Editor's Note
by Elaine C.K o m a n
Elaine C. KofSman is Associate Professor, Educational Foundations
Dep~rfmenf,
Northeastmn lllinois University
he benefits of school/university collaboration are
convincingly portrayed by
contributors to ths issue of
Thresholds in Education. Our authors
are professors and teachers; one is a
former school superintendent now

T

serving as a university protessor,
another a high school English
teacher who is also an adjunct university facd ty member. Initiatives
are described by both An~erican<and
Russian educators. It seems fitting
that such a diverse group has produced an issue of Thresholds devoted
to collaboration.
Readers will find many exciting
initiatives described. Challenges are
also addressed however, since there
are persistent problems that make
such rela tionships difficult to establish and sustain. A variety of interesting solutions are offered that
show how schools and universities,
not only in the United States but in
Russia as well, are overcoming the
personal and structural obstacles to
c~peration.
Several of our authors note for
example, that both school and university personnel bring ambivalent
attitudes to their deliberations.

Teachers are sometimes openly
critical of their own preservice
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preparation for the rigors of classroom life. Professors on the other
hand, often suspect that teachers
want them to provide immediate
and simplistic solutions to what are
complex problems requiring extens ive investigation. Furthermore,
each group works in a distinctive
institutional culture with its own
rules and expectations. University
faculty, for example, are seldom rewarded for working in schools
when it comes time for tenure and
promotion decisions. Teachers too,
must confront significant time restrictions, and in some cases, overcome negative peer pressure in order to work with universities. As
someone who has taught an educational psychology course with the
assistance of teachers in a public elementary school for over five years, I
can personaUy attest to such practical and interpersonal challenges.
These challenges must be met
and overcome. The underlying
theme expressed by all the authors
is that universities cannot prepare
future teachers alone. Teacher education faculty must integrate the
knowledge base of practicing teachers into their own cumculum and
they must also provide students
with extended and structured t irne
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with teachers in the schools. Educational research, now largely conducted by universities, must be better rooted in the problematics of
daily teacher practices if it is to re
main relevant to instructional improvement. Elementary and secundary school educators in turn, need
university colleagues to enlarge the
base of their professional connections and to support their efforts in
grant writing, reflective practice,
and curriculum development. Each
group has insights and resources
necessary to the other in the pursuit

of common aims.
Teachers and professors are
finding new ways to coltaborate in
several fruitful ways. One that I fmd
particularly encouraging is that
scholarly conferences ace now being
organized at whch teachers, administrators, and professors all learn
from each other as equal contributors. 1 hope that our articles will inspire others to attempt simdar initiatives so that the benefits of:such relationslups will accrue to more future teachers, practicing teachm,
administrators, professors, and ultimately of course, to alt the students
in our schools.
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How a School-Univevsity P a h a s h i p C ~ n ~ b u t e d
to Cuwiculum Change
by Jo Ann ibr, Nancy Green, and Marilyn Koulogeorge
Jo Ann Karr, Ph.D., is a Professor at Northeastern Illinois University
Nancy Green, Ph.D., is at the Chicago Teachers' Ctwtrr, Northeastern

Illinois Univtrsity.
Marilyn Koulogeorge is a Teacher at Mozari Elettt~ntily School, Chicago.

A

t

Mozart

Elementary

School, a Pre-K-8 Chcago Public School with a

professional
development link to Northeastern Illinois
University, a fortunate series of circumstances led to the transformation of the upper-grade curriculum
in a way that should prove beneficial for Mozart's students and for
Northeastern's preservice teacher
candidates.

Background
Since 1989, a parhership has
been developing between Northeastern and Mozart. Northeastern
has provided Mozart with workshops, group facilitators, site-based
management observers, techrucd
assistance in c h a n p g the classroom environment, seed money for
curriculum materials to field test pilot programs, and sympathetic reflection on the school's challenges.
On its side, the school has opened its
classrooms and teachers' meetings
to students and university personnel, providing opportunit~e~
for observation, practice teaching, and research. The majority of Mozart
teachers have been involved in the

partnership as mentors of students,
cooperating teachers working with

Curriculum Changes

student teachers, participants in
professional development activ ities, and/or ceteachers of' a preservice university course. This
wealth of activity provided a supportive environment for the dramatic changes that Mozart uppergrade teachers have made in the
past three years.
In1991 the upper-grade departmen t consisted of five teachers, who
were responsible for the sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students.
These students switched classes
each perid to receive instruction
from the teacher who specialized in
mathematics, science, social studies
or reading. Language arts instruction was provided by a resource
teacher. The teachers relied heavily
on textbooks, made no effort to integrate subject matter across disciplines, and rarely consulted one another. The entire staff saw all one
hundred and thirty-two children
every day, but there was rarely an
opportunity for them to do joint
problem solving.

In September 1992, the teachers
began a prwess of innovation that
reflects a national trend in the development of middle schools (Bean,
1993; Camegie Council on Adolescent DeveIopment, 1989). What is
remarkable about the changes they
made is l e s their content, but more
the fact that they were authored by
a group of self-proclaimed "traditional" teachers, and that they were
put into effect with unusual speed.
These teachers created a middle
school within a Pre-K-8 urban public school.
The following curriculum
changes were made by these teachers:

Sixth, seventh, and eighth
grade social studies, science,
and language arts are scheduled in a block of time. (Only
reading and math are taught
in separate classes and they,
too, are taught through literature-bad programs instead
of with basal textbooks.)

Thematic unit projects, which
integrate three or more disciplines, are taught by the homermm teacher. Students have
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input into d e c i h g what these
thematic units are to be. Community partners have become
part of schooi day activities.
Textbooks are used as references. They do not determine
the curriculum.
l'ortfolio assessments, instead
of end-of-chapter tests, are
used for evaluation.

Report cards have been redesigned, with grades changed to
"pass," "no pass," and "pass
with honors," instead of being
divided up into spelling, handwriting, and English. Language Arts is evaluated as a
whole.
Service to the community is
part of the curriculum.
a

Sixth, seventh, and eighth
grade studerlts go together on
field trips. They also conduct
interviews with community
partners and share their results.
Sixth, seventh, and eighth
grade teachers are e x c u e d
from many school-wide meetings, so they can focus on the
needs of their team. They
wrote a new curriculum in
weekly planning meetings. Ancillary teachers (library, physical education, remedial) are included in the planning and implementation of thematic units.

All changes were begun in the
first year, (1991-1992), refined as
they were implemented during the
second and third years (1992-1993
and 1993-1994),and now the teachers would like to share their experience with others. Many changes
were made in a very short time.
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Factors Contributing
to Successful
Innovation
This article attempts to explain
what made this transformation possible. Five circumstances emerge as
having been significant for change.
I. Teacher dissatisfactimr w i t h the
slrltrls quo. Dissatisfaction on the part
of the upper grade teachers arose
due to their frustration with their
students' poor achievement, pressure from other teachers in the
school, and parents' concern over
the negative aspects of their adolescents' behavior. The teachers acknowledged that they foundit difficult to manage their adolescent students' wide range of academic aptitude and social interests. There was
often tension in the hallways as
these students passed to their next
class. Their loud voices, play fighting, and behavior designed to attract the attention of members of the
opposite gender were often perceived as being inappropriate
around the younger children in the
building. Parents were worried that
the choices made by their adolescent
children would adversely affect
their future educational options.
They feared that their chldren
would choose to join gangs, get in
trouble with the law, or have babies
too soon, wluch would prevent
them from preparing for a trade or
profession. The teachers believed
that their students were bombarded
by so many distracting forces, that
even the most able had difficulty
focusing on a topic for a period of
three to four weeks, performingwell
on a test, and relating the next topic
to the informahon they had learned.
2. W e l l - i n f o m d , up-to-date, int m l leadership. One teacher, the
language arts resource teacher, was
a risk-taker, yet was trusted by the
others because she had been in the
school many years and knew the
chddren. She provided a communication channel between the upperThresholds in Education

grade teachers and the adminishators and other teachers at Mozart.
She had attended many whole language conferences and workshops
and her background in drama and
literature allowed her to r e a h the
utility of incorporating language
arts into the content areas. She had
ordered classroom literahue sets
and her students begged to have
more titles and more time to read the
books at school. Writing journals
and compositions took time to do
proper1y and she only had a 35 minute instructional period. Over a
three year period she saw the students' state goaLs assessment scores
go up ever so slightly, then level off,
with reading achievement stdl below the state's standards.
During their brief department
meetings, the other upper-grade
teachers began to repeat the same
message. They felt that fundamental
changes in organization and instructional strategies had to occur to
bring up acluevement levels. T ~ sEu
cia1 and emotional demands of the
children had to be placed at the core
of the curriculum to get their attention long enough for learning to take
place.
The resource teacher made a
bold proposal to literally reinvent
their teaching approach. She outlined khe basic components. The
teachers brainstormed a list of
changes they felt had to take place.
While wishing her well, few of the
other upper-grade teachers thought
the plan could become operational.
The resource teacher, familiar with
the xhool's improvement plan,
budget, labor contracts, the administrative demands and style,
plugged ahead with determination.
3. Bureaucratic support for change
at both the building and the stake level.
The 1985 Illinois educational reform
legislation amended the school code
to include a requirement that goals
for learning in six areas be identified
and assessed. As part of the legislation, all public schools were required tc) participate in a statewide

assessment beginrung in 1987-1988.
Shortly after the first schoolwide
scores were published, additional
requirements to m o m the cumculurn, where standards are not being
met, were announced. All accreditation renewals were now to include a
close examination of a school's
scores on the state assessment and,
if the scores were below par, a plan
to bring them up to the expect&
level was to be developed. This aspect of the 1985 reform legislation
had principals encouraging their
teachers to seek out alternative curricula.
The reform act as applied to
Chicago established local school
councils at the building level with
power to set policy. Parents and
community leaders could now compare their schml's performance to
that of other schools in the city as
well as the state. Parents wanted
technology in the schools, more support for children who were experiencing difficulties in learning, and a
caring attitude toward the concerns
of the larger school community.
Teachers and principals had to get
approval of their school improvement plans. Budgets were to be
linked to restructuring curriculum
and professional development of
teachers to enable them to implement change.
In this context, the upper grade
teachers approached their principal.
She responded to the effect that,
"Let's face it, what we have been
doing hasn't worked. The scores are
terrible. We can no longer continue
to use the same instructional practices. Research says there are more
reflective ways out there. We must
hnd them, try them, refine them,
and make them work for our children. The state law requires it, the
parents demand it, and we want the
future generationto support us after
retirement. We must do it (Charlotte
Projansky, personal communication, March 1W2)."
4. Funding from the Illinois State
Board of Education. The principal

urged the upper-grade teachers to
apply for an Urban Education Partnership Grant from the State Board
of Education. Mozart's university
partmr assisted the teachers in writing the proposal, whch was funded
in 1992. The grant paid for crossgrade, cross-discipline curriculum
planning, activitie for students
with five community partners, student service to the community, and
university consultation and evaluation.

The students, zulzo
were sumeyed at
the end of the first
school year,
reported that it
was really exciting
t o do things t o help
people in the
community and
that this had been
their best year of
school.
While the funding that supported these activities was irnportant in itseli, it was particularly significant in terms of accountability
and follow-through. During the
winter of the 1992-1993 school year,
one of the five teachers was absent
for ten weeks as a result of a health
problem and the work af another
was seriously hmdered by a broken
ankle. Throughout ths difficult
time, the guidelines the team had
created in planning the grant,whch
outlined goals and projects to be
completed within appointed peri4 s of time, kept the group from
giving up on its innovations. The
substitute teacher was drawn into
weekly planning and the implementation of new learning experiences.
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When she returned, the regular
teacher was able to make a smooth
transition into her classroom.
Though team members were
sapped of physical and mental energy as they struggled to keep the
project moving, they persisted, motivated by support from the university consultant, by their pledge to
the principal, and hy the guidelines
they created, which spelled out the
reorganized structure of their
"school within a school." Furthermore, they were aware that the state
evaluator for the Urban Partnerslup
Grant would be upset if they had
spent their budget, but not completed the plan they had submitted.
They vowed to stick it out, make
adjustments where needed, and
complete their project.
5. Unkersily partnership. Two
years of a growing professional development school partnershp betwwn Mozart and Northeastern facilitated the upper-grade teachers'
middle school development initiative. Because of the already existing
relationship between Mozart and
Northeastern, after reading the four
pages of grant application s~ecifications, the teachers sought help from
their university parmer in translating their program into language that
would coinply with these speciiications. As teachers, they wereinexpe
riencrd in writing grant applications, and, furthermore, their teaching responsibilities allowed them
little time to concisely describe in
writing why their project should
qualify for funding. The principal
asked the university team to assist
the teachers in developing their proposal.
The university tram, consisting
of a professor in the Curriculum &
Instruction Department, a professor
in the Educational Foundations Department, and specialists in graphics and proposal writing from
Northeastern's Clucago Teachers'
Cmter, met with teachers to brainstorm goals and activities. Although
baseline data were requested for
Noaem ber 1994
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each goal, none was available for the
component of service to the community. The teachers suggested items
for a student survey to collect these
data, and the professors helped
them put their items into a format
that was easy to administer. Planning the activities raised a number
of questions, for example: What
community activities could a crossage group do? What materials, services and consulting would be
needed to implement the projects?
How could these many projects be
tied together in a theme? After the
upper-grade teachers resolved these
questions, they met with the university team for help in expressing their
ideas as the proposal required. The
Curriculum and Instruction professor, who had been working with individual teachers at Mozart, previously attempted-without success-to
find a group of teachers
who would be interested in working
with her as a team. She had wanted
her pre-srvice education majors to
see curriculum design being done
by classroom teachers in a manner
that reflected the whole Ianguage/middle school philosophy.

Thus, the teachers' middle school
project served her needs as well as
those of the teachers.

Accomplishments and
Continuing
Challenges
Though
Mozart's
Mddle
Shoo1 continues to face chall e n g e ~ u r r i c u l u m development,
in particular, is far from complete-the teachers believe that, in spite of
difficulties, they are working well as
a team and that the new organizational structure is firmly in place.
The students, who were surveyed at
the end of the first school year, reported that it was really exciting to
do things to help people in the community and that this had been their
best year of school. At first, the parents were confused by the change in
the report card, but, after reviewing
the portfolios, they reported that
they understood what was expected
of their children and could see how
the portfolios revealed each youngster's progress. University profes-

sors, who wanted their preservice
teacher candidates to become familiar with the prwess of school change
and teacher development as a male1
for their own career growth, have
indicated that their university students have had unusually productive experiences at Mozart's Middle

School.

Summary and
Conclusion
The h g h level of success of the
Mozart Middle School Project has
been a pleasant surprise to many.
That this group of self-proclaimed
traditional teachers could have accomplished so much in such a short
time is an encouraging example for
other teachers. Our analysis suggests that the crucial factors contributing to their success are thow described in this article: teacher dissatisfaction with the status quo, strong
internal leadership, administ- tive
support, external funding, and a
universityschml partnership.
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The Role of the Third Party as Catalyst in the
Development of Transformative Public
School-University Partnerships
by Wendy M. Shwk and Nancy Green
Wendy M .Stack nnd Nancy Green are in the Chicago Teacher's Cettfer ni
Northeastern IIIinois University, Chicago, Illinois.
omprehensive research on
the history of the establishment of Professional
Development
Schools
(PDSs)has yet to be undertaken,but
in a quick overview three general
patterns of origins emerge: (1) A
high-lwel committee representing
the university administration and
school district officials considers
and decides on criteria for schools
that might apply for the role of PDS,
a competition is announced, schools
apply, and a few are chosen. (2) A
particular departmentin a college of
education, or sometimes only a few
members of a department, establishes a relationship with a school in
the course of placing student teachers and /or teaching graduate
courses, and builds on tlus relationship to gain PDS status for the
school. (3) A grant-funded agency
outside the departmental structure
of the college sponsors the kind of
search described in (1) above and
maintains ties with the PDSs (e.g.,
Center for Teacher Education, College of Education, University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee and Puget
Sound Pmfessional Development
Center, University of Washington),
or builds relationships with schools
that eventually become PDSs (e.g.,
Clucago Teachers' Center, College
of Education, Northeastern Illinois
University).

C
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In this article we will examine
the advantages and disadvantages
of the third option, that of a thrd
party functioning as a promoter of
relationslups between school and
university. Many of our insights and
illustrations are drawn from the
work of the Professional Development Program of Northeastern Illinois University's Chicago Teachers'
Center (CTC),
funded for five years
by a grant from the Chicago Community Trust. The Professional Development Program has established
relationships with a number of Chicago public schmls, of which four
have been designated PDSs.

Advantages to Third
Party Involvement in
the PDS
Bridging Cultures
Given the cultural differences
and resulting tensions between university and school persomel, it is
useful in many situations to inteject
into the relationskp individuals
who understand and are "fluent" in
both cultures and who can, therefore, help translate each side's ideas
to the other. This is not an easy task,
but the "boundary spanner" (Clark,
1988) can frequently provide interpretations that enable schml and
TRresholds in Education

university people to undertake and
maintain a relationship.
A crucial role f o r the boundary
spanner is e s t a b l i s h 8 productive
matches between teachers and ttniversity faculty members and students. These matches can be central
to the effective operation of a PDS,
and can include establishment of
presen-icecourses co-taught by professors and teachers, conference
presentations by professors and
teachers, teacher mentoring for university preservice students, collaborative research, and collaborative
grant writing. Since professors and
teachers, even when they are familiar with each other, are often too
busy to initiate contact, a person
whose designated task is to coordinate their work together can make
the difference between contact being established or not.

Rightin the Balance
between niversity and
School

b

Almost all PDSs have been
formed as the result of an initiative
on the part of a university, with the
result that the university and its represent atives enter the relatiomhip
on their terms. They already have
the role of placing and supervising
student teachers in the school and
often provide staff development for
Novetnber 1994
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the school taculty. In beginning a
PDS they usually find funding,
often a grant from an outside source
to the university. Because of all these
factors, predominant power in the
relationship rests with the university. When an agency affiliated with
the university, but closely aligned
with schmls; finds funding to support the collaboration, power shfts
to that agency. This means that, to
the extent that the third party takes
seriously the interests of the schools,
the balance of power shifts in their
direction.The terms then need to be
negotiated by the university, the
PDS, and the third party to ensure a
balance among the benefits to each

Party.

One of the
difficulties in
developing
collaborations
between schools
and universities i s
that in both
instiiutions,
independence, even
isolation,frorn
colleagues,
especially
colleagues working
in other disciplines
or grade levels, is
the trom.
Providing Flexibility in
Working toward Goals
Third-party status and a set of
rather general goals (especially
when supported by private funding) allow for a degree of flexibility
that can sometimes keep a program
moving when it might otherwise get

bogged down in tensions between
the needs of each of the two major
partners. For example, CTC staff
have been able to respond to the
reality that in urban schools needs
are so acute that teachers, even those
most interested in the PDS idea, are
not immediately ready to see themselves in roles beyond those of dassroom teacher. Toward the end of the
first year of CTC's intensive involvement with a Chicago elementary
schoul, a staff member encouraged
teachers to thmk about the role of
the school in the preparation of
teacher candidates; in response, one
of the most active teachers said, "I
don't want to talk about university
students. We need help." Because of
the flexibility built into the program,
further staff development and support were undertaken, and university students were introduced into
the picture gradually. Only when a
faculty member arranged for a
group of methods students to visit
classrooms in the school did many
teachers come to realize that they
had expertise that could be valuable
to prospective teachers, anti that
worlung with university students
could enhance their own role as yrofessionals.

Promoting an
Interdisciplinary Approach
One of the difficulties in developing collaborations between
schools and universities is that in
both institutions, independence,
even isolation, from colleagues, especially colleagues working in other
disciplines or grade levels, is the
norm. Working with schools and
their communities requires an interdisciplinary approach and the third
party ensures that PDS projects
don't rest wittun one department.
Harkavy and Puckett (1991) point
out that the very nature of concrete,
real-world problems encourages
genuine interschool and interdisciplinary cooperation. With a third
party in the picture, not only is col-
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laboration across institutions accomplished, but collaboration
within each institution is fostered as
well. For example, under the guidance of the CTC, a PDS Team composed of teachers and a few university faculty members in a PDS
brought teachers from different
grade levels together to share with
others what was happening in their
classrooms. At the university,
breakfast meetings hosted by the
CTC brought together faculty members from a number of departments
who were involved in school partnerships.In both of these cases participants gained a new sense of their
shared goals, and were able to make
plans to work more effectively toward them.

Changing School Culture
Newmann (1993) states that
new
organizational structures

should nurture specific bnds of
commitments and competencies in
teachers to p d e their practice. The
three themes he identifies are (1) a
vision that emphasizes depth of understanding and authentic learning,
(7) success for a11 students, and (3)
n e w roles for teachers. These three
themes have typically been addressed by staff development workshops, seminars, courses, and institutes to train individual teachers;
but, though teaching may improve
as a result, innovations will not be
sustained over time unless the
school as an organization is addressed. Newmann argues that traditional inservice neglects the more
fundamental problem of building a
school culture that supports staff in
the difficult challenge of designing a
more powerful curriculum. The
third party can widen the fmus from
individual teachers to schools as organizations, and, therefore, can assist in building a school culture that
supports teachers in their quest for
curricular change. It can play a critical role in simultaneously making
structural changes that support in-

novation and linking to them the
kinds of inservice experience
needed to develop new roles and
teaching skills. It can build a foundation of support for educational
change by working with teachers
(hervice and preservice), administrators and parents to see themselves as a caring community. The
tlurd party's chaUenge is to guide
the school and university away from
the conventional ways of delivering
staff development and to assist both
the school and the university in increasing their competence and commitment.

Changing University
Culture
Just as in the case of the school
culture, the university culture must
also be transformed if faculty are to
feel supported for directing their
non-teaching time to service and action research activities in schools.
The third party can serve as the social conscience of a university, pushing the university to apply its academic resources toward helping to
solve real-world problems in its 10cal community.Because the houndary spanner (inthis case the CTC) is
committed to fostering educational
change in city schools, it can build a
strong inter-institutional network t D
support change,and individual professorsbecome personally involved
in the mission, building a critical
mass that can influence university
structure and policies.
The third party as outside
change agent can provide the impetus to help the university s e that
teaching, research, and service can
be united in high-profile comrnunity-need projects that are supported by grant funding. Teacher
education is highly suited to this
"service learning" approach and a
research component can be easily
added by bringing together a group
of faculty with students, school personnel, and community people to
understand a specific community
8

problem that impacts the teachmg
and learning prwess (McCaIlum,
1994). Greiner (1994) believes that
much of the leadership, vision, and
energy for university involvement
in urban schools is already present
in institutions of higher education,
and especially in professional
schools hke teachers' colleges. However, he strongly believes that ca talysts are needed to focus and direct
this already available energy more
effectively. The CTC has been able
to accomplish this through writing
successful proposals that bring
funds into the university to work
with urban schmh and their communities.

Though there are
indeed prob Eems
arisingfrorn the
existence of a third
party in the PDS
formula, our
experience at the
CTC sliagests that
on balance this
option is a positive
one.

Disadvantages to
Third Party
Involvement in the
PDS
Though there are many advantages to having a third party in-

volved in the PDS relationslup,
there are some problems involved in
using h s approach.
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First, a third party represents
another relationship to be dealt with
by school and university. Teachers
and administrators are initially confused as to who they're dealing
with; is it "the university" or "the
center," and what is the connection
between them? If the third party is
not effective in facilitating the initial
relationship or if it becomes rigd
and bureaucratic, it could become
more of an impediment than an asset.
Second, all of the known thrd
party participants in PDSs are actually affiliated with universities,
though outside the departmental
structure. As a consequence, turf issues dealing with such matters as
student placement, identification of
university supervisors, and faculty
allegiance a r k within the university that might not occur i f a single
department were in charge.
Third, when faculty work in
PDSs as part oi a grant-supported
project under the third party's aegis,
their work is sometimes seen by
their departments and colleagues as
"ektra," a dishaction horn their
"real" work in the department and
an unfair source of incon~ebeyond
their regular salary. Their work in
the PDS is not granted the same
status in evaluation for tenure and
promotion as the traditional teaching, research, and service categories.
(Of course, the denigration of PDS
work can also occur without the existence of a tlurd party.)
Fourth, professors may lose opportunities for individual recogrtition. When a third party is involved
in the structure of the PDS, there is
a greater likelihood that a group,
including more than one teacher
and possibly consultants, as well as
a university professor, will be working together on common problems
in t e a c h g and learning. This runs
counter to the way universities have
previously entered schools and
makes it difficult for professors to
do research in the traditional form
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that has been necessary for tenure
and promotion.

Conclusion
Though there are indeed problems arising from the existence of a
third party in the PDS formula, our
experience at the CTC suggests that
on b a l m e this option is a positive
one.By working consistently over a
period of time, it is possible to overcome the confusion that school peo-

ple feel at first when confronted
with both "the university" and "the
university's center." University turf
issues are harder to deal with, but
again persistence seems to pay off.
Finding ways to make PDS work
rewarding to faculty in ways consistent with present university criteria
for tenure and promotion remains
an ongoing project, as does lobbying
for changes in the criteria for tenure
and promotion that will more ex-

plicitly recognize the value of work
in and with schools.
Overall, the benefits of providing a bridge between cultures,
working toward a better balance of
power between the PDS and the university, providing flexibility in
working toward the goals of the
PDS, promoting an interdisciplinary approach, and changing school
and university cultures, in our view,
far outweigh the problems associated with third-party involvement.
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New Life for Goals 2000: Crossing the Chasm that
Separates Schools and Univmities
by Gaq D. Jewel
Gary D.Jmel is with Aurora University, Aurora, lllinois andfor the past
fifteen years was Superintendent, West Aurora School District 129, Aurora,
Illinois.

Goals 2000
Goals 2000, the C h t o n Administration's agenda for education,
seeks to breathe new life into a flagging interest in school reform.
Eleven years have passed since the
Commission on Excellence in Education issued A Nation at Risk (1983),
the landmark report, which concluded that our education system
was delivering a mediocre perfomance.A Nation at Risk stimulated numerous related studies that have
sewed to keep reform efforts alive
through the end of the decade of the
Eighties.
Recently, however, the drive for
educational change has moderated
considerably as the urgency to solve
social problems such as murder and
drug abuse has crowded the need
for educational reform out of the
center of public attention. It is ironic
that many of these problems might
have been ameliorated if we had followed the recommendations made
by the Commissionon Excellence in
Education in 1983.
Whether Goals 2000 or, for that
matter, the C h t o n Administration,
itself, will survive is open to question, but one aspect of Goals 2000
must not fail to catch the attention of
those involved in higher education.
That is its call for the nation's universities to form partnerships with
elementary and secondary schools

in the development of a teaching
corps for the twenty-first century.

Types of Partnerships
in Education
Collaboration and the building
of partnerslups have been key elements in school improvement efforts over the last ten years. Most of
these connections, however, have
been between educators and private
business interests. Partnerships
have also emerged between schools
and other human service providers.
Illinois Governor Edgar's Project
Success and organizations such as
Cities in Schools seek to connect human service providers and schools,
to facilitate the efficient delivery of
services to the families that need
them. Either the necessity for connections within the education community has escaped most of us or
else the chasm that separates higher
education from the elementary and
secondary school system is so formidable that only limited partnerships
have occurred.

Aurora University's
School Partnerships
After a thirty-three year career
in Illinois' system of public education, I have recently "crossed over"
the chasm that separates schools
Tkreshoids in Education

and universities. My last 15 years
were spent as superintendent of
West Aurora School District 129,
which has 15attendance centers and
nearly 9,000 students. Nestled comfortably near the geographic center
of District 129 is my current employer, Aurora University. ln fact,
the campus of Aurora University is
just one block from J. H. Freeman
Elementary Schod. Only now have
I come to realize the nature and
magnitude of what universities and
schools have lost by being as separated from one another as they have
been.

...

Aurora
University has
worked with local
school districts to
align our Masters
of Arts in teaching

electives with their
staff development
programs.
America's elementary and secondary school teaching force needs
links to the higher education community in order to efficiently use
scientific research that is relevant to
November 1994

its efforts toward schrwl improvement. Universities need access to the
real world of America's schools if
they are to do meaningful research
and to understand what preservice
teaching programs ought to be like.
Schools and universities need each
other.
Goals 2000 calls for a powerful
partnershp between the nation's
universities and its elementary and
secondary schools to reshape the nature of the preservice and In-service
development of teachers. My "second career" is directed toward using
what contacts I might have to enhance communication between
Aurora University and schools to facilitate their working together. Thus
far, I am encouraged by what we are
accomplishing.
For one tlung, Aurora University has worked with local school
districts to align our Masters of Arts
in t e a c h g electives with their staff

development programs.In t h s way,
Aurora University supports the districts' School Improvement Plans
and helps them meet the State Goals
for karning. The university, in turn,
has benefitted by an increase in the
number of applicants to its master of
arts in teaching program.
In addition, Aurora University
is using a recent National Science
Foundation Grant to establish initial
Internet access for tlurty lwal elementary and secondary schools.
Other grants help us to provide staff
development for our new partners.
While we serve the schools, we also
create a natural connection between
the district faculty and Aurora University. This will benefit the university, because teacher referral is a
strong determinate of college
choice.
Third, Aurora University has
requested that area school districts
work with it in designing a new set

of core courses for its master's degree programs. Hopefully, through
these and other efforts, our local
schmds will become an educational
laboratory for our faculty and an
essential component in our preservice programs for teachers.

Conclusion
There is major work to be done
by all of us involved in education.
By workmg together, we can
achieve gains for the larger comrnunity of learners, including schools
and universities. Without partnershps and the opportunities they can
create, I fear that the interest in
school reform efforts stimulated by
A Nation nl Risk may be near its end.
With such partnerships, our vision
of what American education c,mbecome expands.
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Reforming Chicago Schools
The Intended and Unintended
Consequences
by Rose Vasquez

This hard-biting
- narrative -gets behind the nub
lic-relabons facade lo expose prwiously untold st*
ries about Chicago Public School reform. Vasquez,
a parent and Chicago Public School teacher, has an
insider's perspective on changes wrought by the
passage of Senate Bill 1840, interviews with those
affecting and effected by reform shed light on
stakeholders'percepbons,political context, and the
effect on the students themselves.
ISBN 187952803.7;pp. wi. 2 0 9 $15.95; 1994.
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The Resident Supervisor as Part @A
University-School DistnoctPartnership,
"Collaborationfor Teacher Education"
by Anna A usfin, Shern' Bressman, and Nadine Lee
Dr. Art na Ausf in, Ph.D., is wifh National-Louis University.

Dr. Sherri Bressnlan, Ph.D., is witit National-Louis University.

Ms Nadine Lrc is with Willowbrook Schml, Gl~niriew-NorthbrookSchool
District 30.
he purpose of this paper is
to discuss the teacher's role
as an educator of future
teachers and to describe
how teachers in Glenview/Northbrook District 30 are currently living
that role through their work in the
National-Louis University-District
#30 "Collaboration for Teacher Education" program.

T

The Partnership
Participants
National-Louis
University
(NLU), is a coeducational, non-sectarian private university, wl-uch
maintains three campuses in the
Chicago area: Evanston (main campus), downtownChicago, Wheaton,
as well asextension sites throughout
Ulinois. It servtrs approximately
14,000 students per year including
6,500 full-time and 1,500 part-time
students. The University is comprised of 23 departments offering
more than 60 academic programs.
The National-Lewis offers 13 degrees and certificates, including
dwtoral degrees.

12

Northbrook/Glenview School
District 30 is an elementary dish-ict
of approximately 1,200 itudents
serving the northwest section of
Glenview and the southwest section
of Northbrook in Cook County, I l l nois. District 30 includes thrrr
schools; Wescott and Willowbrook,
both K-5 buildings and Maple,
which is a middle school of grades
six through eight. The District #3U
student population is approximately 81.2 percent white, 17.2 percent Asian, 1.3 percent Hispanic,
and .3 ilercent African-American.
District #30 also houses an NSSED
(Northern Suburban Special Education District) program for physically /health impaired children.

History of the
Partnership
The partnershp was the brainchld of District #30 Superintendent,
Dr. Harry Rossi, who in the fall of
1989 began a series of djscussions
with Elementary Education faculty
at NLU . By January 1990, the University and the school district had
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come to an agreement on the focus
of their work together.
In 1990, the educational community was riding the tide of the
many calls to reform teacher education (Holrnes Group, 1986, 3990;
Camegie Forum, 1986; Goodlad,
1990). The literature on reform in
teacher education began to focus on
the need for schools and universities
to join forces in order to create harmony between the teacher preparation process and the realities of
classroom practice (Holmes, 1990;
Goodlad, 1990). The partnership
was created, in a sense, to res~011d
to the problems found in many
teacher preparation programs.
As designed, the overriding
goal of the parhlership was to provide pre-clinicaland clinical experiences that would enable preservice
students to experience the entire
culture of a school district. Furthermore, it was felt that all too often
traditional teacher education programs focus predominantly upon
the student teaching experience,
and, although prewrvise students
might have excellent experiences
within single classrooms, they were
often missing many other important
November 1994

aspects of the elementary school experience (i.e., special education,
gifted education, and other subject
areas and grade levels). All of these
elemenk, we believed, were critical
to a broad base ofunderstanding in
elementary education.

whch we could identify the best
candidates for the program.

Components of the Program
The "Collaboration for Teacher
Education" program exposes students to a variety of educational experiences through five phases. The

phases are outlined as follows:

The literature on
reform in teacher
education began to
focus on the need
for schools and
universities t o join
forces in order to
create harmony
between the
teacher
preparation
process and the
realities of
classroom practice

students spend time observing in a variety of educational settings examining prmedures and
t e c h n i q u s with annotated
records.

Practicum I

an introductory exposure
to teaching in which students are assigned to a
school building or classroom for 10 consecutive
weeks.

September Field Experience
Irt January 1990, a steering committee comprised of teachers, administrators, NLU faculty, and a
student teacher met to create the
partnership document, which defined the program, its goals, and its
requirements. By May, the document was in place and by the following school year District #30 had
NLU preservice students participating in the schools at various phases
of the program (see below, Components of the Program).
We started small, initialty limiting the number of students in the
program for the following reasons:
1) we wanted to be abie to control
what we were doing and 2) we felt
that it was important to keep the
quality of the program high by creating an application prwess by
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students can participate in
those activities that relate
to beginning a school year
regardless of the term in
which they student teach.
Practicum 11 (Half-Day Student Teaching)
a full morning assignment
in wluch students, under
the mentorship of their supervisors, experience the
teaching role and prepare
for full-day student teach-

ing.
Full-Day Student Teaching
1@12 week assignment in-

volving the student
Thresholds in Education

teacher in all dimensions
of teachg responsibilities
including planning, organizing, and developing
learning environments
and curricular materials.

Growth of the
Program
Initially, the partnership student teachers were supervised by
the university, but tfus responsibility soon shfted to interest4 District
#30 teachers. The program evolved
as we worked together. During the
1991-1992 school year twenty three
teachers were trained as resident supervisors (on-site supervisorsof student teachers), joining NLU's staff
as adjunct faculty members. In fact,
after the initial training and involvement in the partnerstup, we found
that some resident supervisors
wanted to become involved in the
program in ever-growingways. As
a result of this interest, the following
levels of teacher involvement have
emerged:
District 30 teachers have come
to the NLU campus for panel
discussions on topics such as
discipline and testing;

District 30 teachers lead onsite seminars for student teachers on special education, parent teacher conferencing and
other topics of interest;
A District 30 teacher has developed a graduate level courw
offered recently at NLU.

One might ask why we have
been so successful. We believe our
success is based on the commitment
of those people involved in the partnership ranging from the university
and the district committee to the
classroom teachers and administrators who pitch-in to make it work.
We believe that it is this commitment from those involved that will

continue to dnve our program in
ever growing directions.

Preparing Classroom
Teachers for a New
Role
A critical reason for the success
of this parhership is the resident
supervision training component. A
workshop was designed whereby
NLU faculty worked collalnoratively
with prospective District 30 resident
supervisors. This workshop ran
over the course ofan academic quarter. Teachers could regster and receive one graduate credit for t a h g
it. It was stipulated that a teacher
must take the workshop if he/she
planned to become a resident supervisor in the program. Furthermore,
the workshop was designed to prepare teachers for the role of mentorship as well as to train them to accept the responsibility of resident, or
on-site, supervisor of student teachers.
The objectives of the workshop
were to help:
Classroom teachers examine
their roles as cooperating
teachers;

Classrmrn teachers examine
what j t means to become a
mentor teacher;
Classroom teachers gain expertise in t h area
~ ot cluucal supervision;

Classroom teachers practice
their newly acquired supen, isory skills w i t h the framework of this course.

The mentorship training was an
important component of this workshop, because of the delicate nature
of the resident supervisor/student
teacher/cooperating teacher relationship in District 30. Because the
cooperating teacher is also a colleague of the resident supervisor, a
concern was whether there could be

enough trust b e t w e n alt three parties to form a proper mentoring relationshp between the resident supervisor and the student teacher. To
date there have been no reported
problems in this area. Moreover, the
resident supervisors have taken
their roles seriously and work to
maintain a high level of trust among
all members in the student teaching
triad.

A critical reason
for the success of
this partnership is
the resident
supervision
training
component.

Impact on
National-Louis
University Students
Currently, we are collecting
data to determine whether students
who participate in t h ~ program
s
(immersed in one district) do better in
their first year of teaching than do
students who undergo the traditional approach (doing practicums
and student teaching in a varietv of
settings). The following questi'ons
are being addressed:
Are the parmerslup students
better at managing systems?
Dotheyadjllstandorvolunteer to do extra-curricular activities more often?
Are they less overwhelmed

with g ~ ing
v grades, attending
meetings and all of the things
that corhont first year teachers?

Do they collaborate and seek
out peers for feedback more?
Thresholds in Educnfion

Based on informal feedback in exit
interviews, students who have participa ted in this option program:
Feel that they have benefit teci
from on-site supervision because their supervisor could
provide immediate feedback
to questions that came up "between" the observations.
Report that they feel like part
of the school community

Tell us that three students who
participated in the program
have been h r e d by the district

Advantages of
Resident Supervisor
Program for the
University
Because National-Louis University uses a large percentage of
adjunct faculty to supervise student
teachers (60 percent), resident supervision is seen as a way to assure
quality control. Resident supewisors communicate on a regular basis
with a faculty member from the universitv designated as the partnership liaison. This close communication helps support the resident supenisors in their roles as mentors.
ALSODistrict 30 teachers participate in seminars, in our methods
classes and other core classes. This
gives presewice students the advantage of being exposed to authentic
practice while studying educational
t he07 .

Advantages of Resident
Supervision to the School
District
Last October a staff develupment meeting was held to Inform
the district faculty of the progress of
the partnership. One faculty representative began the presentation by
naming the various levels oi teacher
participation in the program and
asked those involved at each level to
November 1994

stand. By the

time the list was read,
almost all of the District 30 audience
was standing. This illustrated the
various degrees of participation in
the partnership from simply opening one's classroom to an observation student, to acting as a cooperating teacher or resident supervisor,
or even becoming a panel discussant
on-site or at NLU. Teachers are able
to participate to the extent that they
feel comfortable. Fortunately, many
teachers feel comfortable participating fully as resident supervisors and
are enjoying their work so much
they have convinced their colleagues that they are "missing out"
We now have teachers a s h g us to
repeat the supervision workshop so
that they too, can be involved. Another workshop is scheduled for the
1994-95school year.

Logistics and Benefits
of Resident

Supervision
Probably the most difficult part
of resident supervision is the logistical component. How is the scheduling done? When are conferences
held? W h o covers the supenrisor's
classes when she's observing?These
are questions we have had to wrestle with as we have worked to build
the partnership from the ground up.
The one factor that makes it all
work in District 30 is flexibility.Flexible attitudes among all the players
in the partnership have contributed
to the success of the resident supervision component. As an example,
resident supervisors ace assigned to
skudent teachers by the university.
A school could have anywhere between one and three student teachers during a given quarter. Since
resident supervisors must have release time in order to observe and
conference with student teachers,
the administrator's support has
been crucial. In the elementary
buildings the principals provide a
substitute teacher so that observa-
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tions can be made. At the middle
school level, teachers often cover
each other's classes for addtional
compensation. Moreover, many
resident supervisors have been
known to give up their own preparation time to observe student teachers or to conference with them. It
appears that the resident supervisors share a commitment to providing excellent experiences for their
student teachers regardless of the
time i t takes.

Resident
supervisors
communicate on a
regular basis with
a faculty member
from the university
d e s i p a t e d as the
partnership liaison.
Furthermore, the advantages of
resident supervision greatly outweigh any logistical snafu that
might occur in scheduling, or in
time management. The benefits of
resident supervision are many and
transcend both the school and university systems. We feel that:
On-site resident supervisors alleviate many of the communication problems that arise in
"longdistance" supervision;

The resident supervisor who is
part of a school/district community is in a better position
to know how to help the student teacher within the context of the s c h m l environment;

The resident supervisar
speaks the "language"of the
school district;

The resident supervisor position has provided many expe-
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rienced teachers with an outstanding opportunity for pro
fessional growth and leader-

ship;

University faculty have benefitted from a clmekrut relationshp with faculty from a
s c h d district. Resident supervisors and other faculty from
the district have contributed to
the preservice program, enabling the university to ground
its course work in the realities
of classroom practice.

Conclusion
Where is the partnership going
from here?Who knows?As the partnership continues to evolve, we d i e
cover more and more avenues to follow. The important fact is that what
we are doing has positively affected
many NLU students, some of whom
are currently teachers or aides in
District 30. For those who have gone
on to seek teaching positions outside of District 30, the "legacy"of
the parinership and the impact of
resident supervision we hope will
follow.
In closing, we'd like to share a
letter written by a former student
teacher to her resident supervisor.
The message of this letter convinces
us that we have created a paradigm
in teacher education worthy of attention.
Nov. 13,1992

Dear Sheila,
I just wanted to write you this
note to express my sincerest thanks
for everything that you have done
for me. To say that I was lucky to
have you as my supervisor is a complete understatement. You have
done so much for me, both above
and beyond what was requrred of
you by the university.
The advice and confidence that
you have given me during my first
real teaching experience is some-

thing I will always remember. I can't
tell you what it meant to me to have
your support and encouragement.It
was the most important ingredient

in my quest to do the best job that I
was capable of.
I am pleased to hear that you
will continue to supervise other student teachers. Your guidance and

knowledge should be a part of as
many student teaching experiences

G d l a d , J.I. (1990). Teachers for our
nation's S C ~ I O O ~ S San
.
Francisco,
CA: Jmsey-Bass.

Holmes Group. (1990). Tornowows
schools: Principnlsfir the design of
professional development schools.
East Lansing, MI:Author.

as possible.

Thank you so very much!
Susan
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An Elementary School-Univmity Pautnership in
the Teaching of Two Education Courses
by EEaine Cooper Koffnsnn
Elaine Cooper Kofinan is Associate Professor, Educational Fo~rnahtions
Drpartmenf, ~oitheasternillitlois University.
or five yeas, as a professor
in the Educational Foundations Department at Northeastern Illinois University, I
have taught two teacher preparation courses in cooperation with a
group of three elementary school
teachers. In this article I will discuss
its evolution, the challenges to implementation that we faced, md the
benefits that made the work of overcoming all the obstacles worthwhile.

F

The evolution of
cooperatively taught
courses
Since the Fall of 1990, three experienced teachers from Mozart Elementary School in Chicago; Mrs.
JolieLasaine, Miss Susan Rosenthal,
and Mrs. Slurley Woodley, have
helped me teach one Educational
Psychologycourse per semester. After four years, in the Fall of 1994, we
tried something new. We added a
collaborative course in cluld and
adolescent development.
First we had to decide where
class meetings would be held. Ttus
turned out not to be a simple problem. The teachers and 1have experimented with the location of the class
meetingsin various ways during the
five years we have worked together.
Some semesters saw my students
and I traveling to Mozart for half of
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our class meetings; other semesters
we planned less frequent trips to the
public school; still other semesters
the teachers came to the University
for several classes. During the upcoming Fall 1995 semester we have
decided to hold all classes of the
child and adolescent development
course at Mozart School. This will
require my students, many of them
taking their first education course,
to be in the school environment during normal w o r h g hours twice a
week.
The teachers and I have also
tried dividing the responsibility for
class instruction in diiferent ways
during the five years we have
worked together. Initially the teachers were reluctant to usurp the professor's authority, so they chose the
role of extending what I taught the
students, by, ior example, explaining how or to what extent the principle of psychology being discussed
was applicable in their particular
classrooms. During the second year
of the project however, the teachers
began to take a more active role,
leading the instruction during part
ofseveral classes. By Spring semester of the third year, when my schedule required me to atiend a conference, the teachers felt ready to teach
one class period entirely by themselves. It wasn't until the fifth year
that they added the activity of replying in writing to students' written
questions. U n f o r t u tely,
~
so far
they have not volunteered to take on
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grading responsibilitiesfor tests and
behavioral observation papers!

Five challenges
involved in
implementing our
cooperatively taught
courses
One substantial bamer to implementing our plans for cooperatively taught courses has h a student reluctance to enroll in a section
of a course that meets at an off-campus site when other sections of the
same course are offered more conveniently at the University.To make
matters worse, Mozart is almost a
half-hour car ride from Northeastern's campus and is located in
an area that is associated in many
student's minds with gangs.As an
incentive to encourage students to
register, we will offer during the Fall
1995 semester, two of our course
back-to-back at Mozart with free
mini-bus service to and from the
school.
We have also had a problem coordinating our course with the
Mozart Schml work day so that the
teachers can meet with the college
students and me immediately after
their pupils leave at 2:Nin the afternoon. Because 230 is not an official
time slot for a course at Northeastern Illinois University, our
courses have been listed incorrectly
17

in or omitted completely from the
published schedule of classes seven
of the ten times they have been offered. Furthermore, in none of the
ten course schedulespublished during all the semesters our courses
were offered, was I ever able to get
printed the fact that some of the sessions were to meet at Mozart. A sirnple administrative change to allow
some flexibility in the reporting of
how classes are to be scheduled and
lwated could easily have taken care
of these problems.

Initially the
teachers were
reluctant to usurp
the professor's
authority, so they
...explainied] how
or t o what extent
the principle of
psychology being
discussed was

applicable in their
particular
classraonss.
We have decided that during
the Fall of 1995, our course will meet
during the regular school day beginning at 930 in the r n o n ~ l g .This
raises two new potential problems.
First, it may require more support
services from the school in the form
of a teacher's aid to supervise pupils
when the teachers are working with
the college students. Second, at this
point we can only hope that the
principal can find a classroom at
Mozart where the cooperatively
taught course can be regularly held.
Working cooperatively puts
pressure on the university professor, too. Allotting time for input

from the teachers has meant that I
have fewer student contact hours to
cover the course objectives. While it
sometimes made me uncomfortable, h s may actually have had a
positive influence on course quality,
since it has forced me to be more
discriminating about whch materials and activitifi are essential or effective and which to discard. Nonetheless, adding one more hour of
instruction a week to make up fur
the time spent conferring with instructors, might make for an even
better caurse. Again, an administrative adjustment such as rewarding
the students with four credits instead of three is in order.

Benefits of our
cooperatively taught
courses.
Our
cooperatively
taught
courses have been beneficial to my
students, to the teachers who yarticipated in teaching them, and to
me. The students, all of whom plan
to become educators, have obtained
from Mrs. Lasaine, Miss Rosenthal,
and Mrs.Woodley vivid examples
of the practical application of psychological principles and insights in
the classroom setting. In addition,
the teachers have sewed as superior
models of the reflective practitioner.
I believe that a reflective attitude
toward the youngsters they teach
and toward the range of methods
they may employ to instruct, mativate, and evaluate is the most important t h g that preservice education students can gain from developmental and educational psychology courses.
It goes without saying that I
have benefitted tremendously from
my coltaboration with Mrs. Lasaine,
~ i s Kosenthal,
s
and Mrs. Woodley .
They have made it easier for me to
help preservice students translate
psychologcal theories and ptinciples into meaningful actions in real
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classrmms. I have carried their
voices to students, even to those
who were not personally present to
hear them. Furthermore, my relationship with my co-teachers has
helped me to better understand our
similarities and to respect the expectations that are unique to our respective worlds. For example, I soon
learned that it was no simple matter
to arrange for the teachers to speak
at an Educational Psychology conference. That experience gave me a
greater appreciation of the continuous demands on an elementary
school teacher's responsibility.
I also believe that Mrs. Lasainr?,
Miss Rosenthal, and Mrs. Woodley
have gained from their particiption
in our cuoperatively taught cours&.
They have been stimulated to reflect
upon and further organize their accumulated wisdom; they have had
the opportunity to thmk about new
ideas in developmental and educational psychology; and their professional expertise is shared and recognized. Whenever they have joined
me in presenting papers at conferences, they have expressed a new
confidence in their ability to help
college students become good
teachers and they have described
their satisfaction in bcing able to hlfill that role.
If teachers collaborating with
professors in the delivery of Education courses stimulates growth and
learning in prospective teachers, i t
can't help but to improve the education of the children and adolescents
being taught in our schools. It is this
belief that leads us to claim that it is
all worthwhl+the hard work, the
willingness to be adnrinistratively
flexible, the commitment of m d e r ate support resourceu, and the patience to overcome unic3rseen obstacles. T?us in a nutshell is what it
takes in order to implement and sustainef fective school-university partnerships.
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RqIIections on a High School English Teacher's
Journey in the Maze of University-School
Partnerships
by Essie A brahams-Goldberg
Essie Abraham-Goldberg is with Abraham Lincoln High School and Temple
University Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

H

ow does a polite obedi-

ent high school English
teacher, who has accepted the hierarchy of
professional ioles, move from the
world of her classroom to the larger
world of educational reform? At
what point does she stop viewing
the University as "higher" education and start seeing educational institutions as points on a horizon?
What occurs along the way to
reshape views long held sacred
about one's place in the world? And
then what happens when such a
teacher truly finds her voice-and
uses it?
As a classroom teacher, I behaved in a manner prescribed for
high school English teachers. I followed the curriculum, set high academic standards for all my students,
and of course, followed administrative dictates. Administrators were
my superiors, not only because I assumed they were my rating officers,
but also because they knew so much
more than I. All were to be treated
deferentially, by for example being
addressed as "sir" and "ma'am" at
all times. University professorsalso
were to be given such reverential
treatment. Classroom teachers like
me were the lowest elements in the
peclung order. My professional
world was truly a vertical place.
Success was measured, not in the
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classroom, but in the climb to the
top-to
administration. If one
moved into administration, one was
successful. If one remained in the
classroom, one was something else.
Thus, a dilemma arose. How, under
such a system, could one measure
the success of a teacher who remained just a classroom teacher?
The University had always been
a world foreign to my experience as
a high school teacher, but fifteen
years into my career, I began applying for and was awarded fellowships, which brought me into the
University on new terms--as an
adult learner. The professors with
whom I worked were charming,
knowledgeable people, but they remained "my professors,"far above
me in talent and ability. I. saw myself
merely as a teacher, not as an academician.
My experiencewith Susan Lytle
at the University of Pennsylvania
and the Philadelplua Writing Project began to change how I viewed
my place in the educational herarchy. Not only was Susan brilliant,
she had that amazing combination
of intellect and street savvy. Her
agenda extended beyond educating
teachers, to malung them into
teacher-researchers capable of applying their knowledge and insights
to their classrooms and making
changes that empowered not only
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them,but also their students. Teachers who were taught by Susan Lytle
became teacher-researcherswho engaged in action research. Susan
Lytle was the first to challenge my
hierarchical view of education. For
me, education had clear, distirict
levels, from the University, a place
where superior minds educated superior students, down through primary school, where the teachers
worked with all students to prepare
them for middle school, and, eventually, high school.
Along with causing my shifting
view of education. Susan Lytle also
awakened my crusading spirit. At
this time, two other events wcurred:
the Philadelphia Schools Collaborative (PSC) was formed and Temple
University became a member of the
Holmes Group and began to seek
out partners for its Professional Development Schools (PDS). The mission of the PSC was to restructure
the comprehensive high schools in
Philadelphia. The mission of Temple University was to reform its College of Education. A collaboration
was born.
Consulting to the PSC from
Temple University was a professor
of lustory, Morris Vogel. Here was a
man who believed in public education and who argued that teachers
who were excited, enthusiastic,
know ledgeable, and committed
19

both to their disciplines and to their
students, could make a difference.
Our first conversations were tentative, at least on my part. I was expected to work closely with this professor, to have conversations with
him, both formal and intellectual, as
well as casual. He was not "above"
me, he was my colleague. Despite
what I had learned about teaching
and curriculum writing through
Lyt le and the Philadelplua Writing
Project, however, I did not know
how to act in ttus rela tionshp. One
of my k t conversations with Morris revealed my confusion; how was
to address hun-as PROFESSOR
Vogel or DOCTOR Vogel? Not one
to waste time on such matters, he
rattled off a slew of possibilities. By
the hme he had finished 100 perrnutations, I was in stitches.His earliest
admonition to me was to get over
my view of the University as some
place above me filled with people
who were intellectually, ethcally,
and morally, superior. My super poli te, orderly, hierarchical view of the
world shifted again. The Great Paradigm Slide had begun in earnest.
Cautiously I entered the world
of collaboration. In that first year, I
was expected, not only to speak
with faculty from the Univerd ty,
but to have meaningful conversations with them.While Morris and I
worked closely to establish a PDS at
Abraham Lincoln High School (VP
gel and Abrahams-Goldberg, t994),
I also worked with Michelle Fine,
who was another senior consultant
to PSC. So accustom4 was I to receiving little respect and occupying
the lowest slot in the vertical view of:
education, that I cried whenever she
praised my work. Since neither one
of us toted around boxes of tissues,
I had to abandon such behavior.
By now I had entered the official
world of the University by becoming an assistant adjunct professor.
My debut was to be at a Holmes
Group regonal conference. Panic
set in. E knew how to present to
teachers, but how does one do so at

a much "higher" level, where people knew so much more?!Such was
my state at that first conference,
when JoanShapiro, Associate Dean
of the College of Education, behended me. Patiently, she listend
to my incoherent babble as she
worked with my insecurities about
being not only a teacher, but a
woman fitting into an academic
path.Joan encouraged and nurtured
me, giving me permission to be both
intellectual and feminine. She explained duality and scoffed at my
preconceived notions of "serious female academicians." Today, I look
back and laugh. Although appearance remains important to me, substance of the text is what most concerns me most.
By now, changes in my demeanor were detectable. Through a
bizarre concatenation of events, my
school had a series of acting prindpals. My work with PSC and the
Phladelplua Writing Project had
put me-+ teacher-into a leadershp
position. My ideas about education
were not only heard, my opinion
was sought and my ideas were carried to fruition. This was heady
stuff. I grew comfortable speaking
with
everyon~dministrators,
funders, school superintendents.
My Great Paradigm Slide now refocused my attention on the new
roles assigned to administrators;
they existed to facilitate teaching
and to eliminate obstacleslundering
excellent teaching. Administrators
were not to be viewed as the "other
side," because they rated folks; they
were colteagues, whether at the
School or the University.
Now the University was no
longer monolithic. It was part of a
horizontal continuum. The belief
that Universities held all the answers had dissipated in softsummer
breezes. Once there, I offered suggestions, developed ideas, supervised student teachers, designed
and implemented seminars for University students as well as for my
fellow adjuncts. To some, I brought
Thresholds in Educn tion

in new knowledge, energy and
ideas. To others, I was arrogant and
smug. I had learned my lessons too
well; I faded to show the proper respect for those who still viewed education as vertical. W l e I had abandoned that notion,not everyone else
had.

-

.

As a classroom
teacher, I behaved
in a manner
prescribed for high
sckual English
teachers. I
follozued the
curricrilutn, set
high academic
standards for a I 1
my students, and of
colirse, followed
administrative
dictates.
Administrators
were nty suy~riors
...
Lnevitably, a disaster of my own
making struck. Like Icarus, 1 had
flown too high on wings of feathers
and wax. In writing a paper with a
University partner, I unfairly
skewed events to my personal perspective. The closer we came to presenting the paper, the greater the
conflicts I had with my co-author.
Unwittingly, I had forced my University partner into a defensive position. 1grew more uneasy. When I
finally showed the paper to my now
official principal, she confirmed my
feelings and worked with me to salvage the disaster. From this I
learned two important lessons: humility and diplomacy. Ln every
story, there must be as many versions as there are tellers. As Oscar
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Wilde wrote, "Truth is never simple,
and never pure." Yet, in the telling
of the story lies the difficulty in moving institutions.
Each institution moves at its
own pace. In order to accelerate the
pace, one must give space and time
to allow others to move forward.
Every step, no matter how tiny,
must be viewed as huge, for so it is.
This work is similar to teaching adolescents ballroom dancing. Partners
are tentative. Steps are intricate.
Toes get stepped on. Space violated.
Yet the dance becomes more polished and fluid with each turn
around the floor.

My s l y e r polite,
order1y,
hierarchical view
of the world
shifted again. The
Great Paradigm
Slide had begun in
earnest.
Presently, 1 am co-teachg an
inquiry course at the University

with a tenured professor, Lynn Tribble, who is open to sharing her classr o o m . Dunng the first few weeks, I
was unnerved by the ambience in
her classroom. Something was missing.The tension I have in my classroom between academic discussion
and classroom management was
gone. I did not find clever ways to
grasp my students' attention and
then balance on a high wire to maintain it throughout the hour. When
the university students wrote down
each and every word that fell from
my lips as one might rush with a
basket to catch each ruby, each emerald, each diamond as it fell from
the gem tree, I was in a panic. The
siren call of the University was
heard. It now became easy to understand what is so attractive about
university teaching and how those
who have worked exclusively at the
University do not understand the
rigors of t e a c h g in the secondary
school. How easy it is to prepare
lectures when one only has to concentrate on the text. Discipline problems? None. Disinterested students
vanished. Unprepared students
were so overshadowed by the vocal,
prepared ones that they ceased to
concern me. Motivation took on another meaning. Now I had to sustain
interest, not recapture it after every
lesson. This was a very different

type of work, yet I was tentative in
approach, once again insecure inbeing there.
Towards the end of the semester, 1 received a major award for
teaching, having been nominated by
my peers. This recognition by those
who toiled beside me and knew the
difficulties the classrmm teacher
faces validated the work I have done
for twenty-six years. On that day, I
marched into the University, h o w ing I had a voice and the right to use
it both in the School and the University. W i t h weeks, the issue of the
University classroom became clear:
ownership. I had been a reluctant
renter. My co-teacher had mnst generously extended space and hospitality. "Move in, treat it like your
own.Share with me in this venture,"
she had been saying. At the end of
the semester4espite my conviction that I would not do this againI found myself an owner of the University classroom with very clear
ideas as to the mixing of content and
pedagogy. I took out a mortgage.
What could be more powerful
than a teacher with a voice? One
who uses it.
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Teachers' CollegeSchool Collaboration in the
Clinical Expmimces of Future Russian Teachers
by L. A. Belyaeva

L. A. Belyaeva, Ph.D., is a Professor at the UraI stat^ Pedagogical University
it1 Eht~rinburg,Russia.
n the work of a Russian
teacher's college, ties with
schools play an important role.
These bonds are central to the
tasks of conducting educational research. testinenew
eciucational~ro"
grams, organizing clinical exyeriences, and providing v w a tjonaI
guidance for h g h school pupils.
Teachers' collegesalsoassist schools
by p r o v i b g professiofi~ldevelopment experiences to increase the expertise of teachers, principals, and
assistantprincipals. Ural State Pedagogical University (USPU), where l
teach, has also established the Center for Supplementary Education,
w h c h gives teachers the opportunity to earn certification in a second
specialty, for example, as a teacherpsychologist or as a teachersocial
worker.
Depending on the specific nature
of
their
relationshp,
school-university
collaborations
fall generally into two types: fundamental and cooperating. In a fundamental school, university professors
and the schoolteachers collaborate
in conducting research. One important aspect of this work is to search
for and test methods orienting h g h
school pup& to the teaclung profession. A study is presently being conducted on ways to transform a regular school, School Number 178 in
Ekaterinburg, Russia, into a magnet
school for youngsters who plan to
become teachers. In a number of
schools, professors arc helping to

I

22

create curriculums that will deepen
pupils' mastery of individual subiects, as for example, in the fields of
literature, physics, mathematics,
and ecology. University collaboration with fundamental schools assists in fulfilling two important 1
tasks: (1) to create a population of
well-prepared h g h school pupils
who will study to become teachers
when they reach the college level,
and (2) to develop research agendas
jointly engaged in by university professors and school teachers.
The second main form of collaboration between a teacher's college and schools is in the organization of clinical experiences. The
teachers' college has dose ties with
cooperating schools, where college
students preparing to become teachers obtain their clinical experiences.
Clinical experience is an important
component of the professional
preparation of future teachers, and,
for this reason, a teachers' college
pays close attention to its organization and implementation.
USPU has a Departm~nt of
Clinical Experiences, whose task is
to provide oiganiza tional and me thodological support for clinical experiences. This office recently devised
"The Fundamental Composite Program for First thmugh Fifth Year
Students,"(l) and it also provides
methodological recornmendations
about its implementation.
The goals of this program for
clinical experiences are multilevel in
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nature. There are goals for clinical
experiences in general, and specitic
goals for each year of university
study.

A study i s
presently being
conducted on
ways t o tra~zsform
a regular school,
School Number
178 in
Ekaterin burg,
Russia, into a
magnet school for
youngsters who
plan to become
teachers.

The general goals of clinical experiences for students include:
encouranginginthemastrong
interest in and love of the
teaching profession;

strengthening and deepening
their educational, psychological and specialty knowledge
bases through experiences re-
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quiring solutions to concrete
educational problems;
forming and developing professional skills and practices.
The clinical experiences for
freshmen and sophomores are of an
introductory nature. The student
becomes acquainted with a particular school and its work conditions,
studies the school climate, and notes
the interrelations between teachers
and pupils, as well as those between
teachers and parents. Through observation of lessons he/she l e a r n
about the work of the best teachers.
An important component of these
early clinical experiences consists of
meetings with teachers, where students can question and engage
teachers in conversations regarding
school life. They often ask about the
goals and tasks that the faculty sets
for itself and what the feelings of the
pupils are, particularlj* regarding
their degree of satistaction with
their studies. ALong with styles of
instruction, these future teachers
also study school traditions and culture. They soon develop the ability
to organize ctuldren's play activities. At this stage they are also expected to master psychological diagnostic methods. As a rule, the student visits the school orwe a week
for a period of from two to three
hours per visit throughout the ~Iucation of the academic year.
Junjors spend their clinical experience in the role of a teacher and
class leader. Students at the end of
the h r d year clinical experience
should be able to:
diagnose a school's climate;
conduct a test lesson;
conduct an hour-long thematic
class in the form of a conversation;

analyze and evaluate the lessons delivered to students.
This more concentrated clinical
experience takes two weeks, with
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the student-practitiuner spending
from four to six hours daily in the
school.
During the fourlh and fifth
years, the goals of the chical experience component become more
complicated and include being able

to:
learn the make-up of the pupils of a class;
lead a series of lessons on a
particular topic;
help with extracurricular activi ties;

evaluate one's own t e a c h g ,
and prepare a report analysing
one's classroom practice.
Lesson preparation and assessment requires advanced students to
select and master an appropriate
methodology, prepare an expanded
plan, establish goals, select the
means for accomplishing them, and
finally, after conducting the lesson,
analyze the quality of results.
Perhaps the most important emphasis of the fourth year clinical experience is on work with parents. It
presupposes previous preparation
for conversations with parents
about family issues. The types of activities evaluated include:
systematization of lessons on
the subject;

systematization of work that
can be undertaken by the class
leader;

conducting a parent meeting.
At this stage of the clinical practice studmts begin gathering and
preparing material for a culrninating activity--a major course paper
or a graduation thesis.
Throughout t h r c h i c a l experience in schot>ls guidance is pr+
vided by both university professors
and school teachers. Prior to being
allowed to participate in a clinical
experience, future teachers are assigned concrete tasks based on psy-
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chology and t e a c h g practices. For
example, a prerequisite for the clinical experiences is mastery of the
psychological diagnostic methods
so indispensable for selecting correct instructional methods. The future teacher must demonstrate und e r tand
~ ing of the basic methodologica 1 recommendstions for teaching activities whch must then be
mastered during the school based
clinical experiences. Students are
equipped with recommendations
for basic school experiences in conducting disciplinary sessions with
pupils, supervising play, and planning assemblies.

... a prerequisite

for the clinical
experiences is
mastery of the
psychological
diagnostic
methods so
indispensable for
selecting correct
instructional
methods.
The clinical experience itself is
designed so that students develop
and consolidate the skills necessary
for successful teaching. They learn
tu really listen to and understand the
pupil, to lead a lesson, to organize
cooperative work, to stimulate the
children's ability to analyze and
synthesize, to regulate interpersonal
relations and to develop positive
motivation for study.
After the clinical experience is
concluded, a conference takes place
at w h c h each of the future teachers
gives an account of the work hr/she
did in a school, sharing impressions
with others. A professor grades the

performance of each student. The
duration of the fourth and fifth year
clinrcal experiences is from one to
two months, depending on the department through which it is done.
There are weaknesses in the
chical experiences guided by Russian teachers' colleges. One is the
absence of a strong link between
theory and practice. As can be seen
from the above description, an empirical approach to teacher prepara-

mands on teachers who attempt to
implement it. It is important to seek
new approaches to improve the outcomes of the collaboration between
universities and schmls in providing clinical experiences for future
teachers. It will be essential to the
improvement of educational practice, that Russian teachers become
more generally informed about the
university clinical experience efforts.

tion predominates. The consequence is that too often a student
mecharucally copies the work of a
teacher, and is not encouraged to
attempt an independent application
of theoretical knowledge. A second
problem is that few Russian teachers
have as yet received sufficienttraining to lead clinical experiences.
Many are poorly informedabout the
University's clinical experience program, its aims and tasks, or the de-
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Smmal New F o m of Collaboration Between a
College of Education and Schools in Russia
by A vgus1 S.BeUcin and Nadezhda A. Yellrrlina

Avgus t S. Belkin is Professor, Department of Deuelopmental Pedagogy and
Educational Technology, Ural S fate Pedagogical Unizwsity, Ekaterinburg,

Russia.
Nadezhda A. Yedolina is a Doctoral candidate and Senior Instructor,
Dqflrtrnent of Deuelopmen tal Pedagogy nrrd Educat tort01 Technology, Ural
State Pedngogic~lUniversity, Ekaferinburg, Russia.
aking education more
humanistic is one of
the fundamental components oi educational refom in Russia. From t h s
point of view, the contemporary
tasks faced by the school are: (1) increasing the degree to which the
teacher focuses on the individual
cluld, (2) helping the child to adapt
to his surroundings, and (3) improving the scholarly guidance given
educators in the mastery of teaching
skills. In turn, some of the tasks
faced by the teachers' college include increasing its role in assisting
schools, making the teacher training
programs more relevant, and developing an analytical spirit in the future teachers who are its students.
We see that the tasks of the school
and the college of education are interrela ted and interdependent, and,
for t h s reason, the preparation of
future educators is done best when
a teachers' college collaborates
closely with school teachers and administra tors.
This article will describe several
new forms of university-school collaboration now being implemented
at the Ural State Pedagogical University in Ekaterinburg, Russia.
They include involving future

M
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teachers and practicing teachers in
doing research in schools under the
direction of a professor.

We see that t h ~
tasks of the scltool
and the college of

education are
intewe Eated and
interdependent,
and, for this
reason, the
prepara f ion of
future educators is
done best when a
teachers' college
collaborates
closely with
school teachers
and
administrators.
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New Roles for the
Education Professor
To put into practice the concept
of collaboration between a teachers'
college and a school, a professor
should be know tedgeable about the
school's climate. Basically, tlus type
of relationslup works out best when
the professor has hmself been a
teacher or an administrator in the
p e n school. Due to lus or her understanding of the school's problems, a professor with such a backgrourld is able to function in the
roles of researcher, educator, mentor to future teachers, and school
research / professional development
leader. The tasks are, on the one
hand,to assist the practicing teacher
to understand and explain classroom practice from a scirntitic point
of view and, on the other hand, to
produce future teachers who demonstrate mastery of a combination of
theoretical knowledge and educational methods.
Meetings hetween educators at
the Ural State Pedagogical University and Northeastern Illinois University brought to light several different interesting solutions to the
problem of how the university and
25

the school can collaborate. For example, Professor Avgust S. Belkin
(of the Ural State Pedagogical University),who is the research/professional development consultant to a
number of schools,organizes scholarly conferences at whch teachers,
adnfistra tors of schools in various
districts, school research/professional development leaders, and
education professors all participate.
Professor William Lindsay (of
Northeastern Illinois University)
promotes the use of teaching methods that help to humanize education, both by teaching these techniques to future teachers studying at
the university and by going directly
into schools. Professor Elaine C.
Koffman (of Northeastern Illinois
University) conducts her educational psychology course for future
teachers in a school aided by practicing teachers. Each of these new roles
for the education professor-rganizer of scholarly conferences at
which school faculty and administrators participate with professors,
methodolo~cal consultant
to
schools, and partner with teachers
in the teaching of education
courses--brings the school and the
teachers' college closer together, so
that they cart help each other solve
their interrelated problems.

A New Course to
Improve the
Preparation of Future
Teachers
During its preparation of future
teachers, it is important for the
teachers' college to focus on its students' interests and needs, to collaborate with them and, through
them, wjth schools. To a h e v e these
outcomes and to increase the p racticality of its preservjce teacher education program, Ural State Pedagogical University now offers a new
integrated come, "Developmental
Pedagogy," created by Nadezhda

Yedalina, which combines
knowledge about developmental
pedagogy with educational diagnosis and educational methodology.
A.

... Wral State
Ped agogica 2
University now
offers a new
integrated course,
"Develop~nental
Pedagogy, "
created by
Nadezhda A.
Yedalinn, zvhich
combi~~es
knowledge about
developments 1
pedagogy with
educational
diagnosis and
educational
methodology.
Whde participating in thrv
course for a period of a year and a
half during the second and h r d
years of study,the student is guided
by a professor through three stages.
Stage one consists of choosing a
problem in education and writing a
paper which reviews how that problem has previously been approached with children of all ages.
Stage two consists of conducting an
experiment on a solution to one's
problem w h l e participating in a
field experience at a school or a children's camp. Stage three consists of
the discussion of their experiences
toward the end of the course by a
group of future teachers with similar interests and needs, and the participation of a leader representing
each group at a scholarly conference
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of future teachers. Those students
who want to do so, may publish
condensed versions of their work in
a university collection of reports.
During this course, the future
teacher has taken on three roles,
those of student, field experience
participant, and beginning re-

searcher.
Some indicators of the effective
ness of tlus course include the successful public defense of their papers by courw members at scientific
conferences, the orientation of
course members to the work of their
graduation thesis (whch is guided
by hvo or three professors), and
posit~ve comments from schools.
Responws from graduates indicate
the effective application in their
classrooms of the knowledge and
skills taught by tlus course, their
work on curriculum modification in
their subject areas, their tireless efforts to improve their teaching
skills, and their desire to do graduate work.

Collaboration to
Solve School Issues
The collaboration of a university professor with a school's teachers and administraturs can be seen
as taking place in three stages: (1)
Study oi the problems oi the school
including the interests and needs of
its teachers; (2) trial implementations of the program created by the
professor, taking into account both
hLS xholarly interests and the needs
of the school through summing up
of what was done in the school during the immediately preceding
years; and (3) a joint formulation of
a plan for the development of the
school put together by a workmg
group that includes the professor,
teacher-leaders, and the school's administrators.
This complex and interesting
prwess takes place under the guidance of a research consultant. The
research consultant's work with the
Novmber 1994

school is done according to a contract that includes a mandatory time
plan schedule. Remuneration for
such work comes from a fund of the
department of education of the district or the city in which the school
is located.
When participating in such
work, an educator takes on new
roles: the role of researcher and the
role of scientific leader of the research activity of chddren or, in the
case of an administrator, of faculty
members. However, these addjtional roles do not constitute an extra burden, but, instead, lighten a
teacher's load, since, in fulfilling
them, a teacher achieves a new level
of methodological mastery. Many
teachers express the desire to participate in scientific activities.
Sharing experiences by schools
has been most effective in the form
of professionalconferencesto which
representatives of the Ministry of
Education of the Russian Federation
are also invited. The last such conference took place in May 1995 and
focused on "Humanization, Technologization, and Monitoring of the
Educational Prwess." It was organized by N.K. Zhukova who is principal of School Number 109 of
Ekaterinburg. A.S. B e l h served as
research/professicmal development
consultant. Those present included
teachers and principals from

schools in the district, representatives from schools in other cities (including Snezhinsk) interested
collaborations, and Professors William Lindsay and Elaine Koffman
from Northeastern Illinois University. In the future, such conferences

The research
consultant's work
with the school is
done according to
a contract that
includes a
mandato y time
plan schedule.
Rernlinera tion for
such roork comes
from a fund of the
depnrtment of
education of the
district or the city
in which the
school i s located.

ternational level, with the participation of both professors and teachers
from more than one nation.

Summary
School-university collaboration
can assist schools to be more humanistic and can help increase the
degree to whch teacher training
programs are practical in nature and
produce reflective practitioners. At
the Ural State Pedagogical University, such collaboration has taken
several forms. A new course was
developed requiring future teachers
to conduct educational research in
schools. Some professors are involved in helping practicing teachers understand and be able to explain their classroom practice, and
in assisting teachers and administrators in solving problems. Conferences at which teachers and professors from different educational institutions share their experience
have been organized. These new
forms of collaboration require future teachers, practicing teachers,
and professors of education to assume ncw roles, and should lead all
of them to be more effective in their
work.

where the fruits of collaboration be-

tween universities and schools are
shared, should take place on an in-

Note
Translated and adapted by Elaine
Koffman and Vyachedav Fridman
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I. Challenges to
Teacher Education
chools today face complex
challenges a s they adapt to
sigmhcant changes in our
culture. Educators must
find ways to understand and plan
for a world of slufting needs within
a context of c h a n p g cultural beliefs and practices. Fifty years ago,
for example, business leaders
wanted workers who would tollow
directions and be content to work on
assembly Iines. Now however, businessmen require those who can
work cooperatively on teams, who
are critical thinkers and efficient
problem solvers, and who are
skilled in technology.
Shifting demands along with increasing expectations are complicated by in-school changes. A predominantly female, white, middleclass teaching force assumes responsibility for educating students
from increasingly diverse ethmc, religious and economic backgrounds,
and for students who bring intellectual, learning, or behavioral problems. The complex life issues these
children face are often threatening
to school personnel, many of whom
now em be^ 2994

fear they are inadequately prepared
for such c h a l l e n g ~ Within
.
a dramatically changing and sometimes
volatile context, s~hmblsare seeking
ways to improve programs for all
students.
Parallehg
the challenges
schools face, demands are being
made on teacher preparation programs to turn out graduates who
can work successfullyin this changing clunate. This means a thorough
reexamination of curriculum and
teaching strategies. Colleges of education are being criticized for encouraging passivity, relying on rote
Learning, and discouraging in tellectual inquiry and creativity.(Goodlad, 1990). Critics also claim that
teacher education has had little impact on teacher behavior (Lortie,
1975; Goodlad, 1990; Sarason, 1990).
Beginning teachers do not teach as
they were taught to teach; rather
they teach a s they were taught when
they were in school (Pugach, 1992).
Some argue that future teachers,
who have spent more than 12 years
as students, are provided merely
with an "apprenticeshpof observation." This powerful experience
may go far to explain why teachers
seem so resistant to instructional innova tion.
The preparation of special
needs teachers poses particularly
Thresholds in Education

difficult new problems. For at least
20 years, the public education system has invested heavily in semices
for students identified as having
disabilities. The guiding premise
has been that these students are best
served in separate educational programs providing specialized instruction. Research on pull-out
practices however, has led to substantive critiques of such practices
(Skrtic, 1991). leading many investigators to explore ir~clusivestrategies
(Biklen, 1992; Stainback & Stainback, 1990). Shrmking resources
however, lead many to question the
feasibility of inclusion proposals.
Unresolved ethical, legal, and pedagogical issues will require considerablecolldborative study beforeafull
inclusion service system can be established. Th~s
presents special education teacher prepartinn programs
with something of an impasse.

11. Aims of
SchooLIUniversity
Partnerships
Through
shared
senvicw,
school/ university
parmerships
may offer our best hope for solving
training and research issues whlle
also in~provingservices at reduced
costs. The benefits seem obvious: (I)
28

university students would have access to ecologically valid training
sites for their clinical experiences;
(2) faculty would have access to
schools where they might conduct
collaborative research in their academic discipline, and also provide
research opportunities in the school
community; (3)through their work
in schools, universities may be able
to recruit undergraduate, masters,
and doctoral students; (4) schools
could rely on universities to supply
their future teachers; and (5) if the
partnerslup were particularly effective, both would benefit from the
creation of learning communities
devoted to examining and extending current research and theory.
While the benefits to each party
are tempting, negotiating a partnership presents many challenges. At
the University of South Florida
(USF), the Department of Special
Education has developed partnerslups with local schools on the fundamental premise that such partnerships should be based on district
needs. Careful planning has been
given to dealing with potential conficts between parties. Nonetheless,
problems have arisen, mostly pertaining to differing vie~vs/phlosophies both within and between the
university and schmls. We at USF
have learned that differences in assumptions must be 111~deexplicit if
productive collegial yartncrshps
with schools are to be established.
Seven key assumptions about
teacher education have guided our
collaborative efforts at USF:

education. From a behavioral perspective, teachers are responsible
for giving students dormation
known by the teacher but new or
unknown to the student. The
teacher's role is to manage and direct the learning environment. Students receive and learn the information. The curriculum, usually designed by experts, is divided into
manageable segments to facilitate
student mastery. It is further segmented into content, disciphe, and
subject matter to conform to the
practice of organizing the school
day and the curriculum around disciplinary topics. To maintain
teacher control, cluldren are often
taught on reinforcement schedules
with tangible rewards. Few questions are raised about personal
meaning or the relevance of ths curriculum. When they are asked, if is
teachers, not students, who supply
the answer.

Learning, seen as LI
transfornative
experience for the

learner, involves
more than

acquiring,
receiving, or
adding knowledge;
i f i s an active,
constructive,
creative process,

111. Instructional

Roles in the Teacher
Education Curriculum
Assumption #l :To be meaningful and relevant, teacher training
should promote personal inquiry,
problem solving, and the construction of knowledge. This assumption
about the nature of leaming differs
from the p r e v a h g view in special
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In contrast to h s management
approach, which they may advocate, professors of special education
often practice a "sage on stage" role.
Large classes held only once a week
discourage teacher-student interaction by their very structure. Furthermore, teacher preparation curriculum is dominated by external standThresh~tdsin Education

ards and state certification requirements. Professors may be able to do
little to model either inquiry or management skills. Both professors and
teachers have a stake in rethinking
received models of teaclung.
Constructivism, as a way to
think about teaching and learning,
challenges both of the above roles
(Guba, 1990). Constructivists emphasize the construction of knowledge through student-centered personal inquiry. The meaning and
value of a curriculum is determined
by the learner's needs from the
learner's perspective, not by an external expert or a behavioral protocul. Learning, seen a s a transformative experience for the learner, involves more than acquiring, recelving, or adding knowledge; it is an
active, constructive, creative process. This "change of lens", as Poplin

and Weeres (1992) describe it,
means that teachers interact with
chiIdret1 as they make meaning.
Knowledge (knowing) is a process,
not a static product, sometlung the
ekperts already know and students
have yet to learn. Learning then,
means changing old knowledge
through new underutimdings.
Constrr~ctivist teachers are
Learners themselves, even as they facilitate the learning of otl~ers.Not
merely givers of knowledge, teachers function as interpreters of student thinking so that new experiences might be co-created and related to new student questions. Errors serve only as opportunities for
learning, not as behaviors to regret
or punish. This calls for an experientially based curriculum wluch connects first with what students already know and is marked by activities geared to students' developmental needs (e.g., what they are
developmentally ready to learn). At
USF, we make our constructjvist assumptions clear to prospective
school district partners. This is the
key premise upon which all else depends.

Assumption #2: Teachers in
training must be placed in ecologically valid and relevant settings.
f i s translates into early clinjcal experiences as the basic source of new
insights from which to construct understandings of educational theory
and research. Without such experiences, students tend to relate any
new academic information to their
previous long apprenticeship as observers. We encourage students instead, to express and examine their
beliefs and values within the context
of classroom practice. Without such
opportunities, students may verbally ascent to an innovation, all the
while exhtbiting contrary traditional practices.
Therefore, the very first class in
special education, has USF students
in schwls observing different types
of programs, helping in classrooms,
and worlung with an individual
child with disabilities. Back in class,
they write about their observations
and beliefs, identify examples of the
ludden curriculum in schools, share
their reasons for wanting to be a
special education teacher, relate
their own memories of effective and
ineffective teachers, and articulate
their emerging beliefs about what
they have to offer as a teacher. We
recognize that all students, all people in fact, bring biases shaped in
experience. Thus our ideal is not the
bias-free student, but rather the student who is aware of personal biases
and who is therefore increasingly
responsible for testing and revising
them.
Assumption #3: The authority
of university faculty should be
grounded, not in formal power
structures, but in rela tionships
based on respect. At all levels, the
traditional view of the teacher has
been based on concepts of authority
and control. This position is wholly
consistent with the idea of the
teacher we rejectthe teacher as
howledge expert. Expert teachers
control student behavior in order to
transmit knowledge. The old advice
30

about classroom management is
based on t h s view. Don't smile until
January. By then, students will
know who is the buss.
In contrast, the constructivist
view of learning\knowu~gthough it
still conceives of the teacher as an
instructional leader, challenges this
boss model. As facilitators, teachers
are learned people who structure
situations in whch students can
learn. h s requires that teachers be
secure in what they know so they
can move beyond selfcconsciuusness over their status to a focused
involvement in learning. Such
teachers should be able to lead discussions on matters about which
they may have no specific training.
Nonetheless, they must have a command of their subject matter, not so
they can act as experts, but so they
may confidently help students create and investigate. Teachers least
certain of their knowledge base are
those most tempted to control student inquiry in order to h d e their
own inadequacies.

Thus our ideal is
not the bias-free
student, but rather
the student who is

aware of personal
biases and who is
therefore
increasingly
responsible for
testing and
revising them.
Noddings (1992) warns that to
improve teacher education we must
do more than change clinical experience.

We do not need to cram
their heads with specific
Thresholds in Education

~nfurmatjon and rules. Instead we should help
them learn how to inquire,
to seek connections between their chosen subject
and other subjects, to g v e
up the notion of teaching
their subject only for the
its own sake. (p. 178)

This means that teacher educators must be willing to put thernselves on the line in new ways. Noddings believes that pre-service
teachers need specific training and
role models fur the "Socratic willingness to pursue wisdom" (p. 178).
Teacher educators therefore, must
trr willlng to submit their o w n educational practices for careful and
critical inquiv by students. Only
then can the undrrlying assumptions and phdowphes of our practices be clarified and perhaps
changrd. Without these authentic
interchanges, students may uncrif ically embrace educational practices
with no insight into the real implications these practices hold for learning.
Teacher education programs
must be nested in a well-rounded
undergraduate education. The arts
and sciences provide the organized
content from wluch to teach. From
this basis student constructions of
beliefs into philosophies can be
achieved through methods in reflective inquiry. Typical d~lernrnasand
ethical conflicts faced by teachers
should be brought to the center.
From these, we help students master
instructional methods through activities originating from their own
constructed teaclung pIulowptues.
Opportunities to obsewe others
teach and to test their thoughts
through their own teaching, are also
provided. It is critical that our students become increasingly secure in
their own beliefs, but only as tested
in practice.
For this reawn, we at USF are
developing a teaching cases approach, using accounts of real teach-
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ing dilemmas. Cases form the centerpiece for discussion and analysis,
challenging studentsto take responsibility tor their own learning
(McRobbie & Shdman, 1990). Usually presented in narrative form,
case based instruction can capture
the complex "realities" of classroom
life. Unlike short vignettes or scenarios, teaching cases are "sufficiently detailed, complex, and substantive to foster multiple levels €or
discussion, analysis, and possible
courses of action" (M~rseth,
1991, p.
25). Most cases are either written or
cewritten by teachers or they are
based on teacher's verbal narrative.
This infuses authentic classroom life
into a case, while it gives "voice" to
and validates teacher experience.
Our research on the use of casebased instruction indicates that students used
this instructional
method to facilitate their construction ot knowledge. Their struggle
with the problems contextualized in
the cases became the basis for reformulating their own personal schemas. Studerlts reported that they developed richer connections within
their schema of professional practice, became more reflective, saw
theory and practice come together,
and were better able to deal with the
ever changing d-man~ics of the
classroom. In this interactive approach, they said, they felt valued as
learners (Colluci, 1994).
In our master's degree program
we now require a portfolio in lieu of
the final comprehensive exam. We
have specified the areas of expected
competence but we grant freedom
to determine how best to gain and
demonstrate that competence. Our
first group oi graduate students has
recently Finished the program and
defended their portfolios. Ln the
end, what impressed the faculty
most was how varied their products
were. While they were working on
their portfolios they grumbled
about not knowing what to do. They
repeatedly asked the usual security
question, "How many pages?" After
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their oral presentations however,
when asked if they would be w d h g
to share their products with new
students so that others would have
guidelines, the graduates advised
us against providing such models
because this might limit creativity.
They agreen unanimously that not
having a guide made them think lor
themselves, and now they were very
proud of their products. Although
students had constructed meaning
in very different ways it was clear
that they had developed thoughtful
new ways within their own professional practice, to reach and connect
with children. We think they did a
great job!

Ways rnrrst be
fozmd t o assist
host institutions
in recogtiizing and
valuing the
dctivities of tlzeir
members who
cross instituional
boundaries.

IV. Sustaining
Partnership
Collaboration
These approaches to teacher
education incorporate the core content of our respective disciplines,
while also enabling students to exert
control over their own learning. We
are better able to listen to students,
to follow their reasoning, and to
question when we don't understand
or agree. Thus, negotiation plays a
prominent instructional role. Our
experience has taught u s that students work harder, think more critically, and understand the content
better when they are encouraged to
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construct their own knowledge.We
bring these same expectations to
school-university partnerships.
Assumption #&School-university partnerships are necessarily
based upon coltaborative planning,
shared delivery of services, and coevaluation by university faculty and
school teachers (or agency personnel). In the literature a number of
factors that impact partnerships are
identified: time to collaborate, fmancia1 support, support from top administrators, and contextual benefits such as publications (Christensen, Epanchin, Rosselli, Smith, in
press). While important, these are
mostly external structural factors.
Internal factors also deeply impact
partnerships. Barth has (1990) identified five such factors. He describes
universities and public schools as
"two peculiar cultures, and where
they meet is even more peculiar-+
rather messy and often quite lively
place" (p. 103).Unless these barriers
are addressed, he suggests, quality
collaboration may never occur.
The first factor Barth calls the
"scorned lovers" barrier. He warns
that schools ace "unforgiving, inhospi~able places tor academics,
where foreign bodies are rejected as
the human body rejects an organ
transplant" (p. 104). H e attributes
this hostility to personal and institutional hstories between university
and school personnel.

In their careers, few elementary and secondary
educators have escaped being demeaned by universities. Expectations have
been held out and violated
at the preservice and inservice levels and in
courses, workshops, consultations, and evaluations
(p. 104).To establish an effective collaborative relationship, this history must
he overcome.
The second barrier has to do
with who takes the lead. Barth re-

fers to the difficult and challenging
process ofnegotiating a working relationship. Typically, university faculty develop a research or training
plan, take it to schml people who
either accept or reject the project.
This elitist approach often causes
school people to "bristle defensively" -and understandably so.
Professors may unwittingly place
school people in the role of their
"teacher aides".
Barth identifies a third related
barrier as suspicion of the boundary crosser. Ways must be found to
assist host institutions in recogruzing and valuing the activities of their
members who cross instituional
boundaries. University instructors
are not rewarded for workmg in
public schools. Speaking to a I T A
contributes nothing to one's protessional vita. For school people too,
there are few mechanisms, outside
of coursework, to foster participation in study and reflection at the
university. These respective systems of pressures and rewards function to resist partnershp. A fourth
barrier Barth calls the "muted
voices" of teachers and administrators. Professional journals and research agendas are dominated by
university voices with far too few
dialogues between university f aculty and school personnel. Mary
Poplin and her colleagues a t the
Center for Schools in Transformation also report that the concerns ot
practitioners are poorly reflected in
"the professional literature".

In fact, the higher the
status of the literature in
the 'scholarly' community,
the more irrelevant
and /or inaccessible that
information seems to practitioners. The reduction of
questions about schooling
into objective and quantitative terms often yields

even the question meaningless to the practitioner
who deals every day in a
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rich environment of multiple subjectivities where
the quality of the interactions has more to do with
success than any measure
of quantity, such as time
spent on task.
Furthermore, Poplin notes that
the language used in scholarly writing is distancing and far removed
from the language of schools. Poplin
rejects the notion that school personnel are not interested in or capable
of research and scholarly'work.Nor
are they disinterested in theoretical
work. Poplin attacks the entrenched
misconception that theoreticians
should develop and test models
which practitioners then translate
into practice. She states, "For theoreticians, actual practice and/or the
interaction with practitioners provides us a richer and sounder theory."

If faculty and
students are to
feel safe enough to
take learning
risks,
constructivist
teacher education
programs must
assure an
academic
atmosphere
characterized by
supportive
connected
relationships.
School-university partnerships
offer wonderful opportunities for
theoretical growth. School people
know muchof value, the question is,
under what conditions can they
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share their rich knowledge so that it
may be considered in discussions of
school improvement. "Until dialogue replaces monologues, conver5a t ions between university and
~ c h o o lpeople wdl have all of the
resonance of one hand clapping"
(Barth, 19W3, p. 106).
Like Poplin, Barth rejects the assumed split between theory and
practice as the deepest barrier. He
takes issue with the division of educational labor that has theorists residing in universities and practitioners worlung in schools.
1know of no schoolteacher or principal who
dws not work from some
organizing principle ur
framework-r,
in university language, from a t h e
ory. Theories about teaching,parent involvement,
curriculum improvement
and motivation abound in
schools. hdeed they are
the source of much dixussion and ter~sionamong
teachers, prit~cipals,and
parents ... Conversely,
most of my Harvard cotleagues are practitioners.
Most run and do things as
well as tlunk things. Academics run schools of education, departments, committees, and research
prqects. Most abo practice as classroom teachers.
A professor is no less a
practitioner than a public
school teacher. (p. 107)
Likewise, Sarason (1990) notes
that the theory/practice split leads
school personnel to denigrate the
quality and relevance of their "ivory
tower" professional education, and
university faculty to locate the
blame for low quality schools in the
"weak intellectual and personal
qualities of school personnel" (p.
66).He suggests that this mutual
disdain is typically dsguised be-
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cause of the power each institution

has to adversely affect the other.

V. Caring Relations in
Teacher Preparation
Many have spoken to the e h c s
of caring in education (Noddings,
1988; Kohl, 1984; Poplin & Weeres,
1992; Rogers & Webb, 1991). Such
caring is not a matter of itnplementing a check list of caring behaviors,
rather it is a philosophy to guide
actions and decisions. Traditional
teacher education programs have
g v e n little systematic attention to
h s dimension of the professor-student rclationshp. The structure of
many teacher education programs
may even hamper meaningful communication and relationships between faculty and students and between students and students. Factors include faculty inaccesibility
(Noddings, 1988; Tuckman, 1987),
entrenched hierarchical relationslups between faculty and students
(Girous, 1980), and the habitual use
of non-interactive instructional
styles (Nodding, 1988). There has
also been a gap in teacher education
programs related to strategies for
helping student teachers develop
meaningful relationships with public school students (Nuddings,
1988).
Assumption #5: The university
program should facilitate the development of authentic, caring relationshps between faculty and students ;ind between student teachers
and their students.
If faculty and students are to feel
safe enough to take leaning risks,
colwtructivist teacher education
programs must assure an academic
atmosphere characterized by supportive connected relations hips.
Structures must be adopted that
sustain caring relationshps over
time. Professors can learn to model
what they advocate, taking time to
attend to students and to their
needs. Tlus calls for authentic perNovember 1994

sons--honest and open about who
they are and what they think, seeking the strengths not the flaws in
their students.
Noddings suggests that the
needs of students must drive our
plans for teacher preparation. We
have to stop asking:How can we get
kids to learn math? How can w e
make all our kids ready for college?
How can we keep kids in school
even though they hate it? and How
can w e prepare teachers for the real
world of teaclung? (p. 179)

Some argue that
future teachers,
who have spent
more than 12
years as students,
are provided
merely with an
"apprenticeship of
obsmation." This
yowetfut

experience may go
far to explain why
teachers seem so
resistant to
instructionnl
innovation.

To take individual differences
of students seriously, we must be
prepared to share power. Noddings
maintains that we should be a s h g
instead:
How can my subject serve
the needs o f each of these
students? How can 1teach
so a5 to capitalize on their
intelligences and affiliations? How can I comThreshofds in Edvcation

plete the caring connection with as many as possible? How can I help them
to care for themselves,
other humans,animals,
the natural environment,
the human-made environment, and the wonderful
world of ideas? As we ask
these questions, we may
find an authentic, caring
ways to prepare teachers.
(p. 179)
What should happen when
teacher educators disagree or disapprove of student actions and beliefs?
Martin Buber (1965)defines 'confirmation' as the act of affirming and
encouraging the best in others. Even
when we don't agree, we must see
as morally acceptable what the other
person deems a worthy goal. Confirmation involves attributing the best
possible motive consonant with r e
ality. "I know you were trying to
help your friend, but ..." may make
it clear that w e disapprove, "but that
we also see a better self."
Often the other will respond with enormous relief. Here is the sigmficant
and percipient other who
sees through the smallness
or meanness of my present behavior a self that is
better and a real possibility. (p. 25)
Confirmation is not a strategy, it
is a loving act that has continuity-grounded in trust.
Sc11ool-university partnership
practices should be evaluated in
part from within a caring philosophy. Careful examination reveals
that many individual programs
have neglected this ethic. Because a
caring community is cc+constructed
by all of those who live w i t h it,and
each setting varies in relation to the
needs of a speclfic community, a
practice that fits one inay not fit another. Most important is the underlying phlosophy that guides prac-

tices, decisions, and interpersonal
relationships.

VI. The Critical
Im~ortance
of
r

Preservice Programs
in School Reform
We have traditionally assumed
that if we gave preservice teachers
enough "good" information, they
would bc.prepared to teach. We further assunled that upon graduation,
students were ready to function in
the role of classroom teacher carrying essentially the same responsibility as their experienced counterparts. Beginning teacher inservice
programs too often functioned as
post-gradcution hurdles into the
profession, and as disguised evaluation procedures.
Assumption #6: The socialization of novice teachers shuuld be a
key component of teacher training.
Novice teachers turn to veteran
colleagues in facing new and complex situations that require quick
decisions. It is not surprising then
that they acquire the characteristics
of their colleagues (Pugach, 1992).
W e we do not directly influence
the teachmg settings of our graduates, w e can impact their sociahation while they are with us in such a
way as to better prepare them for
their novice teaching experiences.
Professional discourse provides
teachers with ideas and stimulation;
it helps them renew and improve
themselves. Little (1982) found that
professional growth is supported in
contexts where (1) teacher talk specifically and continuously focuses
on the practice of teaching; (2) the
observation of teachmg is frequmt,
mutual, and accompanied by critiques; (3) teachers collaboratively
prepare, design and evaluate curriculum materials; and (4)teachers
serve as instructors for each other.
Rosenholtz idenhfied "hgh consensus schools" as settings where goals
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are explicitly known, shared, and
agreed upon and where teacher talk
is fwused on problems of pcacticti-that is, on teaching seen as an
ongoing collective challenge.

A t the University
of South Florida
(USF), the
Department of
Special Education
has developed
partnerships with
local schools on
the firndarnet~tal
premise that such
partnerships
should be based on
district needs.
At USF, we place our preservice
students in cohorts or teams. Students take most of their courses with
the same group of 25 to 30 students.
During their preparation program,
as issues arise, the members of the
group are encouraged to talk about
their differing views. Some classes
focus on how groups work together,
and w i t h that context relationships within the training cohort are
examined. We use this experience as
a communication and conflict resolution laboratory. To date. our cohort students have all been special
education majors, but we are exploring the possibility of creating teams
from both special education and
general education.
We place our students with
mentor teachers. Identifying a
group of mentor teachers who will
work with and support a teacher
training program is one of our biggest challenges. At USF we have
tried several different conhgurations, all of which were developed
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w i t h the context of our university/school district partnerslups.
One of our guiding aims has been to
create structures mutually beneficia1 to university faculty and school
teachers. To date, the most prornising model we have implemented is
the profesdonal practice/professional dev~lupmentschool which
have the dual mission tu teach cluldren and to promote prrtft?ssianal
practice. In one school all our special
education student teachers work
with special education pupils
placed in general education settings.
In another, special education student teachers work with general
education teachers, and in several
schools, student teachers from a variety of departments within the College of Education are placed w ~ t h
mentor teachers. Mentor teachers
and student teachers are matched
according to their disciplinary area
in these settings. Since one faculty
member meets regularly with all
students to discuss their teachmg,
some cross-disciphary training occurs.
Recently, our partnership
schools have requested that irtservice training designed by teachers be
offeredat the school. Teachers identified their needs and have planned
the training to meet them. At the
first four inservice classes, teaching
cases will be presented and discussed, For the fifth session, participants will write and present their
own teaching case. All of the cases
have to do with mentoring student
teachers, and they will also be written to address dilemmas encountered when working with student
teachers. I s s u e of teacher socialization can thus be discussed and analyzed within a familiar context.
Through involvement in t h s collaborative training,all grow prof-sionally and we are a l u able to coconstruct environments in which tuture leaders can develop their o w n
reflective professional practice.
A h a 1 concern needs to be implemen ted in partnership agree-
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ments. If student teachers are to be
prepared for the many challenges
that arise in our multiethnic, multicultural, diverse schools, they
need specific training and experiences which include ethics, diversity, communication slulls, leadership skills, and group/organizatjon
behavior.
Assumption #7 Teacher education programs must assume responsibility for multicultural education.
Unfortunately, we stdl live in a
racist world. W e are still afraid of
each other and we do not know how
to talk across raciat, ethruc, or gender lines. Teachers must not be
cowed by racial conflicts or challenges from disgruntled families.
When faced with such difficulties,
teachers sometimes place blame instead of saying "I don't know how
to do t b better." Once ths blaming
cycle is started, it can be difficult to
interrupt. Unfortunately, many
teacher training programs do not
have carefully planned training nctivities that assist teachers in developing the complex interpersonal
skills needed to deal with challenging social and ethical issues. These
must be first confronted in presenice programs.
One of our students, w i t h two
or three weeks of being laced with
an otherwise creative and competent mentor teacher, began writing
in her journal about how racist the
mentor teacher was. As evidence,
the student teacher reported that the
mentor teacher placed her students
in rows with the front t h e e rows
reserved for children of: dmtors,
lawyers, and businessmen. In the
back two rows sat the children of
migrant farm workers. The student
teacher recalled how, like the back
row children, she too had been a
dismissed cluld by her teachers. Her
tather was an alcoholic and she remembered going to school hungry
and worried about problems at
home. Now, though a competent
and successful adult, she still felt the
pain of those years of dismissal. She
November 1994

initiated a conversation with the
principal, who, though he agreed
with her, didn't want to deal with
the problem untd the semester
e n d d . He claimed this would give
the student a better practicum experience.
Teacher education faculty cannot evade such hard issues. Working in partnership with schools, university faculty can mentor and
model how they would deal with
such issues. In the example d e
scribed above, the faculty mentor
opposed the principal's decision, arguing that it was not fair, either to
the student teacher or to the students being subjected to unequal
treatment. When the teacher was finally confronted, she initially became so defensive that it was necessary to move the student teacher to
another classroom. Subsequently
however, the teacher did change the
classroom seating plan. Usually,
this would be considered an unfortunate incident, even a failure, but
we see it as a strength of our partnerslup. Multiple perspectives were
voiced, errors tolerated, and the
growth of both teachers and student
teachers supported. University and
school personnel and students all
learned to talk and not to fear what
might be learned.
This case remforces too, the important role of teacher education in
helping students voice their ethical
acts of recogrution, hljgrant
worker's children challenge assumptions about "good families".
Old family models were mostly constructed by white, middle-class men
who had wives at home to run the
household. Families which didn't fit
were called chaotic. Since they had
low expectations of the children
from these families, teachers often
exempted themselves from responsibility. Ttus was translated into
meaning that African-American
families, for example, were chaotic
and that their children must therefore, be unmotivated. Most families
today however, face how difficult it
ThreshoIds in Education

is to prepare dinner, supervise
homework, get baths, finish chores,
and have the chrldren in bed by a
reasonable time. We need to be
training teachers who are wnsitive
to the c h a n p g needs of all American families and who can create new
ways of workmg with them.
Preservice learning can be truly
transformational when teaching
practices create learning environments that take into account individual learning needs. One of our
graduating students, a middle aged
African-American, woman said to
us, "I feel different inside and out."
She is different now. When she
started the program, she was quiet,
soft-spoken, and even somewhat
down-trodden. Now she presents
an assured professional presence,
she is funny,opinionated, and absolutely alive and delightful. She blossomed because the program encouraged her reflective wconstcuctionof
professional practice, one in w h c h
diversity was celebrated and a spirit
of inquiry fosterd.

VII. Conclusions
Achering school/ university
partnerships requires considerable
change within both teacher education programs and schools. Change
always creates stresses.It takes time,
patience, and fortitude to think
t hraug h the consequences of such
far-reachng shifts in thinkirtg. New
practices may not seem as systematic as following a pre-established
text outline. Faculty worry about
providing students with adequate
knowledge bases to perform successfully on professional tests, they
debate about w h e t h ~ ror not the
constructivist model a d r q l ~ tely
a exploits our faculty members' expertise, and some worry about cxcessive student control. Are we perhaps, pampering students too
much? Are we using faculty time as
well as we could?
Our public school partners too,
have had their own struggles with

tlus changing paradgm. Some feel
threatened by students' questions as
they strive to make sense of a
teacher's practices. Practitioners
may resist new theories of learning.
Some may not fully accept some of
the negotiated t e r n of the partnership agreement.
Nonetheless, everyone has been
excited and impressed by students'
increased ability to integrate practice with theory, to solve school and
classroom problem, and to develop
confidence in their ability to cope
with the challenges in schools. We
are succeeding in part, because we
have articulated the underlying assumptions of our recommended

practices. Too often, programs undertaken under the label oi a change
initiative do not really match the assumptions of that reform phlosophy. When people are operating
with different tacit assumptions,
partnership can be difficult. Thus,
from both sides, we expose and
openly examine differences in the
university-school district partnerships we have created together.
Identifying differences though,
is only a first step, Common goals
and needs are also identified. Our
commonalities have sustained us
through difficult periods of change.
Communication has been the tool
for reconstructing our aims. Critical

introspection has accompanied our
efforts to substantiate views/philosophies while the exposure to others' views/phdosoplues has served
to clarify and broaden these perspectjves. Through dialogue, the
school district and the University of
South Florida have jointly constructed an environment that models the d e h t j o n of professional
growth we profess to students. Student growth is guided by and congruent with the collaborative principles of the school/ university partnership. Only in this way can coherent teacher education programs be
designed which exhibit conceptually consistent methodologies.
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A Cynic's Reaction to Sirotnik and Goodlad's
A m O N ; This Could Really Work!
by Susan Sitter
Susnt~Sitter is n

member ofthe English Departmrnf, Elgin High School,

Elgm, Illinois.
chool--University Pnrtnrrships it1 Action ( ) by Kenneth A . Sirotnik and John I.
Goodlad builds a strong
case for collaboration among all levels of education. Just as cooperative
learning does not occur automatically in the classroom, but requires
certain conditions in order for i t to
take place, so also school-university
collaboration requires more than
good intentions. According to Sirotnik and Goodlad, a school-university partnership (SUP)must be a deliberately designed, collaborative
arrangement among different institutions w o r h g together to solve
common problems ~nldto advance
the self-interest of all the parties involved. The key condition here is to
advance self-interest. Each party
must we how it benefits from tne
partnershp. For example, while a
school-university partnership can
help a school with its renewal process, it can also provide a university
with an arena in which to conduct
its teacher training and research on
teaclung.
h this reaction paper, 1 stress
the value of a school-university
parhershy to schools like the high
school in which I teach. In my opinion, the strongest argument for such
a school to become involved in a
school-university partnership is the
potential it prflvides to contribute to
continual and effective schclol renewal. As a public schcwl teacher, I
have been through waves of change:
new vs. old math, elective vs. comNovember 1994

prehensive curricula, open vs. selfcontained classroom, tracking vs.
non-tracking-and we are still a
"Nation at Risk." Thr classroom in
"Peoria" grinds on in much the
same way as it did in 1910. Perhaps
this should teach us that quality
education cannot be legislated.
With a SUP, local school staff
would act to identify problems
within their own settings. What do
our students need to learn the most?
From such questions they could d a
velop solutions based on their own
special conditions and available resources. This would work because it
empowers educators, the often forgotken major stakeholders in school
improvement. Therefore, a SUP
could not only provide a continuing
partnershp to directly improve
schooling, but it would also serve to
improve the education of the educators.
Another strong argumcnt for a
SUP is that it carries a built-in means
of evaluation. hIost teachers cringe
far good reason at the endless versions of mandated teacher evaluations and school report cards. The
former can be based in the too subjective judgements of administrators and therefore represent a personal threat, while the latter often
sets up unfair con~parisonsamong
dissimiIar schools relying on only
quantitative test scores. In contrast,
a SUP evaluation would necessarily
be collaborative, involving a process
of self-study. Participants would be
generating and acting upon knowl-
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edge in context, by and ior the people who use it. This kind of interactive evaluation positions educators
A S active participants in their own
critical appraisal. Therefore, evaluation would be conducted for internal program improvement and
would not function a s an imposed
accountability exercise demanded
by external controlling agencies.
In the October 31,1994 issue of
Time magazine appears the statement that, "Schools must break free
of bureaucracy. Fifty years of topdown reform has not done the
trick." I believe that h s reflects a
widespread belief among American
educational publics. Many professional educators themselves express
this attitude when they advocate
critical thinlung and problem solving slulls through cooperative learning in the classroom. Isn't it only an
extension of that logic that we
should furm partnerships between
schools and universities for the critical reflection and action on our
problems? To renew schools in order to address their ~ v e r -hanging
c
problems requires ctdlaboration.
The time for school-university
partnerslups has come. And after
all, speakmg as a public school
teacher, its all in our own best interest.
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Book Rmiew: Kagan, DM. (1993).Laura and Jim and
What They Taught Me About the Gap Between
Educational Theoy and Practice. Albany: State
University Pvess of Nao York.
Reviewed by Elkine C. Koffman
Elaine KofJman is Associate Professor of Educntinnal Foundafions,
Northeastern Illinois University.

aura and Jim and What They
Taught Me About the Gap Betwem Educational Theory a ~ i d
Practice, by Dona M.Kagan,
who is herself a professor of educa-

tion, could help produce major
changes in the preparation of teachers and in research on teaching by
documenting the need for professors of education to pay more attention to what experienced teachers
thmk and do. Tlus slim, well-organized, easy-to-read book describes
the results of five months of research. Kagan observed and interviewed Go outstanding high
school teachers, Laura, who teaches
Englrsh, and Jim,who teaches social
studies. She interviewed two educational professors, Beth and Liza,
who teach methods courses in corresponding fields, and talked with
two student teachers. After Professor Kagan analyzes the teachers'
and the professors' views of teaching, she explains the reasons for the
differencesin their perspectives and
discusses the practical implications
of this dichotomy.
To draw accurate pictures of the
teachers' pedagogical beliefs and
practices, Professor Kagan spent 12
hours observing in each of their
classrooms, then constructed narrative descriptions from her field
,3R

notes. She gave Laura and Jimcopies of their respective descriptions
and a list of questions about such
matters as what influenced their instructional style and what makes
them good teachers. Answers to
these questions were obtained a
week later during separate ninetyminute interviews.

Professor Kagan
explains the
dichotomy
between the
professors' and
teachers' views by
referring to the
histoy of teacher
education.

To draw accurate pictures of the
professors' pedagogical beliefs and
practices, Professor Kagan gave
them lists of questions that required
them to do such things as describe
their methods courses in detail and
Thresholds in Education

explain what caused them to leave
the school classroom for a career in
higher education. A week later they
were interviewed individually
about these questions; then Beth
was given a copy of the narrative
describing Laura's English classes
and Liza was given a copy of the
narrative describing Jim's social
studies classes. A week after she
gave Beth and Liza these descriptions, Professor Kagan interviewed
each professor again, tlus time focusing on the professor's evaluation
of the classroom teacher.
Professor Kagan also asked
questions of two student teachers,
one who had studied with Beth and
observed Laura, and another who
had studied with Liza and observed
Jim. These questions included
whether they noticed any inconsistencies between what they were
taught in methods courses and what
they found practiced in high school
classrooms and what instructional
method they planned to use in their
own classrooms.
Professor Kagan's data led her
to four areas in which the professors' view and the teachers' view
differed markedly. First, with regard to the issue of how one learns
to teach, the professors conceptualized teaching as a science that could
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be learned largely through university courses; the teachers saw their
practice as a form of personal selfexpression that cannot be taught directly, but evolves through the trial
and error of workng with students.
Second, with regard to the issue
of outcomes, while the professors
emphasized the acquisition of academic skills, particularly the skill of
critical thinlung, the teachers saw
their objectives as preparing students for tests, college entrance exams,and other challenges that could
eventually lead them to succeed in
the world according to society's
rules. The teachers also saw their job
as going beyond the cognitive domain to help students develop such
affective goals a s good self-esteem
and social skills.

... the professors
conceptualized
teaching as a
science that could
be learned largely
through university
courses; the
teachers saw their
practice as a fonn
of personal
self-expression
that cannot be
taught directly,
but evolves
tlrrough the trial
and error of
zc~orkingwith
students.

Third, on the issue of the mecha-

nism that accounts for classrmrn
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learning, the professors believed the
instructional method used was the
most important consideration, with
the best teaching done by discovery
learning and with the use of a variety of methods. The teachers believed that what was most irnportant, was a good relationship with
students, and that students prefer
predictable routine to variety. Jim,
for example, told Professor Kagan,
"Method is overshadowed by pers o d t y and rapport. . . . Above all,

it has to do with the sensE that the
teacher is there for the students"
(pp. 112-113).
Last, professors and teachers
differed in terms of their comfort
level with today's schools. The professors had not k e d working in
schools (Beth wanted another kind
of intellectual challenge and h a
was unimpressed with much of the
teaching she saw around her and
wanted to be in a position to change
it) and they advocated radical
changes. For example, J3eth said,
"There may be a curriculum you're
supposed to follow but there are
ways to adapt or ignore it. A teacher
sometimes has to be subversive,
"sneaky" (p.55).The teachers found
that teaching fit their respective personalities and values, and were less
focused on c h a n p g the system
than on helping their students compete within it. For example, Laura's
response to Beth's comment regarding curriculum was the following:
J am frankly frightened by
her advising her methods
students to defy (albeit
subtly) curriculum guides
that teachers and administrators have decided are in
the best interest of shidents. . . . Taking it upon
oneself to alter the curriculum could cause serious
problems for students.
Next year's teachers will
expect students to know
what was designated in
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this year's curriculum; if
the content isn't taught, it
is the student who wdl suffcr (p. 66).

Both students and teachers
were critical of their preservice uni-

versity course work, believing that
it did not prepare them to relate to
today's adolescent students. Students believed that what they
learned from w a t c h g Laura and
Jimwas more relevant to what they
needed to know to become successful teachers.
Professor Kagan explains the dichotomy between the pntfessors'
and teachers' views by referring to
thelustory of teacher education. She
writes that since the 1960s and
1970s, when many teachers c o l l e g ~
were absorbed into d a l e university
systems, teacher educators have
needed a science of teaching in order
to be able toconduct and publish the
type of research done by the professors in the social sciences with
whom they compete for resources
on university campuses. Conceptualizing teaching as a science, rather
than as an art, gives it (and them)
higher status in the university community. Teachers, on the other
hanci, have found that they ciluld
most easily communicate what they
did in their classrooms by describing teaching in terms of human relationships.
One implication ~f her data, according to Kagan, is that, if you can't
learn much of how to teach directly,
but must acquire it through working
with students, education maiors
should spend a larger percentage of
their preservice training actually
teaching students. A second implication of her data is that, if a student's relationship with his teachers
has a greater impact on his learning
than does the pedagogical method
by wtuch he is taught, there should
be more research conducted on
teacher-student rapport.
As an education professor
whose innin professional interest is

in assisting students to become excellent teachers who wdl, in turn,
have a positive influence on their
own students, I believe it is irnperative to pay attention to Dona Kagan's message that both the professors' and the teachers' persp~tives
need to be heard and respected.
Happily, Professor Kagan delivers
this message in a book which was
written to appeal to a wide audience. A 150-page volume is short
enough for even a harried individual to complete, and "hearing" the
voices of educators is more intrinsicaIly interesting than is reading statistics.

If this were a

...

quantitative,
study, i t would be
as though only
measures of
central tendency
were presented
without taking
into consideration
any indices of
within groztp
variability.
Professurs, teachers, and yreservice education students can all
read and benefit from this book. It
should provide the professors with
a brisk, egeshrmking, head-clear-

&I

ing dose of reality which lets them
know that forming and maintaining
close relationships with teachers is
vital to the planning and implementation of the curriculum of their
courses. Conducting research on the
antecedents to and consequences of
student-teacher rapport should also
be a high priority for them. It should
encourage teachers to speak out
more loudly about what they have
learned from their years of experience, to become deeply involved in
educating the future members of
their profession, and to conduct action research.It paints for the education major a more includve and realistic picture of how one learns to
become a successful teacher.
One reservation about the contrasting portraits of teachers and
professors depicted in h u m and linr
and What They Taught Me About the
Gap Between Educational Throty and
Practice should be noted. While 1 do
not doubt that a general teachers'
perspective can be distinguished
from a general professors' perspective, I am concerned that Professor
Kagan's choice of subjects may exaggerate the extent of this difference. She mentions, ior example,
"One of my reasons for selecting Jim
and Laura was their traditional,
teacher-oriented styles (p. 142)," but
we all are acquainted with teachers
who use other approaches. h addition, I am certain not all education
professors are like Beth and Liza. I,
too, teach in a college of education
that is part of a state university. A
major part of my instruction is delivered through direct teaclung that includes the use of outlines and study
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questions. My emphasis is on establishing and maintaining a good rapport and letting students know that
I am there to help them master the
objectives of the courses I teach. My
t e a c h g ideology and practice
probably have more in common
with those of Laura and Jim than
with those of Beth and Liza. If this
were a quantitative, rather than a
qualitative, study, it would be as
though only measures of central tendency were presented without taking into consideration any indices of
w i t h group variability.
Bearing in mind the yualification that the difference between the
professors' and the teachers' perspecti\.es is probably not so clear cut
as it appears in Liutm and /in1 and
Whnt TIILTTolr$h! Me About the Cap
B L ~ ~ U T Edilcn~
C I I it?nul Theory and Praciice, 1 recommend this bmlk highly
to those who art! interested in the
quality of teacher preparation. I intend to make i t required reading
when I next teach educational psychology. I tm that it ~ L serve
U as
a catalvst beneficial to discussions
with the pcesecvice students. I am
particularly interested in learning
how the two Chicago Public School
teachers who have collaborated
with me in t e a c h g one section of
my courses each sertwstec will react
to its message. This book's great virtue is that it should stimulate professors and teachers to form relationslups w k c h will facilitate their talking with each other about the nature
of effective teaching and the best
ways to prepare education majors to
become effective teachers.
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