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ABSTRACT: To enhance partnerships in two rural schools, our college of education initiated a faculty-in-
residence program. A group of faculty members visited two other colleges of education with established
faculty-in-residence programs to learn from others and to discern a direction for our own work. Two
teacher educators, each at a different partner school, expanded roles to become faculty-in-residence.
These teacher educators and the leader of the faculty-in-residence initiative engaged in a self-study to
focus on the implementation of this program and how the faculty-in-residence experienced and
interpreted this effort. Findings relate to the factors of responsiveness, relationships, and impact. The
rural locus of these partnerships is fundamental to all aspects of the faculty-in-residence initiative,
underlining the importance of context.

NAPDS Essentials: 2. A school–university culture committed to the preparation of future educators that embraces
their active engagement in the school community; 4. A shared commitment to innovative and reflective practice by
all participants; 8. Work by college/university faculty and P–12 faculty in formal roles across institutional settings

Our college of education has a partnership network comprised

in large part by rural, high-poverty schools. While there has been

recent and necessary attention to urban contexts of education, it

is also worthwhile to explore rural contexts of education. The

Council for Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP;

CAEP Accreditation Standards, 2013) and the American

Association of Colleges of Teacher Education’s Clinical Practice

Commission (AACTE, 2018) advocate for clinical partnerships.

As a response to large-scale and local factors, our college initiated

a faculty-in-residence (FIR) program in an effort to build

relationships and partnerships across distance and differences.

The purposes of this paper are: to provide an in-depth

explanation of this partnership as a way to document the

creation of this new program; and to focus on the implemen-

tation of the FIR program in two partner schools and how these

efforts were experienced and interpreted by the two university

teacher educators who participated as faculty-in-residence. Much

of what came from this study relates to the unique assets and

challenges of working within rural schools and settings. The

ultimate goals of researching the implementation of the FIR

program are not only to use what we learned in the first year to

refine this initiative for subsequent years to improve school-

university partnerships, but also to explore the broader issue of

strengthening partnerships between university-based teacher

education and local schools in a rural context.

Related Literature

Faculty-in-residence programs are rooted in research on effective

professional development. Effective professional development is

embedded in practice, is interactive, and is sustained over time

(DeMonte, 2013; DuFour, 2004; Gulandhussein, 2013; McBier

et al., 2012). Traditional approaches to professional develop-

ment, by contrast, are often disconnected from the daily realities

of classrooms and schools; this professional development may be

short in duration or inadequately supported (DeMonte, 2013;

DuFour, 2004; Gulandhussein, 2013; McBier et al., 2012).

Professional development that is instead integrated into the

school day and directly connected to daily practice can provide

opportunities for educators to collaborate and reflect on their

practice. By integrating teacher educators into school commu-

nities, a FIR program can offer a way for the college and K-12

partners to collaborate on the design and implementation of

activities and opportunities that positively impact students’

learning and overall development. A faculty-in-residence pro-

gram enhances a college of education’s ability to respond to new

professional development demands resulting from the imple-

mentation of state-based professional evaluation measures and

the need to assist with the induction process for new teachers—

with a view to impact on student learning. The specific context

of this model for professional development is our network of

partner schools in rural communities.

There are all types of rural contexts, but research has

identified some common themes and issues (e.g., Moffa &

McHenry-Sorba, 2018). For example, scholars of rural education

have emphasized the importance of understanding rural contexts

without applying deficit perspectives (White & Kline, 2012).

Accordingly, our college’s broader perspective on rural partner-

ships is grounded in an asset-based perspective. It is critical that

teacher candidates in our college (regardless of their own rural,

suburban, or urban backgrounds) experience placements in rural
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schools to understand affordances and complexities, and to work

against possible pre-conceived notions of what a rural school is

or is not. Burton et al. (2013) observed that many studies

portrayed a ‘‘one-dimensional characterization’’ of rural teachers

(p. 8).

More troubling, many studies they analyzed cast rural

contexts as ‘‘problems’’: teachers were positioned as ‘‘problems’’

themselves or as facing ‘‘problems’’ of rural schools. A helpful

perspective, Azano and Stewart (2015) examined how their

teacher preparation program could provide teacher candidates

with ‘‘meaningful experiences’’ in rural schools so that

candidates ‘‘have had thoughtful preparation, understand the

benefits and challenges of teaching in a rural community, and

can be effective and find personal and professional success and

stay in rural schools’’ (p. 8, emphasis in original). Factors related

to rural education are known to those engaged in rural contexts

(often in forms of tacit knowledge), but Burton et al. (2013)

noted that less than a fifth of studies in their narrative analysis

had been published in general education journals. Concerns and

issues in rural schools merit a broader audience.

Within our college’s expansive partner network are several

rural schools and districts in a range of diverse, close-knit

communities where schools are often the heart of the

community (Rural Schools Collaborative, n.d.; White & Kline,

2012). Additionally, many of these schools serve populations

that include a significant percentage of low-income families and

communities. As of 2013, according to the Southern Education

Foundation (Suitts, 2015), low-income students are a majority in

public schools in twenty-one states—including ours.

Additionally, our FIR initiative reflects three of the

Essentials of the National Association for Professional Develop-

ment Schools (NAPDS; Brindley et al., 2008): (2) a school-

university culture committed to the preparation of future

educators that embraces their active engagement in the school

community; (4) a shared commitment to innovative and

reflective practices by all participants; and (8) work by college/

university faculty and P–12 faculty in formal roles across

institutional settings. Enhanced student learning was an ultimate

goal of this initiative, and we also focused efforts toward the

preparation of teacher candidates for rural schools. As Easley

and colleagues (2017, p. 47) noted, the ‘‘collaborative demands’’

for teacher preparation programs are ‘‘uncommon’’ compared to

many other university programs since teacher educators include

both university-based educators and school-based educators. The

NAPDS Essentials evident in our initiative reflect shared

commitments. The purpose of this research was to explore our

experiences initiating a FIR program so that we could share our

story and to revise and refine our practices.

Framework

Three perspectives from the literature guided this work. First was

a perspective centered on FIR as a model for professional

development. Second was a self-study perspective (Samaras,

2011) focused on the experiences of teacher educators engaged

in this work. In their guidelines for autobiographical self-study in

education, Bullough and Pinnegar (2001) included the ideas that

self-study promote ‘‘insight and interpretation’’ (p. 16), center

on ‘‘problems and issues that make someone an educator,’’ and

has an obligation to ‘‘improve the learning situation not only for

the self but for the other’’ (p. 17). Such a self-study perspective

focuses on reflection and insight for the purpose of benefitting a

broader context (cf. Kleine et al., 2018). Third was a perspective

of situated learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991); each site for the FIR

provided a locus for learning for all stakeholders. Situated

learning refers to an idea that learning happens through

authentic contexts among a community of practice. In their

conceptual framework, Burns and Badiali (2018) argued that

clinical pedagogy ‘‘requires sophisticated intellectual activity that

is situated in practice and in the dynamic contexts of classroom

spaces’’ (p. 431). The FIR initiative allowed us to reflect critically

on many topics related to our school-university partnerships

through a situated, self-study lens. For our purposes, the context

for this learning was each school site. The rural context of this

initiative undergirded these three perspectives.

Planning for a Faculty-in-Residence Program

The idea for a FIR initiative originated with Michelle. She

convened a group of faculty members in the college from a

variety of programs to discuss the viability of a FIR program for

schools in our rural network. Funding through a college

innovation grant allowed members of this group to visit two

other colleges of education, both also in the Southeast, with

established FIR programs. Faculty who participated in these site

visits learned from colleagues at these other institutions about

timelines, expectations, roles, responsibilities, and a range of

other factors related to their own FIR programs. Lessons from

these visits were incorporated into plans to launch a FIR

initiative that we hoped would be responsive to our partner

schools while aligned with goals and initiatives already in place

in the college.

An important difference between the FIR programs at the

institutions visited and ours was the location of each of these

other colleges in metropolitan areas. The structures, procedures,

and administrative features from these programs were invaluable

to the formation of our initiative. However, the unique

challenges of doing this work across spread-out, small, close-

knit rural communities separated our context from those we

visited for advance guidance, insight, and preparation.

The larger FIR group in the college decided to pilot a new

program at two school sites. Catherine and Amanda were invited

to participate based on previous involvement at different partner

schools. In each case, the FIR program was positioned as an

enhancement of the partnership the college already had in place

with each school; it was an extension of the context for situated

learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The schools were Magnolia

Elementary School and Dogwood Middle School (both

pseudonyms).
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Each teacher educator, along with the college’s director of

field experiences, met with administrators at each school to

discuss the concept of a FIR program and to ascertain the

school’s interest in augmenting the partnership in such a

manner. Each school was positive and receptive to the idea; the

context of each school is described below. The teacher educators

embarked on their work as FIR the following semester. At each

school, focus areas for the FIR were developed in concert with

administrators and teachers.

Each FIR spent part or all of two days per week at the

school. Throughout the experience, each FIR maintained a

reflective log; the larger FIR group also continued to meet to

keep focused on the goals of the FIR initiative and to hear and

discuss updates on progress at each site. Time at each school site

was spent in endeavors such as: supervising teacher candidates,

meeting with teachers, and observing and spending time in

classrooms. These efforts were parts of our partnership with each

school. While each FIR spent most of the time with teachers or

teacher candidates, the ultimate goal was supporting student

success. This is a common goal for different initiatives among

school and university partners (cf. Borda et al., 2018).

Method

A descriptive case study approach (Merriam, 2009; Yin, 2009) is

appropriate to documenting the implementation of the FIR

initiative through two teacher educators, each in a partner

school. Each case is defined as the teacher educator who worked

as a FIR in the context of both the school and the college,

consistent with our perspective of situated learning (Lave &

Wenger, 1991) and self-study (Bullough & Pinnegar, 2001;

Samaras, 2011). Because of our focus on the implementation of

the FIR initiative and the experiences of two teacher educators

engaged in the initiative, data collection and analysis centered on

the two teacher educators in order to provide a descriptive,

holistic (Merriam, 2009) documentation of how the FIR

experienced the program. The reception of the work among

the two schools is also critical to our evaluation of this project

but was not the specific focus of the research aspect of the work.

We briefly present the contexts of the two schools involved with

our FIR program.

Magnolia Elementary Schools is one of several elementary

schools in its district. Students who attend Magnolia come from

a small town and its environs. While the community is rural, it is

not too far from a larger city where many parents work. The

school has approximately 700 students in grades Pre-K through

5; Magnolia is a Title I school. Catherine supervised teacher

candidates at Magnolia prior to initiating a FIR effort there.

Dogwood Middle School is outside a small town and is the

only public middle school in its county. The school includes

grades 6-8 and enrolls approximately 550 students; Dogwood is a

Title I school. Many of the students’ parents and family

members work in agriculture. Amanda supervised teacher

candidates at Dogwood prior to initiating a FIR effort there.

Shared in common between these two schools is their

participation in our partner network, in keeping with NAPDS

Essential 8. Personnel in each district collaborated with the

college in terms of teacher preparation. Catherine and Amanda

both had roles at the respective schools related to the

preparation of future educators, in keeping with NAPDS

Essential 2. The initiative itself was developed by people from

the college along with people at each school site, following the

idea of a shared commitment to innovative and reflective

practice in NAPDS Essential 4. Having introduced the two

schools and the context of our rural network, we present the

findings in such a way as to document the story of our FIR

program.

Data related to our documentation of the FIR initiative

included the reflective journal maintained by each FIR. At the

end of the semester, we participated in a semi-structured

interview, where Michelle posed questions for Catherine and

Amanda to discuss. Interview questions were designed to assess

insight and interpretation of the initiative, reflection on its

potential opportunities and challenges, and recommendations

for sustaining a FIR program, in accordance with the purposes

of the research. These questions were:

1. How would you define a faculty-in-residence program?

2. What are your experiences of its benefits? Drawbacks?

3. Based on your experiences, what structures or proce-

dures do you think need to be in place to support

school-university partnerships like this? What changes

would you make to ensure continued or to expand the

success of this project in the upcoming academic year?

Probes to each question allowed Catherine and Amanda to

clarify responses, to make connections between the two sites,

and to elaborate on various details. This interview was recorded

and transcribed for analysis.

The goal of data analysis was to understand the develop-

ment and implementation of a FIR initiative in order to (1) be

able to share the story with others and (2) to reflect on and

refine our own practice (Bullough & Pinnegar, 2001). Analysis

of the data started with our discussing emergent themes after the

interview. These themes became descriptive codes (Maxwell,

2005) for analysis. Each FIR then reviewed her own reflective

journal for instances that aligned with these codes as well as any

other critical incidents (Erlandson et al., 1993) not captured by

the original codes. From here, substantive codes (Maxwell, 2005)

were established for analysis of the data.

Findings

Through the review of the literature, we learned that effective

professional development is sustained over time, is interactive,

and is embedded in practice (DeMonte, 2013; DuFour, 2004;

Gulandhussein, 2013; McBier et al., 2012). Through site visits by

our larger FIR team to other colleges of education with FIR

programs, we learned the importance of relationships and how

much time is needed to forge and nurture these relationships.
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Since Catherine and Amanda had each previously worked in

their assigned schools, we believed that the relationships they

already had built would provide a strong foundation for a FIR

pilot program. We quickly realized that building trust and

common understanding with school partners required more

time and attention. During our site visits during the planning

stages, team members had witnessed fully functioning and well-

established FIR programs with various initiatives in their partner

schools. What we did not see was the long, slow, deliberate

process of relationship building that is the fundamental and

necessary foundation of a successful FIR initiative. We

underestimated the length of time needed to enter into a FIR

program. This underestimation resulted in minimal impact in

our first months establishing these sites for FIR. However, we

documented important lessons learned.

While our findings mirror challenges and issues document-

ed in the literature and through our visits to other institutions

with established FIR programs, our analysis of the data also

illuminated the rural realities of school-university partnerships

such as ours. Each FIR operated in a school within our college’s

rural network. Teacher candidates in our initial certification

programs are told that they can expect to drive up to seventy

miles one way from campus to reach their practicum sites. The

wide radius of our network of partner schools offers both

affordances and challenges with respect to the FIR initiative.

Affordances included the small size of each school,

increasing the ability of each FIR to be in multiple classrooms

and build relationships with many teachers there. These schools

were each in smaller communities where each school enjoyed

strong community support. Additionally, many teachers,

administrators, and other school personnel were alumni/ae of

our university and had personal affiliations with campus.

Challenges included the close-knit nature of many commu-

nities. While these strong communities provided belonging and

support for students and teachers in each school, each FIR was

less of an insider by comparison. This was not deliberate or

malicious on the part of anyone at either school. Rather, this was

a reflection of many of the teachers living and working in their

communities where they often had multiple thick relationships

with students and their families in and beyond the classroom

and school, and where there were many local funds of

knowledge (Gonzalez et al., 2005).

We organize our findings into three main categories in

keeping with the purpose of the research and the goals of the

analysis to share our story and to revise and refine our practices.

Each FIR identified these common elements in her school

context.

Responsiveness

When the original group was convened to design a FIR program

for our college and our partner network, we learned from

colleagues at two other institutions that each FIR needed to be

responsive to the particular context and to embed the initiative

in daily practice. For both FIR, this included a focus on the

preparation of future teachers through field supervision and

careful coordination with supervising teachers. Catherine also

planned to work with teachers more deliberately on the topic of

supervision, while Amanda aimed to focus more on curriculum

and how to support teachers and prepare teacher candidates

with curriculum.

What exactly that impact should be necessarily varied from

school to school. For each FIR, responsiveness as a FIR meant

working with teachers to support teacher candidates in their

planning, teaching, and assessment as well as their overall

professionalism and developing identities as teachers. This work

included conversations and other communications with teach-

ers, observations, and conferences along with the teacher

candidates. At Magnolia, Catherine also designed a professional

development series for teachers in order to support teacher

candidates and, ultimately, elementary students. Topics for

sessions were designed as a four-part series titled, Mentoring

Support for Teacher Candidates. Sample topics include the

following: development of a teacher candidate, cognitive

coaching, interventions for teacher candidates, and identifying

support structures. With a similar ultimate focus on student

learning, Amanda worked primarily with teachers in one grade

level in order to experience the curriculum across content areas

and from a student perspective. She attended grade-level

planning meetings, observed classes across content areas, and

mentored teacher candidates working with that team.

Relationships

In our interview, we discussed how we defined a FIR program.

Amanda noted that a FIR was realized ‘‘in the form of a person’’

(i.e., Catherine and Amanda), and Catherine noted that a FIR

can be a ‘‘liaison’’ between a school and the college so that

different individuals in either location can ‘‘have a say’’ in efforts

to improve education and educational endeavors at the school.

In this way, a FIR is situated (Lave & Wenger, 1991) in the

context of each school site. We also discussed how important it

was for each FIR to become ‘‘integrated’’ into each school

context. While Catherine and Amanda emphasized that the FIR

was not supposed to be a sort of administrative oversight of

teachers or be top-down from the college to the schools, each

also focused on ways to make an ‘‘impact’’ in order to ‘‘directly

impact’’ teachers and students at the school, in addition to the

teacher candidates.

Despite a focus on collaboration, both FIR maintained an

‘‘outsider’’ status at their respective school. Professional

relationships deepened and expanded. However, common

understanding about the nature of the FIR role at each school

remained nascent at best. Here the unique challenges of

establishing school-university partnerships in rural contexts is

salient. Prior to the FIR initiative, Catherine and Amanda had

previously been involved at their respective schools, yet this level

of engagement did not guarantee easy entry into the close-knit

teacher communities at these rural schools. A theme in

Amanda’s reflective journal was a goal to keep expanding time
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spent at the school to continue to foster relationships. The larger

FIR group had stressed the importance of relationships based on

their research of existing FIR projects.

As our FIR initiative was planned, we believed a year-long

implementation would provide the time needed for effective,

rich relationships to emerge and grow. In some ways, though, a

year was too short a time, and this is a reminder of the ways in

which we must keep a focus on relationships—building

relationships but also sustaining and expanding relationships—

at the core of any school-university partnership. We diligently

researched the structures and protocols of successful FIR

initiatives and used these to design our FIR project. We did

not approach relationship-building with the same focus or

dedication of resources, and, as a result, the level of impact and

integration we hoped for was not achieved within the timeframe

of the pilot initiative.

Impact

The impact of each FIR related to the ways that each positioned

herself and was positioned at each school. Since Catherine and

Amanda initially met many teachers in the context of supervising

teacher candidates, the FIR work became an extension of teacher

preparation for rural schools. This previous involvement at each

school facilitated the pilot FIR initiative. In each case, impact as

FIR centered on teacher candidates although the specific focus

varied from curriculum for Amanda to supervision of teacher

candidates for Catherine. These efforts allowed us to provide

more meaningful experiences in rural schools for our teacher

candidates, in accordance with the recommendation in Azano

and Stewart (2015).

For example, at Magnolia Elementary School, Catherine

was able to work one-on-one with teacher candidates completing

their final field experience. One particular teacher candidate

struggled with classroom management. She was able to

conference with the teacher candidate, plan and assist the

teacher candidate in the classroom, and observe and provide

immediate feedback. At Dogwood Middle School, Amanda

spent time with a team of teachers that included a recent

program graduate and a current teacher candidate. This

experience allowed her to get additional insights on teacher

induction practices within the school. Conversations with the

teacher candidate focused on ways for the teacher candidate to

collaborate more with other teachers to plan meaningful

curriculum for her students. Being part of many team meetings

also afforded Amanda a chance to learn more about topics like

planning expectations and extra-curricular activities within the

school.

Discussion

Across the findings, we highlight the importance of our rural

contexts in forging and sustaining the FIR initiative as a means

to enhance rural partnerships. The impacts of the rural settings

manifested themselves in different ways. On a surface level, it

just took longer to get to the schools from campus since each

school was in a different county from the college, reached by

two-lane state highways and local roads with lower speed limits.

As noted, each FIR spent time at each school—this time was

significant compared to the time spent at other partner schools

for supervision or other matters, but insignificant compared with

the time the students and teachers (and even teacher candidates)

spent together at each school. While each FIR tried to streamline

different efforts through each partner school, each also had

additional responsibilities such as teaching other courses on

campus and supervising teacher candidates at other schools. The

rural context was critical in understanding challenges and

drawbacks associated with the FIR initiative, but also critical in

framing benefits and in understanding the potential for

continual impact through long-term sustained endeavors with

teachers and teacher candidates at each school. Through the

pilot FIR initiative, each FIR recognized areas for continued

efforts related to the focus areas of supervision of teacher

candidates and curriculum.

The findings related to responsiveness, relationships, and

impact grow from our framework of self-study (Bullough &

Pinnegar, 2001; Samaras, 2011) and situated learning (Lave &

Wenger, 1991) in terms of the roles that each FIR enacted at

each school site. These findings also offer goal areas for future

development of this and related initiatives. One goal area is an

increased focus on the importance of continuing relationships

with school partners. Additionally, we will develop other forms

of support for faculty who take on a role as a FIR; these forms of

support may include flexibility with schedules and re-assignment

of some service responsibilities, for example, to facilitate each

FIR spending more time at their respective school. Also, we will

engage school partners in more structured conversations about

mutual expectations for FIR initiatives to sustain relationships

and maintain focus on student learning. We also recognize two

background factors of time and rural contexts that offer

challenges, but also affordances. The main limitation of this

work is its focus on the FIR themselves to determine impact of

the initiative. It is also critical to engage our school partners in

ongoing conversation and innovation, and this is part of our

partnership work. The specific focus of this project was

understanding the initiative through the teacher educators

who acted as FIR.

Implications

This work is significant because it traces the implementation of a

new type of initiative: a FIR initiative in two rural schools. In

keeping with NAPDS Essentials, this initiative reflected: a

school–university culture committed to the preparation of future

educators that embraces their active engagement in the school

community; and work by college/university faculty and P–12

faculty in formal roles across institutional settings. Specifically,

this research extends the conversation on school-university

partnerships, and it expands on previous research in rural

schools on the unique yet varied considerations of working in

AMANDA WALL ET AL.60



small, rural schools. Through this work, we have turned more

attention to the nature of school-university partnerships in rural

sites, and how these require investments of time and

relationships in order to be responsive to the needs of each

rural school, its teachers and students, and teacher candidates

preparing for careers in such schools.

Acknowledgement

The authors would like to acknowledge the College of Education

for supporting this initiative through an Innovation Incentive

Program Grant.

References

American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education Clinical

Practice Commission (2018). A pivot toward clinical practice, its

lexicon, and the renewal of educator preparation: A report of the AACTE

Clinical Practice Commission. American Association of Colleges of

Teacher Education.

Azano, A. P., & Stewart, T. T. (2015). Exploring place and practicing

justice: Preparing pre-service teachers for success in rural schools.

Journal of Research in Rural Education, 30(9), 1-12.

Borda, E., Warren, S., Coskie, T. L., Larson, B. E., Hanley, A., &

Cohen, J. (2018). Cross-disciplinary, whole school education

reform in secondary schools: Three critical components. School-

University Partnerships, 11(1), 46-56.

Brindley, R., Field, B. E., & Lessen, E. (2008). What it means to be a

professional development school: A statement by the executive council and

board of directors of the National Association for Professional

Development Schools. National Association for Professional

Development Schools. Accessed from: http://napds.org/nine-

essentials/

Bullough, R. V., & Pinnegar, S. (2001). Guidelines for quality in

autobiographical forms of self-study research. Educational

Researcher, 30(3), 13-21.

Burns, R. W., & Badiali, B. J. (2018). Clinical pedagogy and pathways of

clinical pedagogical practice: A conceptual framework for teaching

about teaching in clinical experiences. Action in Teacher Education,

41(4), 428-446.

Burton, M., Brown, K., & Johnson, A. (2013). Storylines about rural

teachers in the United States: A narrative analysis of the literature.

Journal of Research in Rural Education, 28(12), 1-18.

Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation, CAEP

Accreditation Standards and Evidence: Aspirations for educator

preparation. (2013). Retrieved from http://caepnet.org/standards/

introduction

DeMonte, J. (2013). High-quality professional development for teachers.

Retrieved from the Center for American Progress website: https://

www.americanprogress.org/issues/education-k-12/reports/2013/

07/15/69592/high-quality-professional-development-for-teachers/

DuFour, R. (2004). Leading edge: The best staff development is in the

workplace, not the workshop. Journal of Staff Development, 25(2), 62-

63.

Easley II, J., Ankrum, J., McConnell, B., & Girard, N. (2017).

Professional learning through P-16 partnership design: Emergent

lessons learned toward improving and sustaining partnership

development. School-University Partnerships, 10(1), 46-56.

Erlandson, D. A., Harris, E. L., Skipper, B. L., & Allen, S. D. (1993).

Doing naturalistic inquiry: A guide to methods. SAGE.

Gonzalez, N., Moll, L., & Amanti, C. (Eds.). (2005). Funds of knowledge:

Theorizing practices in household, communities, and classrooms.

Lawrence Erlbaum.

Gulandhussein, A. (2013). Teaching the teachers: Effective professional

development in an era of high stakes accountability. Retrieved from the

Center for Public Education website: http://www.centerfor

publiceducation.org/Main-Menu/Staffingstudents/Teaching-the-

Teachers-Effective-Professional-Development-in-an-Era-of-High-

Stakes-Accountability/Teaching-the-Teachers-Full-Report.pdf

Kleine, K. L. M., Falbe, K. N., & Previts, J. L. (2018). A call for self-study

in middle level teacher education. Middle Grades Review 4(2),

Article 2. Available at: https://scholarworks.uvm.edu/mgreview/

vol4/iss2/2

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral

participation. Cambridge University Press.

Maxwell, J. A. (2005). Qualitative research design: An interactive approach

(2nd ed.). Sage.

McBier, M., Horn, I., Campbell, S. S., Kazemi, E., Hintz, A., Kelley-

Petersen, M., Stevens, R., Saxema, A., & Peck, C. (2012). Designs

for simultaneous renewal in university-public school partnerships:

Hitting the sweet spot. Teacher Education Quarterly, 39(3), 127-141.

Merriam, S. B. (2009). Qualitative research: A guide to design and

implementation. Jossey-Bass.

Moffa, E., & McHenry-Sorba, E. (2018). Learning to be rural: Lessons

about being rural in teacher education programs. The Rural

Educator, 39(1), 26-40.

Rural Schools Collaborative (n.d.). The Rural Advantage. Rural Schools

Collaborative. Accessed from: http://ruralschoolscollaborative.

org/our-work/the-rural-advantage

Samaras, A. P., (2011). Self-study teacher research: Improving your practice

through collaborative inquiry. Sage.

Suitts, S. (2015). A new majority research bulletin: Low income students

now a majority in the nation’s public schools. Southern Education

Foundation. Available at: https://southerneducationfoundation.

org/what-we-do/research/newmajorityreportseries

White, S., & Kline, J. (2012). Developing a rural teacher education

curriculum package. The Rural Educator, 33(2).

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods (4th ed.). Sage.

v v v

Amanda Wall is an Associate Professor in the Department of

Middle Grades and Secondary Education at Georgia Southern

University. Her research interests include middle level educa-

tion, teacher education, and literacy integration.

Michelle Reidel is a Professor of Social Studies Education in the

Department of Middle Grades and Secondary Education at

Georgia Southern University. Her research interests include

social studies education, teacher education, and the role of

emotion in teaching and learning.

Catherine S. Howerter is an Associate Professor in the

Department of Elementary and Special Education at Georgia

Southern University. Her research interests include co-teaching,

inclusion, access to general curriculum for students with

disabilities, and pre-service teacher preparation.

Faculty-in-Residence 61


