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This publication is designed to serve 3 purposes: (1) It 1s a report of the 1966
Summer shop-Symposium on “School-College Partnerships in Teacher Education,
cosponsored by the pubkshers, (2) It presents additional thinking not included n that
program or which has come to light since, and (3) It serves as a folow-up to 1964
and 1965 studies as third in a series devoted to helping those interested in teacher
education to stay abreast of changes and to be prepared to exercise enlghtened
leadership. Most of the 34 contributors are university-based admnstrators of
teacher education programs. Section 1 provides brief reflectons on the
workshop-symposium, and Section 2 presents much of the conference content: a
chapter on promises and pitfalls in the trend toward collaboration. descriptions and

yses of emerging partnerships in teacher education; a review of group discussions
at the conference; and elaborations on 7 issues and problems in cooperative
venturing. Section 3 focuses on emerging administrative and regulatory developments
in collaborative enterprises. Section 4 deals with the foundations for partnership in the
phiosophical bases of teacher education. Various innovative procedures and practices
in supervision, such as microteaching, simulation training, and pre-student teaching
laboratories, are discussed in the 12 parts of Section 5.% final section offers "A Look
at the Future= (JS)
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FOREWORD

In 1962 the Committee on Studies of The American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education appointed a Subcommittee on School-
College Relationships in Teacher Education to focus attention on the
relationships of schools and colleges in providing laboratory experiences
in teacher education. The Association for Student Teaching joined this
venture, and the two groups have coordinated their efforts through this
Subcommittee. The Workshop-Symposium, held in 1966 on the campus
of the Indiana University of Pennsylvania, culminated the Subcommit-
tee’s activities. This publication is the product of that conference.

The work of this Subcommittee, as evidenced by this publication
and its two previous publications, Cooperative Structures in School-
College Relationships for Teacher Education and School-College
Relationships in Teacher Education: Report of a National Survey of
Cooperative Ventures, has been noteworthy. The movement of many
of the prestudent teaching and student teaching experiences from the
campus laboratory school to the schools in neighboring communities,
frequently remote from the college, has created difficult problems. That
these problems often were solved by default only served to delay the
time when the school systems and teacher education institutions must
face them directly. The interest of some state departments of education
and state legislatures, and currently the United States Congress, in
legislation to help solve some of the problems related to student teach-
ing and other laboratory experiences, underlines the importance of the
problem.

It is imperative that the educational community, including all of
the component parts which are related to the teacher education function,
take immediate steps to clearly delineate the problems related to this
area and set up guidelines for a number of possible solutions to them.
The workshop of Indiana, Pennsylvania, and this resulting publication
have made a significant contribution to these ends.
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PREFACE

In the last several years there has been an accelerating movement
toward more collaboration in teacher education, particularly the labora-
tory phase. The problems encountered by personnel from schools,
colleges, state departments of education, professional organizations,
and the federal government have made many aware of the need for
cooperative arrangements involving schools, colleges, and related
agencies. It has become clear to them that no one of these institutions
or agencies can successfully “go-it-alone” in the education of teachers,
cither preservice or in-service. As a result, some institutions and
agencics have already established cooperative ventures. Others want
information which will assist them in developing working partnerships.
Still others, while not denying the problems, are not sure that collabora-
tion is the answer. They want to study further this and other possible
alternatives. In any case, interest in partnerships continues to grow.

This publication serves several purposes. First, it is a report of the
1966 Summer Workshop-Symposium on “School-College Partnerships
in Teacher Education,” cosponsored by The Association for Student
Teaching and The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Edu-
cation. The Workshop-Symposium was held in August, 1966, on the
canipus of Indiana University of Pennsylvania. Some 250 participants
attended. They came from public schools, private schools, campus
schools, public colleges and universities, private colleges and universi-
ties, state departments of education, professional organizations, and the
federal government. They listened to descriptions of current coopera-
tive ventures presented by representatives of the sponsoring institutions
and agencies and then scrutinized and analyzed these ventures in small
group sessions. They listened to recognized authorities who presented
information necessary for intelligent consideration of working partner-
ships in teacher education. They were also members of small groups
which investigated a topic of particular relevance to the theme, or
worked to refine existing models for collaborative structures.
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Second, building from the base provided by the Workshop-
Symposium program, this publication presents additional relevant
thinking necessary for the continued refinement of the concept of
partnership programs in teacher education. No brief wourkshop can
possibly include all important related information, ideas, and points of
view. New programs, new ideas, and new formulations of existing
knowledge come to attention regularly. This, then, is also an attempt
to present that which could not be included in the program of the
Workshop-Symposium, and that which has come to light since the
conference.

In a very real way the third purpose of this publication is to serve
as a follow-up to two previous Reports by the AACTE Subcommittee
oa School-College Relationships: School-College Relationships in
Teacher Education: Report of a National Survey of Cooperative Ven-
tures,! and Cooperative Structures in School-College Relationships for
Teacher Education Increasing interest in the concept, rapid growth
of programs, and development of new knowledge dictated the need for
supplementing and up-dating the two earlier reports. Thus, this may
be viewed as the third in a series of pubiications devoted to helping
those interested in teacher education to stay abreast of changes and to
be prepared to exercise enlightened leadership.

1 Smith, E. Brooks, and Johnson, Patrick, editors. School-College Relationships
in Teacher Education: Report of a National Survey of Cooperative Ventures.
Washington, D.C.: The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Edu-
cation, 1964. 70 pp.

2 Subcommittee on School-College Relationships in Teacher Education of the
Committee on Studies. Cooperative Structures in School-Co'lege Relation-
ships for Teacher Education. Washington, D.C.: The American Association
of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1965. 106 pp.
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Reflections on a Conference

PHILIP W. PERDEW
Professor of Education
University of Denver

Has Student Teaching a Future?

Student teaching can’t possibly work. But here it is, and it has
been here for a century or more. We are like the bee which, I under-
stand, is poorly enginecred acrodynamically, but who, in his blissful
ignorance, flits about with apparent case and even makes a little honey
on the side. We don’t know that it won’t work, so we go ahead and do
it anyway; meanwhile alternately complaining of its inadequacy, blast-
ing cooperating teachers who don’t cooperate our way or who don’t
even teach, or taking pot shots at college supervisors who rarely are
available when needed or, when available, only interfere rather than
help. So, meetings which involve cooperating teachers and college
supervisors, or either group alone, when student teaching is discussed,
revolve around such issues, not inconsequential issues, really, as: Shall
cooperating teachers be paid; and if so, how much and by whom; or
who shall give the grade in student teaching—the cooperating teacher
or the college supervisor? These are lower-level but “heart” or “gut”
level issues (depending on your taste for romantic or contemporary
literature) since they are relevant to the big issue of “who’s in charge
here.”

A workshopper, an “old hand,” was overheard to say of the
Workshop-Symposium, “This is a watershed conference.” History will
take care of the long-range significance of the conference for the total
profession, but the meeting held meaning for many persons because it
focussed their attention on the fundamental question of the viability of
teacher education programs in which—and this is most of them—the
vital laboratory experience phase is operated on sufferance rather than
cooperation in a joint enterprise.

Some long for the halcyon days when the whole of teacher educa-
tion was under the control of the university, the college, or more likely,
the normal school, where the campus school had as a primary purpose

2
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their first allegiance to their school systems. The aims of the school are
implemented in the classroom. When the aim of the education of
teachers has low priority, as it does in most situations, the cooperating
teacher is reluctant to give it the attention which it needs. To achieve
status and recognition in the school system through excellence as a
cooperating teacher may well be difficult or, at best, slow in coming.
If the school accepts teacher education as a high priority responsibility,
and if this responsibility is adequately interpreted throughout the school
system, cooperating teachers can more readily see their dual role as
teachers of children and teachers of teachers.

Cooperative Ventures

In the spring of 1962, The American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education appointed a Subcommittee of the Committee on
Studies to look into the matter of school and college relations in teacher
education laboratory experience. The Association for Student Teaching
appointed a member of the Subcommittee as well, so the two organiza-
tions have been intimately involved throughout the study. Early in its
work, the Committee sent out an inquiry to the AACTE member insti-
tutions to discover whether there were any unusual cooperative struc-
tural arrangements involving schools and colleges. They found some
and published their findings in 1964 and 1965.2 The Committee found
variety and originality in purposes, institutions involved, structures, and
extent of cooperation between schools and colleges.

Several of the colleges and their related schools were invited to
submit their programs to the critical analysis of their collcagues at other
institutions at the 1966 Workshop-Symposium. This was a major activity
of the conference.

Student Teaching Centers:

Individual institutions have structured relationships with one or
more school districts with the primary objective of improving the labo-
ratory phase of teacher education. These structures generally provide
for the school to assume a higher degree of responsibility for teacher
education than the conventional provision of student teaching stations.
Some involve joint responsibility for supervision of the total laboratory
program. Others involve joint planning for the program for instruction
of cooperating teachers. Still others include joint planning of varied
laboratory experiences extending well beyond student teaching. Some
plans call for all of the above, plus cooperative planning of other
aspects of the teacher education program. Joint responsibility for
financing, planning, and control is carried out through various structures
and procedures, but all three responsibilities are implicitly or explicitly
involved.

1 Smith and Johnson, op. cit.
2 Subcommittee on School-College Relationships in Teacher Education, op. cit.

4




The limitations and inadequacies of conventional student teaching
arrangements, which carry with them divided allegiance and contradic-
tion in purposes, cause the student teaching center to be intriguing as a
model institution for the future. True cooperation with joint responsi-
bility can change sufferance to succorance, provide a focus for allegiance
of both cooperating teacher and college supervisor, and modemize the
old campus school concept in terms of present realities.

Sainthood for promoters of the student teaching center may yet
h. delayed, due not alone to human frailties, but also to limitations in
conception. Generally speaking, student teaching centers suffer from
viewing the laboratory experience phase of teacher education as cul-
minating in a one-to-one relationship of a student teacher, a cooperating
teacher, and a class of children. Margaret Lindsey, in the concluding
speech of the workshop, stated, “The present notion of student teaching
will fade out of existence.” Replacing it, in her judgment, will be a
variety of experiences suitable for the various levels of readiness achieved
by the student during his preservice preparation. Lindsey speculated
that the school of the future would be a laboratory for the study of
education in which prospective teachers would play a variety of roles.
The student teaching center may become a transitional institution. mov-
ing toward a new structure with new roles, but still with the necessary
component of joint venturing with schools and colleges playing coopera-
tive, but varying, roles. '

Affiliated Schools:

Critical analysis was also applied to some institutional arrange-
ments which included joint responsibilities in research and development
relating to curriculum and teaching methods. Some of these arrange-
ments are substantially supported by federal funds; others are financed
within the institutions. They share Lindsey’s interest in pumping vitality
into faculties, both college and school, through involvement in the pro-
motion of change toward meaningful goals.

Student teaching is not the focus of this type of relationship. In
most cases the fact is quite the contrary. In this type of relationship,
the college attempts to “catalyze” change, test ideas, and keep teaching
relevant. Probably schools and colleges come together to serve some
other human and institutional needs such as prestige, succorance, or
securing federal or foundation funds. Hetenyi pointed out the reality of
serving the different needs of varied institutions through activities which
represent a coincidence or convergence of these needs on a common
activity.

Institutional arrangements of this kind have the potentiality of pro-
viding a variety of laboratory experiences for college students at both
preservice and in-service levels. As prospective teachers become involved
in research activity where the children are—in the classroom—they
can learn to ¢ e teaching as a research-oriented activity. If to college

5
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students at the preservice stage are left the chores of counting, tabu-
lating, mark-sensing for the computer, and similar tasks, they may well
lose their interest in teaching. The challenge to the administrators
of such programs is to utilize them to their maximum learning potential
for teachers as well as laboratories for testing ideas or collecting solid
data for publication.

State Programs:

Some of the workshoppers examined state programs for student
teaching. West Virginia and Georgia have been trying to improve
student teaching through the leadership of the state departments of edu-
cation for several years. Texas insiituted a state-wide improvement plan
with legislative support in recent years. Differences in state size, popu-
lation, and general character have led to varied purposes and structures,
all of which merit study for their applicability elsewhere.

State or regional plans have a significant potential which has not
yet been fully realized. They suffer from their narrow focus on student
teaching in a conventional mold, and the limited funds which have been
the lot of state departments of education. New funds make possible
new goals and new activities. The possibilities inherent in an organiza-
tion that is not limited to a single school district, or to one institution
of higher education, could provide a freedom to encourage innovation
beyond the scope of other organizations.

Educational Laborafories:

The educational laboratory concept in federal legislation, with
Office of Education sponsorship, has just been born. It is so new, so
inexperienced, that no provision was made for analyzing it at the
Workshop-Symposium. Wayne Reed of the U.S. Office of Education
did not even refer to it as one of the aspects of federal iaterest in
school-college cooperation in laboratory experience. Perhaps the full
potential is not yet understood, although Lindsey did give attention to
it in her later address. Like the state departments of education, it has a
freedom and a responsibility extending well beyond single colleges or
school systems. It, too, has a potentiality for developing the new teacher
education institution, drawing upon the strong characteristics of the
laboratory (campus) school and incorporating Lindsey’s research-
oriented school. It can provide for the involvement of prospective
teachers in a variety of creative activities if it will pick up this
challenge.

Study Groups

The general theme of college-school cooperation was included in
the plan, even though the topics exceeded the bounds of such an idea
when it is narrowly conceived. Topics were chosen because of their
continuing interest or “frontier” thinking possibilities. Most of the

6




topics suggest potentialities for cooperative action among schools and
colleges, even leading to cooperative structures. Among such topics
were the following:

1. In-selj\:ice education of supervising teachers and college
supervisors

Federal, state, and local support of student teaching
The internship

Prestudent teaching laboratory experience

Continuing teacher education

The clinical professor and joint appointments

Team supervision.

NS bEhwN

One topic which did not seem to imply the necessity for cooperative
structures was that group in which I participated, “simulation techniques
in teacher education,” but the group discussion on that topic also turned
in that direction. Roles to be played by both schools and colleges
seemed to call for partnership and probably cooperative structures as
well.

Since study groups stayed together and dealt with a single topic
throughout the several sessions allocated to this type of activity, only
two persons at the conference were in a position to have a very clear
knowledge of the variety of approaches and concerns. James Nickerson
and Hans Olsen circulated among the groups and led the summary
report sessions. That aspect of the Workshop-Symposium will be re-
viewed in a later section. Here, however, we can take a look at the
study group on simulatior. techniques from the viewpoint of one of the
twenty group members.

In preparing for the sroup study, I reviewed several articles which
included “simulation” in the title, and came to the conclusion that I had
happened onto the new “fad” term for the next few years. Such a wide
variety of activities were included that it was almost impossible to dis-
cover a definition which would cover them all. Instead, we confined our
discussion to activities which are similar to teaching and observing, but
which are not, ip fact, carried on in the regular classroom. That was
still somewhat ambiguous, so we chose to emphasize those which in-
volved the use of “new” media such as audio- or videotapes of teaching
situations, intermittent photography, and micro-teaching with video
playback. We also included more traditional approaches, such as the
college student’s teaching his fellow students as if they were high school
pupils. )

Certainly some of these activities can be carried on without the
partnership of schools or school systems. Furthermore, one of the
reasons for using simulation in teacher education is to substitute campus
activities for some field experiences. The latter are increasingly difficult
to arrange with adequate quality controls and in sufficient numbers to

7
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meet the rising tide of teacher education enrollments. On the other hand,
several of the simulation activities involve arrangements with the
schools. The development of videotapes of selected teaching activities
requires the cooperative participation of schools and teachers, The level
of mutual confidence required for taking teaching episodes out of the
classroom for scrutiny and analysis by college students is necessarily
higher than simply permitting a student or a group of students to visit
a classroom and observe. Yet, this mutuality is necessary if video-
taping, or even audiotaping, is to occur. In addition, micro-teaching,
which is done with groups of five or six children, may well require
assistance from the school for the recruitment of micro-teaching pupils.
Again, this requires mutual confidence which may necessitate coopera-
tive structures.

Simulation may well replace prestudent teaching laboratory experi-
ences or even traditional student teaching. It will present new and
unfamiliar problems. This novelty and unfamiliarity may well be an
avenue to new qualities in cooperation. As we all feel the insecurity of
a bold new venture, we may be drawn closer together for mutual aid
and support. ,

General Sessions

Foundations for Modern Teacher Education:

Three of the general session speakers dealt with topics which were
not necessarily directly related to the theme of the Workshop-Sym-
posium. Herbert LaGrone spoke on “Conceptualizing Teaching,”
clarifying and extending some of the ideas which he had developed and
presented earlier as the foundation of the work of the AACTE Teacher
Education and Media (TEAM) project. Kail Openshaw spoke ou the
topic of “Research in Teaching.” Arthur Combs, in speaking on
“Teacher Education—A Problem in Becoming,” dwelt upon certain
aspects of perceptual psychology and their significance for the education
of teachers, as he had done earlier in his brief book, The Professional
Education of Teachers.® The choice of these three speakers and their
topics provided a stimulating contrast in approaches to teacher
education. To some extent Margaret Lindsey harmonized the three
approaches in her concluding banquet speech. All of the speeches
proved to have implications for changing school-college relationships,
even though they were not pointed in that direction.

LaGrone emphasized the ability of college students to understand
teaching through analysis of the teaching process. This approach
depends upon study on the campus, so to speak, rather than in the
field, although it would culminate in a field experience of some kind.
Students would analyze child growth and learning, but a particular

$ Combs, Arthur Wright. ‘The Professional Education of Teachers: A Perceptual
View of Teacher Preparation. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1965. 134 pp.




emphasis would be on teaching behaviors. This emphasis would be on
generally applicable teaching behavior as well as specific approaches to
individual subjects. A further aspect is that of understanding major
disciplines and how knowledge is developed in each of them. The
LaGrone approach can be referred to as cognitive, depending upon
reasoning rather than direct experience. The cognitive approach is not,
however, divorced from experience, but utilizes a variety of the newer
media to bring selected and systematized aspects of teaching to the
college classroom through film, audiotapes, videotapes, and other de-
vices. This experience is vicarious rather than direct in appearance, but
it does allow for systematic analysis of teaching well beyond that which
is feasible under conventional observation, participation, or student
teaching. The cognitive approach to teacher education also finds much
of its data in research on teaching behavior which Openshaw reviewed
and developed for the conference.

Implicit in the cognitive approach is the collection of films or tapes
from actual teaching situations. To obtain these as well as research data
will necessitate the participation of the schools. Partnership between
schools and colleges will be necessary to a more intimate degree than
tradition or convention has encouraged.

Openshaw was frankly behavioristically oriented as he discussed
research in teaching. He criticized much «; conventional teacher edu-
cation and educational research for its lack of behavioral orientation.
“Current content and method have been generated almost exclusively
on logical grounds without explicit empirical reference to a clear defini-
tion of criterion behavior. . . . Criterion measures of immediate and
longer-range learner behavior for both the teacher educator and for the
student in programs of teacher education must be established.” Further-
more, he asserted that the surest road to improving teacher education
was through research concerning teaching as a composite of behaviors.
“The concept which holds the greatest promise for providing a base for
the substance of teacher education, that is demonstrably relevant to
actual teaching, is the analysis, description, and understanding of the
teaching task itself.” The research, which was cited by Openshaw as
illustrative of the direction in which we are moving, involved systematic
observation and analysis of egular teachers in action.

It is obvious that Op&haw’s view of the road ahead in teacher
education is consistent with LaGrone’s in that research will provide
data, including systems of analysis, which prospective teachers will use
as a basis of their cognition. Lindsey added an important supple-
mentary idea in suggesting that prospective teachers be involved in the
research process along with experienced teachers and college instructors,
and that this be a significant part of their laboratory experience.

Combs looked at teaching from his background of thirty years of
experience in clinical psychology, counseling and psychotherapy, and
teaching. From this background, he saw teachers, priests, social work-
ers, and others in the helping professions as successful to the extent

9
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that they are authentic persons. This stance put his ideas in direct
opposition to those of LaGrone and Openshaw in almost every respect.
“What makes an effective professional worker is not a question of his
behaving in any particular way. Rather, it seems to be a matter of how
effectively he has learned to use his unique self in carrying out the func-
tions of his particular branch of the helping professions he is responsible
for.” To become a teacher, a student must become a self and grow in
his understanding of the use of his self as an instrument for assisting
the growth of selfhood in other persons. Some harmony of Combs
with LaGrone and Openshaw came in his recognition that traditional
teacher education in its behavioral emphasis had achieved some success
“because the critical examination of behavior may involve an indi-
vidual in an examination of his purposes and beliefs. . . . This is
probably why our confidence that examination of behavior will change
it is so widespread.” Combs disagrees with this approach because it is
too limited. “Seeing the production of teachers as a problem in becom-
ing, however, calls for a different emphasis upon the development of
beliefs, values, purposes, and personal meanings instead of behavior.”

Combs suggested that prospective teachers find meaning in their
preparation through extended laboratory experience in contact with
children and the critical analysis of that experience. This should com-
mence as early as the student identifies teaching as his professional goal
and continue throughout his college program and the first year of
teaching. Presumably, it would not end there, but the teacher might,
by then, be able to' continue his own education with the same
orientation.

The implementation of the Combs procedure obviously implies
close relationship between schools and colleges. To have confidence
that the experience is significant in promoting the development of self-
hood, schools and colleges would need to have clear understandings of
the functions which were being promoted, and this understanding would
need to extend most particularly to the classroom teacher level. The
difficulties in finding excellent spots for laboratory experience would
be a limitation or a challenge for those who gpuld operate such a
program. Interestingly enough, the procedures for providing extended
prestudent teaching laboratory experience have been around for many
years, but the qualities which Combs would seek have not been
achieved. It is the affective qualities which Combs advocated which
would make the difference between one kind of “traditional” teacher
education and that which he seeks.

Lindsey’s speech, at the banquet which concluded the conference,
has been referred to several times already. She was not obliged to
summarize what had gone before, but, in many respects, she provided
a harmonization and a synthesis of the sharply contrasting viewpoints.
Furthermore, she looked ahead to the significance of educational
laboratories and the participation of prospective as well as experienced
teachers in them. The educational laboratory will also help to break
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down the discrete separation of preservice and in-service education. |
The practice of teaching will include the critical analysis of teaching,
and we shall have students of teaching at various maturity levels.

Focus

The Workshop-Symposium was, in all probability, many things to
many people. The view depends upon the point from which it was
taken. With 256 people from all parts of the United States—in profes-
sional positions in the federal government, state departments of edu-
cation, public and private schools, college laboratory schools, public
aad private colleges and universities, and professional organizations—a
) great variety of viewpoints was present. From the viewpoint of the
oL author, the scene became integrated in spite of its apparent chaos of
o expressed.

Closer school and college relationships are imperative. New
mechanisms and new structures are being formed. These new structures
call for new role; and fundamental rearrangements of responsibilities.
Schools are finding their way toward including teacher education as a
primary, high-priority function. Customary arrangements for student
teaching are being remodeled here and there. Student teaching in the
old form is becoming increasingly ineffective and impossible. A replace-
ment is overdue. For change to become progress, the ferment in
teacher education needs full cooperation of schools and colleges and a
fundamental review of purposes, functions, roles, and responsibilities.

11
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Part 1

Promises and Pitfalls in the Trend
Toward Collaboration

E. BROOKS SMITH

Chairman, Department of Elementary Education
Wayne State University s

with a contribution by

JoHN 1. GoobLAD

Dean, Graduate School

University of California, Los Angeles

Emerging Partnerships

All of the cooperative ventures and partnership structures between
teacher education institutions and agencies that are being built today
will be for naught unless they meet some of the promises for instruc-
tional improvement and resea:ch development that appear in their stated
goals. The simple act of working cooperatively on common tasks holds
promise for finding new solutions to old problems and for discovering
new challenges. On the other hand, genuine cooperative effort between
institutions, when members are involved together in decision making,
can generatc complexities and confusions that become pitfalls to the
advancement of the educational endeavor. As partnerships emerge,
possible ways to realize promises and avoid pitfalls must be considered.
Information and advice on these matters emerge from between the lines
of descriptions of cooperative projects reported. Discussions among
participants at the Workshop-Symposium, and among the Subcommittee
on School-College Relationships, focussed on these concerns. The fol-
lowing exposition has been developed from these sources.

The movement toward closer collaboration, indeed toward a part-
nership in the teacher education and educational research endeavors,
is not just on its way; it is happening precipitously under the impact
of an aggressive federal program. This emerging reorganization of
the educational enterprise is going to change the landscape in which
teacher education and research take place. Present-day professional
educators will have to make this change, and it may set the design for
another fifty years. Old patterns of working together are being dis-
carded as new ones are forged under pressures from the public for
improved education. The profession itself is asking for a more orga-
nized attack on teacher education problems that have suffered from
a laissez-faire approach for too long. The schools, universities, state
departments, and professional organizations must learn to collaborate

13
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' i efficiently and effectively or the profession will not be able to racet the

. G public demand for improvement. Some other power cente: may then o -
1 S gain control and the profession will have lozt iis autonomy and the a
£ leadership it previously possessed. Petty conflicts, caused by status 1
{18 differences and by narrow points of view, must be ameliorated. One !

: way to accomplish a meeting of minds and purpose is to bring the

- various workers in the educational enterprise together, face to face, to

i meet the modemn challenges.

INYREN

A First Promise: Working Together as Professional Equals:

- The first promise is that the total profession can learn to work

. _ together in a partnership of equals. However, in this promise there is a
Fi pitfall, unless “equals” is realistically defined in terms of roles. School

; ? - ‘ personnel, university professors, and state department experts are equal

. :lg‘- .o

- in their contribution to, and importance in, the educational enterprise;
c but the contributions are different. No one of them can, or should be,
R “all things to all people.” Each has his bailiwick, and rightly so. The
" school’s rightful business is practice—examined and enlightened prac-
tice. This can be accomplished best in the field. The university’s right-
i ful job is scholarly investigation of the educational activity by building
theory from experimental findings, and from study of disciplines that
touch on education. This can best be done at the university where the
means for intensive scholarship reside and where students of education
may view educational problems from a universal and objective position.
The state agency for public instruction is responsible for oversecing the
total enterprise, enforcing minimum standards, and fostering coopera-
tive leadership at local and regional levels. Professional organization
should be responsible for encouraging members to reach for maximum
standards and fair practices. They should provide a forum for the dis-
cussion of issues and innovative ideas which will promote imaginative
policy making.

A First Possible Pitfall-Take-over:

j A main deterrent to productive cooperation in the past has been
' the mistaken attempt of one of these institutions to take over the respon-
f sibilities of the other when it has been in political ascendency. Because
f one of the institutions shows weakness at a particular time does not
’ mean that it should be eliminated by another of the institutions’ taking
over its dutics. Instead, that institution should be strengthened so that
it may better do that which it is supposed to do. Sometimes personnel
of large, dominating school systems, with plenty of money, like to think
that they can handie the educational research component better than
the university because they feel closer to the real problems. However,
when freedom of inquiry is considered, they cannot easily escape the
parochial view: what is good for our district must be good for every-
body else. They cannot view educational problems universally. This is
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the job of the university. That is why it is called a university. Dominat-
ing universities, on the other hand, should not insist that their expert
staff can tell each neighboring local district what is best for it every
time. One characteristic of good scholarship should be humility. Strong
professional organizations sometimes feel that they can take over the
setting and enforcing of standards. Since they are not politically respon-
sible to the public, they move out of bounds by assuming extralegal
functions. This does not mean that professional organizations cannot be
highly selective in their membership and persuade or cajole public insti-
tutions into action, but it does mean that the public state agencies must
deal with final decisions regarding social demands in public education.
Although the state may deal with such matters as certification require-
ments to protect the public, it goes too far when it is tempted to make
curriculum either for the school or for teacher education. If a state
agency should take over the student teaching program, for example, as
advocated by Conant, it would deprive the university faculty of major
instructional control over a most vital educational phase of teacher
preparation. The university cannot be responsible for teacher education
if its professional school does not have the major role in professional
education. Each institution and agency has a significant job to do in the
educational enterprise; collaborative ventures should bring them crea-
tively together, as equals, with different contributions to make, but
neither more important than the other. They may form new repre-
sentative institutions outside their present organization to accomplish
collaboration; but, even in these, the special responsibilities need not be
taken away. Instead, they should be heightened and intensified by the
collaboration. A monolithic educational system would be anathema to
a free society.

If educational institutions will meet the demands of their roles, as
conceived in the structure of our society, and learn to work with col-
laboration and coordination, their cooperation can begin to make several
other promises for educational advancement a reality.

Some Promises in the Making

Promise of a Breakthrough in Implementing New Ideas:

One of the most exciting promises that the profession as a whole
may achieve is a breakthrough in the implementation of new ideas
based on research and study. The traditional fifty-year lag between the
development of educational theory and the initiation of practice based
on that theory may be cut substantially. The lag resulted mostly from
a lack of articulation between universities, schools, state agencies, and
professional organizations. Communication was only on the surface;
each institution was talking to, or at, the others—not with the others.
There has been no true dialogue.

15




In conjunction, the university and the school, with assists from
state agencies and professional organizations, may be able to work out
an intermediary kind of research and experimentation which is between
basic research and classroom practice. Intermediary research has been
missing from the educational scene, but if devised and implemented,
it could bring a dramatic breakthrough. Some collaborative efforts
along these lines are emerging at local, state, and regional levels. The
New York City “Campus School” program has demonstrated already
that local colleges can develop, with school staffs, significant research
programs which test out innovative ideas in the school setting. These
school and college staffs are in dialogue. Several of the federally
sponsored Regional Laboratories for Research and Development have
set up close working relations between selected schools and universities.
Indeed the intent of the legislation has been to force collaboration
between various educational agencies, public and private, in the re-
gional communities. In the private sector, such organizations as Educa-
tional Services, Inc., and the Educational Research Council of Greater
Cleveland have developed close ties with selected school staffs for carry-
ing out experimentation and evaluation of innovative ideas.

A League of Cooperating Schools for Research and Development:

John Goodlad, a leader in the modern development of the labora-
tory school as a center for experimentation, has initiated a collabora-
tive venture in Southern California between The University Elementary
School on the campus of the University of California, Los Angeles, and
a League of Cooperating Schools. A formal network of relationships
has been worked out, including teams of university-school researchers
which will plan and execute intermediary research on a regular basis.
In introducing this idea in an informal communication to the Summer
Workshop-Symposium (April 22, 1966), he elaborated upon inter-
mediary experimentation and how it might be executed in a League of
Cooperating Schools:

Educational change of a fundamental sort is enormously diffi-
cult. It is ever so much easier to refine the existing structure in a
variety of ways than to redesign the enterprise in any comprehen-
sive fashion. It is fair, however, to say that most educational
innovation is peripheral in character. Redesigning the whole system
is too much to tackle; making a significant chan;: without rede-
signing all of the parts of the system which relate to this change
is meaningless. We usually end up with a label but not a real
change; consequently, the situation is often worse than it was before
because the people involved think they have made a forward-
looking change when they have only changed the name. There is
a great deal of motion—writing, talking, even acting—but the end
product of all this motion is disappointingly similar to what existed
at the beginning.
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This situation is not really the fault of any particular group.
It is simply that we have a kind of unwritten alliance which blocks
effective change. Many educators want to do much better and
they are eager for help. Unfortunately, there is a monstrous, con-
tinuing gap between our most imaginative and creative theorists
and researchers, and school practice. We have very few “inter-
mediate engineers” who can move back and forth in such way that
they truly serve to bridge the gap between theoretical conceptual-
ization and practice. Worse, we have very few creative individuals
who are both committed to action and who have access to labora-
tories where they can effect their plans. Thus, we ask the principal
and his staff on the firing line ‘to effect change when they lack
adequate conceptual and concrete models bridging the gap between
theory and practice. We have a considerable number of inade-
quate models which serve to demonstrate change to a dispropor-
tionately large audience, but on careful analysis one usually finds
that the changes already effected by these demonstration models
are peripheral. Very often even the labels being applied to their
changes do not square with the theoretical conceptions from which
the models are supposed to have been derived.

Organizing Universities and Schools for the Task:

There are two kinds of answers to these dilemmas. First,
there must be a conceptual process through which different stages
of simulated models are built: (a) models which reveal the theo-
retical constructs, (b) models which reveal the transaction roles
and relationships, and (c) models which show what happens at
the level of implementation. Most educators have worked in theory
at one level and in practice at the other, providing a direct trans-
lation without building the kinds of “intervening models” which
would be of most use to the practitioner. Researchers must now
build the “intervening models” and “intermediate engineers” must
be trained to carry out the field experimentation. The second
answer is to build an actual strategy of change by means of which
the conceptual models already referred to are provided with an
opportunity to find implementation in a whole range of practice.
A league of cooperating public schools closely tied to a university
laboratory school with coliaborating staffs must be developed.

Operational Research:

Within the complex of districts surrounding most metropolitan
areas there is every type of pupil population in the United States,
every level of socio-economic status, every condition of school-
house, and every type of school problem. In effect, we can reduce
the magnitude of American education to a microcosm, but the
microcosm is much too big: ten or twelve million people, several
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large and diverse counties, hundreds of school districts, and so on.
To change and to improve education within such a complex
obviously is too large a task. The problem is to reduce this micro-
cosm to manageable proportions without losing its diversity of
internal elements. This is the classic research problem. Having
effected the reduction, one then needs only to create the needed
mechanisms for finding out the nature of the new microcosm and
for changing its nature, and the results are generalizable to all
similar populations—thus, to the whole of the United States. This
is what we think we have in the concept of a League of Cooper-
ating Schools representative of diversities in a metropolitan area.

Prime Contribution of the University:

The prime contribution of the university is still the advance-
ment of knowledge even though the community would have it
stress professional service. Other contributions, secondary but
important, are the preparation of a whole range of individuals to
participate more effectively in their world and the actual inter-
vention of the university in the affairs of man. Universities have
been partially reluctant to participate actively in the affairs of
man through their faculties because the affairs of man quickly
absorb all the resources made available to these affairs; especially
if these resources include some of our most gifted human beings.
Too heavy participation results in a serious diminution in the
advancement of knowledge. On the other hand, too little partici-
pation results in a gap and even a cleavage between universities
and the on-going affairs of man. The advancement of knowledge
and the affairs of man buttress each cther; one must enrich the
other. The direction, again, is to reduce the whole problem to
manageable proportions; that is, a university must find a way of
having leverage without exhausting its resources. A university
must find a laboratory which is an identifiable microcosm of the
larger world, but it simply cannot deal directly with the world as
a whole. Put in simpler terms, a university fulfills its service
function wisely when its research and service functions are seen
to be scarcely discernible one from the other.

Involvement with the Schools:

Ideally, the university faculty sees itself as advancing knowl-
edge and, simultaneously, society sees the university as performing
service. Translating these concepts into educational terms, the
university should involve itself in real school situations in such a
way that it advances knowledge on one hand and performs service
on the other. The two functions may very well be conceived sepa-
rately, but the operation is economical and efficient when both
functions are achieved simultaneously with relatively little more




effort than would be required for the fulfillment of one function
alone. By these means, and others like them, the promise of a
breakthrough to faster implementation of new research-based edu-
cational ideas may be realized. '

Promises of Clinical Experiences in Teacher Education:

There are other promises from collaboration that are compli-
mentary to this main hope for quickened experimentation and inno-
vation, or that can be results of such a thrust. The clinical experience
in teacher education can be enormously strengthened through collabo-
ration between universities and schools with support from state agencies
and professional organizations. Even if training in the analysis of teach-
ing becomes mainly a simulated activity, with videotapes as the “pre-
pared” material for study, the practice and evaluation of analysis must
be carried on in the school setting. A clinical approach to teaching
should be a priority clement in the continuing education of teachers, as
well as in preservice programs of student teaching and internship. The
instructional goal for a cooperative enterprise in teacher education
might be stated as follows: to facilitate the realistic study of teaching in
relation to theoretical propositions about teaching.

As an example, if teaching can be construed as consisting of two
main activity systems, “power wielding” and “responding to pupil
reactions,” as Marie Hughes suggests, then systematic observations and
investigations need to be made in school settings. Experimental teach-
ing procedures based on these theoretical concepts need to be tried and
analyzed by students of teaching (college professors, teachers, and
novices).

If schooling is to be anything more than a folk art in which prac-
tices that work in-one generation are simply passed on to the novices
of the next, then theoretical propositions and experimental processes
must be injected into the daily school round. A cooperative venture
in teacher education must focus on the improvement of instruction in
school subjects and in the subject of teaching-pedagogy. A whole range
of supervisory field experiences, from micro-teaching to internship, in
which teaching may be examined becomes possible with collaboration.

Promises for In-service Teacher Education:

Some of the cooperative projects have shown that improvement of
student teaching instruction is the handmaiden to improving classroom
instruction. Teachers and school principals seem able to talk more
freely about what to do for a student teacher or an intern than about
what to do for themselves. While talking about programs for the novice,
they inevitably begin to talk about what they can do in their classrooms
to demonstrate a good program. Assessment of classroom -instruction
comes in the back door without the usual trauma of stand-off debates
in faculty meetings where teachers have to defend or protect themselves
and their teaching.
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There is a promise that quality of teaching performance can be
improved at every level if collaboration in teacher education becomes
an everyday happening as professionals from the school and university
work together on questions and problems of mutual concern.

Promise of Becoming a Great Profession:

Another promise is that, through a pooling of resources and man-
power in collaborative efforts, the level of total educational enterprise
can be lifted. Financial burdens can be shared or a common front can
be mustered for making financial requests of the public. For example,
a viable and strong internship program might become a reality (see
Southworth). Organizational machinery between the various agencies
can become a facilitator of educational improvement rather than-an
interference. A workable new quasi-institution between the various
institutions may emerge to advance true collaboration. It will not be
a supra-agency but an inter-agency gaining its resources and powers
from those whom it serves. Some of the Regional Laboratories have
invented organizational patterns to insure representational involvement
without sacrificing direction and leadership. Some of the local, regional,
and state plans for student teaching have been developing cooperative
structures which are beginning to demonstrate that there can be an inter-
institution between the school and the college which has stability and
flexibility. As professional organizations become involved in joint efforts
with schools, universities, and state agencies—and they have in some
states and regions—their professionalism is enhanced. Members move
beyond the talking stage and take responsibility. In turn their talk
becomes more responsible. There is the great promise that teaching can
become a true profession.

Building to be Done

There is a lot of building to be done if these promises of quickened
implementation of educational research, of improved quality in teaching
performance, and of higher professionalization are to be realized.

Goodlad’s request for the development of “intervening models”
in educational research design needs to be met by assigning university
and school teams to this task. A cadre of “intermediate engineers”
needs to be educated. Like workers in commercial laboratories they
must be taught how to take pure scientific formulations and reorganize
them for practical use. They need to know how to field test the opera-
tional models that they have devised. They must have their home base
in the university where the initial theory is made, but their activity
should be mainly in the schools as the leaders of experimental teams.

Theoretical models for teacher education must be built like the one
stressing the conceptualization of teaching offered by LaGrone and his
committee (see LaGrone). From them, “intervening models,” involving
simulation and field practice, need to be prepared and tested by teams
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from universities and.schools. A cadre of university-based :“clinical
dfessors” naeds to be educated to formulase and ‘execute instruetional
Programs in teaching. ' They must be well versed in-analysis' techniques
and in experimentalism. They must also be knowledgeablé in the arts
of communication that make teaching work. Their home must be in
the univessity in order that they retain a universal point of view, but
their activity will be with the students of teaching in the schools. They
will lead and coordinate teams of supervising teachers. The “clinical
professor” and the “intermediate engineer” may be the same person
use the two tasks ase complementary. . The possibility of. joint
.of sych, personnel to the university and to -a cooperating
school system should.be considered, provided that tasks and responsi-
bilities_ are. reasonably spelled out and that the home. base i, the
Jdmzaﬁonotmleg Beed to be built which can facilitate joint instruc-
tional and rescarch goals. The mechanisms need to be constructed in
such a way as to be business among equals who serve education in
ifferent capacities (see Johnson and Southworth). With these structures
there needs to be built a social climate which can overcome some of the
status barriers now extant between positions in the several institutions
and in the hierarchy of each institution (sce Ladd and Feinberg). The
new system of procedures within the cooperative structure will need to
be built on understanding of the “real politic” if it is to be effective as
a partnership (see Hetenyi). There is much building to be done, but if
everyone joins in, the task will be easier and the goal more sure.
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Some Pitfalls to be Avoided

~ In such a giant enterprise as forming a consortium of schools, uni-
versities, state agencies, and professional organizations for the develop-
ment of the field phases of teacher education and of educational resea; ch
and development, there are bound to be pitfalls to be avoided. Some of
those institutions which have already cxperimented with cooperaiive
arrangements advise prospective collaborators to be wary of certain
moves and organizational structures that may lead to one or all of the
following negative results: mediocrity, conformity, big power take-over,
or bureaucratic delay. ‘ :

Conformity:

If the decision making groups are too large and too representative
of all positions in each agency, the decisions are bound to be a concensus
on the lowest level. Each istitution will be .forced by majorities to
conform to decisions that will not “upset the applecart.” The whole
cooperative effort would be for naught if the result was a freezing of
present average student teaching practices into agreements which would
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require a referendum-like move to be overthrown. Group structures
and procedures need to be devised in such a way as to permit the
entrance of innovative ideas. Flexibility must be accepted from the
beginning. There needs to be an effective communication system that
keeps constituencies informed while keeping chzanels oper: for sug-
gestions and recommendations to flow upward to small decision making
groups at the top.

Ta:za-over:

The big power take-over is likely to happen by default rather than
by purpose. In any consortium developed under present conditions,
there are bound to be one or two large and influential universities and
school systems involved. If all the universities are dependent in large
part upon one larger school system, it could start calling the tunes and
get its way by dividing and conquering the colleges of the region. One
large, dominating university might be able to muster bigger resources
than jts lcss favorably endowed sister institutions. By sheer force of
numbers, it could dominate a whole region and insist that everyone
conform to its way of doing things. There is also the fear that a strong
state agency could amass enough pressure to enforce its will upon a
consortium. Professional organizations are gaining power through bar-
gaining which could be misused in the “cooperative” situation. There
will need to be a system of checks and balances to protect a collaborative
enterprise from being dominated by the ideas and actions of one power-
seeking member.

Bureaucracy:

Bureaucratic delay could develop if the cooperative structures
become too complex and are fuzzy in their lines of communication, or
lack means for assigning responsibility for action. Committees should
be formed and meetings called only when important joint decisions have
to be made. Small groups and individuals need to be given authority
by the consortium to make the day by day decisions. If the larger
cooperative group can decentralize the operation into small, cooperative,
semi-autonomous local units, bureaucratic delay can be minimized.
Decentralization into small, viable units such as cooperative teaching
centers can bring improved communication at the action level and
improve morale.

Insuring Against Pitfalls

There are several ways for insuring against pitfalls. One way is
to be aware of the “real” politics of the situation and make constructive
use of the forces and resources at work .(sec Hetenyi). Another means
for minimizing the difficulties in a cooperating enterprise is for partici-
pating members to be aware of the sociology of the situation. For
example, they need to recognize status problems within institutions and
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betweenthednﬂerenttypecofmmuomwlmhmeoopenting. Being
cognizant of such factors will assist the sociaiizing process that will need
tohappenmmtcr-mstltutxonalsu'uctumxfeomuucuonlsﬂlegoﬂ (sce
Ladd and Feinberg). Time-honored principles of the administration
of organized activities need to be considered (see Johnson and Nicker-
son). Finally, sound yet innovative educational goals in teacher educa-
tion always need to be reconstructed and elaborated upon (see Law-
rence, LaGrone, Openshaw, Briggs, Combs, and Lindsey).

Placing Responsibilities

If instruction in teaching is to happen both in a realistic and in an
expumwntalmng,mdutodulwnhamldwdanalymofdmoom
happenings, and. if this instructional program is to be cooperatively
planned and administered at various levels by representatives from
scveral institutions (local schools, school districts, universitics, state
deparuncnu, and professional organizations); then responsibilitics of
each institution and the roles of their representatives need clarification
and delineation beyond the customary organization of off-campus student
teaching. Responsibilitics have, in the past, been only vaguely assigned
in ;a bilateral faghion with colleges asking classroom teachers to perform
certain tasks as supervising teachers. A wider distribution of responsi-
bilmuwillmneedtobemade Oldroleswillneedredeﬁnmonand
new roles will require

Smcethemampnrposeofthuncwconsortmmofmstmmomwill
be improved instruction in teaching, instructional responsibilities should
first be considered. Then responsibility for coordinating and administer-
ing program and personnel should be assigned. The suggestions made
here are only general, possible patterns of assignment to be used as
guidelines. Each group of institutions will want to set up its own design
appropriate to its setting and personnel.!

Instructional Responsibilities:

The main instructional goal for this partnership of institutions and
agencies concerned with teacher education should be facilitating a real-
istic study of teaching in relation to theoretical propositions about
teaching. The reason for this scholarly and professional study of teach-
ing in realistic settings is to improve teacher education both in the
preparation of teachers, and in the continuing education of teachers.
Experimental teaching procedures based on theoretical concepts and

itions would be tried and anmalyzed by students of teaching
(observers, student aides, student teachers, interns, supervising teachers,

llomComnumeonsmeRuponﬁbﬂuyforSmdemelnng. A New Order
in Student Teaching: Fixing Responsibilities for Student Teaching. Washing-
ton, D.C.: National Education Association, iNational Commission on Teacher
Education and Professional Standards, 1967. ;8 pp.
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classroom teachers, school and university supervisors, and university
professors). Classroom instruction in school and in the professional
college should improve as a resulit.

The burden of responsibility for instruction in teaching naturally
falls upon local university and school personnel where the activity takes
place. However, state departments and professional organizations need
to be involved with university and school personnel at regional and
state levels in general planning for (a) setting up clinical situations
for the study of teaching, and (b) building general program policy for
instruction, experimentation and evaluation, and seeing that standards
are developed and maintained.

Coordinating and Administering Responsibilities:

The burden of responsibility for coordinating and administering
these inter-institutional programs should fall upon deans of colleges of
education, superintendents of school systems, and directors of state
departments of educhtion. Although they hold the responsibility, they
woulddclcgatethccoordinationandadminisu'ationoftaskstodcputies,
mcmbersoftheirstaﬂsvcrsedintwchereducationandsupervision.
Agrutdealofthceoordinaﬁngandadministcringantonomy must be
Ieft to the local cooperative instructional unit (a cooperative teaching
centcr)ifthetotalenterpr‘ueistohaveﬂ:evitalitywhichwillpmdwe
instruction of quality and encourage experimentation.

In creating coordinating designs for planning and action the follow-
ing organizational principles should be kept in mind:

1. To organize in such a way that there is always a legitimate

route for the injection of new ideas from each party concerned.
This requires a flexibility in organization which suits local situ-
ations, so that leadership can arise from various sources and
not be swamped by a system or a tradition.

2. To arrange the power structure in such a way that university,
state, and school are responsible for that which is peculiarly
in their domains and bring to the partnership their special
learnings and concerns. Hopefully one may influence the other,
but one point of view should not wholly dominate what they do
jointly. Perhaps the state becomes the mediator. Were student
teaching to become so entirely dominated by the school view
that it became practice teaching only, then the study of teaching
is lost. Were it overwhelmed by the theoretical view of the
university, then application is lost.

3. To set up organizational structures which are viable enough
as institutions that they do not stand or fall on the strength
of one or two enthusiastic personalities, but can exist through
transitions caused by changes in specific personnel. So many
of the great experimental projects of the past, particularly
cooperative ones, fell by the wayside as soon as the key
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persons who were excited about a certain project moved on to
other vineyards.

4. To provide for a system of checks and balances of power to
prevent one power block from overwhelming all the others.
When genuine involvement of cooperating members ceases,
then the structure falls and with it the program.

5. To plan on a gradual emergence of inter-institutional structure
as individuals persuade others of need. Let the structure grow
naturally and uniquely rather than falling into the trap of
building a grandoise structure that does not fit and is, therefore,
never used.

6. To insure that there are executive positions or officers desig-
nated in the structure whose duties are described and include
the right to carry out the decisions of policy making and pro-
gram planning groups. In the history of cooperation in
education, there are too many examples of joint advisory
committees which talked and talked, but never did anything.

These principles can be discussed, affirmed, or replaced with
deliberation, but structured arrangements should not be made until
educational and instructional goals have been set, nor before partics
have agreed upon some sound principles of effective democratic

5

A Composite Sample Model of Field Collaboration in
Instruction in Teaching

The f llowing coordinating and administrative structure is a general-
ized sampie of how a state-wide, regional, and local “system” might be
organzed for instruction in teaching—the clinical phase of teacher
education—and in instructional experimentation. It is nof a recom-
mended mode], but rather, it is presented as a discussion piece for
prompting innovative discussion. No matter what specific designs are
developed there will need to be some advisory and working groups
of representatives from the concerned institution at each level of planning
and activity. Depending on the situation, councils and committees will
vary in membership and have differing responsibilities and powers.

STATE-WIDE ADVISORY AND COOFPDINATING COMMIS-
SION ON FIELD INSTRUCTION AND SUPERVISION IN
TEACHING (twelve or sixteen members, three or four from each
of the types of institution or agency)

REPRESENTATION:

State:
Department of higher education
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Departments for elementary and secondary schools
Department for teacher certification

Department for educational research (ex officio)

Three leaders from appropriate professional organizations in an
appropriate rotation system; i.c., AST; NEA affiliates: TEPS,
DCT, ASCD, AASA, DESP, NASSP; teachers unions; etc.

Universities:

Office of dean or chairman of colleges, schools, or departments of
education (a rotation system of representatives from teacher
education programs will be needed). Include a coordinator of
student teaching and a college supervisor.

School Systems:

Office of the superintendent of major systems involved in teacher
preparation (a rotatioa system will be needed). Include a school
principal and a supervising teacher.

RESPONSIBILITIES:

1. Establish the responsibilities of schools, universities, and state
dcpamncnts in a coordinated program of instruction in teach-
ing in school laboratories.

2. Set up guidelines for establishing local cooperative units and
fl:rﬁnmom foc new role

3. Encourage cxperimentation, evaluation, and innovation in
teacher education programs involving schools through state-
wide communication and dissemination systems.

4. Set minimum state standards—
a. for cooperative arrangements and structures between schools
and universities.

b. for the preparation of personnel teaching and supervising
in the local cooperative units.

c. for the evaluation and approval of cooperative programs.

5. Devise state-wide fiscal plans for supporting a field clinical

program.

6. Recommend enabling legislation to the state department of
education where appropriate.

7. Esuablish guidelines for iuvolvement of professional

8. Be a forum for the exploration of new ideas and for the evalua-
tion of present activities.

9. Set up task forces to study various aspects of the operation
and opportunities in it.

10. Advise state agencies on ways of facnhtatmg state-wide policy
and organization for field experiences in teacher education.




STRUCTURE:

This is an advisory body to official state agencies, such as the
department of higher education and the department of public instruction,
as well as to the constituent institutions. Depending on the situation
in each state, this commission could be called together under the auspices
of the state superintendent, commissioner of education, a legalized pro-
fessional standards board, or a state committee on teacher education.
The commission would meet twice a year and as needed.

Officers:

A regular executive secretary appointed by agreement among offi-
cial state agencies to keep a record of the commission’s activitics
and to communicate formally the recommendation of the com-
mission for action to the appropriate institutions

A chairman and vice chairman elected every three years by the
commission. There might be need for a representative steering
committee for building agenda and coordinating activities of the
commission.

FINANCE:

The state department of education could pay a part-time salary

for the executive secretary and the travel expenses for the members to

meet in a central place in the state, or participating institutions could
agree on a mutual budget for the commission.

REGIONAL IN-STATE COORDINATING AND FACILITAT-
ING COUNCIL (where pecded?)

REPRESENTATION:
Universities:
Coordinator of clinical instruction in teacher education. Selected

professors and supervisors in charge of local cooperative units
by rotation among universities.

School Systems:

Coordinators for teacher education services by rotation among
school systems

Selected assistant superintendents or directors for curriculum and
instruction, and school principals by rotation among school
systems

Selected supervising teachers by rotation among the school
systems.

2In some large metropolitan areas, these regional councils will be inter-state,
formed by the coordination of two or more states.
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State:
Office of director of teacher education and certification.

RESPONSIBILITIES:

1. Set up cooperative agreements and coordinating raachinery —

a. for setting up local cooperative instructionul laboratory
centers.

b. for placement of students and withdrawal or changes of
assignment.

c. for basic student evaluation procedures.

2. Arrange for the sharing of facilitics, personnel, and materials
among universities and schools.

3. Develop plans for the in-service education of participating
school and university personnel.

4. Encourage experimentation and innovation by devising means
for sharing new ideas and cfforts and for creating cooperative
experimental programs.

5. Sponsor regional conferences and study groups about instruc-
tional problems and innovations for dissemination of ideas
developed in local units.

STRUCTURE:

This council is advisory to the institutions represented, except in
those arcas where mutual agreements can be made. The representative
will ask the responsible executive officer to sign the agreements or dele-
gate decision power to the representative. The council would meet
three times a year and as needed.

Officers:

An administrative and corresponding secretary, chosen from
among the university directors of clinical instruction, for two-
or three-year terms

A chairman, clected by the council members, to serve each year,
alternating between school and college personnel

A representative executive committee for building agenda and
making decisions between the meetings of the council.

FINANCE:

Cooperating universities and school systems will need to budget a
small amount each year to be paid to the institution from which the
administrative secretary comes to cover the cost of communication
and of some released time for the secretary to prepare minutes, reports,
and correspondence.
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LOCAL COOPERATIVE (UNIVERSITY-SCHOOLS)
INSTRUCTIONAL LABORATORY CENTER FOR
TEACHER EDUCATION

This unit can be composed of the following kinds of combinations:
one university team working with several designated schools in a system,
one university with a cluster of designated schools from two or three
systems geographically contiguous, or two or three colleges working
with selected schools in a district. Schools might rotate in and out of
centers over a two- or three-year period while others might stay in the
combine longer as pilot schools. Teams of university and school person-
nel will work out cooperative procedures for management of the center
and for instruction, clinical supervision, experimentation, and evaluation.
They will probably want to set up two kinds of standing committees:
a steering committee for administration and management and an
instructional committee for program planning and joint instruction.
The entire university and school staff involved in the center will form
a faculty for the center.

STEERING COMMITTEE

REPRESENTATION:

University:
A senior faculty advisor in curriculom and teaching (clinical
professor)

An instructor-supervisor (clinical instructor)
A professor of educational foundations.
School:

Office of the superintendent or district administrator (a school
supervisor)

Two school principals in rotation from participating schools
A supervising teacher in rotation from participating schools, or
directing teacher of interns.

RESPONSIBILITIES:

1. Make policies for organization, management, and instruction.

2. Oversee the activities of the center, including the selection of
supervising teachers.

3. Ameliorate conflict between school and university interests.
STRUCTURE:

An executive secretary to be designated by the university as a
coordinator or director of the center
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A chairman to be chosen by the school system in rotation from
among the school principals
Meetings once a term a. needed.

INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE

REPRESENTATION: | .
M: sty e EEE ot
1o genlor facully’ advisor in’ curriculum and teaching (clitical

"' 'The. instructor-supervisors (clinical instructor) assigned to the

-+ A professor of educational foundations X
A student teacher or intern. A oo
School:

A principal in rotation Lo

A supervisor of curriculum Y

Two supervising teachers or directing teachers of interns in rotation
. tom participatiog schools.
RESPONSIBILITIES:

1. Plan the specific program of instruction (preservice and

in-service). ’

2. Prepare materials for instruction.

3. Designate instructional duties of committee and staff.

4. Propose experiments in teaching.

5. Plan for induction of new supervising teachers into faculty.

6. Prepare instructional policies and general plans for the con-
sideration of the faculty.

7. Take recommendations from the faculty and formulate them
for action.

STRUCTURE:
The university senior faculty advisor from the university and a
school principal to serve as cochairmen
A university clinical instructor to serve as secretary and coordina-
tor to put into action the program that has been planned
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Meetings twice a year and as needed.
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THE CENTER FACULTY

REPRESENTATION:

University: The team assigned to thie center including:
A senior professor in curriculum and teaching (clinical professor)
A senior professor in educational foundations and/or liberal arts
Instructor-supervisors (clinical instructors).

School:
Principals of the participating schools
Curriculum supervisor assigned to those schools
Supervising teachers and directing teachers of interns.

RESPONSIBILITIES:
1. Modify and approve general instructional plans proposed by
instructional planning committee.
2. Be a forum for in-service education directed toward improving
instruction in classrooms and in the teacher education program.

3. Make recommendations to the steering committee and instruc-
tional planning committee.

STRUCTURE.:

Cochairmen: the university senior faculty advisor and a school
principal in rotation from among the participating schools or
elected from the university and school constituencies.

A secretary designated by the cochairmen:

Loads: University professors—% time in their teaching load

University instructors—Y2 time in their college teaching
load

School principals and supervisors on committees—14
time

School supervising teachers—% time relief from their
regular teaching assignments

School directing teachers for interns—'2 time in their
teaching load.

FINANCE:

Depending on budget decisions made at the state level, funds will
be budgeted from the university and the schools, possibly along the
following divisions. Some of the financing of school costs might come
directly from state sources even though they might be budgeted through
the universities involved with the particular schools.
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University costs:
University faculty tean
Instructional materials for seminars
Research materials.

School costs:

Salary increments for additional responsibility and work of par-
ticipating teachcrs and administrators drawn from state funds
budgeted through universities or state aid systems for approved
cooperative programs only

Released time for cooperating principals, supervisors, and teachers

Classroom instructional materials.

Considerations for Assessing Partnership Structures

The emergence of cooperative struc.ures between schools, univer-
sities, and state departments is occurring very quickly because of pres-
sing population and logistical problems in teacher education programs,
and because of public pressure to improve education and to find a solu-
tion to the acute teacher shortage. Because the next generation is going
to have to live with the changes in institutional patterns that are designed
today, those who are instituting the changes need to make them with
deliberation. They also need to step back and away from their newly
invented structures to assess their development from time to time. The
following considerations are suggested as guidelines for such an
assessment.

Questions to be asked about the organizational pattern:2

1. Do they allow for joint planning and decision making with
school and college as equal partners, each with its own par-
ticular responsibilities and contributions?

2. Are responsibilities clearly and appropriately delineated
between school and college among personnel from school,
college, and other institutions?

Are roles defined sufficiently?

Are there means for injecting new ideas, experimental
procedures?

5. Are there means for regular and objective evaluation of the
project?

Ll

8 There have been two studies known by the author which investigated some
aspects of collaborative organization:

Feinberg, Harriet. Perspectives on the Research and Development Center.
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Graduate School of Education, 1966.
(Mimeo.)—Quoted in part later in this section.

Smith, Alfred G. Community and Status: The Dynamics of a Research

Center. Eugene: University of Oregon.
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10.

11.

Is there a system which can survive change in individual
personnel and stand up to crisis?

Is the communication system simple enough to be economical
of time, yet involve both parties?

. Are there means for decentralizing or localizing some decision

making and administrative functions so that bureaucracy does
not take over?

Are the levels of decision making delineated so that everyone
does not have to be checking with everybody else on
everything?

Are there wa_'s for grievances to be resolved fairly, but without
excessive involvement of people and their time?

Is the organization efficient and economical in the use of
people’s time while still accomplishing joint activity?

12. Do channels of financing follow appropriate lines of power?

Issues to be raised and resolved:

1.

2.

%

Autonomies of participating institutions with new joint respon-
sibilities in relation to their individual autonomies

Matters of control over students, teachers, pupils, program, and
finances, what can be jointly undertaken, what powers must
reside still within the individual cooperating institutions

Job delineation criteria for selection of personnel and training
for the new jobs

Workable size of operational units, planning and decision
making groups

Proper and effective representation of all parties involved in
planning, policy making, and decision making

Joint financing: Since power follows dollars, which institution
should receive and administrate the monies? How should monies
be raised? Who should budget the monies and who should be
responsible for monies spent?

Final responsibilities: Who will be accountable for what?
Continuity of joint leadership while maintaining flexibility

Appropriate coordinating and supporting roles of federal, state,
and professional agencies that will in+ire freedom of local
operation without domination.

The next sections present capsule summaries of examples of part-

nership
country

arrangements that have been emerging in various parts of the
over the past several years. Commentary on the various types

of organizations is made as introduction to the particular examples:

33




State Programs and Regional Councils

—Emmitt Smith
Cooperative Student Teaching Centers
o —Louis VanderLinde
Affiliated Schools and Research and Development Centers
—Dean Corrigan

Collected comments by a representative body of school, university,
and state department personnel are summarized by Chandler Barbour.
Elaborations on the various questions, issues, and problems raised by
cooperative enterprise are presented by Edward Ladd, Laszlo Hetenyi,
Harriet Feinberg, Roy Edelfelt, Horton Southworth, and Patrick
Johnson.

Morris Cogan has described the present state of school-college
relations as an illicit relationship. In regard to the future, he said:
“What we need today for tomorrow’s teachers is not a love affair but
a working marriage that will legitimize -wir student teachers and all of
our joint educational and research efforts.” The possibilities for tomor-
row are myriad if universities, schools, sta’e agencies, and professional
organizations pool their resources and imaginations for a greater day
in teacher education.

1Cogan, Morris. Comments made at the ecighteenth annual meeting of The
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, Chicago, Iil.:
February 16-19, 1966.
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Description and Analyses of
Emerging Partmersiips

E. BROOKS SMITH
Chairman, Department of Elementary Education
Wayne State University

A number of examples of cooperative projects were presented
dnringtheSymposiumphaseof,theWorbhopasbasisttdisauﬁon
bya'ithuegroupc. Capiukmmmariesofthueptuentaﬁonsappm,

anmlmductiontoud)typeofeoopcrativcvenumbythe
chairman of each Symposium:

A. State and Regional Approaches
B. Student Teaching Centers
C. Affiliated Schools and Reseazch and Development Centers

A few additional examples are presented because materials about
them were sent to the Workshop-Symposium for use in its deliberations
or because descriptions were sent to the Clearing House for the Sub-
committee on School-College Relationships at Wayne State University,
after the publication of the Subcommittee’s two reports on cooperative
ventures and cooperative structures. Readers are referred to these two
previous reports for descriptions of projects reported carlier and com-
mentary on the beginning trends toward collaboration in teacher edu-
cation.® The examples were selected because they have cooperative
dimensions. No qualitative evaluation was made. Instead, certain co-
operative features of them have been highlighted.

5 Smith and Johnson, op. cit.; and Subcommittee on Schonl-College Relationships
in Teacher Efducation, op. cit. The Cleal:i::nlgl dl(i)ouse éitas ree::theved several
descriptions of cooperative arrangements whi not fit into categories
medgr.othesebooks. Among them are a clinical “professor” program at
Stonehill College in Massachusetts and a cooperative supervision program
for beginning teachers j intly arranged by the University of the Pacific and
the University of California at Berkeley.
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A. State and Regional Approaches

EMMITT D. SMITH
Director of Teacher Education
West Texas State University

Approaches toward partnerships in teacher education at the state
and regional level are increasing rapidly in description and i