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NAPDS Essential(s) Addressed: #1/A comprehensive mission that is broader in
its outreach and scope than the mission of any partner and that furthers the
education profession and its responsibility to advance equity within schools and,
by potential extension, the broader community, #3/Ongoing and reciprocal
professional development for all participants guided by need; #4/A shared
commitment to innovative and reflective practice by all participants; #5/
Engagement in and public sharing of the results of deliberate investigations of
practice by respective participants; #8/Work by college/university faculty and P-

12 faculty in formal roles across institutional settings.

All school-university partnerships share the
goal of using crosssector collaborations that
bring P-12 educators and postsecondary
faculty together to achieve something that
- neither sector could accomplish alone (Good-
lad, 1991). There are many different types of
these partnerships; one means of classifying
these types is in terms of the ways that the
school and university or other postsecondary
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partners interact. In a service type of partner
ship, one partner provides service that helps
the other to accomplish its goals (McLaughlin
& Black-Hawkins, 2007). For example, post
secondary participants may take the role of
supporting teachers’ classroom-focused action
research (Baumfield & Butterworth, 2007
McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins, 2007). In
these efforts, postsecondary faculty often



provide research information and methods for

- conducting studies in classrooms, thereby
helping teachers study and improve instruc-
don. In'a complementary partnership, separate

~ goals are pursued by each sector with little

~overlap (McLaughlin &  Black-Hawkins,
'2007). For example, postsecondary faculty
may provide professional development (PD)
for teachers while conducting research on K-
12 teaching and learning (Grundy, Robison,
- & Tomazos, 2001; Peters, 2002; Zhang,
Mclnerny, & Frechtling, 2010). Teachers and
postsecondary faculty may each gain new
knowledge, but the two kinds of learning
are not necessarily linked.

A common theme in the research on both
of these types of partnerships is the negotia-
tion of cultural differences between the K-12

- and university environments (Burton &
Greher, 2007; Martin, Snow, & Franklin
Torrez, 2011; Peters, 2002; Rice, 2002;
Richmond, 1996). Teachers and postsecond-

~ary. faculty have different priorities and

" pressures in their professional lives that can

~prevent the mutual respect, trust, and com-
- 'munication needed for suceessful collabora-

" tion. Additionally, they often lack knowledge

of each athers’ professional contexts, so each
- partner may not understand or value the
 focus of the other. For example, in some

Professional Development School (PDS) part-
nerships, although the PDS is intended to

~ address commen goals, school participants’
focus is on student learning while postsec-
- 3 ondary pamcxpants, primary concern is pre-
~ service teacher education (Burton & Greher,
.2007; Lefever, Johnson, & Pearman, 2007).
- Research has demonstrated how these dispa-
" rare goal.s can, in fact, interfere with support
- of each other. As a result, even if partners
“develop knmviedgc of and appreciation for
each other’s expertise (Zhang et al., 2010),
~they may not have see themselves as peers
‘working cogcther to achieve common goals.
In acollaborative -partnership, different
types of experimca and outcomes can occur

Fcause | armcrs come together to focus on a
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common issue that has produced a need for a
mutual effort that relies upon combined
expertise (McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins,
2007). Neither partner is in an exclusive
position of informing or providing service to
the other. Instead, they must negotiate a
means of working together that allows them
to create a new non-hierarchical inter-institu-
tional culture within the partnership
(Coomes, Frost, & Lindeblad, 2012; Frost,
Akmal, & Kingrey, 2010). This culture draws
on the home cultures of each partner, but is a
separate entity from those cultures, thereby
allowing the definition of new roles and
relationships within the partnership, includ-
ing a sense of sharing learning and growth
directed toward the common issue. Partner-
ships that focus on multiple goals, such as
PDSs that include pre-service teacher training,
in-service teacher professional development,
and research on student outcomes, can fall
into any of these three types of partnerships
(Beaty-O'Ferrall & Johnson, 2010; Bosma,
Sieving, Ericson, Russ, Cavender, & Bonine,
2010; Goodlad, 1993; Lefever et al., 2007).
Researchers recognize the importance of
understanding postsecondary experiences in
school-university partnerships (Barnes et al.,
2011; Baumfeld & Butterworth, 2007; Martin
et al., 2011; McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins,
2007: Richmond, 1996; Zhang et al., 2010).
However, few studies have examined the
effects of collaborative partnership on post
secondary partners. Therefore, the purpose of
this article is to describe the characteristics of
a collaborative partnership, the effects of the
partnership on the postsecondary partici-
pants, and the significance of these character-
istics and results. In order to discover these
outcomes, three research questions were
posed in our recent study of these partnership
outcomes: 1) How did the postsecondary
faculty describe the partnership? 2) What
characteristics of the partnership did they
value! 3) What professional impact did these
characteristics have on them? After consider-
ing the project and the answers to these
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high school to college mathematics COUTSES.
Nearly 30% of students in the United States are
placed into a remedial non<redit bearing
mathematics course when they begin college
immediately after high school graduation, and
only 39% of these students eventually earn a 4
year degree, as compared to degrees earned by
69% of students who are not placed in remedial
courses (Actewell, Lavin, Domina, & Levey,
2006). Even when students are placed into
collegedevel courses such as college algebra,
approximately 50% also fail to pass these

courses (Gordon, 2008).
The partnership was developed to address

this issue through five years of professional
development (PD) work with the postsecondary
participants described below and 43 secondary
mathematics teachers from 17 schools. This
project shared many of the characteristics
“identified with PDS. For example, it included
ongoing PD for all participants, driven by the
mission of resolving the high school/college
transition issue in mathematics, an issue that
| ‘neither sector could successfully address alone.
- Success was dependent on all participants
_engaging in reflection on and changes to their
S teaching practices, directed in part by the study
> Ofuudcm wark on common tasks administered

~across all levels and courses. It differed from a

The parmership participants were Broupey
into two COhort_s’ bésed on th_e time thay th:.
began participation i the project. At the
of this writing, Cohort- I had C(’mpl@ted

he project and Cohaort I

ear in t
fourth y heir third year. Tl Was
midway thirought thelr TlFE year. The memt,,
of each cohort worked together jp Sn’l'\“‘[

professional learning teams composed of teach,
ers from one Of two high schools ang -
postsecondar‘/ member. The teams also copeyy
uted to the larger professional learning comy,,.
nity formed by each full cohort (Dufoy, &
Eaker, 1998). Because of the two-cohort Struc,
wure and the fact that there were more team;
than postsecondary members, pustsccondar.y
members were often members of teams in each

time
thel'r

cohort.

Funding
The US Department of Education grants thy,
provided primary funding for this projec
(approximately $370,000 during years one an(
two and $850,000 during years three through
five) specified that only secondary teachers were
considered participants; postsecondary faculry
were considered “providers” in the grane
language. However, the project was designed
so thar the postsecondary faculty participated
with their teams in all PD activities, collected
and analyzed the same type of data on their
students’ work, and initiated and reported on
changes made in their instructional approach.
Secondary and postsecondary participants re-
ceived identical stipends each year, bur during
years one and two, substitute pay was provided
only for secondary participants. (In years three
through five, no substitute pay was provided for
either level.) Funding for facilitators’ observa
tions and team meetings during years three
through five were only available for secondary
participants. However, additional funds from
two other sources (approximately $34.000
during year two and $12,000 during year three)
were used in part to expand postsecondary
professional development and data collection.
including providing time during year two for the
postsecondary participants to meet and compa®
notes on their remedial courses and, in ¥



three, o conduct the interviews and observa.
" dons discussed in this study.

Despite inequities in funding, for the most
part there were only two differences in PD
support for postsecondary learning. The first
difference- was that facilitators did not observe
postsecondary participants’ classes or conduct
individual meetings to discuss instructional

strategies with them as frequently as they did
with the secondary teachers. Second, the
postsecondary participants generally did not
have the opportunity to work together as teams.
In all other respects, the postsecondary faculty
were generally treated as full participants
throughout the project.

Collaborative Experiences

Each cohort attended up to 72 hours of summer
and schoolyear workshops annually, focusing
on pedagogy, mathematics content, and student
work on common tasks. For example, during the
four years of the PD activity, all secondary and
postsecondary participants attended summer
sessions that targeted exploration of college
readiness standards (Transition Mathematics
Project, 2004), algebra and functions, geometry,
and probability and statistics. In the school-year
workshop sessions, they analyzed student work
on tasks they had administered in their classes,
determining common strengths and misconcep-
tions and ways they could address these
misconceptions in subsequent lessons. Partici-
pants also discussed ways to increase cognitive
demand through higher levels of questioning
and rich tasks (Stein, Smith, Henningsen, &
Silver, 2000), and incorporate a balance of
problem solving, conceptual learning, and
procedural skill development in their curricu-
lum. To increase student access and deepen
~ mathematical understanding, they learned how
to use multiple representations, such as algebra-
ic equations, tables, and graphs, for different
types of mathematical tasks, In addition, each
- team was required to complete assignments
 together, including analyses of student work and

~ development of lessons and units of study that
: mcmporated the pedagoglcal principles dis-

e
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cussed. They also had the option to conduct
team lesson studies (Stigler & Hiebert, 1997).

Throughout the collaborative process, we
made efforts to avoid or reduce tensions that are
common when bringing together disparate
groups, such as misunderstanding of each
other's comments and assumptions about
others’ responsibilities for students’ difficulties
making the transition from high school to
college math classes (Coomes, Frost, & Linde-
blad, 2012; Frost, Akmal, & Kingrey, 2010;
Richmond, 1996). For example, we asked
participants to visit each other’s classes to learn
the contextual differences between secondary
and postsecondary education. At the same time,
we used a common reference point, the College
Readiness Standards (Transition Mathematics
Project, 2004) to identify the student attributes,
learning processes, and mathematics content all
students needed for college success, thereby
emphasizing commonality despite contextual
differences. We also emphasized community-
building activities in which participants learned
more about each others’ interests, worked on
mathematical problem-solving activities togeth-
er, and employed norms of collaboration
(Garmston & Wellman, 2009) that emphasized
active listening, mutual respect, and assumption
of others’ positive intent.

Similarly, we used protocols for responding
positively to others’ work. Throughout the
project, all participants were asked to make “little
changes” in their instructional approaches
(Coomes, Frost, & Lindeblad, 2012; Frost,
Coomes, & Lindeblad, in press), and to report
on the results of those changes. The changes were
described as “little” as a means of emphasizing
that participants were not expected to completely
revamp their practices, but instead to initiate self-
selected, manageable changes. Participants report-
ed on these ongoing changes and their effects at
all subsequent workshops. Changes included
increased focus on learning targets, cognitively
demanding questions that elicit student reason-
ing, formative assessment, and reflection on
teaching and leadership roles. In many cases,
participants chose to implement new ideas and
approaches they heard from other participants.

e g T S
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Data Sources and Analysis

This qualitative study of ‘h‘_ postsecond a;v
participants is embedded within a larger study
of the parmership itself (e.g., Coomes, Frost,
& Lindeblad, 2012; Frost, Akmal, & Kingrey,
2010). In addition to data collected on
secondary participants, the authors—who Wi
partnership planners, facilitators. and partic-
ipants—conducted a case study of one post
secondary participant during year two an
interviewed and observed all of the postsec-
ondary participants at the end of year three.
Interview and observation data were supple-
mented by artifacs and field notes from
‘workshops. In the semistructured interviews,
we encouraged narrative responses in which
participants used stories to interpret and
make sense of their project-related experiences
in the context of their personal teaching
history (Chase 2005; Connolly & Clandinen,
1995). Interview data were coded according to
anticipated topics—such as impressions of the
project—and emerging topics—such as ideas
learned in the project that were now used in
their own teaching (Creswell, 2009). Obser-
vations were a secondary source of data since
too few observations were conducted to
determine consistent instructional approach
characteristics or changes. We used cross-case
compatisons to identify trends and themes
ecross the group of participants, grouping the
responses into three main themes and related
subthemes, a5 discussed below.

Postsecondary Participants

In this study, we discuss results from the nine

etucators who were postiecondary participants
in ds project. With the exception of authors
}afm and Jackie, all participants are identified
with pccudomm bee details of participansy’
professional and parnenhip experiences in

Three of the participants, Stisar
and Jamie, were mathematics insr“'t‘ro'rb
of the local community colleges. Su. a
Karrie both had mathematics chCati(,a :
grounds: Karrie had a bacheloy's de? hal.
chemistry and a master’s in math:ree in
education and Susan held bad_":lm''\“an’(5
master’s degrees in secondary mﬂth: ;m
education. Susan had brief secondyr, te,nm'“
experience. Jamie had bachelor’s ap mdch

4 rric

t()nc

inL,

i i : aAStey!

degrees in mathematics, with an epp},. Ster',

isti h S : p]dslb On
statistics. Although Susan, Karrie, 34 Ja

rmit

had taught at the community college for se,

years, they had not collaborated with ¢}, e
before, and only Susan discussed pric, col&l)ﬁ};(lr
ration with other instructors at her insnm:-l N
The only reform or collaborative effy, tl;un'
identified at their institution occurre Wh]lcy
their college purchased interactive whige boa t]n
during year three of the PD project. -

Donna and Paul worked at anothe, lo
community college. The mathemarics depacai
ment at this institution was heavily involved irr'
instituting reforms directed toward the mmr-1
tion issue and Donna, Paul, and thei deaM.
John, were leaders in this effort. John hag alsr:‘
been on the planning committee for the PD)
project. Donna studied engineering briefly ip,
college but chose to complete an educariop,
credential with a major in mathematics and
minor in physics. She taught high school for a
short time and was involved in mathemaric
instructional reform in her secondary setting
before moving to the community college. Pay)
began teaching undergraduate mathemarics and
computer science while in graduate school. He
later taught high school and during that time,
became involved in national mathematics edu.
cation reform. He had worked on a mathematics
doctorate, but had not completed ir.

Roald, Mary, and Jackie were in the
mathematics department at a local university
from which many of the secondary participants
had received their degrees in mathematics and”
or education, Although this department was not
involved in organized mathematics instructional
reform, faculty often collaborated on course
design. Mary had bachelor's degrees in second
ary math and physics and a master's in math,
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Table 1. Postsecondary Participant Backgrounds and Current Contexts
i

. Current Institutional Department Collaborati s in
Name* Teaching Background Context g on Pedago:; o Pafzershap
= anan
ponna High School, Community Community College High level of collaboration; 3
College N Mathematics departmental reform
jackie  Middle School, University**  University Mathematics ~ Frequent collaboration on 3
common courses; no organized
i reform
jamie  Community College Community College Little collaboration; no organized 3
_ o Mathematics reform
janet  High School, University University Mathematics  Little collaboration; no organized 4
_ Education reform
Kamie Community College Community College Little collaboration; no organized 4
o Mathematics reform
Mary  University** University Mathematics  Frequent collaboration on 4
‘ o common courses; no organized
Paul High Schoo!. University, Community College High level of collaboration; 2
;ommumty College Mathematics departmental reform
Roald  University University Mathematics  Frequent collaboration on 4
common courses; No organized
reform
susan Community College** Community College Little collaboration; no organized 4
reform

« Al names are pseudonyms except those of the authors.
* Had preservice secondary experience

and had brief secondary teaching experience.
Jackie had bachelor’s and master’s degrees in
mathematics and a doctoral degree in mathe-
matics education. She also had brief experience
teaching middle school. Roald had bachelor’s,
master’s, and doctoral degrees in mathemarics.
Roald had no experience teaching high school,
but developed interest in the project because he
had begun teaching preservice teachers in some
of his mathematics courses and because of the
difficulties his son had encountered with high
school mathematics.

Janet worked on a branch campus for a
second university. She held a doctoral degree in
mathematics education and had extensive
secondary teaching experience. As a branch
campus faculty member, she did not have other
mathematics or mathematics education faculty
colleagues on her campus. She was involved in
some collaborations with faculty on other

campuses, but these did not address mathemat-
~ ics instructional reform.

Collaboration Outcomes

For all the participants in the project, the
primary outcome of the collaborative partner-
ship was a new sense of collegiality and
commonality as learners and teachers within a
culture that was related to but separate from
their institutional cultures. Part of this sense
of commonality came from realizing that all of
their students struggled with the same
misconceptions and difficulty developing the
attributes and learning content learning
necessary for resolution of the issue of high
school to college transition issue that was the
focus of the project. In this discussion, we
focus on the postsecondary outcomes, with
limited description of the secondary teacher
experiences; information and findings related
to secondary participants is available in other
articles (e.g., Coomes, Frost, & Lindeblad,

2012).
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example, Roald, who grew UP outsl e o
US, described how his increased knowe:l g 2
the secondary participants’ work helped’ him
understand more about his students prior
experiences 2s well as his own role in

mathematics education:

[Making] connections now with the
high school [teachers] is the mOSt
important thing because [when] I get
[srudents] coming into the classroom,
| want to know exactly what their
experiences Were . .. I'm really inter
ested in how they're teaching math in
the high school ... .I feel now I'm
part of a continuum, I used to think
was, was like that big jump, you know,
they talk about the rift between levels,
but now 1 think more along the
continuum ... .I think I'm more
maybe sympathetic to the students’
struggles now than [ used to be ... ]
used to think that it was a problem of
the US high school system and that
they just weren't caring about the way
kind of naive because I didn't know
ingh' school math teachers. But now |
don't think that's true,
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mie’s comment i{lustrates this perspective,

om everybody else’s experi.
one person can make one

and I'll take that with me
and that'll be the biggest thing 1 take
qway from the whole weekend an(,
but that's significant because it was s
powerful for me ... -this project has
really opened my eyes to so many
other ways tO think about math
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An essential focus in this learning g
qwareness of the common student issues acrog
ol institutions, COUTSe levels, and educators,
serategies for addressing these issues, and the
need for all participants to employ means for
improving student success. Susan’s comment
indicated that this was not a common viewpoin

at her institution prior to the project:

{ think at the college level, at least in
our department, we tend to focus on
“here’s the objectives, go in there and
lecture and get it all done” and we
don't [have] that time to learn how to
teach, so I feel like I've learned a lot
about questioning, a lot about strate-
gies. | always think about ... what are
the misconceptions and how could |
assist them in understanding their
misconceptions’

Jackie made a similar comment, specifically
connecting it to the frequent project activity of
comparing secondary and postsecondary stu-
dent work on common tasks: “Another thing 1
gﬂ out of [the project] is the value of sitting
) ;\:: atr\;lbllooking at. . .how everyone did on the
o nl:&mcz and really thinking about what
o r future {and] previous instruc
o tﬁ;tenslon of this theme and Jackie's
the o t we describe below is the fact that

rning these participants described was not



just theoretical, but had practical implications
for their instruction.

Common Strategies

During the learning process, all participants
learned common strategies they could employ to
increase the depth of student understanding in
both secondary and postsecondary level math
courses. One of these strategies was the
increased use of multiple representations in
exploring mathematical concepts. Some of the
faculty were familiar with this idea, but had not
used this approach in their mathematical
practice or teaching. Paul commented, “So
often when you train in mathematics, you just
want to do it one way... and then somebody
from another team will say something and [l
think] ‘oh gosh why didn't I think of that?"”
Karrie also explained how the use of
multiple representations changed her teaching:

It’s motivated me to seek out the
multiple representations every time I
go to class. . .Before I teach my lesson
that ... I've taught so many times, |
[think] differently about it, you know,
how do I use multiple representations
for that’...[For example,] when we
did evaluating radical expressions, I
used a table and I used a graph. [ used
a graphing calculator, which I have
never used in that class. When we
solved quadratic equations by factor-
ing, I used a graphing calculator to
graph it and [asked] “how can we be
given a graph and find the solutions

graphically?”

 Karrie's description demonstrates how this
change offered her community college students
new ways to approach and think about
mathematical problems.

A second common strategy was use of more
cognitively demanding questions in the postsec-
ondary participants’ courses, rather than those
that required only rote answers. Changes in
questioning also demanded changes in the
postsecondary faculty members’ responses to
questions. For example, Susan described the way

“Partnership Without Hierarchy” 45

“I try to think about what I'm asking. . .and not

just give them all the answers. .. Instead of just

saying ‘Oh, here’s the way it is,” | want them to
kind of discover that.” Jamie expressed a similar
perspective:

If's been significant growth. . .being
able to ask questions that are more
thoughtful... instead of just ...a
question that involves just a quick
answer, so that it involves more
thought for the students. So I've been
really working on those types of
questions I'm asking, being more
aware of what they’re thinking instead
of just looking for what [ want the
answer to be. And if they don’t have
that answer that I was expecting, I'm
going into seeing why are they giving
that answer. “What were you thinking
here?”. . .I'm trying to do less lecture
and more hands-on, having them
explore things. I've tried things like
walking into the classroom and just
putting a question up on the board
and giving them 5, 10 minutes to just
think about it individually and then
maybe talk with someone sitting next
to them, instead of just going right
into the lesson of the day.

In addition to the collegiality and shared
learning, some faculty members discussed bring-
ing the sense of shared values and strategies into
their students’ awareness and college experience
as well. For example, Jackie looked for ways to
help students find a connection between their
high school and college courses:

How do 1 better connect their
experiences in high school.. . What
experiences are these [high school]
kids having now and when they come
to [my university] next year!...How
can | make these experiences so that
they have a smoother transition and
understand better what they need to
do? So 1 took the {approach of] being
clear about all the objectives. “Here is

oo
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iciated further collaboration at their insit
rions. For example, Susan, Karrie, and Jam;;
initiated a lesson study in which they design ‘
and taught the same lesson in each of their
courses, observed each other teach, 3nd_ took
note of students’ responses in order to revise the
lesson design for higher levels of student
engagement and learning. This lesson study
had the potential to be the first step toward
departmental collaboration around the courses
in which students were most likely to fail.
When asked if the changes in their teaching
appeared to have an impact on their students,
some of the postsecondary participants ex-
plained that they believed students were taking
increased responsibility for their learning and
understanding of how to be successful in
college. For example, Susan commented, “I see
the class is communicating and taking respon-
sibility for their learning, and I can ask them
deeperlevel questions and they'll. . .[ask] great
questions, not just procedural, ‘Why is this
happening when I did this?”.

Alth.ough the infrequency of postsecondary
Obsemf"’"s prevented the discovery of consis-
te..nt 'M; ence of the changes reported, we
g’ frany of the changes described. For
i ple, when Susan instituted a technique of

Xing students to compare their homew k
with each other at th A or
| ¢ beginning of class, we

_noz?d that students responded to this chario
relying on each oth Change by
S ermomforauofth.
Juestions, ‘and thae Susan ine iy
' 1 Incorporated more

.ties for students to share ideas dllring
rtunt

0 <
opP of the class.

Ihe rest

Discussion and Conclusions
ts made by the postsecondary
Y nts in OUT partnership suggested that
particiP 1 and valued the experience of this
they e.njoyechic‘al collaboration. They valued
non,hlefaé'ctiveS of their secondary teammates
tht:i K?Z‘js d them to be essential contributiong
::: their own learning. In’ some cases, the
posusecondafy participants comment? indi-
cated changing beliefs, such as Roald’s sh}ft
away from blaming secondary teachers for
srudents’ difficulties, and toward .feelmg that
he was part of an educatior:al continuum. The
poscsecondafy participants’ new awareness of
the concepts students understood or failed to
grasp in both secondary and postsecondary
mathematics courses and these participants’
discussions of techniques that might improve
students’ success provided direction for
changes in their instructional approaches,
including their lesson and assessment designs.
Because this study focused on interviews
with and limited observations of the postsec-
ondary faculty, rather than on more extensive
observations or student outcomes, it is
premature to make assumptions about the
level of change that occurred in the postsec-
ondary participants’ instructional approach.
However, it is important to note that most of
the postsecondary members described chang
es they believed would improve student
learning and success in their courses. Addi-
tionally, they discussed becoming more fo-
cused on how students responded to their
courses, as evidenced by changes they per
ceived in their students,

Finally, some of the participants took on
the roles of agents of change in their
_departments, initiating collaboration where
none had existed before. These efforts
suggest that they developed a sense of being
Part of a teaching and learning culture that
Was a separate entity from their home

ManY commen
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d@.fﬂ!m\u AN ihStt!utions but had
S 2 f ¥ the
Ww ?;h‘&c;h:‘m home cultyres, l:. to do " - We [were] not looked
the p.nne ip culture, they discovered and down upon here because we're high
developed new types of responsibilities an school people,
relationships that grew from their o'y ;
Ahe Mp and initiate Chlnge and Bhev tho
© pesults back vo the group for further learnin:3
Ar the same time, they shared & process g’% ways as tl ) - :
learning and growth that could help impr., sonchirg o eanuaty faculty. Segondaty
Wsum in making the high sch(f:;):e CK;;::th‘llu:t] their new L?nderstandings of
college rransition. 0 e bl"UL ent n;nthemancul strengths m;d
' changine - sconceptions at both levels, as well as the
jn“ i m of the Postsecondary collegial relationships and shared experimen-
parucipamsalso affected the roles of the hi h tation and learni ;
» S g nd learning and new strategies they
M !CQC*‘IC!’S- Whlie SO Qﬁcn the I‘Obl de\,elo i 3
pirgs co® eataitions fro problems ped with the postsecondary faculty
= m““md ks e e one level of  (Coomes, Frost, & Lindeblad, 2012).
ma lQ high s Chmlnm' SUCl:l as middle Through discussions with postsecondary fac-
- schoal l‘g or, in ‘th),s.case‘ from .Ull‘y about the attributes expected of students
high Sdm_ to college or university, prompt in college mathematics classes, secondary
Mam_e °f one sector by the other, in this teachers developed a shared understanding
P‘Mh‘p’ pOSﬁGeCondary participants expe- of both the challenges and supports their
mﬂo;?ddle ;ame diﬁziculties secondary teach- students would encounter in later mathemat-
ers : their students had the same fes classes.
misconceptions and difficulties learning math- The results of this study of postsecondary
ematics. By having participants engage in the  Participants are similar to those described in
same activities (e.g., collecting and examining several PDS studies (e.g., Dangel, Dooley,
student work or designmg assessments and Swars, Truscott, Smith, & Williams, 2009;
lessons) and facilitate discussions about the Lefever et al., 2007; Richmond, 1996) and
jssues and solutions, the postsecondary par- pther school-university partnerships (Martin
ticipants’ gained & desper understanding of al,, 2011; Zhang et al., 2010). For example,
the dlmmiw faced by their high school over a decade ago, PDS reseflrchers discussed
partners. Because of the design of the sﬁagas of partnership in wl‘n.ch PD’S postsec-
parmership as a collaboration focused on oni'dary ;nd secor}dary participants’ emerging
finding common solutions, postsecondary roles and perceptions went from experiencing

N Yy i estrangement from and distrust of each other
faculty ‘”mphmemd ideas generated Dy the to a sensé of collaboration based on shared

hmﬁ :.::‘%:;s; :g; ‘:s.ogfngisa‘;i;esgg efforts and thinking (King, 1997). Other
Rppes NN lcs _— ' hi researchers demonstrated how postsecondary

b mndatv beachm's r;; n ip artr;ers :: faculty developed new methods of instruction
, k were. o, s ”d A te;t foi S(:hcir based on their PDS partnership experiences
g LD DU EIR° A, respe::j N h (Berry & Catoe, 1994). These kinds of
: ‘W@»m? “nd insights. And the dtjac € hanges were credited to collaboration within
dml? Wm‘d and appreciated this l?e\;: a shared context and bringing together
~tole. For example, Brian, one of the hig reflection and research with instructional
schuo! .pardcipat}q;vcommcntcd, improvements (DarlingHammond, 1994;

Am“_’“k’h the secondary participants were
not the focus of this study, it is important to
note that they benefited in many of the same

i mﬁl@gﬁ?ﬁ :vas:: twas m;re like Although these results may not be new, the
| . “Hey, we're aﬁ ing to do this nature of the partmership dmr&"d inthissudy - ;-'
©Hey, were al oywng does offer novel insights. Thahalhmrkofﬂus » b

m&ﬂm’sﬁgutc out good ways




nd expertss despi
al setting P

hips: . s
f this proJec
results of our study r_ﬁe i of

demonstration o

. poth learners@ ovided in ]

common institution
‘partnefs
The

ide a

. improving StV . .
~ served in this study provide an imPe
a parmetship $O

and shape the roles in

genuinely respected o
octed to learn from others 35
n a deeper understand

r their

they work together to gai
. ing of the difficulties students encounter an

potential means for rtesolving them. This
~ relationship is particularly important when the
 participants in the partnership are on B0 sides

rudents find difficult. In

of a transition some S
this situation, much like PDS models in which

 student outcomes are closely tied to preservice
- teachers’ learning and_abilities to become strong
- ineservice teachers, it is especially important to
-develop trust, common goals, and common

f language (Rice, 2002).
- This study thus contributes to our

:,knowledge of ways that a school-university
partnership can be of equal benefit to both
parﬁcipating sectors, thereby providing infor-
mation that has implications for both peda-
gog:cal practices and our scholarly efforts. The
significance of the study for educators and
;:a;:hem-ﬁm well as for research funders—is
S IS izes the value of i

artnetships through which ao e
wstitutional constituents c S of coom
g nts an work together

Author N

This resear Element
don H¢ .
IE)d:f:trnen of Educatiof )
e
Srate Hi

1 gpproaches. content,
ent has the poten.
smdems‘ abilities to suc.
strengt 1:}?rough the transition points

move ;
onal lives-

uction?

SS Ul .
ce - educati

ote

was supported in part by grants
<

ary and Secondary
ered by the US
nd Washington
Coordinating Board
n State Transition

the
d by and administ

gher Education
the Washingto

nd from )
2 cs Project:

Mathemati

References
Il PA., Lavity D.E., Domina, T., & Levey, T.

- evidence on college remediation.

(2006)- Ne¥ 0 1 Education, 77(5), 886-924.

~ Bumpus, A Church, M., Cowgill, ],

Bamgsg,bir’t,];' RSCS. M., Salsbury, T., & Shinew, D.

(2011). Situating partnership learning: Two-way
professioﬂal development. Curriculum in Context,
38(1), 9-12-

Baumficld, V. & Bueterworth, M. (2007). Creating
and translating knowledge about teaching and
learning in collaborative school-university re-

An analysis of what is

search partnerships:
exchanged across partnerships, by whom, and
how. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice,

13(4), 411-421.
Beaty—O’FerraH, M.E. & Johnson, E.W. (2010). Using
supportive team lbuilding to promote improved
instruction, student achievement, and collabo-
ration in an urban professional development
school. SchoolUniversity Partnerships, 4(1), 56-64.
Berry, B. & Catoe, S. (1994). Creating Professional
Development Schools: Policy and practice in
South Carolina’s PDS initiatives. In L. Darling-
_?C;:nogmond, (Ed.), Professional Development Schools:
e ‘fof developing a profession (pp. 176-202).
Bosm:wLYh:rk: Teachem College Press.
C;vend:r S;‘ngs; R. F.. Ericson, A., Russ, P,
for succes’sfu.l, Bonine, M. (2010). Elements
pnkic collaboration between K-8 school,
Lead Peact: ;8encv. at}d university partners: The
80(10), 501.;01’?]??:’&‘). qu\al of School Health,

Dang
Q

.

]

Dar




| 48 JANET HART FROST ET AL
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to devise and implement instructiona it
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e each level. The shared issue of student
success at parkent

failures and the group efforts to reflect e
ideas and initiate innovative changes create

" environment in which all participant worlfed as
without any hierarchy of authority or

responsibility. All participants were therefore
both learners and experts, despite the lack of the
common institutional setting provided in PDS

partnerships. .
The results of our study of this project
provide a demonstration of the benefits of
designing a school-university partnership in
which all participants have the same goals of
improving student learning. The benefits ob-
served in this study provide an impetus to define
and shape the roles in a partnership so that all
_participants are genuinely respected for their
learn from others as

o expertise and expected to
they work together to gain a deeper understand-
ing of the difficulties students encounter and

potential means for resolving them. This
relationship is particularly important when the
participants in the partnership are on two sides
of a transition some students find difficult. In
 this situation, much like PDS models in which
student outcomes are closely tied to preservice
teachers’ learning and abilities to become strong
inservice teachers, it is especially important to
“develop trust, common goals, and common
language (Rice, 2002).
-~ This study thus contributes to our
knowledge of ways that a schooluniversity
> - partnership can be of equal benefit to both
- participating sectors, thereby providing infor-
. mation that has implications for both peda-
i gogxcal practices and our scholarly efforts. The
significance of the study for educators and
- tesearchers—as well as for research funders~i
~ that it emphasizes the val ere—is
R i il e value of collaborative
parterships through which a
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