Bill Honig's grateful references to his
Teacher Coms days illustrate the point that experiences with interchange and
collaboration produce a more open, communicative, motivated professional. it
also seems significant that shared values, shared objectives and visions, shared
decision making, and a shared language were mentioned so frequently as
essential to the success of collaborative efforts.

The potential partners in improving teacher education are many, and include
parents, community organizations, industry, and governing agencies. Within the
ranks oi 2ducators, intra university collaboration is seen as a critical prerequigite
tointerfacing productively with workers in the schools. The symposium provided
many exciting and encouraging examples of school/university alliances, and
generated an excellent list of the conditions thet must exist if the alliances are to
prosper. One key idea is that all of the individuals and groups need to model
cooperation atits best, and related to itis the optimistic conclusion that given mu-
tuality of purpose, of need, and of trustful respect, significant accomplishment is
possible.
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Chapter Five
Madel Programs

Henrietta S. Schwartz, John J. Lynch, and Thomas Carson, aditors*

It should not be surprising that Model Programs constituted a major part of the
1986 AACTE Arnual Conference--nearly five times the average number of
presentations were classified under this theme--given the historic importance
placed on such collaborations. Establishing more extensive partnerships with
business, parent, and community groups was a central recommendation of the
National Commission on Excellence in Education report, A Nation at Risk,
publishedin 1983, aswell asthe theme ofthe 1983-84 schoolyear, “National Year
of Partnership in Education,” as proclaimed by former president Ronald Reagan.
Six years later, the solutions to the crisis in American education that these
programs represent are due for evaluation, and their lessons aired.

Interactive communication works is easily the main message drawn fromthese
programs. The action generated by joint involvement between different actors
from differing communities seems to succeed v here prescriptive methods often
fail. Albert Shanker, President of the American Federation of Teachers, claims
that this is so beca.se the fundamental analogy of education- that studentslearn
by being taught--is wrong. His own model of collaborative educational program
ispresentedinthe featured specchthat initiates this chapter. Abrief survey of ine
scope and nature of the presentations made at the 1989 AACTE Annual
Conference seems to support his claim that cullaboration is among the remedies
toour nation's educational problems. A brief description of each category follows.

Private sector collaboration is wel! represented among the 1989 model pro-
grams presentations. These programs grow from business concerns over the
future competitive ability of the US ina shrinking global economy. Business, labor,
and community paitnerships seek to improve education and as well as both the

*Henrietta Schwartz is the Dean of the School of Education and Frofessor of Adniinistra-
tion at San Francisco State University. Her lengthy publication, research, and presenta-
tion record crosses a variely of disciplines from multicultural education and equ.y to etn-
nography and cultural plurallsm as well as teacher and administrator stress. Dr. Schwartz
chaired this year's 1989 AACTE Annual Meeling Commuftee, and is the general editor for
this publication. Johi J. Lynch is Frcfessor of Education and Associate Dean, School of
Education, San Francisce State University. He has beeninvolved na vanety of university,
school collaborations over the past 3C years and is currently the director of the Institute
for the Schooi Improvement Process. Thomas Carson is finishing his Masters Degree in
Interdisciplinary Sacial Sclence at San Franclsco State University.
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competitiveness of American productsinworld markets andthe ability of American
workers 16 be an effective and highly skilled labor force in aiv era of rapidly
increasing technology. Such concems are manifested in two major ways. The
Adopt-a-School approach, for one, unites the volunteered resources of private
and publicindividuals and institutions with needing school sites. The partnership
helps to alleviate the burdens placed on educational facilities by declining
resources. Another manifestation of private-sector collaboration istargetedto at-
risk students because business concern with the fuiure threat of not adequately
preparing minority students for their increasing role in tomorrow’s iabor force.

As true in any real collaboration, businesses gain from these partnerships as
well. Productivity increases due to advancing skills of the labor force is menticned
above. Programs live the Chevron Encore Project, presented at the annual
conference, provide the vekicle by which retiring private-sector employees can
make a career transition while filling the need for science and mathematics
instructors. The Aerospace Scientists and Engineers Program is featured in this
chapter as an example of private sector collaboration.

The movement toward advanced technologies in education is another theme of
collaborative projects, and was reflected at the annual conferenca. Using
computers to promote goad teaching practices is pursued as a remedy to break
the isolation of classrooms, as well as a way to enhance the ability of educators
to remain consistent with the overall goals of education. Mcdels of two of these
programs were presented at the conference. The development and implementa-
tion cf a common data base for following up preservice teacher education pro-
grams was presented by fa_ulty fron: tha College of Education at both Michigan
State University and Ohio State University. This database includes employment
history and characteristics with data conceming the adequacy of vasious skill
training and background information as a way of following up on geographically
dispersed graduates. This presentation is featured in this section.

Inter-university collaberative efforts were presented as well. One such presen-
tation reported on a consortium put tog2ther by the Southern Education Founda-
tioninvolving six historically Black colleyes in the south andthree graduate schools
of education. Another presentation was made on a program between the
University of Wisconsin-Whitewater and three two-year institutions. They at-
temptedtoincrease racial and'or ethnic minorit, recruitmentthrough communicat-
ing the admissions and cor.pletion requirements of professional educational
programs with minority students at the two-year institution.

Culturalexchange through educationis also a significant arenafor collaboration
as evidencad by several models presented at thu conference. One program at
lowa's Warthing College aims at preparing teacher graduates by piacing interns
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in culturally and ethnically diverse seitings, like East Harlem, as part of their
training. Another program in Virginia seeks ic increase global understanding
through “community teams” that share knowledge about East Asia. A direct
international collaboration, th 2 only one presented at the conference, involved an
elementary, secondary, and university three-tiered program between Indiana
University of Pennsylvania and WNigeria.

Thelargest category of model programs presented at the 1989 AACTE Annual
Conference involveduniversity.'scheol/school districtjoint efforts. Nearly 50 of the
70 presentations offered under this theme concerned these parinerships. These
programs span the nation and are s:en as a direct solution to problems in
education--the educational systern rclorming itself through a closer working
relationship and articulation of needs and expectations of the two educational
communities. In such successful partnerships, beth schools and colleges actively
determine the goals and activities, as well as jointly contribute and derive benefits
from collaboratiorn.

These parinerships generally take twe ..acks, though *hey often combine
severalfeatures. One approachis toimprove educaticn by educating the teachers
themselves. This faculty development approachis repre sented by such programs
asthe high school-college research projects. The Teacher on Sabbatical program
and the Teacher Recruitme..t and Intemship Project in Atlanta are examples of
schooliuniversity.'school district partnesships that focus on teacher development.

School/university collaborativn also attends to the ferm of the at-risk programs.
These efferts focus on the educational needs of minorit,, or at risk students, those
often inadequately educated. Examples of these projects include the College
Readinesc Program. jointly administered by the Califcrnia State Department cf
Education and the California State University, which provides academic help and
motivation for middle school students, the Cclorado Partnership for Education
Renewal, and the Urban Scholars program, which ofiers college scholarships to
minority studenis.

Giventhe et anse of programs concemed with university, school collaboration,
itis fittirg that the featured symposium presented in this chapter concerns three
such paitnerships. Ann Lieberman describes the complex Puget Sound Consor-
tium involving 14 school districts and the University of Washington and poses
critical research questions generated by collaboration. Rhonda Weinsten looks
in depth at a collaborative program :nvolving one high school and the University
of California at Berkeley while Sidney Trubowitz describes a seven-year effort
between Queens College of CCNYU and a middie school in the inner city. Their
insights and provocative analysis point to the need for time, hard work, commit-
ment, and expertise in any joint venture.
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Remarks of the Major Speaker

This chapter opens with a sumr mary of the dynamic and challenging address defivered to
the participants by Albert Shanker, President of the American Fedsration cf Teachers.
Onceagain, Mr Shanker fulfill. his role as a major education statesman calling on deass,
facully, and school leaders to cambine eft rts to reform schools and teacher preparation.

Collaboration: Process, St Sstance, and Humility
Albert Shanker

We meet today at a time of unprecedented danger to American public educa-
tie~ No small part of that danger is the fact that most people active in the field of
public education are quite ur.aw are of whatihe dangers are ... . Atthe presenttime,
the states of Minnesota and lowa have tax oeduction schemes which are
increasing as the years go by. 'We have a United States Supreme Court which is
(unlikely) t~ continue the view that aid to nonpublic schuols is unconstitutional. Tax
credits continue to be an issue in lowa. But, | think we've got to worry more and
morethat tax credits will be considered anissue at the state and local levels rather
thanatthe federal level. Wisconsin has a governor strangly cansideringa voucher
syster which will include both public and nor,subic schools, and the State of
Minnesota is about to conside and probably pass a voucher schenie which will
include nonpublic schools for at-risk students and for drop-outs.

Choice is on the agenda in a majority of states in this country. I'm not saying
that we should be against choice, but that it is a rather clear message that
govemors andlegis'ators are saying that there are large numbers of unhappy and
dissatisfied parents . . . and theyre going to give them ihe right to take their kids
and move them to some ofi:c. district in the state. There are substantial moves
across the country to revise, eliminate, or lift regulations to open up (administra-
tion and supervision) so that there could be lateral movements from people in
management andbusiness. .. If youlook at a whole list of things like this, you've
got apicture thrt the world out there is very, very unhappy with what's going on.
This isn't geing to go away (for) itis a permanent part of the feelings and attitudes
of the Americen people.

There’s something around the ccrner or in the wings waiting for us which we
haven'tseenyet, butit'sthere. In Great Britain the Thatcher jovernment passed
aschool reform bili which went into effect last Septemuer . . . In Denver, Colorado,
about eight months ago, the Republican govemnais met . .. and seven or eight of
them talked about how the Thatcher school refarm should be en the Republican
Party agenda for education in the United States. The Thatcher plan is as follows.
'130% of the parents in any school sign a petition saying that they re unhappy with
the way the school’s being run, then all parents must receive a secret ballot in
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whichthey vote on this quest:i--Do you wish to take your school out from under
the jurisdiction of the board of education? if amajority of those voting in this secret
oallot say yes, that building is removed wom the jurisdiction of the board of
education and the parents then elect a committee to run their board.

In order to make sure that the quality is maintained, Great Britain has set up
committeesin mathematics, science, elementary, English, and in other fietds and
established a national curriculum so that semester by semester and year by year
there’s a defined curriculum as to what all students in G.eat Britain are to leam.
To make sure thatthe schools do it, there's a system of national examinations so
that each year parents willknow to what extenttheirkids have learned whatthev're
supposedtoleam. !fthey don'tlike whattheirboardof ed has done, orifthey don't
like what their parents who are running their schoclhave done, they can oustthem.

It's easy to stand up and argue about what's wrong with each of these things.
However, when parents and citizens are basically unhappy with the education that
the schools are delivering, negative arguments about what potential change might
bring will notbe enough . . . 1think we need to ask wihether what is happening to
the public in this country is some kind of hysteria that's created by the media and
the press, oris there some reality, some real basis for their dissatification? I'm
sorty to say this, but I think that they’re basically right.

The results that we've had over the y2ars from the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (tell us that) the percentage of kids who can write what
NAEP considers an acceptable letter . . . is 20%. The percentage who can write
what you and | would consider a decent letteris 5% . .. The perceniage who can
look at a raitroad or bus schedule and figu: - out which train or busto take in order
to get someplace by a given time is (nearly 5%);. If you take all minorities out of
that, it's (nearly 6%) for whites. On each and every indicator .. . only 5% are really
leaving our schnols able to function on what we used to consider, and what
Europeans still consider, a college or universily level. Five percent.

Now, thisis disastrous news. When you look atthe math science results atthe
age of 13, the United States is at the bottom . . . Why is this happening? It
essentially means that we can't make minor changes . . . \and) we are so far away
from whe1e we need to be that (even) minor changes wont work . . . Did God only
make 5% of us smart enoughtoread a bus schedule? dontbelieve it andneither
do you. Sowe have to ask ourselves what's wrong. And what s wrongis thatthe
fundamental analogy on which schools are basedis wrong ... It's only the effort
o: the indiv:dual, each individual studcnt, that ends up resultiig in learning andin
education bemng successful. We caritteach anybody ..., thing. We canhelp. We
are midwives. Therefore, what we needis essentially a system which ishasedon
the participalion and aclivity of students.
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If the student is a worker, let's talk about what kind of aworkplace a classroom
is . .. Well, it's not like an auto factory, or garment factory, or coal mine. If's not
like working in the merchant matine. A school classroom is most like an office. In
an office you r~ad (and) write reports, you listen to (and) give a!l reports and you
manipulate words and numbers . . . Imagine organizing an office the way we
organize aschool. |comeintowork thefirstday and I'mtold, “Al, this isyour desk.
Aroundyouare 25 other workerswho are doing exactly the same work but you are
never to taikto them and th¢ ; are never to talk to you. And, see that, she’s your
supervisor; she will tell you what to do and you will immediately get to work doing
it. In 45 minutes a beli will ring and you will get up and move to a different office
where you will be given totally different workto do . .. Every 45 minutes you will
have another 25 people not to talk to, another boss, and different work to do.

How many of you organize your offices that way? Nobody. Why not? Well,
because s * an office if you go over te somebody and he's done the work wrong,
the first thing you ask him is, “Al, didn’t you check this with anybody sitting next
o you?”

Thefundamental analogy is . .. what's wrong. We require kidsto do something
that rost people can’t do: sit sill for five or six hours a day. If | were to take my
kids athome and say, “‘Sit u:ere for five hours and I'm going to stand here and talk
toyou,” somebody would come to pick me up from cociety for the prevention of
cruelty to childrer. But if we do it in school and the kid moves, we move the kid
away and say, “You'-e special education, you're disturbed, you can't sit still.”

Now, how are our .chools orgarized? Fiist of all, we take kidsin the whole year
at a time, which m:a..z in the first grade the oldest kid is a year older tha.. the
youngest kid. I've never met a kid in the first grade who came up to me and said,
"Well, 'm notdoing as well s heis because I'mayearyounger.” Six-year-old kids
don’t understand that. But parents understandit when their kids have the wrong
birthday. They understand that thay're either going to have to keep therr kids out
forawhole year andhave themwith one groupthat's no good, or getthemin ayear
too early where that kid's going to seem too weak, dumb, and slow and his image
of himself or herself is going to be hormible.

Next, we say to kids, there’s only one way you can learn. words. You're going
toleam by either listening to me or you're going to learn by reading the words in
abkook. ‘Vhat about the people who don't leamn initially with worcs? There are a
lot of other ways of learning.

Ardthen what we do is call on kids. Right? Some of them love it, they would
love to come on Christmas. But some of them are sitting, they never raise therr
hands They're engaged in an unconstitutional act--they're praying that | nut call
onthem. Butl haveto call on thern because that's pupil participation, night? What
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am Idoing toakid when I callon himinthe morning and he doesn'tknowthe answer
to my question? { call on him in the aftemoon with anather question, he doesn't
know the answer to that, and the next day? What am 1 really coing? | am
humiliating him in front of his peers. How good anincentive for work is humiiiation?

Is it possible to organize a school so that kids don't all come in onthe same day
and compete unfairly? Is it possible to organize a school for kids who can’t tum
wordsinto pictures, especially atan early age?. . . Canwe provide smailergr .ps
for kids and provide them some privacy as they're stumbling? ... These are the
things that v.e need to be concemed with. And of course there’s something else
... There's more to intelligence and more to what it is that people need to know
in this world in order to make a contribution than what we do in school. Creativity,
imagination, the development of hypothesis. To what extent is this part of our
curriculum? To what extent do we do it? To what extent do we teachit? To what
extent do we examine it? Almost none at all.

There’s only one central issue in education, and that's how to keep the kid
working andwanting to work. Once you've lostthat, t doesntmake any difference
how goodthe textbooks are, how goodthe lessonis, how well g.alified the person
is Nothing else counts once the people who've got to do the work have decided
they're not going to do it.

What woul 1 a restructured school look like? A restructured school wouid . . .
take into account the various proulems that | just raised. Let metalk to you about
one that i saw ... Thisis a school in Cologne, Germany. It's an urban school.
There are alot of Turkish kids, Moroccan kids, alot of fhe equivalents of Chicanos
in the United States- -people who come to Germany to do work but who don't feel
particularly comfortable in the culture. It's alarge secondary school (with) 2,200
kids . . . who are in the bottom two tracks, who were tested and teld, you're too
dumb to go to college.

How is this school differemt? (if | were a teeher in this ¢ chool, they would tell
me that there are six members to my team, and that I'd be in charge of the kids
who are about to come into the fifth grade. For one, they never hire a substitute
because the kids run around them and develop disrespect for their teachers.
They're given one extra teacher for the team c.1 apermanent basis.) Two, the 120
kids who are going to come in are yours. .t's your job to figure out how to divide
theminto groups or classes. At any tine the seven of us would get together and
regroup them, because if we found some kid wha's at the bottom that's not making
it, we could move him. We could change the configuration.

Three, there are no belle  The seven teachers decide. (We decide) if we waunt
to spend the whole morning studying Gerr.an, or spend the whole day for mathe-
matics. If we found that our judgment was wrong because the kids are getting
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restless and it's too long for them today, we would decide and changeit... So
the allocation of students, the allocation of time, andwhat itis that we as teachers
do, allthese are collective decisions which the seven make.

Asfar as I'm concerned, that's what is meant by empowerment. These are the
decisions that professionals have to make in dealing with ti.ir clients. They're not
taking over what the board of education should be doing or what a superintendent
of schuols should be doing or anything else. They are dealing with the kids that
they’regoingto beworking with, interms oftime, grouping, and their pooloftalents.

Thenext thing that these teachers are toid. . . is that they) are going to be with
those kids until they graduate at the age of 19. They will not be able to say that
they inherited them from some teacher who ruined them and that they can't wait
togetrid of them next June. .. Thelearning is going to be continuous andth ey're
not going to have any new names to learn after they get in here in the fifth grade.
This is not an assembly line where you pass these kids on: from one bunch of
teachers to the next. We have taken a school which is usually a bureaucratic
institution and are {urning it into a moral community. When you look at yourself
in the mirror a couple of years from now, you will kinow that you are responsible
for what's happened to these kids.

*hink our institutions need to look at something like the Cologne school ... |
think that the efforts to try to bring about different experiences to children and |
alternative s wiil fail, as they did in the 1960s and earlier if we rely un the faculties |
of individual schools or individual teachers . . . and, | think that we oughtto have |
a professional voice together against people who are educational hucksters. |

We needtothinkof ourselves as architects buildinga new system. Andwe need
a system in which we plan it in such a way that we recognize that kids learn at
differentrates andin different ways. We needto maximize the time when they are
engaged and when students can interact with eact, other in working groups, and
teachers can also work in groups. We need to r.iaximize the appropriate use of
technology and move to a differentiated staff.

I'd like to conclude by saying that restructuring is not a science. | don't come
before you and say that whatever we do tomorrow is going to work. As amatter
offact, | can guarantee that the first restructured schools will not work. We will do
what everybody does when they build something new, we'll make mistakes. We
are talking about a never ending process of buildings, because human beings
change, the environment changes, everytring in this changes. It is going to be
painful | canttellyou whatthe appropriate re.tructuringisin teacher education.
I can tell you that just as we were part of the problem and the current school
structure's part of the problem, so is teacher education part of the problem.
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Featured Symposium

What lessons have we leamed from university.schoo! collaborative projects? The
directors of three moasel programs addressed this question at the sixth major symposium
of the 1989 Annual Meeting. Reflecting upon their collaborativn expetiences were Ann
Lieberman, University of Washington, Seattle, Rhonda Weinstein, Univeisity of California
(UC), Berkelsy, and Sidney Trubowitz, State University of New York at Purchase. Space
does not permit a full pres e station of the richness of their remarks. Presented here are the
portions of their presentatlons which will enable the reader to benefit from the major
indersta=dings Lieberman, Weinstein, and Trubowitz drew from their experiences.

School and Univetsity Collaboration
Ann Lieberman, Rhonda Weinstein, and Sidney Trubowitz

Before describing the lessons they have learned, it is necessary to briefly
describe the project each has directed. Currently a professor at SUNY-Purchase,
Dr. Trubowitz organized and directed aseven year collaboration between Queens
Colleg2 of the Cuty University of New York and the Louis Armstrong Middle School.
I, this collaborative effort, the emphas.s was on college and school faculties
sharing experiences. Coilege faculty spent part of their teaching assignment
working at Louis Armstrong Middle School with school personnel ar.d children.
Similarly, the middle sch..uiteachers wentto the college toteach methods courses
and to make use of the physical and educational resources of the college.

Ann Lieberman directs the Puget Sound Consortium, an organization involving
many uchool districts and the University of Washington. It is a broad spectrum
consortium that explores funding for quality education. The consortiur:. has, asa
primary focus, the creation of visions from which activities, agendas and structures
are developed. Arong its major projects are the Principal Leadership Academy,
Center for Educational Development, and the Teacher Leadership Project.

Rhonda Weinstein directs PATCT (Promoting Achie ver.ient Through Coopera
tive Teaching}, a collaborative project between UC Berkeley and a local high
school. Dr. Weinst....., a Professor of Psychology, brought to the collaboration a
specific research agenda. A goal of the project was to break the cycle of negative,
self-fulfillir g prophecies in the classroom and create a motivating climate to
preventschool failure. The sc condgoal of the project was to examine the features
whichpromoted and sustained the motivation of the collaborators. Teachers and
othe: school personnel met weekly with university personnel to examinc relevant
research and design allernative instructional practices.
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Dr Trubowitz itemized, and later elaborated upon, seven key lessons that he
learned from his experience at Louis Armstrong Middle Schoo!. Over and over
again, he saw how important it was to have the support of people in leadership
positions. The Active support of the president of his college was particularly
important. In commenting on the invaluable support from. the president, schoal!
dean, and department chairpeople, Trubowitz said, “It gave the project validation
and recognition. It communicated to the Board of Education bureaucracy with
whomwe were workingthat this was important. It communicatedtothe school staff
the college’s investment. it communicatedto the rest of the college that this was
avaluable project.” There were concrete results as well. Access by school people
to college fazilities was made easy. Young faculty, concemed with the reward
system of the college, were more easily recruited into because administrative
supportfor the collaboration gave them hope that their participation might receve
some consideration with regard to rewards.

Secondly, the selection of faculty who understand public schools and are
sensitive to those who work in them: was considered crucial by Trubowitz. Those
faculty couldn’t be the kind who easily fi 1d fault, those concerned with a narrow
research agenda, or those wedded to the practice of visiting student teachers by
darting-in and darting-out of schools. The faculty needed to be those who, “...
wantedto help, yes, butalsowantedtolearn. They neededtobe people whowere
going to spend time there and be there frequently,” Trubowitz emphasized.

He fourd that shared experiences batween college and school staff members
was the most effective way to bridge the distance and reduce the frequent
antagonism between college and school cultures. Cullege and school faculty
taught together, shared conference presentations, co authored articles, attended
the same parties, participated with each otherin stud:nt faculty pasketball games,
participated as equals ir inservice programs, and in other ways built a common
culture through shared experiences.

As was the case with Ann Lieberman, Trubowit.. did not initiate the project with
asetofnarrowly constructedobjectivesto be achie. ved. There weresome general
notions of what a good school was, *..but we were: mostinterestedin establishing
the collaborative process. | learned that a collabration is a living organism and
itrepresents afluidprocess.” Alongthe way tothe development of a collaborative
refationship, they went through stages. “We went from skepticism, hostility,
distrust to truce, to a period of mixed approval, finally to a period of acceptance.
It helped me to realize that after a period of good feeling, there might be
retrogression and there will be a need {o renew the collaboration.”
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Trubowitz was struck with the parvasive feelings of isclation that existin schools
and colleges. He emphasized that teachers are often isolated and respond well
to recognition. He views the idea that col._ges are communities of schoiars as
mythical. Thus, he found that the self-interest of everyone is served by sharing
experiences and ideas.

“| don't think replicability is possible bec.use | think developing a collaboration
is a creative enterprise,” Trubowitz conciud. .. He believes collaborative projects
are animportant way to breakdown insularity ... .d to integrate theory and practice.
He proposes that by having all colleges afi...sted with a public school this
collaberative process will grow.

Ann Lieherman

Supporting the conclusion of Sidney Trubowitz, Ann Lieberman premised her
remarks by agreeing, "...if we can'treplicate models, we can come to understand
some sort of general things that seem to happen no matter whom we are
collaborating with, and no matter what the context.” For Lieberman, the firstmajor
set of learnings focused on how cne thinks about building an agenda for
collaboration. Inbuilding such an agenda, there needs to be astruggle, sometimes
arevolutionr 4 fight, “...to have a big vision. Somehow we would createa new or-
ganizational culture, but nobody knew exactly what that meant. University people
are very good at talking about these things and the ideas are wonderful, butthere
are not too mary people who are really experienced with how you go out and
actually mobilize people. | grew up watching people organize, Ithink thatmy akility
to organize is the best skill | brought to the university.

“The superintendents kept saying to me, what are your goals? To mysel’, | kept
saying, | dont know. The big goal really is to make constructive change. | tried
{v educate them at the beginning to say that once we begin v do things together,
out of the doing we will become clearer about what itis we need to do. Because
this approach is the antithesis of what school people are being pressed to do, it
involves a considerable amount of risk-taking.” Although there is pressu:e for
clear objectives and certainty from funding sources, she thought that she had
learned, “...not to fight the certainty, but to try to understand how to give people
some sense of certainty in the face of ambiguity.”

The agenca had to be created by creating a series of activities. “You create
activities, you get people involved, ai.J out of the activilies people learn more, they
learn what's difficult, they learn what's possible. And as long as the vision is big,
people continue to struggle with something larger than themselves andlarger than
their institutions.” -
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Liebermanalso learned that, “..rather than having a structure and then putting
activities into it, as we do in the university, and as certainiy the schools do, the
collaborations are very different. You have a big vision, you build an agenda by
actually doing things; and then you create a structure to supportthe agenda. That
isthe antithesis, | think, of the way we've all been brought up. Sothestructure has
to now speak to what you need structurally to support the kinds of activities that
are shaping the agenda.” An approach Lieberman used was to have the policy
making group, the Cocrdinating Council, create and empower action groups
beneath it to act upon the ideas they generated.

Lieberman thinks that school/university partnerships do provide for much
neededchanged rolesin relationships. “Atthe University of Washington, thereare
many people who have longed to work in the field because they care about school
pecple; because they are very knowledgeable and they have not been rewarded
forthat ot only does it provide experienced professors with talent for working
in schools to do so, it creates the opportunity for a new breed of professor who
really can go both ways - work in the schools and also work in the universities.”

In her conclusion, Ann Lieberman extended Sidney Trubowitz's commerits
about building community. “Ithink some of us care desperately about doing that.
Hhinkallof us are in need of each other for some very powerful, importantreasons.
The universityisisolatedin its own pockets and much of (its) researchis not helpful
to understanding the complexity of the problems of the schools. 1t is not helpful
because we have been distanced from one another. We need community with
schools, but we also need community within our own universities and colleges.
Hopefully, these school/university collaborations are one means to do that.

Unlike Lieberman and Trubowitz, Rhonda Weinstein entered a school/univer-
sity collaboration with a specific research agenda. “'m that example of someone
who is trying to bring to reality something that | leamed from basic research.
wantedto quantify it and study it, butin a collaborative relationship with teachers,
Weinstein stated as she began to describe her project. “The kind of environment
we sought to put in place in the classroom for students, and particularly students
atrisk, was precisely the kind of environment that we created together as collabo-
rators " Weinstein wanted to apply toward classrocm and school redesign the
knewledge of eight elements of classroom and school environment which commu-
nicated low expectations to students. Because ui her belief that nothing would
come of a prescriptive change efiort, she wanted to work together with teachers
and administrators collaboratively in a redesign effort.
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“We wantedthe school staffto become consumers ofresearch. Thiswas a very
critical elenient. If they didn't understand the research literature that we under-
stood, they wouldnot see the reed ior change, their expectations and perceptions
wouldnotbe changed. We wantedto collaborate withthe school staffin the design
of new policies anc oractices. And, we also needed to create a school-based,
regularized structure 2. collaboration v. here we couldinteractin a continual way,”
Weinstein explained.

Because the dominant -.ode of instruction in high schaols is prescriptive,
teachers often come to a collaborative enterprise with the expectation of being
spoon-fed. “We leamed that one of the tasks of the collaboration is to create a
context for meaningful tasks with sustained interactions, not small tasks like
worksheete in the classrocm.” In the Weinstein project, the focus of sustained
interacticn v > wie reading of research. “There was much resistance to reading
we research. But teachers became empowered once we began to do this,
empowered by their increased knowledge of what was in the literature. They
resented our jargon and we were teased . . . about the way research articles are
written, but it gave them 2 link to further knowledge and to further growth.”

A second concemn was the composition of collaborative groups. Based upon
the leaming of what facilitates the collaborative enterprise, PATCT gave emphasis
tothe diversity of the heterogeneous composition of professional training groups.
itwas, of course, their hcpe that such achange would be made in the composition
of student groups in the high school.

Performance opportunities and feedback in collaboration were stressed. Schools
offer avery limited range of performance opportunities for students and staff with
the result that a very narrow range of talents is exhibited. Performance opporty-
nities were created for participant teachers and, in turn, for their students.

It was also learned that the university,'school collaboration had to be based on
cooperation and shared leadership rather than competition and autocratic direc-
tion The purpose was to model in the collaborative effort of the universitysschool
partnership the desired changes sought in the school climate experienced by the
high school students.

Finally, Weinstein, found that school, district, community, and university
support was critical in aking a collaborative effort work. She was continually
striving for the support of various organizations as support was required thro:
out the project. Summing up her remarks, Rhonda Weinstein told of the teac.._.
who, atthe end of the project, said, “We the teachers have taught you about the
constraints we face in changing expectation for students, and you have taught us
not to be stopped by the constraints.”
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Selected Papers

Intotal, over 70 presentations were made onmodelp;ograms, programs thatspannedthe
country from New York and Florida, to Texas and the Midwest, out to Washington state
and California, nearly every state in between, and Canada as well. Their scope covered
nearly all collaborative efforts possible from public. private to international and mnteruniver-
slty models of educational programs.

Creative Partnerships: Models for Arts Education

August Coppola
School of Creative Arts, San Francisco State University

Arts educatic~ is becoming a critical concem of the national education reform
agenda, as it comes to be recognized us a primary component of a strong
curriculum. National, state, and local task forces have been formed to define the
scope of arls education and its appropriate placement in our schools. The
implications of the concerns and recommendations put forward in Amencan
Memory and Toward Civilization, publications of the National Endowment for the
Humanities and the National Endowment for the Arts respectively, have spirited
a dialogue that is raising important questions about the ideological base we are
trying to promiate in arts education. Challenging issues being addressed include
the value of creating a sequential, testable curriculuminthe arts, academic versus
experiential methodologies, the hierarc ; of aesthetic valuing, and the way
minority and ethnic groups are presented in arts education. Also of vital concern
istheimpact arts education reforr.  will have on students andthe role of teachers,
artists, and arts organizations working in this field. Taking a look at the intent of
arts education, several questicns arise. Are we attempting to create art consum-
ers, audiences, and idem. \ars of culture or creative individuals with engaged
imaginations, probler: solvers, visionaries, people who will contribute new thinking
andideas to our society and our future?

Laying the groundwork for extending this dialogue to members of the American
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, leading arts and education
professionals on this symposium panel presented contemporary arts education
models for discussion. As a point of common reference, we explored public/
private nartnerships, collaborative relationships, education preparation resources,
andinnovative approaches toteaching inthe arts, and examinedtheir relationship
to the entire arts education agenda. The "Creative Partnerships. Models for Arts
Education” session brought together a panel of six arts educators and administra-
tors to share ideas and information, experiments and results which have been
developed in six coilaborative pregrams in arts education for students ranging in
educational level from ¢lementary school through college. The six programs
reported on are found in ~orthem and southern Califormia and are all multidiscipli-
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nary and innovative in character. The Performing Tree, The Los Angeles County

High School for the Arts, The Headlands Center for the Arts, School in the

Exploratorium, The Arts Bridge to College Program, and Young Audiences.
Common eiments of these programs are:

* Anemphasis on direct experiences in the “doing” or the "experiencing” of the

various arts forms;

* Anon-going emphasis on creativity and imagination as essential components

of the artistic act;

* Thecreation of not only art consumers, audiences, and identifiers of culture, but
also creativein-ividuais with engaged imaginations, problem solvers, visionaries,
and those who will ccntribute new thinking and ideas to society and our future;
* The programs all draw both strength and vitality from the collaborative efforts
which make them possible. The schools, the practicing artists, public and private
erterprise, museums, theatres, and concert organizations provide resources.
funding support, innovative approaches to teaching and leaniing, and a context
within which to approach and examine the entire arts education agenda, and

* Each of the programs places heavy emphasis va participant contact with
practicing arfists--the painter, sculptor, dancer, musician--as an essential means
of direct artistic communication. Such direct contacts are intended to provide
some freedora from the necessity for excessive reliance on verbalizations and
mental abctractions which can su often prove a bar. er rather than an aid to both
artistic experiencing and creativity. Atthe same time, & the programs involve--
and some place particular emphasis upon--helping the creative artist understand
the processes andchallen; s ofarts education wis.in the public and private school
or community setting.

Thefollowing program summary reports utilize acommon format beginning with
aprogram description which includes information astothe genesis of the program,
its current mission and status, and some sense of its scope in terms of those it
serves A specific report section identifies the particular collaborative efforts and
entities which are a part ofthe prograr’s activities. Another sec tion describes any
particularly uniquefeatures of the program and a specific ider*ification of the ways
in which it can serve as a model for the development ¢, conaruent or similar
programs and activities. Each summary concludes with future prog.am plan.

Program Summary Reporis
Perferming Tree

Performing Tree is a communit, based, private, nonprofit educational organi-
zation initiated in 1973 and dedicated to children and their need for ar, dance,
music, theatre, andthe visual arts as essential elements in their basic education.
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The Los Angeles based program offers studer.ts opportunities to interact with
professionalartists, participate in segu.:ential Zyts programming, develop analytical
and problem-solving skills, .1d to increase their self-awareness, creativity, and
cross-culturalunderstandiig. In 1987 -88, the entire program served over 730,000
childrenin 508 public, private, and parochial schools/sites, helpingtobuildinterest,
pacticipation, and future audiences for the arts.

Performing Tree's central purpose is to collaborate with educators a.... athers
responsible for giving children access o the arls in developing methods for
enlarging theleaming experience of youth through the use of arts ineducation. For
the schools, Performing Tree staff auditions and carefully selects professional
artists who will present high quality participatory performances at schools. Ittrains
themto workinthe classrocmwith students and to serve asresourcesto teachers.
For educaturs, Performing Tree offers development courses designed to strengthen
arts instruction orrelate the arts to other areas of the rurriculum. 1t also helpsthem
identify funding sources and write grant proposals. For artists, Performing Tree's
mentorship program provide. *raining jor those who have rot worked in schoola
by pairing them with artists with such experience. Program staff offer technical
assistance to artists and arts organizations in professional development, hanle
booking, scheduling, and con'racting, and serve as an umbre" . organization for
professional artists and groups.

Future plans are to increase arts education services to schools, expand
inservicc programs for teachers, and develop a program to assis! teachers in
developing asequentially basedarts education curriculum. New publications and
other arts education resources are planned, as well as enlarging and strength .
ing collaborative networks and projects in arts education to link schools with
wolleges and universities, specialized arts schools and organizations, museums,
theztres, libraries, and other interested institutions. The program planc to expand
artist services, training programs, and sources of funding.

Los Angel nty High forthe A

Located onthe campus of Califo: nia State University (CSU) at Los Angeles, tho
Los Angeles County High School for the Arts (LACHSA) is the county’s first public
schoo. tor the arts offering an opportunity for specialized instruction otherwise
unavailableto bright, talented ...udents who have aproven commitment tc the arts.
The school satisfies California requirements for secondar, education and college
entrance. A comprehensive curriculum in letters and scien.v. is offered as well
as concenirawed study in the student's chosen arts discipline.

The program’s location on the CSU campus at Los Angeles and its cooperative
relationship with the University are critical in the high school’s ability to utilize the
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facilities andresources forexcellent arls and academic instruction. Suppo:tforthe
tuition-free High Schoolfor the Arts comes from a combination of publicand private
funds. LACHSA receives the same state funding as every other public school,
however, educational costs per student are almost double whatis allocated by the
state due to the specialized nature of the curriculum, necessitating outreaci: tothe
private sector for support. The LACHSA Four Jativn, an independent noriprofit
organization raising support for LACHSA, generates private sector support
necessary to the high school in providing high quality educational progre..iming.

Collaborations with the arts community contribute to an ever growing resource
base, extending multiple and diverse opportunities to students and offeririg access
to a wide range of professional perfrming and visual artists. Special programs,
demonstrations,, workshops, lectureZ, etc., are constantly offered with many
artists and arts organizations. Such programs have featured the Joffre:y Ballet,
Bella Lewitzky, the Los Angeles Philharmonic, the Sequoia Suin Quatet, the
Ashland Shakespeare Company, and many others.

Tne high school offers its staff many opportu.iities for cevelopment--attending
conferences, seminars, anu workshops encompassing a wide range of arts and
academic subjects. The high school itseif often serves as a showcase and
resource foruniversity education students fulfilling arts and education observation
requirements.

Future plaiis forthe LACHSA include ongoing, planning and development of new

programs and courses. Expectations over the next few years include the
development of courses in musical theatre and cinemasvideo production.

ilaboraiiv rriculum Proj

This projectis acollaborative partnership involving the Headlands Center for the
Arts and the Headlands Institute, both nonprofit organizations working under a
cooperative agreement with the National Parx Service. The two organizations are
jointly develeping and itaplementing the Collaborative Curriculum Project, in
cooperation with the Sausalito School District, to imp-ove literacy skills for at-risk
fourth and sixth grade students. The project utilizes the resources of the Mann
Headlar.ds-a 13,000 acre component of the Golden Gate National Recreation
Arearich innative fauna and wildlife- along with .>=iuralists and artists to structure
leaming situations. The curriculum itself invoives a series of lessons designedto
develop a sensitivity to children’s external and internal environments as a device
to build literacy skills. The project plans for work to occur in the classroom and
immediate school environment, as well as oa field trips i9.the Headiands.

Naturalists will provide the content anc' ontext for the: prog.am centered in the
natural sciences and environment, while astists develop a variety of modalties to
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explore perception, induce expression, and further the understanding of language,
natural phenomenon, and creative thinking. Students will observe the natural
environment. A group of interdisciplinary artists and naturalists will work directly
with students, leading and involsing them ir, participatory, “hands-on™ activities.
Sciwool teachers assist the naturalist artiot team, providing on-goiny implementa-
tion and evaluation tailored to the appropriate grade level and abilities of the
students. Also, a group of arts and education graduate students from San
Francisco State Univars.ty will be observing and participating in formulating and
evaluating this pilot project.

“"he project was initiated in Dec.mber 1988 and piloted the Spring semester of
1989 in three elementary schools in the Sausalito School District. Hopefully, the
program will be huili and strengthened over the years and extended to many
schools to provide a modei that can spread to other organizations and locations.
Plans are initially focused on elementary sc... .}, with the potential to eventually
reach high school students.

School in the Exploratorium

T*a School in the Exploratorium is a fifteen-year old teacher training program
to provide hands-or. :nstructior: in science and art within an interdisciplinary mode.
The resources of the Exploratorium and the expertise of its education staff are
utili= .dto offerteachers the opportunity for shontorlong term involvementwiththe
goal of creating a framework that functions as a catalyst for improving the quality
of elementary education.

The program consists of three levels. First, teachers learn about natural phe-
nomena--light, color, sound, and visual percention in a series of three day-long
workshops at the Exploratonur.. Attlie secend level, the opportunity for in-depth
study of a particular phenomenon s available. The third and mostadvanced level
is a Sum.ner Inc<titute, athree week teacher training program offering intensive,
experniential exploration of natural pnenomena. This institute is icllowed up by an
artist who visits the classrooms of participating teachers duiniyg the school year.
Teachers regularly retum to the Exploratorium for support and guidance.

The programy's workshops are offer 2dat the Exploratoriiim and give participants
access to its facilities and resources. The workshops and course materials are
developed in the Exploratorium’'s education department and are taught by
practicing arlists and scieniists. The Exploratorium also works in cooperation with
Bay Area school districts, schools, anc educators in developing, implementing,
and evaluating this program.

The primary goals of the pregram are to provide specialized training in science
and artto school teachers and to develof. and extend professionallearning oppor
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tunities, curriculum materials, and rescurces as a cataiyst to improve the quality
of education at the elementary school level. Schoo; .1 the Exploratorium has
worked with thousands of teachers ir, many schools within San Francisco and

Marinschool dis'ricts. Future goals are to involve other school districts and many
more teachers throughout the Bay Area.

Arts Bri 1 Il Program

A collaborative program in arts creativity and education, the Aris Bridge to
College Program is currently working with seizcted students of the High School uf
the Arts in cooperation with the San Francisco Unified Schooi District. The
program is sponsored by the School of Creative Arts, San Francisco State
University (SFSU), withthe approval and support of the California State University.

Since its initiation on a pilot basis in spring 1988, the Aris Bridge to College
Program’s vision is one of providing special admissionto SFSU atno cost for gifted
high school students in the arts, offering them college-fevel instruction. The goal
of the course is to explore and nurture the very essence cf creativity and the
creative spirit through examination and exploration of its models. Students are
recommended to the program vy their high school teacher and principal.

" he involvement of practicing artists in music composition, sculpture, film,
Lance, video and theatre arts is a c2n*-al feature of this program. Stude are
given the opportunity to hear the ztists, observe some of the wreative process
itself, and discuss various approaches and paradigms of the creative act. The very
positive response of the course has led to two major develcpments. 1) the
program’s establishment on a permanent basis at SFSU and 2) its expansion to
a two-semester course sequence. The emphasis in the first semester is on
exploration of the nature of. ~reativity in the arts. The second semester course
provides students with a laboratory experience in arts collaboration that will
culminate in a performance or production.

The participation and illumination provided by an interdiscipliziary group of
practicing arfists inthe academy anw. .ommunity are at the core ofthe philosophy
behind the course and the activies and experiences planned for the ciass.
Students adoitionally benefit from. iearning “firsthand” whatitmeans tobe a-1 artist
and the nature of the commitment invo'ved.

Itis our belie* that the attemptto approach the creative spirit and essencein an
experiential learning situation is the uniquely important feature of ths program.
The strategies we employ .¢ nain flexible to allow for the change necessary in
main:aining the integrity of a creative educational environment. The program will
serve as an ideal showcace forar . education and credential programs currently
in place on the campus.
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For the immediate future, the plans for the Arts Bridge involve extending
opportunities for study to student- fromhigh schools throughoutthe San Francisco
Bay Area, developing the second-semester lab course via experit.cidal implem-

entation and further utilizing the program as a means of exemplifying positive and
productive approaches to arts education for arts educators.

Young Audiences

Young Audiences seeks to establish the arls as an essential part of the
education of young people by presenting excellent arts progranis in the public
schools. Since 1952, the organiz'.tion has trained professional artists to give
educationally valuable performances, workshops, and residencies. Last year,
2,232 artists presented 32,700 programs to more than five million schoc: children
across America--one out of every six in this country.

Chapter boards are comprised of isierested community volunteers arna ousi-
ness people, with committees that draw on the expertise of leading local
educators, teachers, and artists. Professional staff facilitate the interaction
between arlists and teachers as part of the training provided for in the program.
The degree of interaction varies from chapter to chapter. For instance, inKansas
City, through the Arts Partners Program, Young Audiences plays a critical role in
facilitating and implementing a comprehensive sequential K-12 arts program
involving the community’s major arts organizations.

Young Audiences’ most unique feature isthatthere is no one model prescribed
to work in every . ommunity. In.nany chapters, performances, workshops, and
residenciesare developed aiwu scheduled independently. The smallest program
unitis a mini-residency. Young \udiences itself is a community based collabora-
tion of artists, teachers, parenis, community leaders, and business leaders

Young Audiences plans to continue in its role as a bridge fc...iing partnerships

between the arts community and the education community, and inforr.iing the
process with the vast experience of 38 chapters and the national offic.

Summary

All the programs have reported considerable success in rezi....g their initial
goals and are planning to continue andexpandboththe progran.matic contentand
the outreach components. This would include such things as increased arls
educationserviceto scheoals, preparating andtesting of new curricuiar guides and
matenals for arts education and arts educators, enlarging ar-a strengthening of
collaborative networks, diversification and increase in fundiag sources, and a
continuation and expansion of the process of forrr.ing bridges and partnerships
betwee.1 the professional arts and the professional arts educati.n communities.
%
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Seeking Excellence From Preservice through Induction:
Public Schools, Siate Department, and University Collaboration

Betty Greathouse, Gladys Styles Johnston, Biilie Enz,
Gary Anderson, and Nelson Noggle
Arizona State University

During the past century, the most astouriding explosion of knuwledge in human
history has occurred. Science hasrevolutionized our understanding of nature, the
social sciences have been developed and have flourished, the humanities have
been enriched and dramatically enlarged, technological a ’7ances and radical
social changes have outstr’pped the predictions of even the futurists (Tofiler,
1970). To keep pace with thes. advances, all segments of the American
population demand a stronger and more effective educational system (Associa-
tion of Teacher Educato:s, 1986, Boyer, 1983, Education Commiission o1 the
States, 1986, National Commission on Exce..ence in Education, 1983, National
Education Association, 1984, National Goverr.ors’ Association, 1986). This
statement is parallel with the view »f the Carnegie Task Force (1986) that the
advancemen: and strength of our country are linked inevitably to the strength of
our educational system.

Nothing less than revolutionizing the preparation of teachers is adequate to
meet the challenge of these sweeping changes. However, significaat and
enduring change is most likely to occur through evolutionary approaches that
emerge with broad-based support of professional leaders who act in unison and
with the best interest of our nation's youth in mind (Habeiman & Collins, 1988).

The College of Education (COE) at Arizona State University (ASU) began its
drive towardthis “significant andenduring change™ in 1983, when itinitiated a plan
designed to develop a stronger, mot e effective tee he: preparation program. The
program gcal wasto prepare teachers to be effecti ve inthe broadest, most diverse
and demanding educational setting in history, and to meet the continuing chal-
lenges of this fast-paced society. This new program was developed to prepare
education professionale who are sensitve to, and effective in, a multicultural
sociely, who are respc. .sive tc¢ indi.«dual students, and who can access and use
new information as the knowledge base expands. The comerstone of that plan
was collaboration among educational leaders. We wanted to bulld successful
partnerships with multiple entities that had vested interestc i education. As
Carrigan (198. * stated, “To be effective, ieacher education mustbe a coliabora-
tive effort whichinvolves the university, the organized e aching profession,andthe
operaling schools and school systems, including their communities” (p. 38).
Commitic * leaders from the university faculty, public sciiool teachers and




administrators, and state education depariment personnel became instrumental
in developing a comprehensive, high quality, professional program in teacher
education from preservice through induction. The models of partnerships were
successful because we were cognizant of, and worked to build, four elements
essential for successful partnerships in teacher education. The four e.xments are
timeliness, mutuality, trust, and results (Smith & Auger, 1985-1986). This
collaboration was not devoid of conflict, however, conflictis the requisite prelude
tonegotiation. This attitude setthe stage for all parties to address differences and
to compromise, when necessary, without jeopardizing quality. Thus, the resolu-
tion of conflict gaverise to feelings of trust and mutuality, and we atta:nedthe goal
of developing an excellent teacher educatior; program.

Fouryears ago, s a resuit of this extensive collaboration, the COE faculty at
ASU offered an entirely redesigned teacher education program. This new
pregram represented the most comprehensive change in teacher education at
ASU in 40 years. To promote a full appreciation of the new program and the
collaboration involved in accomplishing this goal, it is decirable to describe the
original program, the redesigned program, and the associate<! collaborative
efforts.

Teacher Education Prior to Redesign. Autonomous Traditional Programs
Program Organization

Aswas the casein r.-ost colleges of education around the country priorto 1985,
teacher education in the COE at ASU consisted of three basically distinct
programs. Offered by faculty in three autonomous academic units, the programs
were a) Elemertary/Early Childhood Ed ication, b) Secondary Education, and c)
Gpecial Education. A preprofessional stuuies program included general studirs
and subject matter specialization. Then students were admitted to the profes-

sional studies component, including a core sequence in foundations of education,
methord: of teaching and leaming, and field experience and student teaching.

The Professional Teacher Preparation Program:
An Integrated Thematic Clinical Model

This section provides a description of the collaborative process and specific
information about the products. the Prafessional Teacher Preparation Program,
Teac....y Seiiuiv, ne Arizona State University/Maricopa Teacher Residency
Training & Research Project, and the Teacher Preparation Assessment System
(TPAS).
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Today's teacher education prcgram at ASU contrasts strikingly with the
program’s past. The dynamic Professional Teacher Preparation Program (PTF P)
incorporates the collective wisdom of personnel from the public schools. coliege
and university faculty, and'state agencies, as well as the latest research regarding
*he essentials of quality teacher preparation programs {American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1983, Bediner, 1953, National Association of
State Directors of Teacher Education and Certificaiion, 1986, National Councii for
Accreditation of Teacher Education, 1986; Robinson, 1982; Shulman, 1987). As
discussed in the Introduction, the extensive program redesign required significant
involvement, cooperation, conflict, compromise, consensus, and continuing debate.

Program: QOrganization

In the fall of 1983, faculty representatives from the three autonomou. depart-
ments (Elementary/Early Childhood Educatiun, Secondary Education, and Spe-
cial Education) reorganized informally to form a group ident fied as the Profes-
sional Teacher Preparation raculty. The purpose of the grou» was to redesign the
three distinct teacher prepa.ation programs. The result ~as one oxcellent,
interlocking psogram, which was piloted in Fall 1385. 1n essence, all teacher
preparation students are admitted to the PTFP. In 1986, the entire COE was
reorganized formally from eight autonomous deparinients into three division.s.
Curriculumand Instructiv, , Psychology in Education, and Educatiunal Leadurship
and Policy Studies. Although the Division of Curriculum and Instruction has
primary responsibility for the redesigned program, other COE faculty anu faculty
from outside the college als» make contributions.

Preprofessional Studies

Ceneral studies. Requirements for general education have been intensified.
Students must complete amajority of these requit 2ments pnor to admission to the
PTPP This pre-education componentincludes course work in philasophy, physi-
ology, and psychology. Knowledge included in this segment has been labeled
ge 174l content knowledge by Shulman (1987), and provides the undergirding
assciplines for teacher educclion (American Assaciation of Colleges for Teacher
Education, 1983, National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, 1986).

Sutject matter specialization A subject inatter speudlization component, ccn-
sisting of a major teaching fiel isrequired of every studenl who seeks certification
at the secondary school level. A subject minc: is required for those pursuing
elementary or special education certification.
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Protessional core. A core professional education component is required of all
teacher ecucation students. This component, which consists of the basic
principles of leaming, is the foundation of teacher preparation. Itis enhanced by
integral field experiences in public schools- field experiences anchored in serious
studly of three areas of knowledge. human development, the context of leaming,
and professional decision making.

The human development segment provides knowledge of the leamer. The
segment on context of leaming offers knowledge of educational contexts (Shulman,
1987), as well as an understanding of the govemance structure of schools,
awau...25s of professional ethics and respensibilities, perception of classrooms
and schools as social systems, and insight into cultural influences on leaming
(American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1983, National Asso-
¢ .ion of State Directors of Teacher Education and Cerification, 1986, National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, 1986). The importance of profes-
sional decision makiiig cannot be overestimated (Gideonse, 1986, Lanier, 1982).
Therefore, pro.essional decision making is a strong theme and an integral part of
every professional education course and field experience. Work in this segment
also includes general pedagogical knowledge, knowledge of educational goais
and values (Shulman, 1987), and knowledge of classroom management strate-
gies.

Teaching specialization. A specialized professional component, mandatory for
all PTPP students, was designed to promote competence in teaching specific
academic levels and types of learners. A student may concenirate on acquiring
the skills and knowledge appropriate espacially for early childhood, elementary, or
high school education.  thos. 3ppropriate for teaching children and youth who
have special educafioi.ai needs. Curriculum knowledge and specific pedagogical
content knowledge are acquired through this component (American Association
of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1983).

FEield Expetience and Student Teaching

A field experience component, which spans ali semesters of the PTPP, is
blendedas part of the core pr. fessionai and spevialized professional components.
The field experience compor.»nt culminates in full day, all-semester student
teaching, designed to integrate sound educational philosophy, thecry, and meth-
adology in actual schoolpractice. Thiscomponent providesthe needed classroom
experience early in and throughout the duration of the program.
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The induction component of the redesigned program extends the college's
reach and responsivility for a select group of graduates into the first years of their
careers. The ASU/Maricopa County Teacher Residency Training and Research
Project, in cooperation with the State Department of Education and the public
schools, provides the structure and framework for one-to-one guidance to
beginning teachers, thereby increasing their instructional effectiveness. The need
for this type of support and the positive effects of support on beginning teachers
have been well documented (Lasley, 1986).

Continuous Assessment

The Teacher Preparation Assessment System (TPAS) invalves continucus
evaluation of students and faculty, which is essential to preparing excellent

achers andimproving the quality of the teacher education program (Commission
on Teacher Assessment of the Association of Teacher Educators, 1988).

The redesigned program, depistedin Figures 1 and 2, reflects the considerable
collaboration that was initiated from within the College of Education, extended
throughout the university, and included numerous public schools and the State
Depariment of Education.

Collaboration: The Vehicle for Meaningful Change

Collaboration Within the College

Inthe fall of 1983, a task force representing faculty fium the three autonomous
departments of Elementary/Early Childhood Education, Secondary Education,
and Special Education was charged with devising a plan that would facilitate the
development, adoption, and implementation of an effective and efficient program
for teacher education. The task force was later expanded to include faculty
representalives from other departments throughout the college, facully associ-
ates, public school personnel, and graduate students, thereby making the involve-
ment of vested entities an integral part of the redesign process.

The task force worked throughout the spring semester to develop research-
based plans for the new program. In Augus' 1984, the group presented a
sequence of plannea guidelines in the areas of admissions, retention, assessrnent
of progress, graduation requirements, and field experiences. During a labor
intensive spring, three curriculum teams led by the task force began to specify
content, goals, objectives, and possiblz assessmentior each of the three.themes.
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humandevelopment, context of learning, .nd professional decisionmaking. Once
again, each curriculum teaminvclved inthe processincludedrepresentatives from
the public schools, eiitier through direct participation or through surveys.

In the spring of 1985, the curriculum teams presented their work to three larger
groupsof educationalleaders forfurther specification. Thelatter groups proposed
final content within the sira.ntis, specified content outcome statements, and
identified possible methods “f assessment.

Concurrently, all COE faculty were asked to indicate how they wished to
contribute to the program. Faculty members who expressed high interest in
participating were groupzd into instructional teams. Sixty faculty members
throughout the college indicated interest in off. ring the new program. Addition-
ally, the three curriculum teams worked separately and met as a total group two
to four times a month to ensure that students had an integrated and carefully
seguenced experience.

Theinstructionalteams piloted the new programin the fall of 1985. The bodies
of knowledge contained in each theme of the program were sequenced develop-
mentally, semester by semests:, throughout the program, and changes were
made in the original conceptual model (Engelhardt, 1985). Although fewer
mee.ings are held now, program review and modification are ongoing.

Coliaboration Across the University

Initially, university wide faculty groups focussed on the general studies compo-
nent. Cooperation in this arena was least prublematic because the Board of
Regents had charged the three state universities with upgrading their general

tudiesrequirements. A University General Studies Council, with representatives
from all colleges at ASU, was established to ensure that all students, including
teacher education majors, would have a strong, broad backgroundin the arts and
sciences. Because Arizona has a large community college system, articulation
with that entily is essential. Therefore, the Board of Regents established an
Academic Programs Articulation Steering Committee which, in turn, organized an
Articulation Task Force fureach discipline. The COE has several active members
on this task ferce.

During the teacher preparation reform, collaburation with colleges esternal to
the COEincreased. The position was estc blished thut faculty held primary respon
sibility for preparing teache:s and other edu.ulional personnel. However, COE
facully were genuinely willir g and needed to share that responsibility, which was
a key factor in establishirg an effective operational base. To date, the COE,
College of Fine Arts, and State Departmiciit of Education have combined forces
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FIGURE 1. Pre-professional studies
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toimprove greatly various program adaptations, specifically for music, art, theatre,
and dance education. In addition, a joint commitiee of faculty members from the
College of Liberal Arts and Sciences and COE meets regularly to coordinate
multiple aspects of the ‘1eacher Preparation Prcgram for secondary education
majors. To further enhance university collaboration, a proposal has been
forwarded to the university administration to recommendthat the joint committee
be replaced by a University Couitcil for Teacher Education.

Collaboration With Public Schools Teaching Centers 2s Vehicles for Field
Experience

Whilethe collaborative activities were occurring within the COE andthroughout
the university, a member of the original task force worked with representatives
from public schools regarding the collaborative development of sites. These sites
would serve as vehicles for students’ field experiences.

Countless meetings of COE faculty with public school administrators and
teachers resulted in an agreement between ASU and public school districts.
Participants agreed to jointly estatlish teaching centers to improve the quality of
a) the preparation of preservice teachers, b) instruction in public school class-
rooms, and ¢) student supervisicn and support services for students and teachers
within the schools.

ThzTeaching Center. The Teaching Center consists of asenior high school and
the schools thatfeed it, usually one or two middle and, or junicr high schools and
four to eight elementary schools. Collaboration has been highly successful in this
component of the PTPP.

Each centeris govemed by a board mzde up of the building coordinators from
each schoolinthe center andchaired by the college liaison. The liaison s typically
a full-time facuity member who teaches cousse work within the PTPP but has a
load reduction for liaison work. The board establishes policy within the teaching
center, selects placement teachers and makes assignments, monitors prugress
of students, assists with placement across semesters, and provides feedback to
theliaison. The structure and operation of the Governance Board facilitate “long-
term relationships that will survive tactical victories and defeats™ in the “clashes
that sometimes occur between teacher educaturs and public schools {McDaniel,
1988). Student intems in elementary/early childhood and special education
usually spend their four semesters within the same teaching center, moving
among the various buildirgs. Secondary students spend at least one semester in
the high school of a second center. Such continuity permits the liaison and
teachingcenter persunnelto track and monitc: the development of students skills.
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Closing the gap between theory and practice. Upon admission to the PTPP,

every student enrolls in the initial semester of university-based course work and
in an accompanying noncredit field experience. Whiie students take increasingly
specialized course work, concurrentragistration is requiredin the field experience
segmenteach of the two subsequent semesters. This requirementis analogous
to the laboratory requirements typical of science courses. The field experience
gives students an opportunity to “make connections between the theory and the
methodsthat are aailable to them, and the practical situations they encounterin
different contexts” (Cchen & Gillman, 1988). The field experience is planned so
that each PTPP student works with students who are at various grade levels and
representculturally and economically diverse populations. The culmination of the
program is the semester of student teaching {Semester IV) in which students
spend ali day for 15 weeks working under the guidance of a master teacher.

InSemestersl, Il, and ], where students spendfour, six, andeight hoursaweek
inthe classroom, the classroomplacementteacheris the primary supervisor of the
student’sactivities. However, the building coordinator andthe liaison serve as part
of the support systemfor both the student and the placement teacher. During the
student teaching semester, the COE student teaching supervisor and the class-
room master teacher serve as the primary supervisors.

The classroom as a laboratory. The student's activities in the placement
classroom are determined by four sources. course work instructors, the Office of
Professional Field Expenence, the placement teacher, and the student.

Courseinstructors create assignments that link the content of their courses with
the observation or application of that content in a real classroom. Assignments
may include, for example, child study projectin a course on human development,
creation of classroomtesisin a course on assessment, or deveiopment of a series
of vocabulary fessorisin a cours2 onreadingmethods. Thus, kr.owledge is linked
constantly to application. Placement teachers F2lp monitor and evaluate the ac-
tivities and provide feedback to course instructars.

Evaluation. Progressin the PTPP is determined not only by success in course
work but also by success n the field experience. Each semester, placement
teachers complete a midterm and iinal observation based assessmeant of the
students. Information from the placement teachers, combined with data from the
liaisons and course instructors, is forwardea to the Office of Frofessional Field
Experiences. Students wt. ~arnot demonstrate the instructional, organizational,
and interpersonal skills necessary to be a teacher are denied further progress
through the program.




Collaboration With the State Department

In most professions, new membersreceive support andencouragement asthey
work with and leam from more experienced colleagues during their beginning
years (Huling-Austin, 1987). Not surprisingly, beginning teachers have also
identified a strong desire for moral support and encouragement (Anderson &
Shannon, 1988, Enz & Anderson, 1989). Butin theteaching profession, beginners
traditionally spend their entire workday isolated from more experiencedteachers.
This isoiation prevents collaboration with peers and greatly reduces iiie possibili-
ties of learning from one another. Teacher induction programs bridge the
traditional isolation, based onthe belief that continuous instructional supportand
guidance from experienced master teachers will enhance the development of
beginning teachers.

Developing g_solution: _Induction programs The ASUMaricopa. County
Teacher Residency Training and Research Project is an example of the power of
synergistic collaboration. Fundedby the Arizona State Department of Education,
the Residency Project is an induction program that combines in parinership the
efforts, resources, and personnel of the College of Education at Arizona State
University, the State Department of Education, and 12 school districtsin Maricopa
County. This project’s goal, to provide instructonal support and guidance to
beginning (resident) teachers, is accomplished by training mentor teachers to
provide one-to-one daily assistance to resident teachers. The project recom-
mends that mentors be highly competent, experienced, nurturing individuals who
are maiched as closely as possible to a resident’s grade level or subject area.
Using these criteria, district administrators selectmentor and residentteams. The
mentor's dual role is complex and involves advising as well as ¢ aching. As
advisor, the mentor has three major functions--to me et the professional, personal,
and instructional needs of the resident.

Surveying over 350 beginning teachers, Enz and Anderson (1989) found new
teachers highly valuedthe opportunity to be observed andreceive feedback about
their performance from other teachers. As coaches, mentors have the unique
opportunity to affect directly the instructional development of their residents
through a continuous coaching cycle of observation, conference, and feedback.

Induction fraining To assistwith the induction process, COE personnel conduct
anintensive 16 hour workshop to teach mentors how to assesslessons ubjectively
and facilitate beginning teacher growth by providing developmental feedback. To
help mentors learn to be objective observers, a major portion of the training
involves instruction in use of the Arizona Teacher Residency Instrument, which
consists of 30 observable teaching competencies and incorporates both
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hierarchical and discrete scales. The instrument is divided into three sections. a)
teachingplansand materials, b) classrooin procedures, and c)interpersonal skills.
Cbserving andrecording the resident's classroom performance is a critical aspect
of mentoring. Duringtraining, mentors are taught scripting skills that enable them
to record the classroom performance of their residents. Scripting the lesson
causes the mentor tobe more objective and allows detailed analysis of the lesson.
Conferencing is the most important aspect of mentoring because that is when
instructional coachingbegins. Mentortraining alsoincludes an extensive segment
onthe techniques and skills requiredfor a successful conference. The conference
format is structured to increase the opportunity for resident input and to facilitate
self-analysis.

Continuous program refinement. After formal cbservations in the fall and
spring, the mentor returns a summary of the resident’s performance to the
Residency Project COE Office. This summary is ana'yzed by district, providing
information thatis especially usefulin the preparation of specific staff development
programsfor cooperating school districts. Furti.<r, additional sources of data help
us evaluate the effectiveness of the Professional Teacher Preparation Program.

Collaboration and the Professional Teacher Preparation Assessment System

Nothing seems to tax the spirit and process of collaboration more than the
prospect uf a pending assessment or evaluation. Given the ultimate responsibili-
ties of teachers, there are many reasons for using a collaborative process to align
the curriculum, instruction, and assessment of teacher preparation programs.

In 1986, the COE initiated the development of the Teacher Preparation Assess-
ment System (TPAS). Aliterature review was conducted toidentify competencies
expectedof beginningteachers. !naddition, COE faculty and various elementary
and secondary public school educators were asked to express their thoughts on
competencies cf beginning teachers. Three major concerns weie discussed by
the educators. First, shouldteachingbe competency based? Second, if teaching
should be competency based, what are the beginning teacher competencies?
Third, how should beginning teachers be assessed?

Should teaching be competency based? In 1986, there was much disagree-
ment among faculty about the view of teaching as a cumpetency based endeavor.
Althoughfaculty and practitioners seemedto agree that teaching was partscience
and part art, they were concerned about which competencies could be acquired
through traditional course work, which ones required varying degrees of experi-
ence, and which ones required some type of "gestalt” of teaching. After much
debate, the college supported the development of a prototype list of beginning

186

ERIC x

IToxt Provided by ERI




teacher competencies (Noggle, 1987), but strongly specified that the total
assessment system would need to consider multiple lines of evidence in addition
to TPAS examination rasults.

Whatare the beginringteacher competencies? Although theliterature included
many differentlists andideas aboutteaching or teacher competencies, it wasquite
lacking in regard to the level of beginning teacher performance. Numerous
discussions withfaculty and public school educators were very helpfulandyielded
three general ideas about beginning competencies. First, many competencies
expected of beginning teachers are the ame as those expected of experienced
teachers, but the competencies are expected to be more developedin an expe-
rienced teacher. Second, classroom management and discipline, as well as
knowledge of subject matter, laws, and policies affecting education, are basic to
survival. Third, beginning tez chers should be skilled in @ number of instructional
approaches rather than a single approach.

(The panel presentation featured a detailed description ¢f the development of
the assessment instrument.)

Increasing Collaboration

In summary, as the new program has evolved, collaboration has increased
within the COE and among university faculty, public school teachers, state
agencies, and the corporate world.

In essence, we believe providing the highest quality of education will require
committed entities with vested interests, working in unison toward that goal. An
excellent teacher education is essential to ensure that teachers are prepared to
meet the demands of teaching in the 21st century.
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Developing a National Database for Presetvice Teacher
Education Follow-up Studies

William E. Loadman
Susan M. Brockhart
The Ohio State University

Donald J. Freeman
Michigan State University

The National Database for Teacher Education Follow-up Studies described in
this paperis presently inthe early stages of preparation and implementation. Work
is proceeding oninstrument development, issue definition and pclicy formulation,
and institutional coordination. This paper reports the status of work on the
creation, use, and maintenance of a national database for teacher education
follow-up information.

The development of a National Database for Teacher Education Follow-up
Studies (National Database) raises severai issues. The purpose of this paper is
to explore these issues, organize:d under the following questions. 1) What is the
NationalDatabase ? Issues addressed by asking this questioninc!ude statements
of purpose andintent as well as simple definition. Achieving certain goals was the
reason for the inception of the National Database project. What are these goals,
and how can they be served? This question also encompasses the issues of what
kinds of reports will be prepared and presented for the use of National Database
follow-up information. 2) What are the nature and quality of the common follow-
up instrument proposed for the National Database? Issues in instrumentation
include what content was included inthe questionnaire and how content decisions
were made. Descriptions of the processes used for instrument development and
pilot testing and a presentation of pilot test results will enighten these issues and
also address the issues of reliability, content validity, and construct validity. 3)
What is the nature of institutional participation u: the National Database? Under
this quection, issues of institutional nghts and responsibilities and confidentiality
of information are discussed.

[. What is the National Database?
Definition

The National Database for Teacher Education Follow up Studies will be a
computer database comprised of individual responses, grouped by institution, to
routine follow up surveys done by teacher preparation institutions. Such follow-
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up is done by individual institutions already, in part to satisfy accreditation
requirements and in part to provide data for program evaluation. The National
Database will contain responses to common items presented to graduates of
differentinstitutions through the use of a common survey instrument. Participating
institutions will use the common instrument in their teacher education program
follow-up.

The National Database will also contain information about the follow-up studies
themselves. The name of the institution, type of program or programs, including
graduate or undergraduate status, approximate number of program graduates
each year; sampling plan and follow- up sampling plan, number of surveys sent and
date of mailing; response rate, and graduation years represented will be on the
computer database and suppcrted with appropriate paperwork. The National
Database will be physically contdined at the computer center of one of the partici-
pating universities.

At present, evaluators from ten institutions are working on some aspect of the
National Database project. If they were joined by others. so that data from 40 or
50 different institutional follow ups were added and analyzed each year, with
reports to be generated accordingly, the National Database would require formal
staffing.

The National Database for Teacher Education Follow-up Studies, then, is
defined by the following characteristics. It will be a repository for individual and
institutional responses to a common teacher education progiam follow-up instru-
ment used by a group of participating teacher education institutions. It will be
comprised of data stored on computer tapes and supported by appropriate
personnel and paperwork.

Purpose

The general goal for the National Database is to provide a multi-institutional
database of information about recent graduates of preservice teacher education
programs. Under this general goal, four purposes are served.

First, national information will allow more insightful interpretation of follow-up
results ateachinstitution. Atpresent, eachinstitution which surveys its graduates
usas its own questionnaire. Interpretations of responses to these surveys are
institutionally bound. Comparisons can be made to previous surveys from the
same institution, but only relative reference points are possible. Without norms,
no anchor points can be established. The generation of national norms would
allow conclusions which were more useful for program judgments. The university
could say, for example, that 75% of its graduates reported being well preparedto
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teach, and that this put them in the top 25% among comparable institutions
regarding this question, they might then conclude that in the views of ti.zir recent
graduates, no major program changes were needed.

A second purpose for the National Database is to allow a description of recent
graduates of teacher preparation programs nationwide. Current follow-up proce-
dures do not allow a cross-institutional profile of the results of the programs which
prepare the nation’s teachers.

A third purpose is constructing institutional norms for use in research and
development. Norms will be useful in interpreting institutional data as described
above. They will also be helpful in understanding and, ultimately, imprcving the
process of teacher education. Normative data will add empirical evidence to
discussions about the future of professional teacher preparation.

A fourth purpose for the National Database is its utility in the accreditation
process. Data for accreditation could be better interpreted if national norms were
available. In addition, the National Database could, if used routinely, become an
efficient source of accreditation data, which could be provided to agencies such
as the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) or the
National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education Certification (NASDTEC)
to assist them in developing and enforcing standards.

Beporting Methods

Each participating institution will submit data collected in teacher education
follow up studies by using the National Database common instrument. Standard
reports of results will be provided to each institution submitting data. A report, by
item, of means for scaled items and frequencies for multiple choice items will be
sentto theinstitution submitting the data. The format of the report will be alabeled
andannotated computer printout. The National Database will receive submissions
at any time during the year, but standard reports will be sent after the completion
of each academic year. In this way, appropriate norms can be included with the
institutional summary reports.

A copy of norms based cn responses from the current academic year and the
immediately preceding one will be sent with each institutiori’s standard report, so
that the institution can better interpret its results. Thus the National Database
office will produce two kinds of summary reports. institutional and normative.

Reporting methods will include the use of standard statistica! packages at first.
As the National Database grows in size, a more efficient method would be to write
a computer program for the project so that a tailored report printout could be
obtained routinely by National Database office staff.

L
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Normative Data

The norms for each year will provide information about the distributions of
responses from teacher educaticn program follow-up studies across institutions.
Each year's norms will be calculated from the data submitted that academic year
and the immediately preceding one. This two-year base will yield more stable
norms thian would a one-year base, but it would not require aggregating data
collected at very disparate time periods. Institutional norms, based an distribu-
tions of institutional summary statistics, will be constructed.

For scaled items, the distribution of institutional means will be reported in the
form of percentile ranks. Distribution information will aid interpretation of institu-
tional results.

Formultiple choiceitems, distributions of institutional response percentages will
be reported inthe form of percentile ranks. For example, one item in the common
instrument reads, “Do you regret you are notteaching?" The choices are “Yes™
and “No” An institutional summary report might show that 75% of its graduates
who were notteaching regretted not teaching. Normative information might show
that this figure corresponded to the 53rd percentile for participating institutions,
The institution could then conclude that its graduates’ overall response to this
question was near the median for all participating instituiions.

Normative data will aid institutions in interuieting and using the 1esults of their
own follow-up studies Participating institutions will receive normative data with
their institutional summary reports each year they submit follow-up responses.
Participating institutions could request normative data for other years, for ex-
ample, norrns for the year in between a two-year survey cycle mightbe of intere st
to a participating institution.

valuation

The National Database will keep records of its own operations in the form of
annualreportsfor each academic year. The director will sendthese annual reports
to the members of the National Database steering committee and make the
reports available to any participating institution upon request. Annual reports will
also be available to any agency, non participating institution, or individual upon
request and with the approval of the steering committee.

Annual reports will include the following. 1) basic personnel and budget
information, 2) names of institutions submitting data that year, along with sample
sizes and response rates for each, 3) names of institutions receiving institutional
summary reports, and 4) summaries of other information provided.
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1.What is the nature and quality of the Nationai Database follow up instrument?
Instrument Development

Follow-up surveys of graduates are the most common method of teacher
education program evaluation (used by more than 75%) (Ayers, 1£79). Atpresent,
institutions rely on their own survey instruments when conducting follow-up
studies. As thefirst step in designing an interinstitutional questionnaire to gather
information for the National Database, Donald Freeman and Mary Kennedy from
Michigan State University and Willam Loadman from The Ohio State University
convened a group of evaluators from ten teacher education institutions to work on
this task. In response to the directives of this group, Freeman prepared a
compendium of follow-up items by analyzing follow up surveys used at 18
institutions, collating and editing items from these surveys, and developing new
questions to address deficiencies suggested by this review. The resulting
compendium of items is available from the National Center for Research on
Teacher Education at Michigan State University (Freeman, 1988).

Next, Freeman and Kennedy selected a subsample of items from the compen-
dium to serve as a draft of the interinstitutional survey instrument for the National
Database. The national paneireviewed and criuqued this draft, and Freeman and
Loadman used this information to create the pilot test version of the instrument.
The panel review considered issues of length and content validity (see Novick,
1985) as well s the clarity of eacn item. Pilot testing of this instrument occurred
at The Ohio State University (OSU) in May 1588, at Ternessee Technological
Uni, rsity in Septembei 1988, and will take place in other instii.tions this year. A
copy of this instrument is availabie from William Loadman at The Ohio State
University.

ltems on the instrument cover six areas. The survey requests the following
kinds of information. 1) employment history, including characteristics of employ
ment for both those in teaching ard those currently not teaching, 2) ratings of
preservice piogram quality, 3, ratings of knowledge and understanding of leacher
education program content, 4} ratings of the adequacy and source ofdevelopment
of component teaching skilis, 5) demographic and other backgioundinformation,
and 6) perceptions of the goals and responsibilities of teachers. In addition, an
optional tern requests permission to contact respondents immediate supervisors
for an evaluation of work performance that is directly related to the teacher
preparation program.

Pilot Test Results. (The authors provided a lenythy description of the pilot
testing procedures which is excerpted here.)

ERIC 3204 -

[P

Text Provided by ERI




-

Sample. The pilot test at The Ohio State University occurred in May 1988, with
a follow-up mailing in June. The instrument was sent to 1,830 graduates of
baccalaureate teacher preparation. This group was the entire population of
baccalaureate teacher education graduates from academic years 1984-85, 1985-
86, and 1986-87. One follow-up mailing was done. Seven hundred sixty surveys
were returned, for a return rate of 42%. This con.pares with the usual return rate
for baccalaureate teacher preparation follow-up at Ohio State. The previous
follow-up survey, done in 1985, also vovered three graduation years. Its return
rate was 40% (Loadman, Steele, & Brookhart, 1986).

General Results. The pilot test of the instrument was very successful. On the
basis of the pilot information, the instrument was revised, sent to the national
committee for another round of foedback in Navember 1988, and revised again.
The most recent draft of the pilot instrument is now available and it is anticipated
that this version will be used in pilot studies conducted in 1989.

As a result of the pilot effort, the following steps were taken to improve the
instrument. The directions were modified to inake the respondent's task less
complex and easier, page formatting was revised to improve aesthetic quality
while at the same time making the items directly compatible with optical scanning
capability; several items were revised to make them more clear and shorter,
several items were providing redundant information and the stronger of these
items were retained while the weaker iteins were dropped, items which functioned
poorly were dropped, making sure that content validity was not sacrificed, a few
items were added to augment content validity, minor problems in branching of
respondents was discovzred and corrected, a few items were merged into more
general items; and, where appropriate, subscale reliability was established.

Conclusions The pilotinstrumentsucceeded in collecting data from 42% of the
target population. This figure will probably rise with the revision and streamlining
of the instrument. Recommendations were made to eliminate one of the item
formats, to make directions more explicit, and to space out the design so that the
instrument would be more visually inviting. The project group developed a revised
version of the pilot instrument for field testing (version 1/89).

The final draft of the pilot instrument, with item content and format improved
based on both the OSU data and committee feedback, will be piloted again. In
general, though, the items seemed 1o function well. ltem responses made sense
and were consistent with other paris of the instrument and with other literature.
The pilot test of the common follow up instrument did collect useful, mterpretable
teacher education program follow-up information.




lIl. What is the nature of institutional participation in the National Database?

The Mational Database wil’ - the collective property of the institutions which
-contribute to it. At present, ' .nership of the idea and responsibility for its
implementation rest with the committee of evaluators who are working on the
project. in the future, when real data are pooledinto a National Database, control
over thatinformation will be administered by a steering committee of five 2 more
individuals who represent &: 2 institutions which use the national follow-up instru-
ment and the National Datahase. Initially, this group will meet regularly ~r as
needed, typically at a national conference, to consider proposals to conauct
analyses of data across some or all institutions. Standard procedures for adding
or accessing information should eventually become routine and would notreq. irc
committee action. Routine procedures will be documented in User Guidelines
prepared for use with the follow-up instrument.

jon in th

Participatiors is by institution, not by individuals. The follow-up survey is
designec for program evaluation at the institutional level. An individual faculty
member, for example, should not undertake to survey a sample of his or her own
students for use in the database. Institutional participation in the National
Database is now and shall always remain open to any institutions that wish to jein.
Aletter of commitmen. from the dean of the institution will be the only requirement
for admission.

Responsibilities for Dats Collection and Processing

Participation in the Natienal Database involves the following responsibilities.
The institutionwill bear the costof the follow up survey, including printing, mailing,
data processing, and secretarial assistance. The institution may modify the follow-
up survey by adding its own items to collect any special information it needs.
Institutions are encouraged, however, to use the existing items or. the instrument
so thatcomparable data are available across institutions. Ar,, . viations from this
procedure should be carefully noted in the matenials submitted to the National
Database. Participating institutions are also strongly encouraged to present the
items in the order in which they occur on the national survey. Irstitutions should
add their own items at the end of the survey, not intermixed with national survey
items, to facilitate data processing. Participants are encourage d to maintain their
own local data files as a backup fo the National Database.
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Participant institutions are responsible for submitting data to the National Da-
tabase at the host institutionin a standard form and will have computer access to
their own data, including data from previous years’ surveys, atany time. Partici-
pant institutions will receive a report from the National Database, with their own
results and national norms based on the available data from participant institu-
tions, for each data submission. Thus the results of each follow-up study
submitted to the National Database will be reportedto the original institution. The
cost of preparing these reports in standard form will be part of the budget for the
regular maintenance of the National Database.

Institutions are encouraged to use the standard reports for their own program
evaluation, for documentation for accreditation review, and as input for collabora-
tive cross-institutional work. Participant institutions are encouraged to do their
follow-up surveys airegular intervals. Whether follow-up is done yearly or every
two or three years will differ by institution, but participants are encouraged to be
consistent. The National Database would thus eventually be a scurce of useful
longitudinal information.

Guidelines for Submission of Data (Here the authors present a detailed de-
scription of the institutional data collection responsibilities. This information is
available from the authors at Ohio State University.)

Confidentiality and Access to Information

Individual Information The National Database will not keep individual records.
It will not be possible for anyone to identify individual respondents £, name or by
socialsecurity numter. Thus, participating institutions which want thisinformation
will have torely on their ownlocal databases. Personalinformation will be purged
before data submission. This makes the question of confidentiality for individual
informationmoot. Individualfollow-up responses will belabeled by a codenumber
so that supervisors’ follow-up responses may be matched with them. Each par-
ticipating institution will accomplish the matching of graduates’ and supervisors’
code numbers before data are submitted.

Ingfifutional Information Data sets of individual responses and summary
reports particular to an institution will be confidential. This information wili be
provided only to the institution. Staff will release data to other institutions, re-
searchers, or accrediting agencies if and only if they receive a written request or
written permission from the institution. Staff will rotify the member institution of
its intent to release this information at least one week prior to doing so. Computer
access{o data could also be provided using a similar access procedure. The cost
of providing this information could be billed to the requesting party or university.
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The policy of institutional permission aillows institutions to decide fo: theriselve.
who may use their information. Itis anticipated that once the National Database
begins functiviing routinely, institutions will find zermitting access to follow-up
information .s the most efficiant way to submit requirea information to accrediting
agencies. Itis also anticipatedthat many worthy reseaich and prcgram evaluation
purposeswill be served by allowing access toinstitutional data. The National Da-
tabase access-by-permission policy reserves for each institution the right to
decide whose purposes it deems worthy.

Cross-instifutional Information

A request for cross-institutional data for re search purposes requires committee
approval plus the permission of the institutions for which data are sought.
Confidentiality of institutional information for secondary analyses is the joint
responsibility of the five member oversight committee and the institutior:s con-
cemad. Proposals for research using cross institutional data would be sentto the
National Database office and reviewed by the steering committee. |f the
commitiee accepted the proposal, it would send aletter of recommendation and
request for permission to the institutions involved. Individual institutions would
then grant permission for their data to be .-ed as proposed. If an institution did
not do so, the committee would check with the researcher to see whether the
remaining data were still useful for his or her purposes.

The aim of this access policy is confidentiality, not secrecy. The National
Catabase encourages thoughtful research and evaluation uses of data. The
purposes of having national data available are better served when the data are
used in these ways. The Natioral Database policy of open access to normative
data andaccess by permission to datafiom specificinstitutions is mean toreserve
ultimate ownership and control of data for the institut.ons that provided the data.

Conclusions

Work on the National Database for Teacher Education Foliow-up continues in
meetings at national conferences, including the annual meeting of the American
Educaticnal Research Association. The issues of definition and purpose dis-
cussed in this paper under question one have been fairdy well resolved. The
National Database definition and purpose as stated in this paper are the bases on
which further work has proceeded. The ..astrumentation issues Jdiscussed under
question two are the focus of active work at the presert time. Instrument pilot
testing and analysis will continue in 1989, and iustrument revision will be
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undertaken accordingly. Work wilt begin soon on 1) the {inal version of the survey
instrumerst, to be used for the next three to five years, 2) an abbreviated version
of the instrument, and 3) a version for graduates of post-baccalaureate programs.
The institutiona! participation issues presented under question three are stillin the
discussion phase. It is anticipated that the National Database will come into
physical existence this year, as several institutions send data to the ofice at The
Ohio State University.

Interested persons from any insti...ion that does teacher education program
follow-up areinvitedto contact William Loadman at The Ohio State University. The

National Database Commitiee seeks to broaden the base of instiiutions involved
in the National Database project.
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Project Linkage: School/University Coliaboration in the Development
cf a Masters Degree Program for inner City Teachers

Malcolm Friedman
Long Island University

The educational reform movement of the 1980s is exemplified in two most
significant revorts, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st century, and
Tomorrow’s teachers, (A report of the Hoimes Group). Each makes reference to
the need for signi. ant changes in tt at schaols will function and discuss the vital
area of teacher preparation. The Carnegie ~ommission states that “real reform
cannot be accomplished despite teachers. It will only come with their active
participation.” The Holmes group cites, as an important goal, the connection of
higher education institutions to schools. Further, the group states :.at if univer-
sity faculties are to become more expert educators =f {eachers, they must make
use of expert teachers in the education of teachers.

Both ofthe statements cited above speakto the issue of teacher empowerment,
another strong force on the 1980s educational scene. These observations of the
reform movement provide an opportunity for us to rethink traditional inservice
preparation programs and to reflect upon how innovative school:university coi-
laboratives can reshape the ways that teachers strengthen their skills. The
purpose of this paper s to provide some overall considerations which need to be
addressed prior to entering into a collaborative, to describe a model collaborative
project, and to share some preliminary findings as gathered from project partici-
pants in the District 13/Long Island University Project Linkage.

Bagsic Considerations for Partnershipg

B ‘reembarking upon a program of schcol university collaboration, a number
of basic questions must be answered at the university and school district level as
indicated below.

1. Is the university willing to extend its offerings off campus?

2. Has the university worked previously with school districts so that a collabora-
tive is a natural outgrowth of past efforts?

3. Can decisions as to implementation be made quickly at the university level?
(Nothing turns a practicing educator off more than administrative foot dragging.)
4. Is the university willing tc enter into a teaching partnership utilizing faculty as
well as qualified practitioners in the field?

5. Will the district provide space for course offerings?
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6. Is faculty willing to enter into “curriculum negotiations?” The point here is an |
openness to build course content to include topics that reflect specific school
district needs and philosophy.
7. Does the university have someone on staff who is comfortable working with
superinter.dents, principals, and teachers, and if possible, a “past practitioner?”
8. Canscheduling of courses be flexible to meetteacher’s needs? For example, |
if 3G contact hours are required for a three-credit course, do we have the cption
to plan 30 two-hour sessions, 10 three-hour sessions or plan course offerings for
weekends?
9. Isfaculty willing to teach at off-camp s site s and understond that collaborative
programs strengthen community/university relationships?
10. Will curriculum, although modified s eld considerations, contain the latest
research onteaching andlearning, giving particicants the th.eoreticaibase forgeod
practice?
11. Is the collaboration based upon an assessment of so*.00l district needs? For
example, are there many newly assigned teache’. who need to complete
additional course work, orwhat specific areas of curricul..does the school district
want to strengthen?

If there is consensus in regarc to the answers to these and many more ques-
tions, there .s a basis upon which a school district university partnership can be
built.

Description of University and School District

Prior to embarking upon a description of Project Linkage, it would be of value
to provide an overview of the two collaborative institutions.

Long Island Universi

TheBrooklyn CampusofLong Island University (LIU) s an urban complexinthe
heart of downtown Brooklyn. The faculty seeks to provide a well-rounded
educaticn forinner city youth andinservice teachers who, inmost r..tances, must
work while pursuing their education. The needs of the urban, inner city students
are unique and require an institution with leadership and wision abcut their place
in the world. Many urban '“outh come to LIU seeking careers in teaching.

The specific mission of the School of Education is to prepare excellent teach-
ers for the schoolsinthe New York City area. Most of our undergraduate students
ai.. from the local scheols and our graduate students are employed in the 13
districts that surround th.e university, as well as in districts far from our campus.
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We work closely with the districts to discem personnel needs and services that
will assist them in teaching the children of New York City.

At the Brooklyn campus of Long Island University, an important traditicn of the
School of Education s singular dedication to the educational needs of students of
many ethnic backgrounds, cultures, and interests. Our faculty is sensitive to the
needs of the multiethnic population that we serve. Since programs are individu-
alized and classes are small, we ensure a good faculty-student ratio and continu-
ous dialogue between faculty and students. Students tellus that they are pleased
to find faculty available to talk to them about their individual probiems.

Our mission includes helping to develop Brooklyn and to make it a more
desirable place to live and work. We are actively involved in the cultural
renaissance that is now taking place in the borough.

Community School District

Thisdistrictisrepresentative of most urban schooldistricts. ltsresidentialareas
are ethnically and economically diverse. Approximately 80% of the school
populationis Black, another 18%is tlispanic, andnot more than 2% is White. The
district provides an education program for approximately 15,500 pupils in grades
K-9. There are 18 elementary schools, 17 of which qualify for Chapter One funds.

Rogers and Chung (1983) characterized Community Scheol District 13 as one
of the most effective districts in New York City. Between 1974 and 1985, the
percentage ofstudentsin thedistrictwho were reading onor above gradelevel was
22.1 (1974), 22.9 (1975), 36.8 (1976), 36.0(1977), 31.7 (1978), 29.8(1979), 41.0
(1980), 46.6 (1981), 47.5 (1982), 56.7 (1983), 55.5 (1984), and 58.9 (1985).
Between 1981 and 1985, the percentage of students in the district that scored on
or above grade-level on the city-wide mathematics test was 43.9 (1981), 50.3
(1982).56.3 (1983), 61.5 {1984), and 61.6 (1985). (The city-wide mathematics
test was not administered to all grades prior to 1981.)

Building atradition of excellenceis an insistenttheme in Community District 13.
This theme does not reflect an unrealistic Jesire to be perfect, or almost perfect
i all thatis done. Rather, this theme persistentl; acknuwledges the long-range
goal:

To continually get better in all that is done in order to become th2 first urban
school district where every school s instructionally effective for poor and minority
students. Themottos, When you cease getting better, you stop being good” and
“Good 15 not good where better is expected,” are constant reminders that the
district can, ought to, must, and will accomplish this goal.
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Rationale for Project Linkage

Our goals also lead us out, from the universities in which intendir.g teachers
study, tothe schoolsinwhichthey must practice. We have become convincedit.at
university officials and professors must join with schools, and with the teacher
organizations and state and local school govemments that shape the schoals, to
change the teaching profession. Schools no less than universities are places in
which teachers le ...n (Holmes Group, p. 3-4).

A personnel review conducted in October, 1985, in Community School District
13, Brooklyn, indicated that there were approximately 145 newly assigned
teachers. In addition, rumerous teachers were relatively new, working as
temporary per diem substitutes on long-term assignment.

Ananalysis of this information revealed a needfor a program of graduate study
for those teachers. Long Island University had previously indicated a commitment
to work with Community School District 13 on programs of mutual benefit for both
the university and the school district.

Instructor magazine recently conducted and published the result of a Beginning
Teacher Survey of those teachers planning to continue teaching next year. The
factor cited most frequently as the most important reason for selecting teaching
as a career was that the “school system allows for professional growth.” The
projectdescribed addressesthis need. Theteachersinthe collaborative program
would be actively involved in the.r studies. They will have the benefit of being
assisted by both college faculty and district administrators.

During Fall 1985, preliminary meetings were held at LIU to discuss the possi-
bility of offering a Master of Sciencein Elementary Education atan off-campus site
in Community School District 13. The plan was to offer a customized program of
teachereducation atthe graduate level asacollaborative undertakingbetween the
school district and the university. An underlying premise was that the curriculum
would nieet the needs of working educators and would reinforce the philosophy,
goals, and objectives of Community School District 13.

A needs assessment was carried out in District 13 and more than 35 teachers
assigned to elementary schools demonstrated an interest in participation. As a
result, an orientation meeting was held with staff on June 17, 1986, to describe
elements of the proposed program.

It should be noted that the collaborative described in this paper is only one of
many possible models, ranging from simple to comglex. A school district/
university partnership may involve cooperation in:

1) Offering specific courses to meet district needs

2) Providing consultant service to districts for program development
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3) P:anning conferences on tobics of mutual interest

4) Developing joint grants for funding

5) Development of yn-campus talented and gifted programs

6) Utilization of university fagilities for district students

7) Providing advanced placement courses for high school students
8) Joint sponsorship of on-campus altemative schools

It is important to identify needs and resources availeble. . vis information
assists in selecting the right collaborative project.

Proj I

Consultation with school district staff resulted in the establishment cf the
fellowing project goals:

1) To create alinkage between a school of education located in an utban center
and a public school district.

2) To provide amodel based upon the collaborative effort which ca be adapted
by other universities and school systems throughout the United Stctes

3) To develop a sense of commitment to the profession and the school district
as a consequence of active participation in the program

4) To enhance teachers’ sense of power as a result of participating in the de-
velopment of a Masters Program

5) To combat teacher isolation by providing a setting where teachers can share
positive experience and learn how to overcome classroom related problems

Project Design

The District 13's Director of Elementary Curriculum and Instruction and the
Assistant Dean of the School of Educatior, Long Island University, reviewed the
present curriculum for the MS in Education Program in Early Childhood and
Elementary Education.

Aspecific sequence of courses was designed to ensure that participants moved
through the program in a sequentialmanner. Participants would move as a cohort
through the program and with the expectation that they make a commiiment to
complete the program and teach in District 13. Course work was followed by
intervisitation opportunities for participants, so thatteachers had an opportunity to
view ideas in practice and would feelless isolated. Also, classes were conducted
bothoff campusin District 13 and on campus, at times convenientfor teacher par
ticipants. Course instructors were selected by university and district personnel
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fromregular faculty members in the School of Education of Long Island University
and selected adjunct personnel from Community School District 13 and Centra}
Board of Education offices. District and university staff met on a continual basis
to cvaluate and modify program curriculum, as necessa-y. Input was solicited
from project participants.

I nce for the MS in Elemen E jon

It was indicated, in the previous section of this paper, that participants would
move as a cohortthrough the program. The students would not be able to select
courses at random. The rationale for this approach was based on the desire to
provide students with an apperceptive base of knowledge which would help them
in succeeding courses. For example, since each course would focus on recent
research in the field, it was felt that Education 601 (Analyzing Educational
Research) would be a good beginning course since it would assist participants in
the analysis of research in content courses that would follow. The sequence of
courses is listed below included child development, urban education, reading
instruction, computers, special education, critical thinking, and some curriculum
and instruction courses in academic areas.

During the second yeur of the project, Fall 1987, an inventory instrument was
administered o program participants. The ‘otal responses numbered 20. Accord-
ing tothisinstrument, 35% of respondents wer ¢ satisfied and65% were somewhat
satisfied with courses taken in the program. Mo respondentindicated dissatisfac-
tion Within the evaluation, parlicipants were asked to quantitatively rate their
confidence levels in regard to their ability to do graduate work. They were also
asked to respond conceming their confidence regarding teaching ability as
compared to their level of confidence atthe start of the program. Fifty-five percent
oftherespondents fclt thatthe program enhanced their ability to do graduate work.
Of this, 75% noted that they felt more confident in their teaching performance as
a result of program participation.

Therespondents were askedto rate the value of tu1e courses which emphasized
methods. 50% responded that the courses were worthwhile and 49% felt that the
courses were somewhat wurthwhile for them as classroom teachers. Only one
respondent indicated that one course was not worthwhile. When asked if, as a
result of participating in the program, respondents grew professionally, 75% of the
participants resporded thatthey had indeed benefitted. It should be noted that no
respondents rated any criterion at the below-average level.

Results gathered from the administration of the inventory instrument provide
some interesting conclusions in regard to how program participants view the
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collaborative project. Of particular interest is that most respondents indicated.
Overall program satisfaction
Increased confidence in their ability to do graduate work
Increased confidence in their ability to perform as teachers
That course work improved their performance as teachers
While the sample is small, it is encouraging to note the positive nature of the
participants’ responses.

her consideration

Collaborations with loc2! educational agencies are exciting ventures. They
bring renewed .iiality to the univeisity community. However, certain cautions
sheuid be pointed out to those who embark on collaborative projects. For one,
courses offered at off site locations must contain content at the graduate level.
They cannot be “watered down™ inservice offerings. Also, standards for staffing
must be maintained to ensure that students are -eceiving quality instruction. In
essence, quality control must be maintained.

Access must be guaranteed to students. Course schedu'..s must reflect the
same student contact hours as on-campus. Library facilities .nustbe provided, on
campus, to ensure that students are given adequate research sources. Provision
must also be made for the exceptional student who cannot complete the course
sequence in order.

Finally, visitation and review to include ongoing evaluation must be built into the
program. The succe.s of any collaborative effortis dependent upon ttie sense of
commitment of the cull iborators. This, in summary, is the most important factor
to be considered L_* sotential collaborators.
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Cotllaboration and Reflectivity:
Cornerstones of a Teacher Education Program

Nancy L. Quisenberry
John Mcintyre
Southern lllinois University at Carbondale

David M. Byrd
University of Rhode Island*

Collaboration and refleciive teaching have become the cornerstones of the
teacher education program at Southern lllinois University at Carbondaie (SIUC).
Each anchors the foundation of the program andserves as a guide for all decisions
that impact on the curriculum. Historically, SIUC has been involved in collabora-
tive efforts with local schools for decades. The movement toward reflective
teaching, however, has ems "gec withir: the last decade as a result of recent
research and of feedback frcm local cooperating teachers.

SIUC’s College of Education has been at the forefront of university/school
collaboration for teacher =ducation for the past 15 years. AtSiUC, this began with
a “block” program for elementary majors in two school systems. Students were
placedintheschools for two levels of student teaching experiences pnor to student
teaching. These experiences were “blocked” with specific major courses. The
success of this program fed to the complete reorganization of the Teacher
Education Program for all majors seeking initial classroom verbification at SJUC in
the early 1970s.

In 1874, SIUC implemented Professional Education Centers in 15 locations,
most of which were in school districts in southemn Illinois. Initially, the Syracuse
University Teacher Center model (Collins, 1974) was considered for adoption but
needed to be modified to become more adaptable to the southern iknois area. In
contrast to SIUC, the Syracuse Teacher Centers serve a more dense population
of urban and suburban school districts and have a mission that is devoted to both
inservice and preservice education. Each center is governed by « coordinatng
council of university and school representatives. A budget is developed for each
of the centers that enables them to sponsor graduate courses and to financially
support course work taken by their cooperating teachers. In addition, the
Syracuse center coordinators are employees of both the university and school
district which enhances the notion of collaboration.

On the other hand, Southern Illinois University at Carbondale serves a more
sparsely populated area of mostly rural schools that often expenence financial

* Dr Byrd was a faculty member at Southern flincls University when the paper was oniginatiy written.
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difficulty. Siill. there is a history and desire for southern illinois schools to wors
closely with SIUC Each SIUC Teacher Education Center is staffed by a full-time
faculty member, funded totally by the university, assigned to the center to
coordipate and supervise three levels of field experiences, and to act as a liaison
betweenthe school district andthe university. Althoughthe primary mission of the
SIUC centers is the training of preservice teachers, the center coordinators also
work with the school district to secure courses, workshops, consultants, and a
variety of cther services from the university.

SIUC's center coordinaters are teacher educators skilled and experienced in
instructional supervision and who are responsible for all majors. In this system,
the generalist universily sunarvisor is viewed as the specialist in teaching
methodology/sirategies while the cooperating teacher is viewed .:s a contert
specialist. Cooper-ingfeachers are urged to take a course in supervision taught
by the center coordinators.

Each center coordinator works with ihe superintendent and principals in the
school district to detemmine which teachiers meet requirements and are available
for a given semester. Administrative decisions regarding the assignment of
studentteacth:ors to the district vary from district to district On campus, the center
coordinators wcrk with the Assistant Coordinator o! Professional Education
Experiences 1o match available feachers with prosiective student teachers.
University faculty give feedback to the Assistant Coordinator ot Professional
Education Experiences regarding areateachers known % them through graduate
classes, professional organizations, workshops, and consultant 1vork n the
schools. Student placement involves a cooperative effort from ail participants.

The involvement of center coordinators in school district activities varies from
center to center. One cenler coordinator has become a valuable team member
of an Educational Service Center (ESC). He helps plan teacher institutes and has
provided leadership {o @ number of district and ESC activilies.

Collaboration also takes place in a larger context as classroom teachers and
scl. yol administrators serva on Teacher Education Program commitiees, as well
as serving on program major advisory committees. Throughout the deveiopment
of our most recently redesignedcurriculum, teachers and administrators who work
with our student teachers were involved in the planning.

in Apnl of 1987, the lllinois Blue Ribbon Committee on the Improvement ot
Teaching as a Profession includec, in its recommendations cn pedagogical
studies, a minimum of one semester of student teaching in an elementary or
secondary clinical schiool. In the discussions preceding this recommendation,
SIUC's Pr..essional Education Center model was considered as a modsl for
meeting the “clinical school” expectation.
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Fox, et. al, (1986) cite the need for personal, as well as institutional, considera-
tions for effective collaboration. Our experience has shown us that center
coordinators should be giventhe freedom to develop their centers depending upon
the needs, available faculty cooperation, and administrative constraints found in
each center. As much as possible, this principle is followed in planning student
assignments with individual teachers. By the time students have completed the
two early field experiences, ttey are known to at least one and often two center
coordinators, as well as the Assistant Coordinator of Professional Education
Experiences. An assignment with a cooperating teacher that assures a good
match ismore likely when both students andteachers are well knownto the center
coordinator.

Reflective Teaching

Collaborative efforts with schoofs provide feedback from teachers and admin-
istrators about the progress ¢! teacher education students and the ability of a
program to meet the needs of these students. Thus, the need to periodically
assess the impact of a preservice teacher preparation program on the students in
a programis anacceptedfactinteacher education. NCATE has for years required
the follow-up of graduates with both former students and their employers.
However, other means must also be considered to adequately assess the
effectiveness of a program.

Realizing this, the Dean of the College. of Education (COE) at SIUC appointed
aTeacherEducation Task Force in Spring 1982 to examine and possibly redesign
the undergraduate teacher education core curriculum. Thetask force represented
the major teacher preparation programs in the college, reviewed students’
evaluations of the current program, research in teacher education, and the
programs of both liberal and comprehensive colleges and universities, and
interviewed the facully coordinators of the teacher education seuence courses
in the COE. After much deliberation, the task force presented a redesigiicd
teacher education core curriculum to the dean in October 1983.

The report was accepted by the dean and then by the Teacher Education
Advisory Committee a group comprised of university faculty within: and outside
the COE and of public school faculty and administrators. A committee was
appeinted for each of the courses inthe redesigred teacher education sequence.
These commitiees were to design the content and details of the courses and
included faculty representing all TEP majors and classroom teachers,administra-
tors, to be reviewed periodically by the Teacher Education Adviscry Committee
which provided additional input during the development stage.
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The original Teacher Education Task Force adopted several principles which
were intended to guide the commiitees in the redesign of the courses. Two of the
basic principles were 1) that the teacher educaticn courses were to be research
andknowledge based and 2) that they were to develop reflective teachers. Thus,
SIUC adopted a program model that considers teaching to be a “refiective
practice” (Schon, 1983). This program orientation is supported by the writing of
other teacher educators.

Wildman and Niles (1987) suggest that preparing the reflective practitioneris a
valuable goal that requires adifferent environment for the preparation process and
an intensive effort for its success. In that regard, SIUC’s model is similar to Van
Manen's (1977) three levels of reflectivity. At the firstlevel, reflectivity fecuses on
the basic technical skills (instructional and classroom management skills, subject
matter content, etc.) required to perform the act of teaching. During the second
level, teachers critically analyze the basic rationale for the educaticnal practices
being utilized. The third level finds teachers making the connection between what
happensin the classroom and the wider social structure, such as a community’s
moral, ethical, and political principles, that impinges upon a classroom.

Much of the undergraduate teacher program can be placed within Van Manen's
first two levels. The majority of the courses focusses on the technical skills and
knowledge to be mastered by competent teachers. Unlike traditional-craft
program models, however, the inquiry oriented approach fosters the ability of
prospective teachers te critically examine the choices they encounter (such as
which strategies to use, which content to teach, etc.} and to analyze the rationale
not only for their own teaching practices but also for educational practices in
general (Zeichner, 1983).

The task force believed that the initial course in the Teacher Education Prepa-
ration (TEP) sequence should 1) have students examine their commitment to
teaching in a more intense fashion than the previous course, 2) provide a forum
whereby studeats could dis.uss schooling and their role in it, 3 introduce students
to the “real” world through an early field experience component, and 4) begin the
process of developing reflective teachers. EDUC 310 (The Study of Teaching)
was developedasthe firstcourse inthe TEP sequencefor students who have been
admitted to the program. The course is built around the text, Field Experiences.
A Guide to Reflective Teaching, by George J. Posner (1985).

The course is taught by the students’ teacher education center coordinator so
tuat the university person most knowledgeable of the public school site can best
relate toand interpret the students’ eaperiences. Dunng each week of the course,
the student has a half day field experience assignment. These assignments may
include some of the following. Walk Around the School, Observation and
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Conversation with Studente, Conversation with the Teacher, Classroom Map, etc.
Eachassignment is guided by a set of questions that encourage the students to
refiect upon their observations and experiences. Another vital aspect of these
assignments are the logs required for each visitation.

While it is the intent that all of the other courses in the professional core builds
uponthe ground work laid in EDUC 310, the general methods course does so by
merging regular lecture/discussion classes with three clinical laboratory experi-
ences. This course, entitled “Organizing and Directing Instruction,” introduces
microcompuiers and software, media production andtechnology, and microteach-
ing for purposes of skill acquisitionin the area of planning andinstructional design.
The basic mode! utilized in teaching this course was derived from the work of
Donald Cruickshank on reflective teaching and the models of teaching as
described by Bruce Joyce. Working with five peers, each student is required to
teach two preselected lessons. They are given feedback by their peers and a
graduate assistantwho is an experiencedteacher. Students microteach two more
times, once exploring one of the more complex Joyce models and once drawing
on content from their own major field of study. In each instance, students are
introducedto the knowledge and theory behind aninstructional strategy, askedto
demonstrate and secure input ontheir instructional effectiveness, and finally they
are required to review a tape of their effort and evaluate their own performance
utilizing a prescribed format listing the specific teaching model. The supervisory
style utilized by the graduate assistant reinforces the thrust toward producing
reflective teachers. Another requirement is to become familiar with the concept
of word processing. The use of varied technology io produce teacher generated
materials is the goal and evidence of their work is expected to be integrated into
their microteaching lessons mentioned earlier.

Student evaluations repeatedly showed that classroom management and dis-
cipline was an area of study in which they felt poorly prepared for entering the
classroom The task force recommended that this course become a requirement
instead of an elective Key to this class is an objective that students know and be
able to recognize, when observed, the seven approaches to discipline. Redl &
Wattenberg, Kounin, Neo-Skinnerian, Ginot, Glasser, Dreikurs, and Canter and
Canter During this course students are in classivoms one-half day per week for
twelveweeks The 21 course objectives clearly call for reflective activity fromthe
students.

Activities are assigned which must be completed in the classrooms. TEP
students are directed in their observations of children/youth behaviors as well as
teacher/adult behaviors. Some activities require diaiogue between the TEP
student and the cooperating teacher specifically focussed on the teacher's
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reflection on a given situation. Thus stude: i3 are aided in the development of the
reflective process through observation and participation of an experenced
teacher’s reflective behavior.

When student assignments are reviewed, their understanding of the seven
approaches is obvious. They not only reference the observed approach, but
discuss the consequences and altemative which could have been utilized. As the
semester progresses, their ability to apply the principles of classroom manage-
inent and discipline become more evident in their class participation and written
assignments.

The studentteaching component of SIU's teacher education program continues
the goals of encouraging collaboration and of producing reflective teachers. SIUC
highly values the role of the public school in the preparation of teachers.

Cooperating teachers are consulted continually by the center ccordinators
about the student teacher’s progress. Strategies for improving the student
teacher s performance are developed cooperatively and are reinforced by each
other to the student teacher. At the mid-term point of the semester, the
cooperating teacher and center coordinator conduct a mid-term evaluation of the
student teachers, conducted in a manner that encourages studz.it teachers to
reflect upon their own performance and to help develop strategies for improve-
ment. The collaborative nature of the student teaching component also is evident
dunng the final evaluation of the student teacher. At this poirt, the cooperating
teacher and center coordinator work together *o assign a grade andte jointly write
anarrative describing the student teachei’s strengths and weaknesses.

Refleclivity is encouraged during student teaching in a variety of ways. First,
both the center coordinators and cooperating teachers employ the clinical/
instructional supervision model. This model encourages the student teacher tc
reflect upon their own teaching behavior andto participate in developing strategies
for improving it. This approach may occur in a vanety of ways, but should result
in the student teacher taking an active role in self-evaluation and in their own
teacher development. Schon (1987) argued that an essential first step in the
development of a reflective teach.cr is the ability to recognize the elements of
competent performance. Second, many center coordinators require thati their
student teachers write journals that encourage them to reflect upon their experi-
ence. Perhaps, the major vehicle for encouraging reflectivity is the atmosphere
created by the progran and facuity at SIUC. Wrkile the student progresses
thiough the program, they are continually being encouraged to reflect about the
teachingprofession and about their role and performance as ateacher. Hopefully,
this environment encourages students to become reflective teachers.
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Collcborative efforts are notimmune to problems. Lanier (1983) and McDaniel
(1988-89) acknowledge that close collaboration can often result in tension
emerging between the parties. Rowell (1988) asserts that this is often the resuit
of university faculty not modifying their philosophies or behaviors when working
with school districts. However, althoughtensions may periodically arise, SIUC has
found that center coordinators are committed to field-based collaboration with
schools and are trained to work with teachers to alleviate tensions and to solve
problems.

The redesigned TEP has only recently completed its second year so that
evaluation data of the program and our students is limited. Orne year of valuative
feedback has been collected from the 1988-89 student teachers. Certain trends
are becoming apparent. 1) student comments concerning the academic rigor of
the teacher education program, 2} student logs from EDUC 310 and EDUC 315
reveal that students do seem to become more reflective about themselves and
their teaching envirenment as they progress through the courses, 3) student
interviews from EDUC 316 indicate that the course provides student teachers with
aknowledge of ciassroom managementstrategies from which to choose and that
studentteachers are being reflective about their own role as a classroem manager
ina given teaching situation, and d) better methods for measunng reflectivity need
tobe developed. These trends have led to several research proposals which will
beinitiated inthe 1989-90 academic year. SIUC offers aunique situation for study
inthatall majors take the professional education sequence courses, thus data on
large numbers of students across disciplines can be collected.

To summarize, SIUC has developed amodelthat has incorporated the collabo-
rative efforts with local public schoolsin order to produce teachers who are not only
technically sound but who also are able to reflect on their own instructional
effectiveness This model is conistantly being evaluated and modifiedto meet the
needs of the students and to include current practices and research findings.
Already new collaborative efforts are being explored to strengthen the ties
between teacher educators in higher education and the public schools. The
commitment at SIUC is to have graduates who have been determined to be a
quality beginning professional educator.
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Aerospace Scientists and Engineers Emerging as
Mathematics/Science Teachers--A Collaborative Model Piogram

Fredricka K. Reisman
Drexel University

The National Executive Service Corps (NESC), a Manhattan-based national
organization whose goal is to assist retiring executives in post-retirement activi-
ties, obtained a grant from the Carnegie Foundaticn to survey retiring scientists
and enginesrs, plus school districts, across the nation to ascertain the answers to
two questions. First, would retiring engineers who were interested in a career
subsequenttoleaving their present position be amenable to entering the teaching
profession as high school mathematics and/or science teachers? Second, would
school districts hire them? The answers to both questions were affirmative as
indicated in the report of a survey conducted by NESC and ap'ly entitled,
Education’s greatestuntapped resource. Second career scientists anden ginee:s.

This survey was inifiated partially to answer a challenge set forth by the
Carnegie Commission Report, A nation prepared. Teachers for the 21st Century.
The report states that there is a severe shortage of qualified mathematics and
science teachers in our nation’s schools at the secondary level. Unless this
problemis resolved, its damaging effect on our future as a leading technological
country may be irrevocable. NESC, as well as a number of institutions of higher
education, believe inaddressing th's problem by preparing competent, committed,
and content knowledgeable educators for the classroom. NESC's goalis to draw
this poo! of content knowledgeable educators frum retiring engineers and scien-
tists who are able to bring real-world, technological applications to the classroom
experience This is noi always the case with instructors who have gone th rough
traclitional undergraduate teacher preparation programs and who have little
opportu-ity to develop a real world applied e xperience base. Later in this paper
aprofile of the first cohort of GE engineers is presented that describes thuir work
experience The applications they bring to teaching mathematics and physics are
very helpful in making these subjects more meaningful to the students.

Selection of Collaborative

The Mathematics-Science Directorate of NESC, after an exhaustive review of
corporations and universities, proceededto identify collabo: ative groupings which
wouldbe receptive to this innovative and challenging idea. They chose as one of
their first parlicipating membe. 5 of this cadre, the Aerospace Division of General

Electric (GE)locatedin Valley Forge and Drexel University in Philadelphia. There
nx
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were a number of reasons for selecting GE and Drexel. In regard to GE, the
Aerospace industry was slowing andthis program provided a next career path for
those electing to retire. Drexel University, an urban technologically oriented
university which certifies teachers only in mathematics and the sciences at the
secondary level, was selected from a number of colleges and universities
interviewed in the Delaware Valiey as the teacher preparation member of the
collaborative. Rationale for Drexel’s selection included. the design of the Drexel
program in terms of its viable Intemn Certification route, the collaborative and
cooperative atiitude that Drexel presented, the fact that Drexel did not request
project start-up funds in addition to tuition reimbu 'sement, Drexel’s reputation as
atechnological institution, and coincidentally, the university from which hundreds
of GE engineers have graduated.

Dialogue occurred between NESC, Drexel, and GE to develop guidelines for
operating the program. It was determined that GE would pay for the full tuition and
books for any interested employee nearing retirement and that Drexel would
provide the instruction on-site at the GE facility in Valley Forge for no aaditionai
cost than for is on-campus programs. Drexel’s liaison from the Pennsylvania
Department of Education (PDE) subsequently was involved to provide input from
PDE and to help trouble-shoot matters of cerlification in regard to deadlines,
specific standards, and procedures.

Recruitment

GE announced a reception for interested employees in its in-house newsletters
to publicize the developing teacher certification program, its purpose, goals, and
expectations. The reception was hosted by GE at a hotel near the aerospace
installatior. Philadelphia was unexpectedly hit with a major snow storm that
evening. Traveltime took over an hour for what ordinarily should have been a 15-
minute ride. The University President and Vice President for Academic Affairs
arrived two hours late from Philadelphia--normally a 25 minute drive even with
heavy fraffic. A sumptuous buffat was presented and, in spite of the weather,
everyonethereenjoyed the food anddrinks, the attention that GE had lavished on
this project, and the formal program which included membership from GE, the
University, NESC, and the Pennsylvania State Depariment of Education. A
videotape was showiin which Senator John Glenn, who s amember of the NESC
board, spoke fo the interested GE members via a {aped dialogue with the former
Drexel President pointing out the contributions that these retirees could make to
today’s students and expressing his whole hearted support of the proposed
program. Drexel’s Director of Teacher Preparation then described the required
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course work involved. Following this portion of the program, representatives from
PDE and local School Districts explained certification requirements, job prospects,
and salaries.

The reception yielded the first group of corporate teacher candidates in the
Drexel/GE/NESC collaborative program. This group consisted of 14 executives
andsenior engineers from GE's Valley Forge Aerospace Division and GE’s Phila-
delphia Re-entry Division. All, exceptone, of these prospective teachers wanted
certification in mathematics and/or 1.i.,sics. One was eligible for elementary
education certification.

The Students

Themembers of the firstcohort all worked onthe space program. For example,
one has worked at GE since 1960. He was a quality control engineer on the Titan
missile project and was the manufacturing manager for the Minuteman and MX
missile projects. He has been in charge of up to 100 engineers and scientists
developing the tools, plant facilities, and test equipment for these projects and is
currently manufacturing coordinator manager on the Minuteman Missile Project
involved with the re-entry system. Overall, a wide variety of backgrounds and
abilities was present among the candidates.

GE cohort certification candidates possessing engineering degrees usually
satisfy Pennsylvania content requirements for becoming certified to teach high
school mathematics. The civil engineers’ course work and work experience match
nicely with the requirements for certification to teach Earth and Space Science.
The electrical engineers’ previous academic preparation and work experience
meshwith certification requirements for teaching physics and mathematics. The
chemical engineers’ academic backgrounds provide a foundation for teaching
chemistry, and with a few additional content courses, they may also become
certified to teach mathematics.

The Teacher Preparation Program

Drexel University's Teacher Preparation Program is designed to address chal-
lenges putforth by the Carnegie Report, ANation Prepared. Teachers for the 21st
Century. A major goal of the Drexel Program is the preparatiorn of teachers who
will have in depth knowledge of their subject and be able to integrate applications
of the content into their instruction.

The Drexel Teacher Preparation Program is in its fifth year at the undergradu-
ate level and its firct year at the graduate level. Itis a non college of education,
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non-department of education, discipline based teacher preparation program.
Certification is offered in grades nine through twelve mathematics and the
sciences at the secondary level, and in Kindergarten through grade six at the
elementary level. Drexel's Elementary Education program also emphasizes
preparation in mathematics and science which are historically Drexel's strengths
as a noted technological university. The program is housed in the College of
Science. Thereis emphasis on a balance between content and pedagogy withthe
weight toward content. Students at both the undergraduate and graduate levels
are mainstreamed and compete academically with students in the Colleges of
Science and Engineering, there are no special sections of undergraduate mathe-
matics, science, or humanities courses for the teacher preparation majors. The
program emgnasizes problem-solving in addressing pedagogical issues in con-
trast to requiring a myriad of overlapping methods courses. There is a strong
liberal arts perspective to the teacher preparation curricula. The philosophicaland
academic setting within the College of Science fouters the mathematics and
science emphasis of the teacher preparation curricula.

Ceitification

Drexel's Graduate Intern Certification Program is a graduate degiee program
where individuals already holding a Bachelor's degree may eamiteacher certifica-
tion in secondary mathematics and/or the sciences. This graduate program
requiresthat a candidate’s undergraduate majorbe in anareathatic sclatec tothe
teacher certification specialization which the candidate desires. For example,
those who majored in mathematics usually satisfy the state standards for teaching
mathematics, while physics majors usually have the content for teaching both
physics and mathematics. The re yuirement was designed to certify candidates
possessing mathematics and science content i the shortest amount of time.
Teachers in the State of Pennsylvania are required to be cetified befo:e bei.ig
allowed to teach in a public school. All candidates for certification must meet the
following requirements. 1) be of good moral character, 2) show a physician’'s
certificate stating that the applicantis neither mentally nor physically disqualified
from successfulperformanceo! . .iesof ateacher, and 3) be atleast 18 years
of age. There are three types  _wuctional certificates as follows:

Instructional | Cerificate Tl..> certificate is valid for six years of teaching intne
area for which itis endorsed. it may be convertedto an Instructional Il Cerffica.c
whichis apermanentccriificate as describedbelow. The Instructional | Certificate
may beissuedto applicants who. 1) possess abaccalaureate degree, 2) success-
fully complete a PDE approved teacher certification progran. at an insttution of
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higher education within Pennsylvania, 3) present evidence of having passed the
Pennsylvania Teacher Certification Testin . Program (PTCTP) comprised of Basic
Skills.

Intern Certificate PDE may make a one-time issuance of an Intern Teaching
Certificate, for atiine notto exceed three years, while the candidate completesan
approved certification program.

Instructional Il Certificate This is a permanent cerlificate issued to those who
have completed (1) a PDE approved induction program whereby an experienced
faculty member is assigned to mentor a beginning teacher during the initial
teaching year; (2)three years of satisfactory teachingon aninitial certification, and
() 24 post-baccalaureate semester credits.

The Graduate Intem Teaching Certificate Program for elementary education
certification is available to those with undergraduate majors in the humanities,
business, and the arts. However, they must satisfy the siate certification
standards which involve studies in such courses as American History, Econom-
ics, World Geography, Biological and Physical Sciences, and Drexel's mathemat-
ics requirement of a minimum of pre-Calculus.

(Here the author described the sequence of procedures to obtain certification
distributed to each Drexe! student in the Graduate Intern Certificate Program.)

Drexel's Graduate Intern Certification Program requirements consist of five
courses of pedagogy, content courses necessary to satisfy PDE standards, and
a successful Field Experience in a secondary mathematics or science classroom.
The Fiela Experience isaten week supervised experience whereby the prospec-
tive teacher is placed for three hours daily in a classroom with a strong practicing
teacher in the same certificaticn area under whose tutelage the Drexel student
teaches Drexelprovidesa voucher forone graduate crediit (preseitly worth $350)
for the cooperating teachers.

The curricula and aclivities of the Teacher Preparation Program i. icorporates
the following characteristics:

" rigor and depth in content;

" mainstreaming Teacher Preparation Program students i. o regular, ngorous
mathematics and science classes at Drexel not a separate track, e.y., ‘mathe-
matics for secondary teachers”;

" diagnostic teaching emphasis;

" infegration of technology especially computing--as instructional tools,

" emphasis on communicaticn skills;

" comprehensive field experiences in educational setlings including interaction
with K-12 students;
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* a paid six-month industry co-op in an industrial setting related to the student’s
certification area;
* minimum methods Courses;
* creative problem-solving focus;
* collaboration with schools re pedagogy, i.e., appointment of adjunct master level
educators to model instructional strategies;
* collaboration with the Philadelphia Renaissance in Mathematics and Science
(PRISM)to enhance middle grades scienceteaching, e.g., Drexel collaborated on
an NSF grant awarded to PRISM --$675,000 over three years;
* commitmenttotne recruitment of minorities and womeninto teaching mathemat-
ics and science at grades 9-12, e.g., the program received $100,000 PDE 1988-
89 grant to recruit minority studeants into the Intem Certification Program,
* commitmentto the recruitment of minorities and wornen into feaching at grades
K-6;
* recruitment of those with abaccalaureate degree in matheinatic or science who
are ready for a career change and who wish to ubtain certification to teach in
grades 9-12.

Knowledge of Teacher Preparation Program by Administrators and Faculty

The Director of Teacher Preparation works closely withthe Dean ofthe College
of Science andhas easy access to the President, the Vice Presidentfo: Academic
Affairs, and the Vice President for Research. The deanis closely involved with all
phases of the Teacher Preparation Program including curriculum development,
recruiting, and integrating expertise of the Teacher Preparation faculty into
improving instruction within the College of Science. The Director of Teacher
Preparation is afully recogmized member of all College of Science Committees in
cluding curriculum, tenure, and search, and meets regularly with the cther
depariment heads within the college. College of Science acadernic faculty and
departmen: neads in each of the disciplines are continually involve 2 'n curriculum
revision o1 :he Teacher Preparation Program as aresuit of the formative evaluation
process. Programs in each of the certification areas have undergone fine tuning
over the last year in particular, in consultation with academic faculty inthe College
of Science and Civil Engineenng in the College of Engineering. Thus, thereis a
continuing and easy flow of information about the Teacher Preparation Program
to the other departments, especially within the College of Science.
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Program Goals

The GE studentsin the Graduate Intern Certificate Program as well as all other
Drexel teacher preparation students take five pedagogy courses for secondary
certification and six pedagogy courses for elementary. The five core courses tha’
both elementary and seconcary certification candidates take include Profes-
sional Studies in Instruction, Ciagnostic Teaching, Evaluation of instruction, Multi-
media and Instructional Design, and Current Research in Curriculum and Instruc-
tion The additional course for elementary certification includes Language Arts
Processes These courses build upon students’ knowledge and expertise in
science and mathematics.

The goal of the program is two-fold. to prepare cohorts of qualified mathemat-
ics and science teachers who will bring to their students a nchness of theory and-
praclice, and to offer those who wish to move to a next career an opportunity to
pass on their knowledge and expertise to futu. . generations through teaching.

Thus far, the first cohort of GE retirees have completed course work require-
mentsfor their Intern Teaching Certificate. Eleven have graduated. Two dropped
out and one died of a heart attack. End of course evaluations have been consis-
tently positive. Two of the eleven have completed their field experience, and two
more are expectedto complete theirs during the upcoming fall quarter. They have
taken the Pennsylvania Teacher Certification Testing Program and have passed
these tests which are required for Pennsylvania certification.

Of the remaining seven GE engineers in the first cohort, one has changed
companies after alay off from GE and probably will not be ready to teach for two
to three y2ars: the others are on staggered schedules ranging from one to five
years before they will be ready to enter their second careers as teachers.

Challenges and Solutions

One problem that occurred resulted from the nature of the work which require
members ofthe GE cohort to travel across the country as well as overseas. They
were concerned about missing classes. This was solved by audiotaping each
class and ensuring that another member of the class shared handeuts and expla-
nations of class activities, creating an archive of class activities for review.

A second problem was the distance of the retirement from course work. Plans
are underway to obtain funding for a computer simulation on pedagogical
principles which they leamed that they may review until they enter teaching.

A third problem involved the timing of the Field Experience. Usually this 1s
possible during the time between retiement and entering teaching. In one
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instance, an individual's job terminated unexpectedly, and he needed to enter
teaching quickly. He had two options. Option one was for the student to obtain
afull-timeteaching position. Drexelwouldthen provide supervision during the first
twelve weeks. The second option was to enter a long-term substitute position
which could serve as his Fiold Experience witn on zite supervision from Drexel.

Institutional and corporate challenges, such as waiving late fees for those who
missed university registration deadlines and ir.come tax questions concemning
their tuition remission, were handled by mr mbers of the collatorative. The
friendships and collegial cooperation thaten erged from this project representthe
spirit ofthe endeavor. University andcorporat. - policies were modifiedand created
where necessary to accommodate the needs of “our guys.” In fact, a special
graduation ceremony and reception was hed on July 18, 1989, to present
graduate certificates to these prospective te chers. The Uniwversity President,
Vice President for Academic Affairs, Dean of trie College of Science, and Director
of Teacher Preparaiion were in academic robes. Players from GE, the GE
Foundation, and NESC attended. There was television and print coverage and
articles appearedinthe hometowr: newspapers of the men as well as alarge article
on the front page of the business section of the Philadelnhia Inquirer. 1t was a
wonderful culmination to an exciting and successful collaboration.

The greatest challenge now is to facilitate the move from the top of the corpo-
rate ladder to the beginning teacher role in their new career. The field experience
proves to serve as a viable fransition along with continued university support and
the PDE menforing induction process.

A second GE cohort of eleven are beginning their third course Fali quarter.
Plans for recruiting a third group have already begun with the first member of that
class having already been interviewed.

Other members of the AACTE Panel included:

Robert Cooper, Vica President
National Executive Service Corps

L.B. Gunnells
Sacond Career Teacher

Joy K. McCabe, Manager
Aerospace College Recruiting Programs

Theona Waxbom, Higher Eucation Assoclate
Pennsylvania Departr nt of Educaticn
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Summary

This chapter has presented some traditional and some unique models of suc-
cessful collaborative programs in the arts, the sciences, feacher preparation,
school/university partnerships, and other arrangements. Each programis unique; ‘
yet each share some common characteristics. For one, most successful
collaborative programs do not have large, complex hierarchial governance struc- l
tures and formal contractual agreements. In fact, some collaboratives begin with
litle extended planning and few formal meetings, proceeding with some vague
goals. It is during the course of the collaborative project that some features
emerge leading to joint ventures benefitting schools.

Among the commonalities evidenced in the model programs desciibed earlier
are:

* Early on, a common agenda emerges and a consensus is reached on the
realistic substantive goals of the project. More than just the agreement to
cooperate, collaboration is the topic cf meetings and work sessions, an action
agenda is agreed to with specified tasks for the various parties and a communi-
cation system.

* Afirmcommitment to collaborationis made by all parties and principal players.
This is reinforced by ceremonies, rites, and rituals arranged by the staff; for
example, banquets, certificates cf achievement, informal socialization practices.

* A small group of activists representing the collaborating institutions keeps the
flame alive by agitation, talking to decision makers, showcasing project events,
and other actions.

* Staff and initial participants have a desire to gather information, discuss
events, and lean from their mistakes while having the internal fortitude to feel
comfortable dealing with high levels of ambiguity.

* The management of the project and the attendant fiaison persons are able to
provide alarge measure of flexibility, to bend bureaucratic rulesto allowthe project
toaccomplish some model start-up activitieswhichthe participants find novel and
provides them with security, status, and sociability.

In the introductory chapter of the book, the collaborative mechanism was
viewed as a form of transactional organizational management featuring parity
among participants, cor. - unication and liaison at all levels of the cooperating
institutions, and negotiation as the chief program opeiating mechanism. Clearly,
the model programs described in this section again demonstrate the validity of
these characteristics.
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Chapter Six
Concluding Remarks

Henrietta S. Schwartz

The symposium which is the heart of this chapter featured a group of the most
respected scholars in the field of education generally and teacher preparation
specifically. It is only fitting that the concluding section of this volume on
collaboration feature Ralph Tyler, John Goodlad, and Lee Shulman being ques-
tioned by Louis Rubin. Tnelively discussion and point-counterpoint virtuosity was
a stimulating and mind-altering way to end the conference.

If collaboration, inthe wa, s in which it has been described and analyzedin this
volume, 1s to be more than a passing fad to be revived again in two decades, then
staying power must be built into the theory, research, and mcdel programs
established by this currentinterest . If these efforts are to have widespreadimpact
on the schooals, the preparation of education professionals, the knowledge base,
and the commonweal, then long-term commitments of time and resources must
be made . Much of what will be done in the name of ccllaboration will nut be glitzy
or attention getting i.. the same ways that some nf the programs described earlier
are, butwill consist of bringing the talents and resources of the university, schools,
and the community to bear on the education ¢i the young.

As indicated by a panelist, we do not know how really exceptional some
collaborative efforts are in the same way that we have riot celebrated the wisdom
of thepractitioner inthe classroom. We have not systematically documented good
teaching or successful collaborations. Without this notation, how can we develcp
principles, theories, concepts of onaboration, codify our knowledge, and develop
ways totransmit this information? We do not have enough systematic information
to replicate our most successful programs. Even where the rasearchis good and
the findings sound and generalizable, we question the applicability of our scholar-
ship. The panelists help us clarify what we need to do to sustain the energy and
enthusiasm marking this conference. As Ralph Tyler says:

If we understand what is required to do that (collaboration), we must
help other people go through the same processes of thinking andacting
thatwe've done. . . but unless they go through that, rocess of analysis,

It is superficial.
The danger always is that movements come along and pass along. The

conversation which follows should help fix the important elements of collaboration
in our minds and spirits.
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Featured Symposium
Froth, Tinsel, and Substance in Teacher Education

Louis Rubin
University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign

Lee Shulman |
Stanford Universily

John Goodlad
University of Washington, Seattle

Ralph Tyler

Director Emeritus, Center for the Advanced De velopment of the
Behavioral Sciences, Palo Alto

(The symposium starts with Dr. Louis Rubin speaking)

The somewhat impish title, “Froth, Tinsel, and Substance in Teacher Educa-
tion,” has * do with what's empty air, mixed with a bit of foam, what's merely
decora...2, and what's genu.aely significant. To paraphrase, you migt t say that
the session deals with tha good, bad, and meaniryless in teacher education.

Thepanelists, for those of you who don't know, are Ralph Tyler, John Goodlad,
and on my right, the inestimable Lee Shulman. I'm going to ask six or seven
questions of the panel; we'll throw it around, but we want to allow time for the
audience to bait Dr. Goodlad or ask a particular question of Dr. Tyler, or do
sornething with Lee Shulman, wiiat: ver your pleasure is.

Let's begin. Are terms like “empowerment,” “site-based management,”
“school restructuring,” and “clinical teaching™ emply phrases or do they give
promise of authentic improvement? This is not the first effort to revolutionize
teacher training, and this time are we on to something real or is it more much ado
aboutnothing? Lee?

Lee Shulman
Ithinkwe'e onto something real, butitstill may turiiouttobe nothing. Theideas,
Ithink, are sour Ithink they’re timely. |think they're even internally consistent,
whichis remarkable for cur field. What's also remarkable is that the sets of ideas
are remarkably congruent across traditionally warring parties.
itmay still notto work because the systemisso dependent, one part on another,
You can't just change allittle piece of i, you have to changeit all, and it's extraor-
dinarily difficult to do. While the idea is sound, will it work? | don’: know.
Q
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Louis Rubin

John Goodlad, let me put a question to you. There are places in Virginia and
elsewhere where kids must go to the bathrooms ir: pairs to avoid assault, attack,
and rape, where hand metal detectors and dogs are used to curb drugs and to
intercept weapons, and anumber of instance. in which semiautomatic guns have
been found in the bookbags of junior high school kids. Has teaching become a
dangerous profession and thus lostits nghtful share of human talent? Can we still
hope to achieve great talent in teaching?

John Goodlad

Thereare two sides of what you re talking about. Firstofall, ithink the illustration
you're using very clearly demonstrates the major failure of educators to take
advantage of the greatest resource they have for educational reform. And thatis
that the young people are completely left out. They're left out in the teaching act
and they're left out in the reform of schools. In the study of schooling, Iwasina
schoolvery muchlike whatyou rejustdescribing, andnc one had ever asked those
kids what to do abo:¢ getting a good education. According to our data, the high
schiool students said that they weren't getting a good education. Nobody was
ask.ag them how they would go about reconstucting their school environ.. 2ntin
order to make it a place where the youngsters could leam.

Paralleling that, if you look at Sarah iawrence Lightfoot's book (her first case
study onthe Atlanta Schoals;, she talks aboutthese being good s hoals. They had
advancedtc apoint wherelearning might begin 10 occur. There was an enormous
amount of involvement in that situation. We hiave neglected the most poweriul
resource (the studentsj. I've worked in a school for delinquant buys where there
were murderers, etc. In that setting »e discc.ered that if we involved the
youngsters in regard to the nature of their environmeiit, (things happened). As
we've learned from studies of gangs, you tum that power to more constructive
things, and reform is not at all impossible.

Lovis Ryubin

As perhaps the oldezt person in the whole ...c. ling, | want io ask Ralph Tyler
to act like a historian for just a momient. You've been around the Llock severas
thousand times. You seemto have ariincredible resistance to ret.ement. 1 once
asked Ralph what's the right time tc  -tire. He said, "about two weeks.” That's
his approach to the world.

Letme askyou, from your perspective of the pastand the presentscene, doyou
think we are repeating mistakes of the past” Are we once agai living past folly?
Or do you think we are doing something sensible?
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Ralph Tyler
Ithink we corfuse ideas, the things that guide us as to what we oughttobecome,

with the question of what is our next step in improvement. Because we can't get
to that ideal from where we are, people will start and then they finally gJive up.

Furthermore, we don't recognize that there are wide varieties of schools,
different kinds of children, backgrounds, conditions, different resources. We
cannottalk aboutideal things here without raising the question, whatis my school
like and how can | helpimprove it? My experience in the 77 years that I've been
involved in education has been thatyou needto identify what itis that can be done
in your own school, what resources you've got, what steps are next.

Forexample, the area around Los Angeles is going to require some »,000 new
teachersinthe nextfewyears. They're notgoingtobe able to draw uponthe whole
nation; they're going to have to draw upon areas around here. What are the
resources? Who are the kinds of people that are in this areathat can become good
teachers? We tend to look for people who already have acquired these skills,
ratherthanlooking atthe people who have the interestin it and are concemed with
children. They've worked with children, they want to be teachers, and we should
try to help them acquire the necessary background.

We emphasize the intellectual component, rather then beginning with the
emotional component-to care for children-—and then help them develop the
intellectual area. My experienceisyou start withthe particular school, notwith the
general notion, and try to see what can be done step by step tv improve it.

Louis Rubin

The Holmes Group recommendations and others ca!l for reform in teacher
preparation, pressed for the elimination of the undergraduate teacher education
major and for a very heavy emphasis on liberal arts studies. in point of fact,
however, higher education has its own mystique. Is it possible that promotion
requirements, scant dollar resources, and the longstanding disinterest among
academic liberal arts professionals in teacher preparation will constitute an
insurmountable obstacle? Will Holmes succumb to complacency andresistance?
Or does it have a chance?

Hhink a preblem we've gothere--andiit's related to the Holmes Group question
in part--is that we in teacher ed_caticn, increasingly | find, are like folks who run
a supermarket in which milk is one of our higgest sales items. The people who
deliver milk to us are consistently delivering this sour milk. So were changing cur
advertising to make it sound like that's what we wanted to sell ali the time cause
we're too wimpy to turn back to the people who are selling us all this milkk and to
say, “Wili you stop shipping us this junk and do your job if you want us to do ours."

\ \‘l .
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Put another way, the Holmes Group and others are saying that there’s an
institution outthere calledthe university which has the responsibility for preparing
peoplein ‘nedomains in which we are then going to prepare themto teach. When
we getthese folks, they cannot answer a kid's question of the sort, “But why do
linvertand iulfiply?,” even though they've got As and Bs on four math courses.
Yet, we're much too wimpy to turn around and try some leverage of some sortto
getthefolksin the arts and sciences te start doing taeir job responsibly so we can
beginto doours. Whatifthey don't see their job asteacher education? 1am here
to inform the ycung about science, or about mathematics, or to eaplain Picasso.

Lee Shulman

If we stopped admitting their students to our programs and did it consistently,
and their students began to do what students do when they don't get what they
want, thinkthey’dbegin to getthe message. We've got to start doing something
else. The Holmes Groupisjustan attemptto dothat, it's anattempt to say we need
better preparation in the arts and sciences. Tk ..istake the Holmes Group is
making is thinking that if they do a schlock job u. three years of preparing our
students, they'll do a superb job in four. Well, it won't happen.

John Goodiad

Notonly in that area, Lee, have we been limp. If you go back 100 years in
teacher education reform reports, to 1892, and read all the reform reporis since
then, as we've done, you find the following. First, what teachers need is more
general education, second, we find that the te icher should have an academic
majer. When you ask the question as we did, ‘What about elementary school
teachers?” the answer is, “Oh, | hadn't thought of that.” Third, fewer of those
Mickey Mouse courses in education, relatively unchallenged, and fourth, more
mentors. Most of the altenative teacher education programs being proposed now
are to mentor new teachers.

if teachers teach the way | describe them in that book, why do we want to
mentor people with them without any other questions of the kind that inquires into
that mentoring process? So we've had those same recommendations for 100
years, largely unchallenged.

Louis Rubin

Education does not suffer from alack of critics or professed saviors. Many of
thosawho have giv i us advice are unbelievably pompous. Amongthe deveioped
nations of the world, our country ranks 19th in infant mortality. Qur childhood
poverty rate is two and a half times that ¢f most other industnalized nations.
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Teenage pregnancy in the United States is the highest of 30 developed nations.
In short, we seem massively unconcerned about children’s welfare. We ve been
on a toughening up schooling kick recently. There is more and more evidence that
much of leaming failure may be rooted in the social scene. So my question is,
“Should the school, in your judgment, be involved in social service and thus take
time from academic, or should we simply say our job is to teach and we can't do
society’s work?” in short, can the schools be expected to cure social ills?

ohn Goodl

I think before you made that last statement you presented two alternatives and
Ithink thave not accepted either of them. Thatis, thatitisnt an either/or question
atall, but it is becoming increasingly clear that the school, with the portion of time
that it has, is indeed a social agency, andit’s a social educational agency to work
in collaboration with many other agencies over a 24-hour a day span. What we
have done is o talk about adding a lot of these other service functions to a five-
hour or five-and-a-half hour school day, which is completely unrealistic. Itis clear
that the school cannot rectify many of the kinds of problems you're identifying now
and the ones you identified earlier, all by itself. If a youngster is in a third-
generation poverty-level family, that isn't something that a school turns around in
ashort course of time. If ayoungster moves three times during a year, and this
is not a youngster necessarily from three generations of poverty and not
necessarily a youngster declared already at risk, the chances are after three
movesthatyoungster academically is atrisk. Many people are beginningtorealize
that all ofthis goes back to a stabilizing in the community, particularly an economic
stabilization of the community. Clearly, the s:hool becomes a pawn in all ths.

But on the other hand, that does not excuse the school for saying, because of
these conditions we can’t do cur job. And ! think one does ore's job and says,
because of these conditions, this is what we have to do, rather than because of

those conditions we can’t do anything. But then to try to assume that we can do
itall, orfor society to conclude that, is quite erroneous.

Ralph Tyler
If the people in the school understand that the total environment of the child

determines his educaticnal achievement and that the responsibility rests in that
community, then some people, laymen, are interested in taking the responsibility
and the leadership for improving the home and community environment them-
selves [ don't think the school people should take the full responsibility, | think
parents and other interested people can help. One of the things that has helped
greatly to relieve teenage pregnancy is 1o provide supervision for children after
schoci hours.

Q
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In New Mexico, [found several communities in which foster grandparents were
i taking care of children after they got out of schac. when both parents worked. They
had greatly reduced the teenage pregnancy when there was supervision of their
after-school play. If you consider organizing the community to be the best
environment for children’s learning, instead of thinking only of your schools, find
out who can do what. One of the most available groups of people who are not
heavily engaged arethose who have retirc 3, and they are anxious, many ofthem,
to do things that are important.

Harold Richmond, Professor of Sucial Services Administration at the University
of Chicago, has developed a map of lllincis which in every community he shows
the resourcesfor children that are available there. The mapis used by groups, like
the Congressof Parents and Teachers, _.. \he area to deveiop other communities
that have these resources to help children.

Louis Rubin

Now, much has been done in the way of identifying a central knowledge base
forteachers. Indeed, AACTL, in collaboratic~ with Pergamon Press, baptized an
impressive new volume on the topic of this annual meeting. Lee, you've beenone
of the heroiz figuresin this arena, you've made avery substantial contribution. Let
me ask you, “Will the implementation be infinitely harder than the recipe?”

You've set down, or helped to set down, a knowledge base. That's one thing.
Transferring that knowledge base into a curricul...., seeingto it that it's taught with
the proper pedagogy, making sure it coincides with the real world of schooling is
another ticket.

Lee Shulman

We're in danger all across the country in using the wrong strategy for trying to
getthenotionofknowledge basesimiplemented. Andjustaword abouthnowledge
bases Ithinkif youreadthe AACTE volume, and read it carefully, it will disabuse
anyoneof thenotionthat knowiedge base is some sort of ur.itary, monolithic idea.
Here are the 1,000 gems on which the entire practice of teachingrests. It's amuch
more complex and subtle netion, which leaves open a great deal of variation, a
great deal of diversity, in its implementation among educators.

Thething I worry aboutis this. If you look at the way in which across the country
now people are trying to implement concepts of what everyone ought to know--and
I'don'tjust mean in teacher education what you see is an extraordinary lack of
trust in those wh:o are doing the educating, and an enormous rise in suspicion
among policy makers, citizens in general, about whether the educaters can be
trusted to do what they say they're going to do. Just several examples. in
Q
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California, there’s no doubt in anyone’s mind that part of the knowledge base of
teachingis being able to read and write and use mathematical ideas comipetently.
Let's set aside what competently means now. There’s no question but that's a
responsibility of ali educators in colleges and universities, to prepare people who
can readandwrite andcalculate. Sowhatdoes California do with people who hold
diplomas with Bachelors degrees from accredited four-year institudons in Califor-
nia? Rmakesthem alltake atest called the California Basic Education Skills Test,
and if they can't passthattestit doesn't matter how many educators nave attested
to their competence, they can't getinto or out of a teacher education: program.

The same thing is happening everywhere. It's not just California, it's in nearly
every state. And it's not just for teacher education programs. Many states, even
though a kid gets a high school diploma, will not permit the kidto graduate unless
he or she passes an external examination.

The sort of work I'm doing now with a voluntary national board in one sense
¢ dributes towhat I fear is aterrible distortion--namely, we're prepared to define
what people ought to know. But we are not prepared to trust the educators who
are supposedtoteachthose things andtheir judgments of qualit,. We erectlarger
and larger and increasingly bureaucratized systems of external examination,
which do twothings. One, they further erode the trustin the educators. Two they
lead us who do the education to feel less and less respensible to do the quality
control ourselves. Why should we bother carefully to assess and monitor and
document what students going through our programs are really learning, and
exercise re al quality contro! within the program, if the state or somebody else is
going to insist on testing them all again anyway? So you get a vicious circle.

Loyis Rubin

Suppose someone doesnt do very well in learning the essential knowledge
base. But outin the field, because they are quick, they're very clever. They
somehow become wonderfully skilled in the classroom. They don't know the
theories, they couldnt pass atest on the essential knowledge base, but they can
teach like whiz. Do they deserve to stay?

Lee Shulman

l The quesiion presupposes that ycur way of measuring whether someone, “has
the knowledge base,” does notinclude an assessment of whether they teach well.
Aslongasthat's the case, we've got a stupid way of measuringwhat people know.
We must build into any measure cf whether people have, quote, acquired the
knowledge base. What's teaching? Teaching is a form of practice. The

|
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knowledge base of teaching, in order to be assessed, requires that you assess
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whether someone can engage in practice. If there are bodies of tt - ory that don't
help people practice, so much worse for the bodies of theory.

Louis Rubin

They once asked Michelangelo, "How do you carve a horse?” He said, “How
do youcarve ahorse? t'seasy. You get ablock of wood, youlook at it, andyou
cut away the part that's not the horse.” Lousy teacher, great sculptor. So he could
do it, but he couldn't explain it.

John, you pioneered for the last 30 years or so in school/university collabera-
tion. AACTE's 1989 theme, the year of your ascent to the presidency, is
collaboratior. Is it an impossible dream? Consider. True <oilaboration requires
amelding of theory and practice. it requires connective tissue between what fine
teachers and administrators do and what research findings suggest. While there
certainly is a body of a common ground, could major contradictions exist?

John Goodlad

Between ihe collaborating parties?

Louis Rubin

Yes. Thatis, the culture of the university and college being such that it is
antithetical togenuine collaboration with cchools and amassive resistance on the
part of schools to view the academics from the universities as saviors.

John Goodl

If one takes insights from the way it's been, elements of collaboration would
appear to be antithetical, but | don't think it ought to be so. We're back into what
is and what ought, which was discussed a little earlier on.

Justiaking the first part of your observation, itis always rather astounding to me
that when anidea in our field suddenly gets popular, we find how qu.ckly we are
able to report on something we were not doing two or three years ago. It only
suggests to me that conferences provide a marvelous forum, for people. saying
whatthey dlike to do, rather than a forum you cantrust in regard to whether or not
they're doing it. What I'm really saying here is that it's nice to think of the
collaboration between university and the schools. | happen to believe, as | said
on this videotape, that schuols of education ought to have a responsit.ility for the
educational health of the community. To say that the health of the community is
not our responsibility would be comparable to a school ~f public health saying we
have no responsibility for disease control in the community.
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| think what's embedded in your question is more whether or not we can do it.
ltis going to be very, very difficult. if some of you out there have not yet attempted
to workin atruly collaborative project where the university people are not merely
gathering datafor research, or are not tefling about their research, which they like
todo, but rather areengagedin an area where there a. < overlapping self-interests,
andthose self- interests can only ba metby satisfying the self interests of the other
parties, that creates an agreement that is as difficult to fulfill and as easy to break
as a marriagz between two people. And that's what we're finding out.

Atier working now for anumberof years on 14 formally organized such partner-
ships in 14 states, | could tell youthat it's three steps forward, two back, one step
forward, three back. I've been working in one of these parinerships now for three
years, simply trying to get the university people and the school people to st sk to
a commitment that they made in my presence. By the time | get home and \'ack
inthe office, the chairman of that governing board is calling me and saying, “Jchn,
can you come back?’ Itis very difficult.

It seems to me that the most obvious atea for collaboration is the education of
educators. The teachers want better teachers, the university has a responsibil-
ity for educating them. Aslsaidinthat video, you can't get a better teacher if you
don’thave a good setting in which to educate that individual. Yet we're findingin
our research that the teacher education faculty doesn't dare challenge the
practices in the schools because if they do, the schools won't take the student
teacherback. |interviewed thousands of students last year and asked if there is
any dissonance between what you're leaming in your teacher education program
on campus about the teaching of reading and what you have to do out there as a
studentteacher. The answer was almostinvariably, “Yes.” Isaid, “What do you
do about thai dissonance?” The studentslooked at me as though, “Well, dummy,
Ido asthe Romarisdo.” Andthenask them, “What doyour professors think about
this?” “They tell us to do as the Romans do. When you finally get your own
classroom, do it the way we're teaching you.” If that's the case, why do we have
student teaching at all?

When | raise the question, “We've taught reading since the beginning of time
with a slow group, a middle group, and a high group. They don't do it that way in
most of the rest of the world. Do you talk about that with your student teacher and
the cooperatingteacher?” “Oh, no, we couldntde that. Thisteache: would never
take my students back.”

Do you ever raise the question as to why in this country and not in many other
countries, when we go to the mathematical upe.ations it's 2+2, 6+6, 12+12,
322+4267 We do that for monihs and years before we subtract them. And then
we go through it in fractions and then we go thiough it in decimals. In other
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countries, they--1+1, 1-1, 1X1, etc. What I'm saying is, this confrontation that has
to occuris very, very difficult to get into and if you dont getinto it, we aren t going
to change anything.

Louis Rubin

Youseemto have an uncanny ability to do the right thing &t tie right time. You
have animpeccable sense of timing. You have seen fit at the present moment of
time to embark on yet another major new program which you will do with as much
consummate skill as you've done in the past. The new program is the education
of educators  Is it not so that the exact same problems still exist and continue
to existin the period ahead? Can we defeat the enemy in that regard?

John Goodlad

Yes That'sexactly the same answerinrelationto teacher education programs
and schools of education. When Ralph was chairman of the Department of
Education aithe University of Chicago, the field of education was barely coming
into itsown  In order for that field to be defined within the university setting, it was
necessary to do certain kinds of things at that time which had to do with
emphasizing scholarly work within the university setting, where in education we
had not done that. The field was new.

When was Dean of the Graduate School of Education at UCLA, the message
to me was very clear. That s, bring the School of Education into modern times in
regard to its acholary work or it isn't going to be here. UCLA was looking for its
place inthe sun as a scholarly institution.

Now, | think we're faced with a different kind of problem. ! think we have
demonstrated that we can be just as scholarly in a field that's probably more
importait than most of the fields within the university community. | think that we
have gotto respondto a different drumbeat, andthatis, we have done exactly what
Deweywarnedus notto. We've wultivated very carefully the ways of the academic
disciplines in regard to our existence. We have not cultivaied the ways of the
professional schools. In 1902 or 1903, inthe secund yearbook of the National So-
ciety for the Study of Educztion, John Dewey said, “As these new schools and
colleges in education emerge, look to the other professions for your lessons and
not to the arts and science departments.” When i defended my colleagues for
promotion at UCLA, | defended them against the criteria of the arts and sciences.
Now ! think we've got to introduce the criteria of the profession. In the University
of California, the major professions already have established tho.e critena. The
schools of education have not.
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Again, we've been iimp, and | would use an example. In an interview with
MichaelHeyman, the Chancellor ofthe University of California at Berkeley, | asked
nim a question about what he had hoped would be happening in the School of
Education five years after he had saveditby aletter that we all looked at with great
interest |said, “Is the School of Education doingwhat you wantedto do, what you
had in mind?” He said, * ltis in the right direction.” | said, "'l sense a hesitation in
your voice.” And he said, “Well, frankly, | would line to see those education
professors messing around in the schools more.” | said, “Mike, if they did, they
wouldn'tgetpromoted.” He said, “Wait a minuie. | came up through the Berkeley
UC system, but lwas aprofessor of law. When the academic committee examined
my credentials, they asked what a professor of law was supposed to do and we
told them what they did and we gave them the criteria. I've been chancellor here
for quite a few years and | haven't got the faintest idea what the criteria are by
means of which a school of education should and its faculty should be evaluated.
Furthermore, | have never been told.”

Again, it's back to Lee’s point. We've been altogether too limp in putting
ourselves forward:--we've demonstrated that we can be just as scholarly, just as
hardnosed, as the other professions, but there are some human criteria and
professional criteria that we have to meet. If we don't get those 1ecognized, then
I think the implications for what you're saying are, we'll squeeze out teacher
education in the universities,

Loui in

Lee, you'vebeenmuchinprintoflate with respect to content relevant pedagogy
and the matter of case studies. | assume what that implies is we ought to teach
teachers what's mostimportanttoteach inUS history, and then also arm them with
specific pedagogical devices and procedures for teaching the Civil War. ‘With
respect to case studies, we cught to be able to find studies which depict actual
practice at its best and use these as a vehicle for training.

Now what you hear is people saying, “Well, if you have to have special peda-
gogy for the Civil War, and special pedagogy for the parts of speech, and special
pedagogy for each content area and each grade level, Il ni.ver be able to get
enough preparation " That's one concern. With respect to case studies, suppose
they give you the wrong case e that doesnt fit my situation. I'm afraid that the
august Dr. Shulman is ieadir., astray. Is it possible?

Lee Shulman
There are two, | think, misconstruals in the question. One is the notion that

contentspecificity is a matter of absolutely unrelated particulars, that smply have
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to be memorized, much the way in which kids studying too much of history or
science thesedays inthe secondary schoo! see what theyre studying as a matter
of unrelated particulars that have to be memorized.

There is no inconsistency between saying, on the one hand, there are funda-
mental principles for the teaching of science or literature or literacy, and on the
other saying that our students of teaching will understand how to use those
principles best if we embed those principles in sets of compelling, memorable,
powerful cases. The biggestmistake we could mal.eistotry toselectanidealcase
for each of those principles. What you see is the best case based teaching. In
other professions, the use =f multiple casesis commor ;v that people don't have
to depend on the one right case. People begin to se: that as situations change,
as contexts change, they begin to modify, adapt, and apply principles in different
ways. There's always ann+1 case. So l think that it we were to teach these in
the way whichyou asked the question, whict, . know was meant to be provocative,
we would be going down the wrong path.

The other thing that | think is terribly important is that as much as possible we
embedall the principles we teach in practice. Those who teach the Foundations,
with a capiial F, those of us w10 are philosophers and psychologists and other
kinds of ologists, v.e have long prided ourselves on teaching courses that are sc¢
general and powerful we never have to linkthemto practice. That's suc! absolute
nonsense. There's where some of the first kinds of modifications have t¢ occur.

Te 't personal example. One of the sorls of principles that | teach is the

gnitive organization, of the necessity of having well-organized
....thatlink to wht students already know andiay outa sense of what
We've been teaching information processing for years as abstract
- Dennis Phillips and |, inacourse class we taught a few weeks ago, had
... students read the prologue to Romeo and Juliet. Why?

Firstof all, our principle is that we never teach foundations except wrapped
around examples of practice. A quarter of our students are teaching literature.
Most of themend p running into Romeo and Juliet before they know it. We read
the pralogue carefully. Funny thing about the prologue. The prologue of Romeo
and Juliet- -1 don’t know how recently you've readit in about eight lines tells the
reader that you're going to have aplay here about a couple of star crossedlovers
who are goingto dieby the end of the play. Andnow you raise the question. How
are your students going to understand the be ,.nning of a play that gives away the
end before it even starts?

We spent the next tour and a half discussing both what it meant for the:e ‘o be
certainkinds of plays where the diama was notin knowing how it was going to end
up, butin secing how inexorably what you knew was going to happen was going
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to unfold. In fact, we call them tragedies. There was a set of psychological
principles that was both reflected in how you could teach it and in what made the
play so exciting.

That's content specific pedagogy, but it's also a principle teaching of founda-
tions. I'mjust trying tolearn how to do that, and I think it's terribly important for all
of us to give it atry.

Louis Rubin

If you look back upon your distinguished history and your many years, the
economy is now problematic. Much of the reform that we're tatking about rests
upon substantial funding. Do you, Ralph, think that the society will put forth the
funds necessary to accomplish what John wants to do, what Lee wants todo, and
what others here have in mind?

Ralph Tyler
Is there anything that we've discussed that takes money?

Louis Rubin
Ithink it's going to take some money to retrain and retool the practitioners now
in the school.

Raiph Tvler
Why does it?

Louis Rubin

Because they expect to be paid for their time.

Ralph Tyler
Well, do they have tobe? The pointis, do we have to establish an environment

in which everybody gets paid for everything. Those who are really conscientious
about teaching will pay for their own time, will go and do things in the summers.
I have never found in my experience that the most im portant reforms can't be
bought Itsnice I'm not objecting to having money, but the notion that vou've
got to wait tiil vou get money is a mistaken notion.

Most ci ine meney we spend in education is on the salaries of teachers. Why
don'twe try doing something else. If, for example, teachers a.e going to take time
off for staff development, it's quite possible in the Coa!ition for School improve-
mentin Massachusetts for parents or children to take uver aclass for a day or fwo
while the teachers are doing something else. What you've got to start with is the
ideathat these improvements could be made with the resources you'vegotor else
youtry to getthem. Butdon't stop doingit because you don't see how youcan get
money forit.
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Louis BRubin

But, Ralph, in this age of “yuppydom,” do you think we can rekindle the glory
of the mission, get the zeal going again, and develop a kind of professional
altruism?

Ralph Tyler

| think you're not attending to the fact that teachers want to be good teachers.
They often spend a lot of time in their summers paying for tuition to get courses
they want. They are professional people who want to help children learn and they
care about children. And ifthey've got resources, they may need to be helped. We
may getinoney for it--staff development- but don't start out with the ideayouneed
to start aprogram or that you must wait to do something creative until you get more
money.

Louis Rubin
It takes a very unusual mind to analyze the obvic u.. But these guys have done
great. Questions from the floor?

Question

What I'm hearing in the sour milk analogy s similar to the high school teacher
who said | won ttake black or brown or under achieving youngsters because they
eren‘tprepared. | dontknow if I heard you right, because it seems to me a solution
might look to diagnostic teaching, might look to other models of teacher prepara-
tion. I'min tne College of Science at my university so please help me with that
solution.

Lee Shulman

To repeat, the question was some concern with my sour milk anz'ogy. Isn't
that--if | can paraphrase- simply displacing the responsibility away from our-
selves? Arentthere alternatives that we could employ to try to overcome some
of the problems that those who come to us come with? I'm cerainly not interested
in displacing those students. In fact, | suspect that one of the things that we're
gcing to have to do is to create a set of what might be called Lidging courses. At
San Diego State they've been working on some of those, jointly iaught between
people from education and the arts and sciences to overcome and integrate in
response to some of those problems.

What ! don'twantto do 1> simply continue the error of accepting whatever comes
to us asinevitable, inexorable, and beyond our control. As anexainple, when we
have, as Deboran Ball at Michigan State has demonstic.edin her research, people
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with mathematics majors as undergraduates who when asked to exglain a
fundamental concept in mathematics cannot generate more than one example,
one representation of a fundamental concept like the quadrat.c formula, there is
a problem there that our colleagues in mathematics must address. 1don't want
todisplace the problem 'wanttojointhemin solvingthatproblem. Butidon t want
them to think that because they’ve taught, quote, “their curriculum,” it’s as if now

-'ve got the bear in our cabin and it's our job to skin it. Well, 1 want some help

with those who are growing the bears inthe first place. Did1can getout of the milk
analogy?

Louis Rubin

Seventy-five years ago in San Francisco I taught music appreciation. 1 tried
valiantly forfive years to teach kids the structure of the symphony. Iwas miserable
atit. A summer later, | watched Leonard Bemstein on television with one of his
children’s concerts andin 26 minutes, withincredible ckill, he taught precisely what
a symphony structure is. He could doit, I couldnt. In the piece you wrote, | think
you used aline from “Stand and Deliver,” where that marvelous teacher talks

about a holein the ground and a little pile of dirt. What about that kind of magic?
Is thattrainable?

L 1iman

Ofcourseit's trainable. What people often don't understand, for example, about
Mr Escalante and Garfield High School is .vhat you see if you read the book that
Jay Mathews wrote about Escalante, which is -for me the most important figure
in that book is not Escalante. Itis the second calculus teacher at Garfield High
Schoolwhodoesn'tteach at allthe way Escalante does, who is not as chansmatic.
re teaches in a fundamentally sound but different way and achieves comparable
resultsin calculus. | amnot for amoment going to diminish Bemstein's genius nor
the reasons why you went into the easier job of unwersity teaching. I'm going to
say that the reason we call the research we do ‘studies ofthe wisdom of practice’
is notbecause we stop with identifying in.credibly good practitio.iers and celebrat-
ing their wisdom, but through studying them, we try toidentify the principles we can

then use, the cases we canthen employ, to help those of us of more medestnatural
gifts fearn to do similar things ourselves. 1 don't find those incompatible.

Johri Goodlad

A questior askedifthere is anideal amount of time to spend in student teaching.
Idon'tthink we know the answer to thatquestion. Certainly it's the quality of it that
counts. Butljust wantto observe the degree to which teaching is, if you will, a
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hands-on activity inthe sense of the physician with hands-on activity. it's ahands-
on, interactive kind of process and how little opportunity we provide for thatin most
teacher education programs. Thatis, teaching and teacher education programs
demand the same kind of passivity of the students that | described in A Place
Called School. Emie Boyer, in his book on college, said the same thing about the
college that he had said abow the secondary school. | think the importance here
with time is the degree to which it becomes a process of inquiry with regard to the
processes of teaching. You wantto place studentteachers inideal circumstances
where they Il leamn ideal ways of ieaching. I'drather thatthey sawthat. Thenothers
would say, “But shouldn't they see some of the real world, the bad things that are
going on.” I'm quite willing for them tc see that. But | want it to be an inquiring,
analytical process into whether or not that's good teaching.

WhatI'm concernedaboutin student teaching, what | have totell you I didn'i see
a great deal of, is that the student, the cooperating teacher, and the teacher
educator--and those two people might be one person--are engaged in always
askin, "Why?” We've been told over and over thatteachers in the schools dont
have tu.. tuinguire into whether [ do it this way or that way, they must decide. But
they ought to be inquiring after the act, at least, as to why | did it that way.

I'm willing to say that there probably oughtto be atleast a year during whichtime
one is active in a school situation as aninten. engaged in this kind of inquiry. But
I'munwilling to say thatthere oughtto be amonth’s studentteaching or two munths

student teaching or three months student teaching, if it's lousy, more of it only
probably makes it lousier.

Question

Every year we come to these meetings and we get stimulated and go home all
fired up. I'm glad to do that because it's a lot of fun for all of us. But when 1 get
back home there are a few things | really hate to do. One of them is to call my
alumniand ask for money, the other one is to get politically involved. Andyetlcant
help but think that when we talk to each other, we are just whistling Dixie or
engagedin a sound and fury exercise alone. |do beheve that we re going to have
to become more politically active and we re going to have to get outthere and work

with the general public because the education estat.lishment simply is not going
to solve these problems.

Louis Rubin

That's a lovely question. Gentlemen, can we spread the g.ospel you've been
preaching? To accomplish these things that we've been talking aucist, we have
fo get others to come with us. Can we do that? Can we gt an esprit de corps
going?
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Ralph Tyler
If we understand what is required to do that, we must help other people go

through the same processes of thinking and acting that we've done. Unless they
go through that process of analysis, it is superficial. The danger always is that
movements come along. The movementin the 19th certur, ..: education, like the
movement for kindergartens, was only vaguely understood. But everyone got
excited. They didn’tgo through the study necessary to see that these were proper
solutions to the problems they had. The result was that when people tned them,
they didn't work very v:Gil anc they quickly gave it up. There is no way by which
teachers Lould leamn to teach except by going through teaching and questoning
and understanding the way we're falking about. You can't just tell people things
and expect them to learn.

My father, aminister, had us every moming after breakfasireade. selection from
the Bible. And then he'd say, "What are you going to do about it?" The next day
we had to report what we'd done. So there is no sense in talking about things if
you don't do something about them.

Louis Rubin

Thank you. Let it be celebrated within these halls that we had a stimulating,
electric, andinformative session. Letit further be proclamed throughouttheland,
espedcially in airports across the North Amersican continent and in corridors in
universities to which you will retumn, that the 41st Annual Convention of AACTE
was damn good.




Summary and Final Remarks

This volume attempted to reflect the scope, range, and power of the presenta-
tions made atthe 1989 AACTE Conference on Collaboration. Itis the hope of the
editors and authors that it will be useful to those who would begin partnerships by
providing a series of roadmaps for those who would engage in collaborative
activities. No one ever said collaborative programs were easy, democracies
always take more time and effort, but consider the rewai Is when they work well.
Collaborations are democracies in action, requiring that each participant assume
responsibility for their part of the effort, acquiringrights of expre2.ci andftanchise
in the governance of the enterprise, and sharing in the sewaids. But learning to
make a democracy work requires a shai ed knowledge base, shilled p.;achuoners,
data collection, application, and the gadilys who ask the necessary, thougt. often
embarrassing, questions about emperors and clothes.

Almost every selection in this volume presents a listng and expianation of the
various factors necessarily present in working wullaboratives. It is interesting to
note that caly in the last panel presentation did the notion of trust emerge as an
essentialfeature of collaborative efforts. In addition to knowledge and expenence,
partnersin coliaborative relations must trusteach other. Remember, Ralph Tyler s
story:

My father, a minister, had us every morning after breakfast read a
selection from the Bible. And then he'd say, what are you going to do
about t? The next day we had to report what we'd done. So there is
no sense in *atking about things if you dont do something about them.

Ralph Tyler's father trusted his children to take the lesson to heart and imple-
ment theteachings inthe book. The participants n a collaborative effort trusteach
other to do what as they say in accomplishing the tasks of the project. This book
simply provides some lessons. There is no sense i talking about collaboration if
you don't do sometiing about it.
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