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common issues and problems and. té develop an action agenda to reduce
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commitment and suppdrt of the thief executive officers and ‘
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_ This naper reviews the first three years of a iong-t,erm program by-. a

national higher educat;ion association to build more effective co]iaboration
‘between urban pubiic universities and urban schoel districts. The program
;,addresses a specific issue in such co'l‘laborative efforts -- the role of the

'univer;sity or schoo! chief executive officer. ., As such, it 1s gne .of . many

approaches which can be and are being taken to buiid more effective

v T8

' university—sohooi re‘!ationships in behalf of improving eﬁucationai opportunity,

and quality for urban ymxth For buiiding strong, iong-term coﬂaboration and

for piacing such coliaboration high on institutionai agendas, we beiieve the_ |

- leadership approach is an inportant mode]

/

i | 2N
An Association Response 1o Urban Universitx Concerns R

The National Association of State Univers‘ities and Land-Grant Coﬂeges

(i@ASULGC) is composed of 146 of the “ natiop’ s ma:jor land-grant and
‘research-level state Universities. Institutions ‘hold membership in the

association and are officiaiiy represented by their presidents and/ors

¥
chancellorsy To a major e:{tent therefore, the associations functions as the

prof*essionai'organization for presidents and cii'anceiiors, and it is similar to

a number of other associations'in-what is commonly known as "One Dupon/t“' --
) ) . N : .
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- .associations such as the ASSociation of American Universities "(AAU), the
tAmerican Association of State College anq\_Universities (AASCU), and the
American Association of Community and Juniqr Colleges (AACQE }Hstoricatly
NASULGC has had a priMany orientation to the interests and concerns of its
_land-grant and therefore predominantly rural, member insésiutions.' However,
:vjparticutaryy within the past “two d%tades, an increasing proportion o% NASULEC
members ~have been "drawn - from the nation’ §° major, metropo!itan areas,
dnstitutions such as the City University of New York, wayne State Udiver51ty,
hthe Unfversity of Iilinois at Chicago, and the University of C1ncinnati
name only a few. To respond to the 1ncr,easingiy urban orientation of its
 membership, NASULGC created a Division of Urban Affairs in 1980 to- provide a
focal point (and a staff member) for legistative and program activity of
particular interest and relevance-to urban public university administrators.
' . The, Divisigi of Urban Affairs initia?1y concentrated fts effarts on the':'
.1980 reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, one titJe of which (Title XI)
?authorized an Urban Grant University Program to provide federal assistance for,
’ _Joint city-university research and technica? assistanca projects. AIthough,the
"effort to include Tdtie XI 1in -the reauthorized Act was successfu? its timing-
in one sense cou?d not have been worse. _The Act was reauthorized 1n October
1980, One month Tater the, Carter Administration was voted out of office, and
the _new Administration proposed major cuts in federal funding for higher
education and proposed»no funddng for new programs such as: Tit1e XI. Efforts
to support funding for Title XI in Congress have been simiTarTx nnsuccessfu].

The title remains authorfzed but'unfunded to this day.
, ' NASULGC Focus on the Urban Schoo] ’

Changed priorities in tegeral support for and interest in higher education
ot (and in urban policy) forced the Division of Urban Affairs and its menbérship

| e | \\ 3.
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to turn attention to the broader array of problems and opportunities facing all
urban institutions in the 1980s. Led by members of its Executive Committee,
the Division began in mid-1981 to pursue a series of efforts in strategic

planning for urban“universities, in buflding an understanding through seminars

and small conferences the implications of urban policy changes for urban
N\ - S . ‘
universities, and in considering ways in which urban universities could

work with pudblic schooi districts iNtheir cities.

In part, therefore, the DiVision s interest in urban univers;ty/urban
school collaboration arose out of . its own ‘internal need and that of jts
'membership to ;efocus fts energies in areas where & real impact might be made.
In addition, however, ‘the interest of the Division' s.Ieadership in work ing with
' urban ‘'schools was heightened by the increased national attention then beginning
to‘be given to the nation ] publfc sehools and, especia]Iy, to high schools.
The creation of the National Commission on Excellence in’ Education, the study
.- then underway by Ernest Boyer and the Carnegie ~Foundat:ion‘,1".or the Advancement
' of Teaching,.and the implementation of the College Board's Project Edocation
EQuality, all were signals that the quality of American schooling was returning
" to the nation's agenda. And, as we hane seen in the'past three years, the-
- cumu?ative effect of these efforts and the reports and publications which have
| resulted from them have engendered more national dialogue. about the purposes
‘and performance-of our schools than at any time since the Soviets launched
Sputnik a quartdr century ago. T - )

One consequence of the renewed attention to the condition of ourfschools
has been a revival of fnterest within the hxgher education community in
reexamining its role and responsibility for helping to 1mprove the quality of
public education, especially in the high school. This reexagination,has taken

many forms, ranging from attempts. on. the _part of many state and Other

.
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| niversiti®s to define with more precision the specific skills in language and
mfathemat’k)s ’expected of entering }reshmery to intensive part:;ership programs
between individual higher‘ education 1nstftutions arid 1ndividua1:high schools.
Obviousty, the Division's own 1nterest in the issue has v@ry much been apart
of this revival. Ifs interest was. hefgkméned by the need to find an answer to
a major question ‘raised by the many projects and pubHcations then underway:
what effective means could be developed to ensure the Jong-terjm ‘'viability of
I.r'__'gp“versity-school Tinkages, $o that the current revi(ral of educational .reform
would have a greater chance for }ong-term 1ife arid impact? Given the key role‘
of the univﬁer‘sity chief executive officer in \its .own membership, the Division
decided to look at what it could do to buﬂd\mor‘e effective communication and
'werking reIationships/between these university Ieaders and their urban school
counterparts, the superjntendents. \
The Beginning of,a roJ‘e : Glen Cove ‘ .
In June 1981, the Division convened a sme’ll meet'ing at Glen Cove, New York,s

bringing together -the heads of '- its ma}er member institutioas and scheol
superintendents fr'ﬁ‘their cities. . The.TI: N f participants was determined in
| part by soHéiting the members of The Cwﬁﬁf the Great City Schools and the
NIE Uf‘ban Superintendents' Group and the uiatchin; NASULGC member president or
chancellor, with the stip’u?atﬁon that~both the university and -school chief
executives would have to attend in order for ; particular city to be
repr:eser?ted Ultimately, five cities were represented: New York, Detroit,
Cincinnati, Mﬂwaukee and Ch*icago. Ih addition‘, a small group of resource
persons was assembled to provide jdeas -and direction to the meeting; it
\ included Robert, Wood, Frank Keppel and Michael Timpane. The meeting, which was

supported with a small grant from the Ford Foundation, was exploratory; Lts

purpose was ' to identify common issues and problems facing both.sets of
L]

L3
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institutions, and to see)if a common agenda for action might emerge. After two,
'deys of intense discussion it became ‘c‘iear that, although each city faced its;
own set of distinct cheiienges, there was a set of concerns that cut across the
cities and ecross the boqndan} lines separating secpndary'and postsecontiary
| institutiuns. These cohcerns ranbed from the political -- e.g.'how to p;iid |
strong support ?ron‘>local government and business 1eaders for the public
education enterprise -- to .the pedagogical -- e.g. how to develop better
instructionai techniques for reaching the underprepared student. A consensus
emerged that an action‘pgenda should focus on reducing the‘transition problems -
| of urbam young people moving out of high school into higher education or into
the workpiace. - : IR :“ |
i The participants in the Gien Cove naeting agreed that they would continue
the dialogue in .their home cities. More specificaliy, they - asggd the NASULGC, )
staff to seek additional Ford qundetion support to initiate coiiaborative
planning activi'{ies ‘in at least three cities, .and to maintain communication
links between the cities. In October, 1981, the Ford Foundation'agreed to
support the creation of a pilot effort in urban univensify-uuﬂan sch
collaboration, and shprtlx thereafter planning activities wereaini;ieted?:;
. Cincinnati, Detroit, and Milwaukee. In addition, Boston had been represented
4 at thé Glen Cove meeting by Ernesu L}nton of the-Univer§ity of Massachusetts
" and Robert Schwartz, soon to become Director ‘of the Boston Compact, a
coifaporative egiort‘ involving a ’nunber of éoston-area coileges and
universities with the Boston Public Schoois\and the Boston business'community.

With the addition of Schwariz as consultant to the new §ASULGC effort, Boston

was also added as’d participating city.

!/

' A Set of Shared Assumptions - g -
| Although the project took a different program focus in each of the initial

-
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partici;:ting citfes, project activities .fiowed from a ‘shered set of
sumptions. These were: | “ A- S s
(1) Genuine inter-ins¥Ttutional collaboration requires the direct
and continuing involvement?of the chief executive officer of
each instttqtiog. < ‘ N
(2) Collabdration'works best when totn partners' proceed on the
basis of eniighte;;d seif-interest,‘and urban universities.
vperceive a direct stake in helping to imprové the performance
of urban schools. = | ’ g

(3) The higher education chuity and sta ourdes that can be
most helpful t%,urban schooi systems are to’ be found “all
~ across the university, not just:within schools er coTieées of
- education. | | o
(4) If qgllaborative projects are going to address the prob]ems
| . .of urban youth who are not college-boend, they will requira
. the active participation of goVernmehtai and business
institutions as well as of urban universities. - |
e;oceeding from these assumptions, the university head and- schooi
superintendent in each participating city convened a joint task force of senior
staff from: both institutions to revie cyrrent coiiaborative programs and to
develop a more‘carefu11y targeted pien' or joint activity. — | |

~a

Initial Project Activity

More than the other cities dn whi h the NASULGC project began, Detroit
faced the virtual destruction of its ind strial based economy and ‘the pressing

need to build a new foundation for the city's sociai and economic survival.

,Urban university-urban schoo] collaboration, therefore, initially\focused on
‘ \ -
ways in which pubiic education can eontrib te to buiiding the new economic base
\ * -
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in conjonction w'ith i‘abor, business, and other .pubiic"and private partners in
the city. Efforts undertaken by Hayne State Uniuersity and the Detroit Public
Schools inciuded development . of educationai programs which directiy and
| indirect iy can generate a new Tabor market for technoiogy-based industries,
' | ,particu!ariy in the areas of allied health professions, oomputer sciences, and \
engineering. Programs were also deve'loped to address the needs of gifted and
»  talented students in the Detroit Public Schools. In addition, collaboration in
.Detroit inciuded ei'forts t‘p ana'lyze the roies which public education can play
in development of new ‘“high—technoiogy smaii businesses on which the city
ho\ped to buiid a basis for economic revitaiization. | | ‘ ﬂ'
g .In Milwaukee, conaborati_on concentrated initia{lg;'on a series of early
intervention~strategies for underprepared students,. s,tra'tegies which have been
.centered either. on a targeted school or on a specific group of studenté. o
Reducing the 9% between high school and coiiege has been a 'major need in
Miiwaukee, and a series of efforts to provide high school students with greater .
famiiiarity about -university Irequirements and opportunities, séhooi-base& >
efforts to improve the quaiity of g?assroom education, and efforts oriented. to
the nee:s of high school teachers, all have resulted from direet and continuous
invoiven;'ent by the Chance]lor of the University oi’ idisconsin-ioiiiwaukee and the ‘
Superintendent of the Miiwaukee Pubilic Schoois.
Conaboration in Cmcinnati took the. form primariiy of a reassessmént of
f

Public Schools. Much of the coi'laboration\,in previoys years in Cincinnati had »
. - \

bean non-academic and, in the view of the two chief executives,,}r often

existing linkages between the University of Cincinnati and* the Cincinnati \\

inconsequentiai ; in nature. The expectation in 'Cincinnati was that
A collaboration wouid focus on deve'loping more substantial, iong-term goals, ~with

particuiar attention to deveioping a comprehensive research and development
s ~ T ‘ ‘ S ’
EKC | | L o 8. , '
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| agenda for the pubHi: schools to w'hich‘ univer‘.sw‘ty-bas'éd resources could be tied
more effectively than was the case in the p‘ast. ‘ )
. In B[oston, the project planmning - group firom the'® o‘utset, 1nc.1.uded'
. representation from city government and business organizations as well as.
school and universit,y personne'l, and took as its charge the :‘esponsibﬂity for
deve1op1ng a new framework for the partnership _programs that had existed
\ . between individual businesses and higher education institutwns and eacQoston
high school. This framework, which is called the Boston Con'pact, is based upon
a set' of agreements between the Boston Pub]ic Schools: and major external ‘
organizations, in nhich the school system commits itself to undertake specifie
intemal ‘reforms' in exchange for an expanded commitment from the »externaI
» organizations to assist the sthools and their graduates.' The first such
agreement, which was negotiated in September, 1982 between the Boston Schoo]

Committee. anq, Boston s business leaders, resulted in the business conlnunity S

conmitment to provide full-time Jjobs for 400 graduating sehiors in 1983
increasing to 1 000 graduates by 1985 in return for the school system’s taking\
steps to insure the bpasic Hteracy and employability sk‘ms of those graduates.

| The second agreement, negotiated in the autumn of 1983 between the Boston
School Committee and the city's colleges and universities, ‘contains a joirft
strqtegy for 1mprov1ng the academic prepa‘ratmn of Boston students for hiLner

- educatiofi, as well as a shared comitment to increase the percentage of Boston |
’ graduta\es each year who continue their education at one of the participating

¢ .

institutions.

R M ! , . .
Wingspread:. Expansion of the Project -

As word ‘of tne project spread to other cities during 1982, a number of
additiona! NASULGC mémber 1nstitutions asked to join. .Based on this interest

the project moved .ahead in two directions. First, the Johnson Foundation
. ‘ PR : :

N L a
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Joined NASULGC to sponsor a January 1983 Ningspread Conference during which t}ie

initial project sites described_ their first year work and in which
representatives of several additionai cities°reiter_ated th‘eir desire to become
a part of the NASULGC collaborative effort. Secondiy. the Ford Foundation
agreed to provide additional funding for a second year of the project, and four

-

o additionai cities joined the project. . - Yo
In Birmingham, collaborative efforts between the University of Aiabama in
Birmingham and the Birmingham Public Schoois focused both on inprovement by all
high schooi students of performance levels in an array of intellectual .skiil-s,'
and on the tuiiding of a collaborative mechanism to increase 'oity-wide advocacy
for education. as tne high priority jssue for the long-term revitaiization and
health of the Birmingham community. - Effective private sector involvement ‘has
been a key goaﬁ?aiong with an‘understanding by all coiiaborating’ groups that
genuine partnership efforts carry significant implications for changes if
structure, function A,a'nd goals by each , partner, particuiariy the urban y
university. ‘ '

In Kansas City, one major .consequence" of -discussions between the University
of Missouri-Kansas City (UMKC) and the Kansas City (Mo.) Public Schools was the
assignment of tne_dearn of the‘ UMKC School of Education to work for one semester
during the 1983-84 séhool year in the office of the Kansas City Superintendent
of %hoois ‘This assignment bscame a year-iong appointment and, based on

” reconmendations made in the dean's report to the superintendent at the end of
that time, has led to the appointment- of the dean as an Massoc,iate
superintendent for the current academic year. In addition ivorking groups of
UMKC facu’!ty and Kansas City school administrators “have been organized to focus -
on a series of major ‘problem areas,\ such as reading improvement *schooi
leadership, and teacning effectiveness, which hav been identified as targets

10 L '
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for school/university collaborative efforts through another outcome of the

collaborative effort -- the estab!ishment of a superintendents' roundtab1e‘
‘which now involves thirteen metropo1ttan area school superintendents from both
R Missouri and Kansas. Application "of programs developed“by UMKC to improve
* college studeot.retentioq to the problem of high school. student retention ‘and
achievement is also betng-undertaken. E%forts are afso underway to enlist the
1nvolvement of key business, labor, and local foundation leadership as 1ntegraf
‘components of schoo]/university coﬂ1aborat1on insthe city. ‘ .

- Col1aboration'in Tampa focused initially on the improvement of math/science
education,, particular1y through development of summer programs operated jofntly

by the University of South Florida and the Hillsborough County School District.

-
>

In Oakland,A the mostl{recently added of the original project cities,

x;~ collaboration was modeled after the Boston Compact tbrough the esteblishment of

the Oakland Alliance, a venture involving the Oakland Unified Séhool District,

University of Californ1a, Berkeley, Peralta Community College District, 0ak1and‘

Mayor's Office, Oakland Chamber of Commerce (led by Koiser Aluminug) and the

Marcus A. Foster Educational Institute. Col1abooetion to Oekten{ has focused

tnitie11y on 1mprovement both ‘of career-orienteq - and general‘ eduoation
offerings in the Oakland schools. ‘ ‘

A First Look at Qutcomes: Progress and Problem Pssues \

The pi]ot phase of the NASULGC Urbap University/Urban School Coi1aborative

seems to have led to significant progress toward redefining and strengthening
the relationship of urban, universities and urban public school 'systeno in
“  several of the, involved cities. Contects and interaction existed before, but'
these were peripheral, involving small units of each system in'an uncoordinated:
and fragmented fash;on, The direct involvement of the ohief exeoutives moved

~, . .
the relationship to a different level of importance and visibility and is a

! .
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first step‘toward more coherent and systematic coiiaboration. It helped to
improve and - draw attention” to public education: jssues and prbvided the
groundwork for the development of local support for ongoing c00peration. The ¢
.piiot effort was carried out with modest means, including grants }totaning
$34,200 from the Ford Foundation (much of which was re-granted to participating
sites), and the congibuted services of the NASULGE Brban Division staff,

members of the Urban Division Executive Committee and individuais in the

LY

participating tities. . A
Progress was )iess ciear in several other project cities, however.
\g 5\

‘ Foﬂt‘wing are some’ preliminary observations aB%ut the reasons for the varying
progress which the city-based projects made during the first two years of the

~

NASULGC program. .
Conmitment of the chief executi‘ve officers of the university and sch
district was a critical element sgecia’l)lx where institutiona] staff resources
were consistently designated and supported. 'Hovever, where statements of
. conmitment by the chief executives were not backed up by such support Ve'_
projects ianguished. In some cities, notably Milwaukee and Kansas City, the .
chief exeCutives retained a considerable role in setting. tone and policy for
more effective collaboration; vice presidents/chincellors for academic affairs
and. thei/?taffs werg given  day-to-day responsibility for ‘university
involvement, and assistant superintendents were given similar resbonsibi lities
inA t_he schood district-s. Faculty frorn N\ra‘ri‘eﬂt‘vﬁ;of ‘central academic
departments, coﬂeges .and schools were brought early "into collaborative

programs with counterparts in city high schools. However, in a few cities,

\% Cincinnati, responSibthy for collaboration was never c'feariy housed

' in the - president s office, a vice president's office or in simiiar '
: 3

school district 'offices;a personnei‘ changed frequently and ideas and. policy

- . ) B \
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emint.s by tne c.hief executive officers could not effectively be translated

s 3"_ g ‘.'J!nte" ¥ide. range of program activity for which ‘the 'NASULGC program had
| ; ‘hoped GWen the relative newness of /:he NASU\GC program, these cities a'!so
> encountered problems in bridging tne transition in several cases from oid to .
- p .near president‘ind/or superintendent. With 1nev1tab1e Iag times in fﬂling_
. } '_ 'these vacancies, the project tended to_be put on hold untﬂ the new leadership
was in place and had undergone 1ts own orientation to a new environment.
In two cases, Boston and Oakland the ctty-based pro:lects were staffed by a
| separate director efther fpnded joint!y by the university and schoo] district
. or by other coﬂaborating e/zntities. In both cases, pe{sons were selected who

_ were famﬂiar with and to the«university presidents and school superintendents-

'bu'siness comunity. Given the?r‘e'lati'veiy signtficant progress which has been' ‘
~ made thus far in these two cities, the model of a coordinator who may or may
| not be’ ﬁ'oﬁsed in a university or school district but who is funded by both .
. institutions (and by other coﬂaborating parties) and who has direct access to :

and frequent contact with the un?versity.and school chief. eg:ecuti\res seems at
’ - ‘ - . »

this point to be a promising approach.
Money seemed. to make 1ittle difference in relative levels of achigvement.
The almost unive’rsai comment was that the grants of $2,500 available during the -
program's pilot “phase were important not for the amount of support (wh*k:h1
obviously was smali) ,bnt for' the connection prov.ided to a nationaﬂy-besed ’
program ective in a number of cﬂ:ies3 associatéd with the name'of a major
founéatfon (Ford) The contact provjded b;v the program between cities
" (particularly through the mechanism of a Wingspread Conference) was cited: b_y a
number of project sites as invaluable. Moreover, and particu1ar1y 1n the
participatmg cities outside of the Northeast, the NASULGC/Ford connection was
, . '
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an important selling point in attracting support from local foundations and, to
. some degree, the busihess cotmmhity.' Qn Kansas tity and B.irmingham, for
c exanpl’e, local foundations provided many times the amount provided by the small
\ _NASULSC/Ford grant touerd the conaborative effort; in Oakland, the Hewlett .
Foundation and Kaiser Alumihum were simﬂar]y attracted as 1n1t1e1 and -
significant funding sources. e L '
oo  Mast of the {nitial projects involved the college or schoﬂ of education as

-

_an 1ntebra1 part of the col'laborative effort. However, the NASULGC program was na

bas'ed in part on the assumtion that succsssfm Iong-range coﬂaboration wouhd |
| not work without . the {nvolvement of. the full range of university resources. J
| /\ ’ the city-Qsed pro:lects which seemed to make the most pragress during the pﬂd‘t .
phase of the NASULGC program were indeed those whicﬁ" envisioned uniVersity-wide
. »invotvement in the collaboration with the school district.
\ A hunber of ‘the projects were successﬂn in attracting local foundation
L support. Efforts to build fnvolvement by employers and-the business commmity
v heve met _\ch mixed success. The Boston and Oakland, projects have included
_youth employment as “specific foowe™Sreas and goals; and, particufar)y' in
B‘oston, the business comuhity has teken a visible and leading role in 'the
” collaborative ef"fort.~ In a nuwber of the other city-hased projects, . emphasis
either began with or has graduaﬂy shifted to the high school-university
s transi tiony and the youth employment focus has yet to take coherent form 1n
these cities. Involvement of the employer sector has been much less,
therefore, and is an area in whictg the NASULGC program needs to give more \(
qttention in its continuing phase. |
One underlying assumption in 'theoNA'SULGC .program has been that ch-aRgé in
the university-school coliaborative relationship would imply 1nst1tutionaT;

change for both entities, not just for the school district. As with business
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.involvement,’ the evidence thus. far on this issue is mixgd. In a number of the
| city-based projects, both the univereity;no' scﬁool district Ihave contributed

@

_s‘ignificant‘c,ash and in-kind resourCe’s;,"' perticmaﬂy through assignment of .
. staff to the project. In addition, as noted above, a nuuber of faculty members
_ from- centrol academic departments and coneges have been involved in projects,
‘as well as teachers and principa!s at. the school Jevel. -Moreover, in Kansas .
City and BoSton, University staff ‘have been provided to the school district
&ith v1rtua'l1y no strings attached L_Lt/remains aq open question, however, as -
A. to whether or not the university personnel involved 1n th\e city-based projects |
wﬂl be rewarded for it with the centra1 rewards avaﬂable in the un1versity"‘
(salary, Jetention,. promotfon and tenure), whether or not both university end :
| school district will be ab'le to deve'lop ﬂexible personnel po'licies to allow
\ . for joint school-university appointments, and the like. / Some of the NASULGC
projects (partfcularly Kensas City) are promising. |

Project Expansion: 1984 and Beyond
Although the resu?ts ‘of the pﬂot phase of the NASULGC urban

wniversity-urban school- coﬁaborative program were by no meens uniform, they |

were in many cases promisémg Therefore, NASULG£ approached several ﬁmding

" sources to propose a sign«ificaot expansion of its initial effort. Both the

Ford Foundation and the Exxon Education Foundation responsed affirmatively, and

‘ear'ly..ﬁn 1984 NASULGC began a significant .expaosion of the coﬁaborative
progr‘:m. | o

The e;panded program is still very much comioé into being. It involves

- several related activities: expansion of, the number of city-based projects

from the‘originﬂ eight to a \new total of seventeen', througﬁ the provision of

small planning grants to the new cities; development of a__two-;ihase “deepenin§“

grant program to provide more significant support to both original and new
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cities in . efforts to expand significantly and institutionalize the
'col'laboratio_n effort; .effep;ing a limiteo. program of technical assistance
consultants‘s to assist local collaooratives' f;cing specific problems and
"- _concerns; end support for | infornsation;sher=ing among the NASULGC .program
w'_:‘pi-ojects and between ' the NASULGC program and the growing number of
,_collaborati/vf{ﬁorts nation-wid[ Selection of new participating cities, as
-well as recipients of “deepening™ grants. is made through a formal application
| process with a ‘small review . board conposed of one member of the NASULGC ‘
_ " Division of Urban Affairs Executive Conmittee and two outside persons with
significant university _q__g school experienge. (Selection of the oridinal eigh
cities was made informally given the pilot nature of the program s first
phase.) A | o/ B |
;.-ﬁ;‘i-.li"f . To date, eiglz't city-based projects have been added to “the program:.;_
Alouquerque, Buffalo, Cleveland/Akron, Knoxville, Louisville. New York City.‘
Providence, and Wichita. A1l focus on the development and/or reinforcement of
collaboration  at the .top; Virtually all have frosn the outset identified -
specific problems or opportunities on which collaboration would ,i'nitially
focus; these include development"&f magnet schools, invclveme'nt of minority
-youth in programs for the gifted and talented, increased resource-sharing

betweern university and school libreries. and development of joint programs to
address vocational and educational needs‘of non-college-bound youth. But all
' have made clear their intent th‘at\ the areas of%initiel focus would not turn
into projects isolated from connection mith- development "of 1a ger goals and
purposes for.collaboration. In addition, the NASULGC program has) emphasized to
~ its new cities, that seed funding is the most it can provide, that tiie
significant' fundi°n§ for collaboration would have to be sought from Tlocal

sources. It is important to note, therefore, that ﬁ'ﬁ,ggcessful applicationsl
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for inclusion i_;u the NASULSC program, and many of'th_ose which were not
successful, ‘incTuded evidence. of s'ignificant support in,haﬁd or f‘orthcoming.
In addition, four "deegening' grants heve been made to Qate; to support
expansion of collaboratfon in Boston, Kansas City, Milwaukee and Oakland.
) B Granfs ef up to. $15,000 were made to each city, with a requirement that these
ﬁjnds be matched on at least a two-to-one basis.’ o

«

d for Long-Term Evaluation . ‘

What the NASULGC'program will need 1n the next two' eare w;l 11 be a more
rigorous evaluation of the progress made by each of its c ty-based projects
toward genuine improvement in the quaﬁty‘ of education for all youth in those
cities, as well as genuine reformation of the way in which the university,
schoo‘l district and other entities in those, cities work together in behalf of
that improved education. NASU'LGf has been hopeful that its sman program would

help to initiate long-term change, .and some degree of permanence, in_
university-school anages in cities and in the improvement of education for .
. all y_outh,‘__ in urban school districts. The expectation of long-term change
s’QSﬂd indeedv be that of all current efforts te %mprove public edueation, even
though previous eras of school reform are littered with projects which
flourished briefly and then disappeared with few of the ‘Jong-lasting changes
and outcomes which may have been intended. | »
We believe that the NASULSC‘ ‘project is one promising avenue toward
o instituting long-term chahge- in urban ‘education. A number of important
questions remain to be answered, however: ' .

--What is the evidence which- NASULGC w'm have to preduce during the next

sever‘él years - to show the effectiveness of o a top -down approach to

university-school collaboration?

-=Which unirersity-schod? collaborative efforts ﬁave the greatest prospects -
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.f'd_rj long-term success and 1nst1tgtionalizatior{.: phose which start Qith
*nrocess™ 1ssues‘(§stmctyre and comunication) -or those which start with a
" - specific task or problem &rea? The’N‘ASULGC pmgi‘axﬁ inciudeséxanples of Soth;
| man< of the first cities in its effort began with "process“ while a number of -
.the newer cities are beginning with specific problems or projects around which
’ long-term structure is intended to be built. - '
\ --To what dggree are the -universities and ,school districts changed‘
internally by such collaboration, in such areas as reward systems for involved
faculty and 'administréto_rs-, inclusion of collaborating entities 'in
decision-making and resource ;Hocatjon processes) and the Tike? Do ‘appro'achés ,
; such ‘as those taken in Boston and Oakland, in which a separate entity 'is
creéted for -'deveiopment ané managemenlt of the cou‘.aborg_g'lon., deflect -press‘ure
~~, for internal institutional change? A o |
--Does the involvement of individual administrators, facu!ty members and
teachers in universjty-schooi conaboration lead over time to a transformation
of their roles ‘within their 'institutions‘? In Kansas City, for exanple', the -
pl‘;;:ement of A.the dean of the University of Missouri-Kansas City's College of
Education “as an -assistant _superintender? in- the Kansas City (Mo.) School
" Distriét, and the placement of the director of the university's d'h:ectof of the
Center for Academic Development ‘into the 1leading staff positioﬁ for the
Metropolitan Area Schools . Project would suggest the possibility of permanent |
changes both 1n the university's administrative structure and in the

perceptions and expectations by university administrators of their roles in

relation to the city's entire educational system.
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