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ABSTRACT

The history of consortia in American colleges and
universities is traced, and the Wisconsin Improvement Program (WIP)
is described as an example of a consortium. Additionally, the
characteristics of formal consoritum arrangements are examined. The
existence of a full-time professional administrator is one clear
characteristic of a formal consortium arrangement. One administrative
concern of the consortium is ‘that the executive may make policy
without the board. Six basic rules for executive officers are
offered. The WIP is a special unit in the School of Education at tnze
University of Wisconsin-Madison. After 20 years, WIP is a consortiza
of 18 Wisconsin colleges and universities and the State Departmentr =
Public Instruction. The major focus of this consortium has been the
administration of a teacher intern program for the member
institutions. The follcwing aspects of WIP are considered:
organization, represrntation of member institutions in the decision
making and administration, fundirg sources, research that has been
conducted, and future research needs. The internsaip program is
characterized by a team design. The undergraduate interns are
assigned to a team of teachers, and one or more interns work as par-
of the team under the supervision of a principal and one oC more
experienced teachers. The design is flexible in organization, task
assignment, scheduling and planning. In conclusion, the need to
develop a plan for research, for organizational effectivenszss, and <>
deal with internal anc external conflict is stressed. (SW)
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CONSART "7+ ATMINIST -TI7N IN HIC=ER EDUCATIOCN

Lit. = has bexu w' .zzz= with res == to the zdministration of inter-
institut. .l arrzn..cme. -3 3n higher _-uication, To>llowing a discussion of
the hiso of cor.sortic :in American Cc_l2ges and niversities, research

develop:=_.ats Zor one nar-icular consorz—m will bz 2xplored,

Tiszooy
The - :ir-ins +f oo —ative zr fangements betw:s=n _astitutions o7 hisgher

educaticn :r tar onited S-:zes =zs beswm identified z¢ wz the formal f_-iz2ra-

tion o Clarzmon  .clif.]} Toll=gzes in 19.5 (Wittich, 962), Growth of
the consorti.n cimz==t: wa~ slaw for the —z:t thirt -: 's. In fact, the
Committee or _zsi :ozional Cowpstation '.C77) which _._=2s the Big Ten
inst=tr.=ions =: =z. aidwest pluz the Uririvrsity of Z:i:zzo claims to be
one ¢’ thir—ee- —:zinal :-msoTfria foumuéc befors 1 ZIC, 1978), Man:
cooperative er-a=zv::3, hew=ver, wvers lazwnched with Spoin:. and fueled by

1

federzl and “~und=z-—en “ol.ars Ia the coexde of the _760':.

These mushramsiag umbrella groups were either feimal :tructures with
permznent szaff = =¥ ore [ arrangemen— pased upon a spec._Zic purpose fo-
a specified dura:ric . T e formal strucrires devaloped an administrative
hierarchy oi an zzzuut ive Zirector aac :::aff governed by :z representative
committee from member aszit...ons. In fact, five specif. . criteria were
postulated to-identify . -.msc-zium. These were (1) a vel:ntary formal
organization; (2) tkze+ o~ mor - membar institutions; (3) —:ltiacademic

programs; (4) at least or= Zul’ -time professional to administer consortium

programs; and (5) a requr—=: -:nual contributicn to evidence the commitment

- of member institutiomns (.. I Patterson, 1970). The Big Ten CIC, mentioned

O
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The criterion calling for multiacademic programs (#3) does not seem
to be a necessary condition. Several formal interinstitutional agreements
have been formed upon the basis of a specific program and have carried
ont their activities nersuant to the objectives of a single academic goal.

An example of this type of consortium is the University Council for Educational
Administration (UCEA). This council began in 1959 with the basic mission

of improving the professional preparation of administrative personnel in
education. “he UCEA is a voluntary formal organization, has 47 members,

a full-tim= director with a éentral office staff, and annual service fees

for member institutions.

The only missing element for UCEA from the postulated consortia criteria
is the multiacademic programming. This criterion might be better stated
to.require an identified unifying goal or set of objectives for the coopera-
tive venture., The UCEA and other formal cooperative arrangement; with a

single identified purpose should be considered bona fide consortia.

Administration

One clear c*-~+acteristic of a formal consortium arrangement is the
existence of # [ni.-r'r = professional administrator. This individual is
usually refer < L. ~. . director, executive director, executive secretary,
coordinator, or other such title. The duties of these officers vary in
scope with the activities of the consortium, but a fgw common tk' eads have
been determined.

The executive officer should be a catalytic agent as well as a program
officer. The executive officer must interact closely with members of the
governing board of the consortium, and be responsible for the publication
efforts, commynication links, and budgetary matters of the group. Often

Q
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this director will take responsibility for outside resource zeavelcprmer
for the group (Donovan, 1964).

The executive officer acts as 1 catalyst in policy mattsws. TFo_ .0V
issues should be initiated by the ¢ irzctor and, wkile not = @ mber ¢
governing board c— executive commitze, the directzr should @ .t on T -
committee, act as secretary and, whan reasonable, lead the d:I. :ussic:
(WittZch, 1962). Policy is to be carried out by tnis executi  : of Ii.
so there is a vested interest in its formulation. The direct-= caa - ,
however, only through persuasion (F. Patterson, 1974), since the r=e 2t~ _:
lies with the individual member institutions.

The consortium executive shares a responsibility for the mis=ic nd
role of the organization. One administrative concern of the conscrzi..
arrangement is that the executive may make policy without the boar:
imprecise distinction between policy and administration, and the 1: it -od
that the executive may create and carry out policy wilthout the boar
create tension between boards and executives (Tropman, 1980).

Six Basic rules for executive officers have been offered. Thes:

1. present a professional perspective

2. offer expertise where needed

3. keep the board informed of pelicy issues

4, work senéiﬁively with board

5. offer development opportunities -...

6. worl energetically with agency staf} and link the boar. ~he
staff (Tropman, 1980, p. 61)

This paper will study the efforts of one consortium, and the exec -:ive
officer of that group, to identify development opportunities and to embark

on a structured course of self-examination. Critical self-study, revie.,
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for consortZa tc mount sigr _ficent

and r ir=ciics & = zzntial element
=nov ...ms, cew— .= major shifts i 2mphasis, o: imrrove existing governi=g
Corus turTEs T -301, 1974). The wcrk thez fol ow 3 &n at” 'mpt to
ar &l . Zo- one consortium.
The Wisconsia Im—rovement Pr——rarm
The ». ~==_ “==—ovement Program NIP) is a szez i i _ . the School
duczsic.1 2 e Tmiversity of Wiscomsin-Madison. Or Apr- . 1959,
e Schenl f  ioo-zico in Madison recezved a Ford Fownc=t: - aizard of
$6.3,000 iu- = _rpose of improving classroom inszrueczi- and teacher
pv -zarati s i Iz consin. This grant gzve impetus to tle. “ormazion of the
Woscongi- T ac.: Improvement Program which eventually ‘s=came t :e WIP.
Th:.<< -ms=>: --ions joined with the UW-Madison in 1152 when a second
=—d’ Foundiation ..zant of $500,000 was approved for sta::wide expansion of

"™, A7 ar twen. years of change and growth, the Wisconsin Improvement

consortium of eighteen Wisconsin :-olleges and tniversities
- { th- -ate De-a—tment of Public Instruction (hereziter referred to as

~- lber i:stitutions). The major focus of this consc.:ium has been the ad-

istrztion of a teacher intern program for the mer- :r institutions.

Jre—=niz:tion

Thz School of Education, UW-Madison, from the i-:ziation of the WIP
in 359-60, hcused the office of the director and prov led the business

manzgement facilities for processing the funds allocat=i by the Ford Founda-

- ‘on. Gradually, the University began to make contribu=Zoms to the WIP

until —t was able to maintain the support for the activ=ty at a quality

desired without subsidies from the Foundation or other =gencies. Eventually,

a olan evolved and was consummated in 1969 which involvad 11 members of the
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Universit~ Svstem, the . wte Department of ublic Inszructior 1 osiw
private cc>l:zes and u: -ersities for a coorerative program wi ' _acludes
a snaring - Zinances.

Eac: . ~rzicipati:z. stitution now :kes a budgetary cont ition which
ic :ent - :he Univers .. - 7 Wisconsin =z:.. is budgeted in the = ol oZ
Ed. :-i _ and by code. is . located to che WIP. The particip.z:iimg instivu-
£l _spzred and adc --2¢ _ zonstitution which provides the =:ructural
ar zzzional plan f:o= omtinuance of the program on this bi-=is. The
E-=- _: -e Secretary of th WIP's organization was selected by t:.e Executive
C-—ai: - of the consortium znd was recommended to the Dean of the School
¢ Ed -on for approva. : a member .. the UW-Madison School »f Education

:dem: Staff.
Tt Wisconsin Impr: :ent Program office staff consists of an Executive
. .lret:T¥, an Administrzh‘ve Assistant, and a Secretary-Stenographer,

. -king with professors. :dministrators, teachers, and interns, the office
_zzff coordinates both zatern plgcement and inservice requests as well as
-slated administrative -onsiderations. The administration and operation
of the Wisconsin Improvement Program is financially .supported by the member
institutions in the consortium in that, for each interﬁ placed, the member
institution pays the Wisconsin Improveaent Program ninety dollars. This
fiscal arrangement supports and maintains the professional staff and services

for the administration of programs within the consortium.

Representation

As provided by the Constitution of the Wisconsin Improvement Program,
each of the member institutions is represented by one person in the Member-

ship Assembly. This assembly meets every fall and spring to conduct general
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business involving policy and program implementat_:-n in the consortium,

The business agenda is developed by a six-person iecutive Committes with
the cooperation of the Executive Secretary. Elecc=d by the member repre-
sentatives, the Executive Committee consists of tv - Uaiversity of Wisconsin

System representatives, one private cellege reprecsoo:ative, one repr:senta-

tive from th= State Department of Public Instructi: znd two memk2r -at-
large. The Executive Committee meets as often as I nezessary to insure
the proper functioning of consortium activities. ZI..ch member institution

also has a campus coordinator responsible for prcr3rzm adminiscratior on

that campus. The campus coordinators meet regul :riv for cooperative efforts,
such as placement of interns and for other prog- mmmatic business -f mutual
interest.

To help the Executive Secretary with polic ' and program deve.opment,
Advisory Councils of Teachers and Administrators aavs also been established.
The members of these two twelve-person advisorwy councils are selected to
represent all participating school levels and diversz geograni'ic zreas.

The term of office for members of both committees is »n a th..z- or four-
year rotating basis, with members appointed by the Executive Secretary,

based on the recommendations of consortium personnel.

The Teacher Internship

The teacher intern program in Wisconsin has survived the initial Ford
Foundation beginning and is now celf-supporting. One unique éspect of this
concept is the intern-in-team design. Interns are, for the most part, under-
graduate students seeking their initial certification. They are assigned
to a team of teachers in a school rather than to just one cooperating teacher.
Team members are not paid a direct stipend by ‘the participating institu-

tions for their work with the interns.
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Intern- '~ .._zm designs are cooperatively developed by the individual
school syste ... the member institutions with ccordination rendered by
the Wiscons:: . :rovement Program. Intern designs are unique in providing
a2 realistic - =aciing experience which prepares the prospective teacher for
the respons_5:1_-ies of a full-time position. Within each design, one

or more int=-n:s work as part of a team under the continuous supervision

G: a princinzl and one or more experienced teachers. Interns participate

in the plancing and prograrming for classroom instruction, as well as in

all other —=sponsibilities of teaching. The intern-in-team design is flexible
in organiz:tion, task assignment, scheduling, and planning. Each design

also provi:iss rich opportunities for observation, analysis, and evaluation

of instruction for the many talented team members,

During the intern—iﬂ—team semester, the intern is in the process of
learning to teach as a member of a professional team. Within this instruc-
tional arrangement, the intern is assigned individual professional respon-
sibility. The intern is continuously in contact with talented associates
on the team who help providevrich opportunifies for teaching and reflection.

The internship program has developed in scope from 38 interns in five
school systems in 1960 to the current status of nearly 500 interns in over
100 public and private school systems in Wisconsin, Minnesota, Illinois,
and lowa. The eighteen member institutions make the initial selection
of the interns individually. The local c¢:hool then has the opportunity
to interview and approve the intern for its specific design, The intern
is licensed, paid a stipend, and assigned to a teacbing team in an approved

school system for one semester.
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The Intern Fiscal Model

The present cost of an internship assignment for a school district
is $2,300 per semester. This allocation‘includes $2,000 for the intern's
stipend, $150 to support general inservice activities, and $150 to support
local inservice activities--both of which are related to the internship.
The general inservice amount is forwarded Fo the Wisconsin Imprcvement
Program, and the local inservice portion remains at the unit school level.
Since implementation of the general inservice fund in 1972, over 200
projects have been approved annually by the Wisconsin Improvement Program
from the funds school districts sent to that office., These inservice efforts,
suggested by teachers, administrators, supervisors, professors, aad even
interns, extend beyond the individual school and its personnel. They have
included summer workshops for cooperating teachers and interns, school
district workshops, conference attendance, and many other activities.
Over $500,000 has been expended through this fiséal model to support im-
proved teacher education through the internship model. This fiscal component
has been a positive influence on con;inued faculty involvement in the schools.
The local inservice component is retained by the school district for
unit school inservice development. Its use is determined creatively and
uniquely by the principal and team members of the unit school. This component
has been used to support such things as conference attendance, purchase
of instructional materials, orientation activities, and semester transition

coordination.

Consortium Research

Research in the Wisconsin Improvement Program consortium has centered

on survey research of participants on a continuous basis to judge program

—
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value and effectiveness. A high degree of satisfaction has always been
expressed by participants, with average values consistently greater than
4.4 on a five point scale.

When the variables communication, evaluation, orientation, and super-
vision were measured along with satisfaction, the interns attitude toward
communication correlated closely (r = .537) with their satisfaction. 1In
fact a regression analysis idontified cowmunication as the only significant
variable in predicting satisfaction, accounting for approximately 37% of
the variation in the response to satisfaction.

A follow-up survey indicated that the most meaningful ccmmunication
took place with school-~based personnel (§ = 4,25) rather than with campus-
personnel (x = 3.62). Thus, a decision was made, based upon these data,
to offer a workshop reviewing communication techniques for school-based
cooperating personnel funded through general inservice monies.

Intern and teacher reactions to planned future programs are also solicited,
One such program is a fifth-year residency for teacher education graduates,
and results of these surveys have helped %0 plan appropriate implementation
stages for these programs (Burke, 1978; Burke and Stoltenberg, 1979;

Stoltenberg, 1981).

Future Needs

Franklin Patterson states that "Very few consortia have seriously studied
themselves with an eye toward substantial.reorganization or revision"
(F. Patterson, 1974, p. 58). Yet this type of study is essential for adequate
forward planning for consortia to survive.

The Wisconsin Improvement Program is at a point of need regarding a

study of organizational structure. Tils anticipated need supercedes the

ERIC 1i
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research on programmatic aspects of the consortium that are mentioned above.
Revision of organizational structure, however, cannot be accomplished at
the cost of weakening the key funding source, the teacher intern program.

A conceptual base for the study of this individval consortium is needed,
one that would be applicable in this specific situation but could also be
generalized to be used by other consortia facing similar problems. Recommenda-

tions regarding this need are welcome.

Peter J. Burke

Executive Secretary

Wisconsin fmprovement Program

»0% Education Building

Ui sersity of Wisconsin-Madison

=rgon, Wisconsin 53706 :

{608) 262-9934
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