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Abstract

Worthwhile programs leading to teacher certification require a collaborative effort
between educators based in schools and educators based in universities. These educators hold
and develop knowledge that provides conceptual frames to guide inquiry into education, as
well as knowledge that informs an understanding of the complex and value-laden contexts in
which education takes place. The integration of these different kinds of knowledge within a
collaborative effort can repair the discrediting of school and university knowledge that the
traditionally isolated practicum and campus components of teacher education programs have
engendered. Facilitated as well is an ongoing examination of educational thought and action
that can include a critique of practice and a social critique of the structures that support and
constrain educational work.

This outcome is contingent on other conditions being met, conditions that define a
standard for a reasonable collaborative effort. Participants must view themselves as learners,
committed to suspending judgement and listening reflectively. It is an attitude necessary to the
acquisition of critical self-knowledge as well as knowledge of the perspectives and
understandings of others. Collaboration requires reciprocity—the equal opportunity for
participants to both speak and to listen—and signals a shift in roles and relationships within the
educational enterprise that disrupts traditional divisions of work, status and power.
Commitment to this reflective and reciprocal discourse implies a view of knowledge as socially
constructed and historically situated and, therefore, requiring ongoing dialogue.

This thesis describes and analyses the collaborative effort of two groups of school-
based and university-based teachers who developed and implemented, and subsequently
modified a curriculum for student teachers. This inquiry takes as its central reference the
discourse of the experiencing participants at the sites at which their relationships with one
another intersect. Their roles, relationships and responsibilities shift as they contribute their

different knowledge and experience and negotiate a curriculum.



The findings suggest that such an ongoing and critically informed examination of
education is characterized by tensions and conflicts. These tensions provide fertile ground to
examine competing knowledge claims and to reach towards new knowledge and possibilities.
They confirm as well knowledge as fragmented and agreement as tentative, requiring
continuous negotiation to ensure meaning is not appropriated.

Such an effort has the potential to increase participant ability and commitment to work
with differences and to view the consequences and possibilities of educational work from a
“wider surround.” As participant/researcher within this school-university collaboration, there
is a responsibility to write myself into the narrative as influencing and being influenced by the
work as we join, break apart and join again. Given the context and purposes of this work, five

claims are made that I suggest could constitute a standard for a reasonable collaborative effort

in teacher education.
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Chapter 1
Moving Sites/Sights

The time is at hand for the development of a new relationship berween the profession at large
and faculties of education. This should not be a relationship founded on the twin solitudes of
university and school, or on a dichotomy between research and teaching, or on some artificial
hierarchy of profession and craft. Instead it must be a relationship of equals—diferent because
the cultures in which teachers and teacher educators work are different in many respects—but
equal nevertheless. Thus the preparation of teachers must be a collaborative relationship and
one of joint responsibility. [Report to the College of Teachers of British Columbia, 1991, p.
34]

If we are 10 educate teachers effectively and efficiently, we must see the task as a single piece
and not be satisfied to assign separate parts of the process to the different levels.
Collaboration is a solution. The [school-based] teachers’ participation in the development of
Student teachers used to consist largely of hosting observations, maybe participating in some
workshops. The way this program is being set up, it is developed, discussed and evaluated by

the combined effort of the school-based teachers and university-based teachers. [school-based
teacher, 1991)

Being a school associate means finding time to give serious attention to my own work.
Everyone needs opportunities for self renewal but those of us responsible for developing other
human beings need them most of all. Thinking deeply about what we are doing leads to
asking better questions, breaking out of unnecessary routines, making unexpected connections
and experimenting with fresh ideas. We must consciously create spaces in which to think
about the meaning and purpose of our work. [school-based teacher, 1991)

The effect of this model of teacher education on my personal growth as an educator has been

great due 10 the reflective nature of the process. I feel I will change my way of thinking and

assessing my job in a manner which is more critical and self-evaluative than before. [school-
based teacher, 1990]

There is no doubt in my mind about the value of collaboration. Yet it is harder. It is
incredibly demanding of time. And it is the ongoing nature of collaboration that I don’t think
I'was prepared for and did not anticipate. [university-based teacher, end of semester, 1991]
The most positive aspect of the program for me, a view also held by others I spoke with, was

the opportunity to meet colleagues from different towns and settings within the school system

10 discuss our common concerns and goals of the process called education. [school-based
teacher, 1990]

Traditional Sites/Sights

The challenge is ongoing in the field of teacher education to achieve balance and
coherence in programs developed for the preparation of teachers. It is an assumption of this
thesis that this is most likely to be achieved by a collaborative effort between school districts
and universities. Teacher education has commonly been divided into two components: course

work and seminars with university-based teachers. and experiences afforded by the practicum



with school-based teachers. There has been little exchange between these school and
university teachers regarding the perspectives and understandings that guide the work they
undertake in the service of their common task—the education of new teachers. It should not
come as a surprise then that student teachers do not experience balance and coherence between
the course work and practicum of their professional programs: “Studies of successful
practitioners continue to reveal that most regard university course work as the least valuable
component of their preparation” (Barth, 1991, p. 114).

I would suggest that the main cause of this is the continuing artificial separation of
educators into those who “think” about education—in universities, and those who “do”
education—in schools. Ultimately the knowledge held by educators in schools and in
universities is discredited. Britzman (1991), in her study of student teaching, highlights this
problem of divorcing what we know from how we came to know it:

They [teacher and student teacher] come to accept the institutional fragmentation that bestows
on the theorist the power to know and on practitioners the power to feel. As feeling is
severed from cognition, each comes 10 be accorded an unequal status. Such a division of labor
can only perpetuate misunderstandings and resentments and, in each case, encourage
politically regressive practices. (p. 217)

Lieberman (1992), in laying out arguments for school-university collaboration, would agree:

The necessary and important contributions of school people themselves in the construction of
kpowledge have been largely ignored and the influence of and respect for the university
diminished. (Lieberman, 1992, p. 11)

In the main, thinking about education within universities tends to be abstract and
generalized. The resultant knowledge claims appear to serve an interest in prediction and
support an assumption that such knowledge is value free and objective. Given the legitimated
structures of institutions of education that define the source of knowledge production as being
the university, and given that this academic knowledge is viewed by school-based teachers as
“homeless” (Berger et al, 1973), removed from the particulars of everyday school work and
difficult to access, public school teachers are unlikely to “talk back,” to challenge these claims.
Thus the values, beliefs, assumptions underlying research and study in the university, as well

as the real impact of that knowledge on the thinking of practicing teachers is difficult to know.
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In the main, knowledge developed by school-based teachers serves their interest in
understanding and interpreting their complex relationships with students and with curriculum.
It is clearly value-laden and represents moral as well as intellectual positions. Academics often
regard these claims as too context-bound, too intuitive, thus the importance of the impact of
human interest on what we know has been denied. Not surprisingly, knowledge claims
arising from an interest in interpretation have not found the conduit for contributing jointly and
equally to decision-making within the educational enterprise.

The unfortunate outcome of these stereotypical views is captured by Barth ( 1991) as he
searches for ways for university and school district members to work together to improve

schools:

Most researchers work under the assumption that practitioners will welcome and accept new
knowledge and put it to some kind of use in the ficld...[while] school people develop

elaborate defenses with which to deflect new ideas imposed from outside. (Barth, 1991, p.
109-110)

The involvement I am proposing here, and the work described in this thesis, is a
collaborative effort that challenges this hierarchical relationship to knowledge production that
Barth describes and that has been the common way of doing business in education in general
as well as in teacher education. Such an effort requires that school-based and university-based
teachers come together as learners, willing to suspend judgement and listen deeply and
reflectively to one another. It requires that they develop an increased awareness and
appreciation of the understandings and perspectives of the other. And as the tensions and
conflicts inherent in entertaining the “horizons” of others are experienced, the biases and
prejudices that limit one’s own horizon are more likely to become known. In short, assuming
the attitude of a learner fosters the necessary development of critical self-knowledge (Ricoeur,
1981).

This reflective and reciprocal discourse provides the structure for collaborative work.
It requires more of participants than simply explaining their work to one another, it requires an
understanding of what Habermas (1979) calls “first level constructs,” those “inherited values

and world views, institutionalized roles and social norms” (p. xi) that influence one’s work.



The discourse requires an environment of trust and mutual respect. And it requires more:
language needs to be “bent” to new inclusive purposes that enable all participants to listen to a
variety of perspectives and to expect to be heard; prevailing roles and relationships are
disrupted, and assumptions that have prevented this dialogue from being sustained in the past,
assumptions regarding the status and power of different educational work and the concomitant
role in educational decision-making must be put aside. In other words, it requires according
different status to the every-day work of the participants and altered positions of power
whereby participants can both develop understanding, and have the opportunity to effect
change. Moving to sites where this discourse and action can take place is to be open to new
perspectives and possibilities: to abandon the possibilities of such a dialogue would be
tantamount to abandoning the goal of education (Burbules & Rice, 1991).

To embrace this dialogue is to assume that knowledge is socially constructed and
historically situated, in short that knowledge is produced and legitimated to serve particular
human interests (Habermas, 1972; Kemmis, 1985). A discourse based on this assumption
must be organized differently from those that isolated university and school educators from
each other in the past. Britzman (1991) describes such a discourse to engage diverse
perspectives:

(It is] dialogic restructuring of teacher education that begins with the recognition that multiple

realities, voices, and discourses conjoin and clash in the process of coming 1o know. Such a

restructuring is necessary for the goal of a more democratic schooling and for the creation of

dcchratic pedagogies that value the struggle for voice and make available the discursive
pracuces necessary for the struggle of social justice. (p.33)

A dialogue embracing the tensions of multiple voices and contested practices is fertile
ground for the development of knowledge that serves the interest in emancipation. This
discourse provides university and school-based educators with the opportunity to explore
together the dilemmas and questions of practice; the articulation of successful practice; and the
rendering as problematic the contexts in which teaching and learning take place (Erickson &

MacKinnon, 1991; Cinnamond & Zimpher, 1990; Tabachnick & Zeichner, 1991). The



transformation of practice, and of some kinds of research, depends, in part, on this ongoing

dialogic relationship.
New Sites/Sights

This collaborative discourse defines the sites of contestation where different knowledge
claims can conjoin and clash that I explore in the body of this thesis. These are sites where
participants attempt to move outside the “bound” discourse of institutional roles and
relationships and create opportunities for individual voices with diverse perspectives and
understandings to make a contribution. The quality of knowledge which emerges from this
site will be directly related to the quality of the relationship between participants (Berg &
Smith, 1985; McEwan & Bull, 1991).

The thesis describes the collaborative effort to develop, implement, and subsequently
modify two teacher education programs by groups of school-based and university-based
educators who acknowledged shared responsibility for the education of student teachers. The
thesis: (a) examines an argument for collaborative efforts between universities and school
districts in teacher education; (b) describes the complexity of that collaboration in action as
different perspectives and kinds of knowledge both conjoin and clash, and there is an attempt
to negotiate new understanding; (c) provides an analysis and makes recommendations
regarding the worthwhileness of this challenging manner of “doing” teacher education; (d)
proposes a “standard of the reasonable collaborative effort”; (€) examines the role of the
participant-researcher in a collaborative effort between the schools and the university.

There are two consortia on teacher education referred to here, both are affiliated with,
but geographically separate from, Simon Fraser University. The Northwest Teacher Education
Consortium (hereafter referred to as NWTEC) began in 1989 with the four British Columbia
school districts of Prince Rupert, Terrace, Kitimat and Smithers, and the regional college
which serviced these Districts, Northwest Community College. The New Caledonia Teacher

Education Consortium (hereafter referred to as New Caltec) was created in 1990 with the four



school districts of Prince George, Nechako, Quesnel and Burns Lake and their regional
college, College of New Caledonia. These programs provide ten of the twelve months
required for completion of SFU’s Professional Development Program leading to teacher
certification. Students receive the majority of their coursework, and their two practicums, in
their local region and come to the main SFU campus in Burnaby for the remaining two months
of coursework. Support from the Ministry of Education in British Columbia to develop the
Consortium arrangement was forthcoming to address the shortage of teachers in the province
in its more northern regions. By making this certification program available, many local
residents unable to travel to the main campus could become teachers.

Being in a consortium arrangement enables communication across the broad
community of educators from a variety of institutions. If there is the interest and the expertise,
it can serve to break down some of the traditional barriers to communication between
universities and colleges and school districts that have prevented discussion about teacher
education from being pursued with shared understanding. In both NWTEC and New Caltec,
school district superintendents, the university-based teachers, the president of the regional
college and other college staff (academic and counselling) formed Steering Committees that
facilitated the ongoing work of the teacher education programs. These committees provided a
forum where the needs and concerns of each of the parties could be heard, and considered in
subsequent decisions. This closer communication has meant, for example, colleges consult
with the university regarding course work for prospective student teachers and provide
projections about future student demand for the consortia programs; superintendents can
encourage the participation, with first-hand knowledge of the program, of schools and teachers
within the districts; and university persons can approach practitioners in the field with a greater
understanding of the demands and conditions that describe these contexts.

Combining the similar work of the two consortia, this thesis describes and analyzes the
activities of a university-school district collaborative effort in teacher education. The teacher

educators included school-based teachers (called “school associates” in the SFU program),



invited by their districts to work with student teachers; university-based teachers (called
“faculty associates” in the SFU program), who had been seconded by the university from local
school districts; and the Coordinator of these Consortia (who is also the author of this thesis).
In NWTEC there were 25 school associates, two faculty associates and the coordinator; in
New Caltec there were 28 school associates, 3 faculty associates and the coordinator. A
regular faculty member was assigned to each Consortia. This person joined in discussions
regarding overall planning, and provided some seminars for student teachers, but was not

involved in the collaborative effort to develop curriculum for the student teachers.
Theoretical Perspectives
How do we know?

Doubts concerning the correspondence between knowledge and reality arose the moment a

thinking individual became aware of his [of her] own thinking. (Von Glasersfeld, 1984, p.
25).

This line of thought can be extended to suggest that the way in which one sees the
world depends in good measure on the particular theoretical perspectives and orientations one
holds. The matter of collaboration between school and university partners in the interest of
teacher education can be addressed from several schools of thought, and justified on the
grounds of sociological, political, moral and ethical, or pedagogical dimensions. For example,
the matter of school-university partnership can be informed by a literature outlining
sociological and cultural dimensions of schools and university faculties of education as
workplaces, drawing attention to structural elements of institutions that constrain the
collaborative effort and sustain hierarchical stratification and individualism. Similarly, the
study of collaboration in the setting of teacher education could be informed by a literature on
the nature of learning a profession, arguing for inclusion of school partners in the education of
teachers on the grounds that individuals and groups learn about teaching from their experiences
in the practice setting. Thus, the collaborative effort of school and university-based teachers

would be seen as complementary activity aimed at providing particular understandings and



capacities in the practice setting. The particular interests of this study concern the collaborative
endeavor as a means to repair social and institutional power differentials and injustices on the
grounds that the practice of teacher education recognize the voices of all participants. The aim
of the thesis is to develop a framework for understanding the difficulty and complexity of this
endeavor. Thus the principle orienting theoretical framework is focussed here on a critical
perspective of knowledge as serving particular human interests—an appropriate orienting
frame to begin to speak of emancipation from the conditions that constrain the participation of
all stakeholders in dialogues that attempt to achieve understanding about education and society.

There is no reason to believe, with the diversity that exists among human beings, that
there could be universal agreement about the way things are or about the way they should be.
One describes goals, for instance, as “appropriate” or “inappropriate,” actions as “successful”
or “unsuccessful” in accordance with a reality shaped by the values and beliefs, the knowledge
and experience that make up one’s individual reference points, what Ricoeur (1981) refers to
as our individual “horizon” and Habermas (1972) as our “internal reality.” Our horizons are
not, however, simply individual: people come to agreement within societies and nations about
how to work and live together. Each of our horizons is, in fact, a “fusion of horizons,” an
incorporation of “external realities,” of the points of view of others, of norms and standards of
the society and the institutions and cultures within which we speak and act. Yet our
“knowing” and “seeing” remain uniquely individual. What then is to be regarded by a
community or society as “true” or “right” or “good” choices or courses of action? In
democracies it is, ideally, a matter of discussion and debate reaching toward eventual
agreement among citizens (or their representatives) who have had opportunity to voice or
register opinion and influence outcomes.

The parallel in teacher education is an ongoing and democratic dialogue among teacher
educators based in universities and public schools where “multiple realities, voices and
discourses conjoin and clash in the process of coming to know” (Britzman, 1991, p. 33).

Inquiry into teacher education begins with university-based and school-based teachers together



reflecting on and articulating their everyday work. “...it is dialogue which is the
methodological paradigm for any social inquiry concerned with accessing participants’
meanings” (de Castell, 1989, p. 43). This dialogue puts the participants at the centre, as the
referents, defining the contexts and issues to which we pay attention.

The goal is to reach towards authentic speech, what Habermas (1972) refers to as
“undistorted” speech, the result of a person’s competence in understanding and being able to
name those forces which influence his or her personal and social action. To then engage in
intersubjective and critical reflection, to deepen self knowledge and appreciate the choices and
actions of others, requires the development of what Habermas calls “‘communicative
competence,” “the ability to establish and understand those modes of communication and
connections with the external world through which speech becomes possible” (Habermas,
1979, p. xviii). These competencies include knowledge of the contexts and the languages of
the “other,” as well as the skill and attitude necessary to the negotiation of new contexts and
language representative of shared power and responsibility.

If this commitment to a reflective and critical discourse were to be disregarded,
however, educational decision-making would remain in the hands of the privileged few, their
decisions unavailable for examination or critique. This can result in what Habermas calls
“pseudo-consensus” wherein certain beliefs and ideas—for instance, an epistemological stance
regarding the relationship between knowledge and the learner, are taken for granted and never
critically examined. Britzman (1991) illustrates this point as she describes the difficulty for
student teachers, struggling to understand teaching, to gain access to the knowledge informing

education:

Thq press for individual control over the teaching process obscures its social origins;

individual notions of power privatize contradictions and thereby thwart those leaming to teach

from theorizing about and effectively intervening in such contradictory realities. (p. 8)

In recent history, predictive knowledge claims constitutive of study and research within
faculties of education have driven the curriculum for teacher education programs. This has not

necessarily resulted in “bad” programs, but when conceptual frameworks that are developed
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within one context are applied to another context without a critical dialogue, pseudo-
consensus—if indeed there is “agreement” to proceed—is the result. Such hierarchical
structures, based on a distinction between producers and receivers of knowledge, challenge a
view of knowledge as socially constructed and obstruct attempts to critique the social and
institutional structures within which such programs are conceived. Collaboration among
teacher educators enables such a critique and makes it more likely that the different kinds of
knowledge held by group members will be examined, and that agreement will arise out of a
joint contribution.

It is important to recognize, however, that such collaborative decision-making does not
represent consensus. As Ellsworth (1989) points out : “Pluralizing the concept as ‘voices’
implies correction through addition. This loses sight of the contradictory and partial nature of
all voices” (p.312). Burbules & Rice (1991) in their discussion of a “more inclusive approach
to pedagogy” recognize the same partial nature of any decisions:

...the promulgation of many voices and the representation of the concerns of different groups
extend beyond mere tolerance or the creation of an “open forum” that may be less open than it
appears, when judged from the perspective of marginalized persons or groups. (p.397)

In reaching agreement as to how to proceed, some voices are silenced. Itis a point that argues
powerfully for the discussion to be ongoing, a critique of received narratives representing
different points of view that challenge and creatively spark continued examination of alternative
perspectives. It is the necessary counterpoint to the assumption that silence may signal
agreement,

For school-based and university-based teachers to join together in this critique requires
new patterns of sense-making. Metaphorically speaking, the dialogue needs to move to new
sites. The object of this critical look at society, and educational practices within that society, is
not to arrive at new resolutions or unities but “to keep things in process, to disrupt, to keep the
system in play, to continuously demystify the realities we create, to fight the tendency for our
categories to congeal” (Lather, 1991). The collaborative discourse provides some assurance

that a variety of perspectives can be offered and considered. Significantly, this discourse



demands the courage to take a position, to determine the “best” solution, while simultaneously

calling it into question (Lather, 1991).
Accessing our knowledge—The use of narrative

But it is necessary in the “dailiness” of our lives to have some sense of coherence, of
control over the consequence of our thoughts and actions. Human beings seek and provide
explanations to reduce uncertainty and to develop and retain a sense of self in relation to other.

Coherence seems to be a need imposed on us whether we seek it or not. Things need to make
sense. We feel the lack of sense when it goes missing. The unity of self, not as an
underlying identity but as a life that hangs together, is not a pregiven condition but an
achievement. We keep at it. What we are doing is telling and retelling, to ourselves and to
others, the story of what we are about and what we are. (Carr, 1986, p. 97)

Narrative is a form of meaning making which expresses itself by drawing together

descriptions of states of affairs contained in individual sentences...and creates a higher order of

meaning that discloses relationships among the states of affairs. Narrative recognizes the

meaningfulness of individual experiences by noting how they function as parts in a whole...It

is particularly sensitive to the temporal dimension of human existence, it pays special

attention to the sequence in which actions and events occur. (Polkinghome, 1989, p.35)

There has been increased interest in the past decade in the telling of teachers’ stories
(Connelly & Clandinin, 1990) as a way of developing this understanding of “what we are
about and what we are” as teachers. These narratives can provide a sense of personal and
professional coherence, pointing to the influences of past experience as well as an
interpretation of present events and of alternative futures. Teachers telling stories is a dialogic
method for accessing participant meaning. For many who are interested in this manner of
pursuing teacher knowledge, the telling of the stories would seem to be an end in itself, the self
conscious reflection on practice providing the process necessary to understanding and growth.
It is an assumption of this thesis that personal story-telling is an important step. I would agree
with Britzman'’s claim that “reflection is an exploration of one’s biography as a condition for
individual transformation” (in Cinnamond & Zimpher, 1990, p.67). It is necessary, however,
to move from private to inter-subjective reflection, to what Cinnamond & Zimpher call a model

of constructive power. “As a result of reflection, one must continually communicate with

others to unify the principles of the communities involved” (p.65). But the project is larger
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than simply checking with community members. The project, in the radical tradition, is to
generate new communities, to encourage transformative roles. Here is the place for critique
and, in this case, critique arising out of the stories of practice. It is within this discourse that,
as Ricoeur states, “our prejudices become operative” and there is the possibility of
transformative understanding and growth.

An interesting dilemma arises with the use of narrative as a methodology. Our stories
or experiences of the past are constrained as well as informed by the language and traditions
that interpret the past. Habermas (1972), describing this dilemma, claims he is skeptical of the
work of hermeneutics, that it is impossible for those outside the critical tradition doing the
work of interpretation to get beyond their own institutionally-bound speech. Yet to participate
fully within one’s society consists in part in the interpretation of the narratives which have
informed past events as well as understanding their influence on present action and on the
possibilities of the future. Within a tradition that recognizes knowledge as constitutive of the
dominant interests in a society, it is more than simply explaining the past; it requires a critical
reinterpretation, an understanding of the past which Ricoeur (1981) defines as “bringing to
discourse what is initially given as structure” (p. 92). This signals the emancipatory intent of
this activity, by laying bare the hegemonic relationships and interests and language shaping the
interpretation of events, points of view previously suppressed or unavailable can contribute to
the development of new understanding and knowledge. Lather (1991) speaks of uncovering
the “textual staging of knowledge”: Ricoeur, of arriving at an understanding of “truth” and
method as represented by the text. He cites a tradition of emancipatory action which sets a
precedent, within the science of hermeneutics, for critique. Habermas (1972) calls for a
“critique of institutionally-bound speech.” All are describing processes of emancipatory re-
interpretation of cultural and institutional inheritance to provide space for formerly silenced
voices or for formerly untold stories, for “moments of invention in which we are becoming

something else than what our history has constructed us to be” (Foucault quoted in Rajchman,
1991, p. 161).
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The language and frames to support “moments of invention,” however, are not yet
established: what is the language and what are the structures that confirm the intelligent self-
direction of each participant within the group—that facilitate the bringing to consciousness of
participant meaning in collaborative efforts? How is agreement reached among diverse
participants with unique life experience and interests? It brings to mind a line from a poem by
Adrienne Rich (1975): “this is the oppressor’s language; and yet I need to talk to you.” Itis
illustrative of the challenge to recognize “moments of invention” from within present
perspectives. I view the creation of collaborative communities of teachers based in schools and
in universities as a beginning to such critical and creative work. Itis emancipatory work where
“the as yet unnamable begins to proclaim itself” (Derrida, in Lather, 1991).

The key process that enables this dialogic relationship is critical reflection. It is this
critical stance that links knowing to action, action informed by a moral as well as intellectual
standard. Greene (1988) reminds us that it is essential to recognize the contradictions inherent
in the inter-subjective dialogue and be willing to examine and consolidate what we know in
light of that conflict. It echoes Ricoeur’s (1981) point that our prejudices only become
operative in the examination of tensions between self and other, between past and present;
Britzman’s (1991) point as she describes the student teacher struggling to understand the
unacknowledged dilemmas of practice; Ellsworth’s (1989) concern as she points out the
fragmented and contradictory nature of all voices. The tension inherent in this collaborative
effort, heightened by challenges to traditional positions of status and power, is the fertile

breeding ground for new understandings and perspectives.

Methodological Stance

This inquiry into collaborative work takes as its central reference the discourse of the
experiencing participants at the site at which their relationships with one another intersect. The
complex evolution of this discourse is revealed as particular speakers describe their everyday

work and the context within which this work takes place. The roles, relationships and
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responsibilities of those involved in the educational enterprise are glimpsed as teachers based in

schools and teachers based in universities negotiate new roles and responsibilities in the act of

developing a curriculum for student teachers.

As coordinator of this project, as well as participant/researcher, I worked with other
participants from the inside, describing and analyzing the meaning we make as we reveal our
histories, present circumstances and future expectations. The knowledge we produce is
inextricably bound up with our individual and collective histories. Heron (1981) addresses

this meaning-making in the context of the participants’ inherent right to be active in the

generation of new knowledge.

...persons, as autonomous beings, have a moral right to participate in decisions that claim to
generate knowledge about them. Such a right...protects them...from being managed and
manipulated...the moral principle of respect for persons is most fully honored \\fhen power is
shared not only in the application...but also in the generation of knowledge...doing research
on persons involves an important educational commitment: to provide conditions under which

subjects can enhance their capacity for self-determination in acquiring knowledge about the
human condition. (in Lather, 1991, pp. 34-35)

It is this latter point that highlights for me the commitment of the participant/researcher
in a collaborative relationship of school and university teachers. The goal of the project, and of
the research into the project become joined. Both seek deeper understanding of the different
kinds of knowledge that inform and guide decisions in education. Both seek to understand the
processes that enable participants to increase their ability and commitment to effect change.

The desired outcome is Freire’s (1973) “knowing subject,” who both understands the present

circumstance, and has the capacity to effect change in that circumstance. Lieberman (1992)

describes this evolving role of the collaborative researcher:

Those university researchers—whose goals are the transforming of schools and universities—
find that their goals change the nature of their relationship with schools, challenging them to
reevaluate the role of research and the responsibilities of researchers who participate in
authentic collaboration with school-based educators. The role of the academic is no longer
that of the dispassionate observer, but rather that of an insider and an outsider at the same
time: one who dares to “speak the unspeakable,” because she must document what she sees,
but also one who cares deeply and passionately, and empathizes with the problems of practice.
She must hold on to a larger vision of what is possible, while not avoiding or being unaware

of the inevitable conflicts that come from being a part of both worlds. (Lieberman, 1992, p.
10) .
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I would revise Lieberman’s description to include—*embracing the inevitable conflicts
that come from being a part of both worlds wherein the opportunities for increased self-
knowledge, and for new knowledge that is the creative outcome of that struggle embraced.”

Working from within those struggles, as participant/researcher, I helped shape and was
shaped by our interactions and by our evolving sense of confidence and purpose. Researching
from within is to write the tensions, the moments of doubt, the interplay of relationships,
subsequently offering to participants, and other interested readers, my subjective and value-
based understanding of the process called collaboration.

This collaborative work and the research that accompanied it were both envisioned as
providing the opportunity for increased understanding. In the first instance, it was provided
through collaborative development, implementation and modification of the program. In the
second instance, it was through ongoing private and inter-subjective reflection on and analysis
of, our processes and relationships. Thirdly, for interested participants, there were ongoing
opportunities to respond to my written accounts of our work. And, finally, for other readers,
there is the thick description of the discourse of school and university teachers committed to the

collaborative effort.

As I write, I face the inescapability of reductionism. Language is delimitation, a strategic
limitation of possible meanings. It frames; it brings into focus by that which goes
unremarked. (Lather, 1991, p. xix)

I'am the primary interpreter of the work described in this study. Beyond the conditions
that encourage authentic and thoughtful reflection among the group there are the conditions
under which I select and interpret the data. I am inescapably implicated in my work and in my
writing. The question is, as Lather (1991) puts it; “How do we do ‘good,’ openly value-
based inquiry?” While such research “frees” one to look at difficult issues “truthfully,”
meaning with as much knowledge and acknowledgement of one’s biases and values and
assumptions as possible, it runs the risk of shutting off other views. To guard against this risk

(which is present, I would suggest, in all research efforts) demands vigorous and public

reflexivity on the part of the researcher as well as a willingness to change her mind.
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I am struggling here with describing the dialogic relationship that regards the different
work of school-based and university-based teachers to be equally necessary and equally
subject to fully informed critique, to “learn how to let experience shape and reshape
theory...the aim being to understand rather than to find methods of justification, verification,
and control” (Code, 1989, p. 169). It is the intersection where persons from two institutions
and diverse traditions, priorities and perspectives agree to meet, to deepen their mutual

understanding and to work together, that defines new sites/sights for teacher education.

The database

As SFU coordinator for two consortia, NWTEC and New Caltec, from 1989 to 1991,
I was facilitator of the sessions in which school-based and university-based teachers developed
the framework for the teacher education curriculum of the first practicum semester. The
Northwest Teacher Education Consortium (NWTEC group) had twenty-five public school
teachers (school associates) from four school districts and most grades and two faculty
associates who had been seconded to SFU from the local districts. The New Caledonia
Teacher Education Consortium (New Caltec) had twenty-eight school associates from three
districts, three faculty associates, two working together out of the main SFU site and one
working in an adjoining district.

In conjunction with this collaborative effort, nine school associates took advantage of
the opportunity to use the sessions as part of an undergraduate course in curriculum
development and implementation. The course was taught by the coordinator. The journal
entries of those school associates trace their development as teacher educators. They provide a
particularly rich individual expression and interpretation of the experience.

The database which informs my description and analysis of the collaborative effort to

develop curriculum with school associates and faculty associates includes:

1. Audio tapes of (a) the full group planning sessions in October [APPENDIX A] and November

[APPENDIX B] and (b) the practicum semester where we reflect on and modify the program in
February [APPENDIX C] and in March [APPENDIX D}.



2. Joumnal entries from the nine school associates enrolled in the undergraduate course.

A taped session with the faculty associates seven months after the practicum semester addressing
the worthwhileness of the collaborative effort [APPENDIX E].

Participant responses to a letter I sent out one year later asking school and faculty associates if our
work together had been worthwhile for them professionally.

5. Notes from my journals and research files kept throughout this work.

I have included in Appendix A through D, the transcripts of the sessions with school
and faculty associates for one of the Consortia. They are the most complete set of transcripts
in terms of the number of sessions taped and in terms of illustrating the sequence and
coherence of our collaborative work. They are, in a general sense, indicative of the work and
conversations of both programs and are provided for the reader who would wish to gain a
sense of our discussions from beginning to end. The inclusion of complete transcriptions of
the work of the participants raises methodological and ethical dimensions, thus a set of
“transcription rules” precede the appendices. 1 have not included school associate journals
although their comments appear often in the description of our work in Chapter Five and the

analysis in Chapter Six. To include the journals in their entirety would have been an

inappropriate invasion of privacy in my opinion.
Overview of the Document

Chapter Two portrays my attempt to do “openly value-based inquiry.” “Journeying
Alone” traces my own experience as a school-based teacher and district consultant in First
Nations education as I drew conclusions about the status accorded different kinds of
knowledge in educational decision-making, and witnessed firsthand the perspectives and
understandings of teachers across the range of grades and schools in public education—and the
effect of their individual work on a diverse population of children. “Journeying Together”
refers to my work as a teacher educator and doctoral student at Simon Fraser University, and
provides the history of coordinating the beginning of the Consortia arrangements. Both the

physical and social environments within which the Consortia operated are described, as are

17



some of the personalities of the group of school-based and university-based teachers who
collaborated in the development of the teacher education curriculum.

Chapter Three describes “Two Conceptual Frames” 1 took into the field as both
Coordinator and as researcher of this collaborative project. The first is a framework offered by
Habermas (1972) in his book, Knowledge and Human Interest, that describes knowledge as
developed and legitimated in the service of different human interests. Those different human
interests he calls the interest in prediction, the interest in understanding and interpretation, and
the interest in emancipation (Lather, 1991, p. 4-5). I use this frame to explore the different
kinds of knowledge educators hold and the interests their different knowledge serves. 1
examine as well as the contribution of these different claims to a deeper understanding of
education. Isuggest limitations to Habermas' view as a frame to understand collaboration, and
explore a post-modern position (Lather, 1991), that can accommodate the diverse perspectives,
interests and understandings that contribute to an expanded view of the possibilities and
consequences of thought and action in education.

The personal narrative is proposed as a vehicle for inquiry into this diversity. These
organized and filtered accounts of how we come to know, provide shape to our present
experiencing, and the starting point for our negotiation of meaning.

Chapter Four, “Researcher as Method,” extends my ideas about the role and
responsibility of the researcher in a collaborative effort between schools and universities. In
such an arrangement the goal of the collaborative work and the goal of the research are jointly
considered and both must serve the needs of the participants. The complexity of this
collaborative work requires ongoing and vigorous reflexivity on the part of the researcher,
striving to operate “against a predefinition of matter worth knowing” (Aisenberg & Harrington,
1988, p. 138). The challenge is to “capture” the negotiations, to expose the tensions and

doubsts, to “provide spaces of constructed visibility” (Foucault, in Scheurich, 1991, p. 7) for
the reader.
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The sources of data are described more fully in Chapter Four as well. These are mainly
transcripts of large group discussions, and journals kept by some school associates who used
our time together to obtain credit for an undergraduate course. I describe as well the questions
that guide my description and analysis of the work.

Chapter Five presents the “Collaborative Dance,” the awkward coming together as we
attempt to learn new steps and to move together. There are distinct parts to this dance. In the
planning semester, teachers examine their own practice and build a curriculum framework to
guide their work with student teachers. It is a time of growth in confidence and understanding.
There is appreciation and respect for the work we all do. In the practicum semester student
teachers join us and the demands of being a teacher educator encroach on our time for reflective
dialogue. The dance is sometimes abandoned. The tensions and contlicts of the continuing
negotiations to modify our first efforts are fertile ground to examine the dilemmas and
struggles that can be attributed to changing roles and relationships and concomitant
redefinitions of knowledge and power.

Chapter Six, “Between the ‘No Longer’ and the ‘Not Yet’,” provides an analysis of the
processes of change: of the vision that was offered, of the processes facilitated to develop the
collaborative environment, and of the responses forthcoming by school and university teachers
in terms of commitment and resistance. The tensions highlight the inter-institutional challenges
to collaboration. Five claims are offered that I regard as describing a standard for a reasonable
collaborative effort in teacher education. A claim is also made regarding the role of rescarcher
in a collaborative project.

Chapter Seven, “Toward A Reasonable Standard,” examines these claims as a guide to
thinking about collaborative work. Recommendations are made that I believe could result in a
more successful effort. No claim is made that one reaches a resolution of the difficulties

recorded here. The goal is a deeper awareness of those difficulties and an appreciation of their

potential to further thoughtful and transformative action.
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I'am interested in displaying a thick description of teachers in schools and universities
working together toward a common purpose in teacher education. Iam interested in
uncovering the tensions, and the underlying causes of those tensions as we negotiated the
meaning of worthwhile educational work. I view such description as making a contribution to
our understanding of collaboration and of the structures and relationships that support and
constrain it. To increase such understanding is to come closer to achieving the balance and

coherence required for the fullest development of a knowledge base in and for our professional

communities.



Chapter 11
The Setting

Journeying Alone

As teller of this tale as well as a character within it, I begin this chapter with a brief
description of the events that set me on the path to collaborative work, in order that the reader
may know more clearly my biases. In recounting aspects of this journey, I am, of course,
recalling (selecting) past events which can suggest in their present unfolding a coherence that
was not always evident at the time. It does, however, indicate signposts to which I paid heed,
and companions I chose or met who informed and guided me.

In the beginning it was hard. Well, I was told it would be. That’s the experience of
being a new teacher. Kids don’t automatically pay attention, won’t settle down because you
want them to. They have a dozen other agendas and you may not be any one of them, even if
itis your English 11 class. You wrestle behind closed classroom doors, observed by 30 pairs
of eyes as you (and they) watch, sense, listen, intuit, learn the “right” tone, the “right” kind of
relationship, the “right” standard of discourse and of written expression. And, of course, you
find out it changes—each year, each semester, each class, each time certain students attend or
not. You find enjoyment in the energy of your students—the exploding exuberance of
teenagers in my case. And with time you leam how to harness that exuberance—turn it into
expository essays even! You develop a “sixth sense” about when classes are humming, when
students are curious and learning and engaged and when the ennui, the polite glazed look, is
imminent and there is a need to change gears. Not that it is always possible to pinpoint why
it’s like that, nor to pull off the necessary transformation. You get to know though—TI got to
know—what it was [ wanted to see and, increasingly, I became able to articulate why it would

enhance the quality of both the students’ —and their teacher’s—lives.
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My experience of teacher development and meaning-making in my formative years as a
high school English and psychology teacher was, for the most part, a solitary journey. As I
bring to mind the context in which I began as a teacher, I experience again the sense of
professional isolation from colleagues. Educational decisions were made—both by those of us
in classrooms, and for us as well, without consultation—without the stimulation and challenge
of professional talk. What kinds of knowledge informed these ongoing decisions? There was
time and support, as I recall, for attending workshops, “professional development” sessions,
where outside experts would tell us about the newest teaching technique or curriculum
offering. There seemed to be little time or support for the collegial talk among public school
teachers that could have encouraged analysis and digestion of these often stimulating ideas.
And there was no talk at all with those outside the school whose job would be described as the
study and development of knowledge claims about education. As Noddings (1986) put it, on
examining the role of teachers in research into teaching: “We rarely ask how things might be
changed so that teachers can accomplish the work they see as teaching, nor do we ask (them)
what this work is” (p. 502).

The conclusion I drew seemed obvious—no one thought it necessary! Teachers carried
out programs and policies developed by “others.” My colleagues and I appeared to operate in a
vacuum, largely cut off from the professional talk or professional contribution that could
influence educational decision-making outside our own classrooms. The kind of professional
talk I am referring to here is not the practical talk about “how” to do teaching. Rather, Iam
referring to ongoing dialogues which enable a deeper understanding of and ability to articulate
practice, critical dialogues examining why we do teaching, examining the ideas, beliefs,
values, in short the different kinds of knowledge claims on which educational decision-making
rests. The absence of this dialogue meant large numbers of my colleagues retreated to private
meaning-making within their classrooms to nourish their professional souls or, burying deep
their unease, found their soul satisfaction elsewhere, outside the classroom. Essentially, I

remember feeling, and found many of my colleagues feeling, powerless. Shut out of the
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decision-making which could assure us support for what we had come to know as
environments which enhanced educational opportunities for children, with no assurance that
this pedagogical knowledge would count when educational decision-making took place, we
struggled to stem the erosion of confidence in our professional abilities.

During my eight years as a public high school teacher I had opportunities to work with
many First Nations students, as students in my classes and, less formally, as counsellor and
friend. I helped develop a credit course in Northwest Coast Native art in order that interested
First Nations students would have an alternative to art courses emphasizing European
traditions. When the position of consultant in what was then called Native Indian education
was available, I successfully applied. I was charged with the mandate to work with classroom
teachers and administrators and with educational leaders within the Native community to foster
conditions for school success for First Nations students (see McPhie, 1989). For the next five
years I experienced public education in its variety of schools and classrooms across all grades;
I appreciated as I had never had opportunity to do before, both the individual expressions and
the common purposes of our educational enterprise. I was profoundly taught by Native people
of the Coast Salish Nation. By “profoundly” I mean the following: as I developed a degree of
understanding of the interaction of public education with First Nations children, I knew in a
deep sense that “right” courses of action in our educational enterprise could not be “known”
outside of the collaborative effort. I owe a great deal to the wisdom, patience and humour of
Coast Salish teachers who accepted the challenge of teaching me that life-enhancing education
requires us to pay attention to many voices and many lived experiences.

Our best classroom teachers know that. As both education consultant and, later, as
teacher educator, I watched those teachers structure learning environments in life-enhancing
ways that excited my respect. By life-enhancing I refer to an attitude toward teaching that
attends to the whole child, that encompasses a caring and compassion that frames the child’s
intellectyal experiences in terms of the effect on the social and emotional well-being of the

child. Noddings (1989) describes this pedagogical attention as encompassing the “ethic of
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caring,” an ethic that requires teachers to begin by questioning “...what effect each
instructional move we consider has on the development of good persons” (p. 499). This
expertise, developed over time and experience, an expression of moral, spiritual and
intellectual understanding, constituted warrants about educational practice that needed to inform
decision-making and the development of knowledge claims in education. Again there were
many voices and many experiences deserving attention. Yet the opportunity for that
knowledge to inform or influence directions in public education continued to be very limited.
Clearly, I and many of my public school colleagues regarded this manner of carrying on
business in our profession as wrong.

Four years ago, I was seconded to Simon Fraser University’s Faculty of Education to
work as a faculty associate in the teacher education program. I continued to seek opportunities
for my school-based colleagues to influence educational decision-making outside their own
classrooms. As a faculty associate, I was responsible, along with other seconded teachers and
regular faculty members, for teaching and supervising student teachers. This responsibility
was shared with school-based teachers who served as models and mentors for student teachers
during the practicum. Practicums constituted fifty percent of the student teachers' year long
program. Yet there was little time available for those school-based teacher educators to have
input into the program they served. Many of the faculty associates looked for ways to enhance
the school-university partnership: competing perspectives about how to utilize the always
scarce resources of time and money of universities and school districts made it difficult.

I recall my thoughts as I prepared to take the first group of fourteen student teachers
for whom I was responsible into the field. I wanted the best practicum situation I could find
for them. The lack of opportunity for discussion with the school districts and with the school-
based colleagues who would work with my students was frustrating. I felt our work was
fragmented, that it lacked the coherence and balance our student teachers deserved, and our

profession required. I wrote a letter to “Teacher,” the British Columbia Teachers Federation

Newsmagazine: It read, in part:



There is at present no guarantee that student teachers will be exposed to our best teachers.
Where is the recognition and valuing of the contribution those teachers can make to the
development of new members of our profession? Teachers asked to participate in the
education of teachers should excite the respect of their colleagues, encouraging them to strive
for like recognition.

School districts and faculties of education must work together to ensure student teachers leamn
from our best. That this kind of cooperation requires of the institutions involved some
relinquishing of autonomy, should provoke stimulating dialogues that can only enrich our
common purpose. (nov/dec, 1988)

What was it I had in mind? My vision was a teacher education program that grew out
of a collaborative effort of university and school-based teachers. We would reflect together on
“worthwhile” teaching and learning: we would offer our knowledge, our understanding, our
differing perspectives. The deeper understanding of the educational enterprise that would
result would enable us to develop more coherent, congruent and “worthwhile” teacher
education programs. It was an extension of the collaborative way I had tried to work as a
district consultant in the previous five years. It required the disruption of traditional and
hierarchical relationships among participants.

In my second year at SFU I applied for a Coordinator position—a position with
responsibility to support and guide a number of faculty associates and their student teachers.
In my interview I expressed my desire to find ways to work more closely with school districts
in determining the shape of teacher education. I was offered the job of coordinating the
development of two teacher education consortia in northern British Columbia. I was going to
be able to try this collaborative approach, but far from home! Because my work was to take
Place so far from the main campus, I would work largely in isolation from regular faculty
members who are able to work closely with programs located near the main campus. I viewed
my coordinator role to be that of administrator and of educational leader and was challenged
and intrigued to imagine disrupting those roles within the collaborative framework even as I
assumed them.

In the next two years I spent a great deal of time residing in northern hotels and flying
to and from northern towns. During winter months I often felt I lived in airports waiting to see

if my flight would arrive, let alone take off again. I often ended up being bussed to my



location—usually through the night—from alternate airports. Working with my northern
colleagues was immensely satisfying—and exhausting. I felt fortunate to have the opportunity
to act on my vision.

Fuelling this vision as well were my doctoral studies that had begun at SFU at the same
time as my secondment. As I began as Coordinator I was not sure whether the collaborative
work I was attempting would constitute my thesis, but I knew I would want to write about it.
As I talked and read and wrote about education, its histories, philosophies, research methods, 1
turned to conceptual frameworks that “fit” my vision of collaborative work in education. Two
were particularly important: 1) critical theory as a view of knowledge claims as constructed and
legitimated in the service of particular interests (Habermas, 1972; Glasersfeld, 1984) and 2)
qualitative research as a methodology that honoured individual understandings of and
perspectives on the world and enabled participants to examine how they came to know
(Britzman, 1991; Lather, 1991).

As my work and study continued I used these frames to view the processes of
collaboration. I believed the strength of the collaborative effort lay in the opportunity it
fostered for critical dialogue among colleagues. In an environment that fostered mutual respect
and curiosity about education, colleague participants would be supported in examining beliefs
and assumptions about teaching and learning as well as raising questions about the structures
within which the work of education took place. It was one of my understandings that since
knowledge claims were developed in the service of and arose from human interest, that such
claims were contingent and in need of ongoing examination. The critical dialogues of
collaboration were not for the purpose of arriving at new answers or solutions. “Successful”
collaboration would be identifiable as our ability to sustain an ongoing and critical discourse to
which participants felt they could contribute. Because we would be searching for new
collaborative ways to make meaning, the discourse would necessarily be halting and
fragmented, inviting additions or completion by others within the group. New ways of being

together would evolve. The purpose of this activity would be to arrive at the deepest possible



understanding of the knowledge we all held, knowledge arising from experience, from history
or tradition, from study and research, that guided our work. In the end,we would know,
together, what we “ought” to do. I thought of it as moving to new sites/sights where
traditional ways of doing our work could be disrupted.

As I began to prepare for a real site, the question persisting in my mind was how best
to facilitate these new “‘sights”—how to honour the differences that distinguish the work that
we all do and, at the same time, acknowledge that different work as equally valuable and
necessary? I knew I wanted to begin with our unique and personal accounts of our work.
Such a beginning served my dual roles as both coordinator and researcher of our efforts.
Participants would speak from their own context and with their own “language.” This was
consistent with a research methodology committed to honoring individual perspectives and
knowledge. Just as important, embedded in those narratives were the values, beliefs, and
assumptions that informed our view of education. Those “filtered and organized™ accounts of
our work represented the way in which we made meaning and developed knowledge
(Polkinghorne, 1988; Ricoeur, 1981). Such a beginning would serve the goal of equity
among participants, and would deepen our knowledge of our own and others' perceptual
landscapes. This was a necessary first step to critical understanding of education—and to

educational change.
Journeying Together

The details of the geographic locations and the specific institutions involved as well as
the Ministry support for the two Consortia for which I had responsibility have been
documented elsewhere (chapt one, pp. 5-6). I am interested here in providing some
background description: how we got started; where and in what manner we worked; who “we”
Were, so that the reader might enter as fully as possible into this journey and be able to come to

his or her own conclusions as to its worthwhileness.



Agreements had been signed between the school districts (four in each consortium) the
regional colleges and SFU’s Faculty of Education before I had been hired. I began with the
names of the districts and a map of the province of British Columbia on which I located the red
dots strung across the middle of the province representing “my” sites. I phoned the
superintendents, introduced myself and made appointments to meet. I made the first of many
airline and hotel reservations and flew north.

As I think back now on those first meetings, and try to describe them, I am struck by
the challenge of beginning a dialogue across different perspectives and interests. I would talk
about developing a mutual understanding of our task, of shared ownership in the education of
new teachers. Superintendents told me about their districts, the difficulty of getting teachers
for certain subject areas (most often it was senior secondary sciences and math). I would
emphasize the important role played by their teachers in teacher education and the length of
time they spent with the student teachers. Because of this central role, I said to the
superintendents, and because of their intimate knowledge of education in practice, I was
Proposing that the teachers chosen to be school associates work with the university-based
teachers to develop the program. Are you aware, they would ask, of the scarcity of qualified
substitutes to take over classes while you develop a teacher education program? I requested
that I have the opportunity to speak to interested teachers and to school principals so they had a
chance to understand such a commitment and approach and decline if they wished.
Superintendents talked about the number of teachers they thought were available to be school
associates. I talked about the desirable qualities of a mentor of adult students. Superintendents
¢mphasized the importance of the student teachers we chose having a commitment to remain in
the north. 1 spoke of beginning with an elementary program to minimize the complexity of our
first efforts. No, they said, our biggest need is secondary teachers.

The “ideal” and the “real”’—they were not quite so baldly exchanged nor as
dichotomous as the above would indicate, but always it was a challenging tension. It is ironic

to think now of the time spent planning opportunities for differing perspectives to be heard



among our teacher educator group, and realize the same attention was not paid to the
negotiation of meaning among the management group. It takes time, of course. Every few
months district, college and university representatives of the program would meet and discuss
the “real” and the “ideal.” Through these conversations those of us representing the university
developed an appreciation for some of the consequences of our program decisions on other
areas of school district life, and the impact of district life on program decisions. Districts
began to take more ownership of the program. I recall sitting at a meeting that had been called
for school-based teachers and their principals to encourage their participation in the second
Practicum semester. (Although I had requested it, principals had not been present at the
presentation for the first practicum semester in this district). I listened to the superintendent
provide an overview of the program and speak to the importance of the school associates to
program success. It was, in many respects, the talk I had given a year earlier. And yet it
wasn’t that talk because it was about that particular district and their involvement in the
education of new teachers. It was his talk, and it felt very good to sit back and listen.

But in the beginning...when we were just getting started, it was hard. There was so
much to discuss—what were the attributes of a good school associate? of a good student
teacher candidate? How many student teachers, in what grades and subject areas, could the
district accommodate? Where could we put our “campus”? Were there resources—people and
Materials—available from districts? Where would school associates stay if there were program
development sessions? Who would pay for hotels, meals, substitutes, transportation? Did I
realize the driving conditions in northem winters?

But we began. Faculty associates were hired from the districts (two for one Consortia;
three for the other). We recruited students (18 in one; 25 in the other—in both cases
Containing both secondary and elementary student teachers). We found our SFU campuses (a
trailer on the grounds of the regional college in one; two empty classrooms in an elementary
school in the other). We hired secretaries for each site. We bought, begged, borrowed or, in

the case of a photocopier, rented necessary equipment. We made arrangements with the
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college to put students up in the dormitories when the students were on their campus. Thank
goodness for fax machines and electronic mail. I could keep in touch with faculty associates as
they completed the last details that made our sites SFU campuses.

The faculty associates and I toured the countryside, driving to each school district and
speaking to the teachers that superintendents (or their designate) had invited to meet with us
before committing themselves to work as teacher educators. We spoke to teachers (some
accompanied by principals, some not; some superintendents attending sessions, some not)
about the program. I spoke of the importance we attached to our shared ownership and respect
for one another’s knowledge and experience. We talked about eight days being set aside—
four days in the semester before the students began, when we would develop the program, and
four during the practicum semester for ongoing development, reflection on and modification of
our work. The administrators were encouraged to consider becoming part of the program
sessions if they could make the commitment (two principals took up the invitation).

Some teachers felt they were too heavily committed already and could not join us now
but would be interested at another time. A few felt the classes they had did not lend themselves
to a student practicum. For the most part people were intrigued and interested in the idea, but
they had concems. They expressed fear of more and heavy responsibility, of being away from
their students, of substitute problems, of the difficulty of travel—all factors that continue to
pose difficulties. It was an advantage to have administrators and superintendents in attendance
who could demonstrate their support by suggesting strategies that could allay teachers’
concerns (for instance, suggesting teachers book their preferred substitute now for all the dates
they would be away). There was a valuing of these teachers, and the contribution they could
make as teacher educators.

As I listened to potential school associates describe the difficulties of this undertaking, 1
would entertain doubts about the appropriateness of my enthusiasms.

It makes me think hard about why I am requesting this type of intense involvement. It may
be sensible—my experience tells me-—and justifiable—increasingly I can talk about reasons
why this is a good idea—but is it educationally the best use of busy teachers' time? Will it,
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in the end, make a difference? And to whom? And how will we know? (notes to file, oct,
1989)

We spoke as well to prospective students in the various communities who were
interested in the program and wanted to know if they were eligible to apply. In districts that
had publicized the program we would have large turnouts, often overflowing the room set
aside to meet. The majority of people we spoke with (mostly women) were already juggling
the raising of families along with other careers. Always there were some—men and women—
who had taught in public schools, colleges, religious schools, and day care. I was struck by
the challenge many had accepted to get the courses and credits they needed to be able to apply.
Transcripts came from many institutions and had been gathered over many years. Most were
both excited and anxious as they figured out what it would cost them in time, money and
energy. It felt very worthwhile for Simon Fraser to be there.

It was an exciting time as the faculty associates and I drove across the province in the
warm sunshine of early fall, meeting new colleagues and prospective students, talking about

our plans, making endless lists of what we needed to do to begin.

The people

The following semester we were joined by our school associate colleagues and began
the collaborative work described in Chapter Five. Who were these teachers who had been
€ncouraged to participate by their superintendents or principals and who had chosen to make
the commitment? They represented most grades and all the academic subject areas in the public
school system. Most had at least five, some twenty or more, years of teaching experience,
mostly in the north, Some had come north after obtaining their teacher certification to teach for
a few years and had never left, others had always lived up north. They spoke with pride of
their part of the country and the way of life it represented. It was a bond among them, this
geographic identity, that I had not experienced in groups of teachers in the south, in Vancouver
and surrounding suburban areas. I felt that the trust that developed among the group members

and the sense of humour that was pervasive in all our sessions, were present more rapidly,



more solidly, somehow, because of that isolation. I, and the faculty associates to some extent
because of their different role and responsibility, were outsiders, welcomed into that place that
was the domain of the school associates.

About half of them had worked with teacher education programs before, for other
universities, but not in the collaborative manner of this program. The former experiences had
not included critical reflection on education with colleagues who were involved in this work.
Many clearly felt complimented and valued as a result of having been asked to join the
program, a point reinforced by our attention to the experience an/d knowledge of the group as
the central referents for building the program. The majority of school associates were women
and, in both consortia, there were more elementary than secondary teachers. Because the
fundamental changes being introduced in the province’s education system at that time had
begun in the primary grades, the primary teachers had particularly strong voices in our groups.
They could speak with the most familiarity and confidence about the change—about the
Student-centred and non-graded approaches to learning and teaching. To some extent, it
shifted the traditional balance of power among public school teachers in our group. High
school teachers, traditionally holding more status in the school system hierarchy, were not yet
part of the educational change in any formal sense: a number had their introduction to the
change within our group. As the sessions went on, they would voice their surprise at and
respect for the complexity of primary classrooms.

I did not get to know these teachers in their classrooms, so their “portraits™ as
professionals are uni-dimensional, built for the most part from our work together in the
sessions to develop the teacher education program that are described in Chapter Five.
Although I liked to go out to schools with the faculty associates and talk with them and the
school associates, my presence in classrooms was usually at the request of a faculty associate
and was an indication of a student in difficulty. It meant my communication with school

associates between sessions was second hand—by letter or by way of the faculty associates. I



would have wished a more intimate involvement in the carrying out of our program but I had
too many places, too far apart, that required my attention.

Some school associates in our collaborative work stand out in my mind because they
were significant contributors either by way of the discussions during our collaborative
sessions, or through their journal writing that I received as part of the undergraduate course
attached to our sessions. I would suspect that these school associates had a disproportionate
(in relation to their colleagues) impact on my understanding of collaboration as it took place in
the consortia—and on the substance of the dialogues that took place in our sessions. Below
are brief descriptions of four of those contributors.

Contrary to my description above, Flo was almost brand new to teaching—a second
year teacher in a tiny four classroom school. She had a class of 25 students in grades 4, 5 and
6. She was a graduate of the SFU program and had begun her career full of energy that she
was now finding hard to sustain in a situation she found isolating and discordant with the
approaches and philosophy she had brought to the classroom. She was critical of her district’s
failure to provide support for new teachers. She hoped this program would provide a way to
find colleagues with whom to build a support network. She was a thoughtful listener and
contributor and, having recently completed the program, provided a particularly important
perspective. Its impact was still strong. On one occasion, when we were discussing the
reasons a student might be withdrawn, she spoke with passion about the student's right to stay
and keep trying even if others felt she should not. Her school associate had told her she
Probably couldn’t make it. Ilove teaching she told us and that school associate was wrong.

Julie was a consistent source of positive energy and leadership in our group. She was
an intermediate teacher with almost thirty years experience, active in professional development
roles in her district and in the province. I was particularly struck by her steadfast allegiance to
“kids.” No matter what the subject, she would always make the comment or ask the question
that kept us focussed on “kids.” At one session we were talking about how to communicate to

others the worthwhileness of what we were about—that we were not wasting time or money—
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that there were others who should understand and appreciate that fact. “Which others need to
know,” I had asked, thinking superintendents, principals, colleagues...etcetera. “My kids,”
said Julie, “they need to know why I am away so much and what I am doing and how it is part
of what is important for them too.” As I write this she has moved districts and is now a
principal of a elementary-junior high school. She tells me part of the confidence to make the
move came from the work we did together in teacher education.

Alison was a primary teacher at the time of our work together although she had taught
all elementary grades in her ten years in teaching. She brought insight and positive energy to
our discussion. She was infinitely curious about teaching and eager to establish a collaborative
relationship with colleagues and with her student teacher. She invited him to comment on her
practice and support her learning. She attributed to our collaborative work a development of
confidence in her professional abilities:

1find myself questioning more than 1 did before. During a work.shop I attended at our district
professional day, 1 actually got up and left a session when | realzzgd 1 wasn 't going to get
anything from is. I have never done that before! It wasa “Izberqtmg’ feelzng: I feel more
confident knowing what I want and need these days. 1am sure it has something to do with
having a student teacher. [SA journal, feb, 1990]

This school associate had had a student teacher at another time and had felt “isolated”” and
“redundant.”

I include as one of the portraits a school associate who influenced discussion in one of
the groups more than I realized at the time (it became apparent as I reviewed the tapes of our
sessions). Emily immediately stood out for me as a high energy, articulate and forth-coming
Participant. She responded with enthusiasm to the idea of collaborative decision-making and
had many questions and suggestions as we began to discuss the shape of the program. She,
100, was a graduate of SFU’s program—some ten years before—and let us know that her
experience had not been easy. Two things particularly stood out as difficulties at that time that
she hoped we could overcome: faculty associates who didn't seem to appreciate the “teachable
Mmoment” and had ignored the natural interests of the student teacher group, and a number of

“irrelevant” and “time consuming” assignments that had interfered with the “real” work of the



practicum in the classroom. She saw in this collaborative approach, with equal voices for
school-based and university-based teachers, an opportunity for a new approach and she was
full of energy for that. Her opinions about when we succeeded in this approach and when we
didn’t were strongly voiced at our sessions and, on a number of occasions, determined the
direction of our discussions. She was very ready to develop the program with us. Did we fail
to meet her halfway? Or did she sabotage her opportunities somehow with an outspoken
manner that silenced some opinion? I'm not sure. I only interacted with her in our large group
sessions.

Sometimes that fact makes me feel very apologetic. After all, the facts were that I
would fly up and talk and “do” collaboration for a number of days. I would facilitate our
sessions together. We would discuss what student teachers should observe and demonstrate
and understand. I would encourage and support the work of the faculty associates as they
implemented the program we had developed. But I could not be there on a day to day basis to
continue the discussion and reflection that the ongoing negotiation of what we were about
required. That was the responsibility of the faculty associates and school associates and they
did the best they could. Icannot comment on what went on in classrooms or between faculty
associates and school associates in their daily interactions. I was not part of that. My
involvement was in the sessions we all attended together. Those sessions focussed largely on
What “ought to be.”

Who were these faculty associates who took on the job of fleshing out our jointly
developed program framework, and of working with student teachers and school associates on
a day to day basis? In the majority of cases they were classroom teachers seconded by the
University because they were outstanding teachers and potentially excellent teacher educators.
Often they had been school associates themselves and had been encouraged to apply for the
faculty associate position because of their particular abilities to mentor student teachers in their
Own classrooms. Their usual term with SFU was two years. They were responsible for a

module of fourteen student teachers providing seminars and workshops on campus and



supervising student teachers in classrooms. They usually worked in pairs, one a first year and
one a second year faculty associate.

They were my immediate colleagues in the Consortia and I knew them more intimately
than the school associates. The faculty associates and I would spend a week to ten days, three
times during the year, at the main SFU campus with other faculty associates and coordinators,
and regular faculty members. We would be stimulated by the teacher education talk, coming
away with new plans and energy. Throughout the year we spent many hours in hotel rooms
planning and debriefing our sessions with our school associate colleagues. I was warmly
welcomed into their homes and shared their northern delicacies—moose, salmon, trout,
quail—that had been harvested through the year and now were taken from their good-sized
freezers.

Mary Jo and I began together as new faculty associate and coordinator and made the
first swing through our “territory” in her new Ford Bronco. She had been in elementary
education for 17 years and spoke with particular satisfaction of her work with teachers with
whom she had shared classrooms and kids. As might be expected, her rapport with the school
associates was strong and empathic. She was a warm and generous person and shared my
enthusiasm for the assignment of beginning a teacher education program centred in her town.
We talked and walked the program through its first go-round. Along with the school
associates, we comprised the “originals” and felt pride of joint ownership.

Jim had been both elementary and secondary teacher and a vice-principal. His self-
deprecating humour was guaranteed to break up a serious discussion, which he would then
bring back on stream with a cogent remark that often provided new insight. He had difficulty
being “ongoingly” collaborative he said—it was exhausting work. Nevertheless, he had a
deep faith in the experience and knowledge of his teacher colleagues and worked at finding the
Questions that would extend both their understanding, and his. He made special efforts to

Make contacts with district principals and find avenues for their input.

36



There were many more committed skilled thoughtful teachers. Their faces appear
before me as I write. Six former school associates have gone on to be faculty associates. We

shared important work and most of us continue to reap some benefits.

The place(s)

The sessions with school associates, faculty associates and coordinator were held in
big meeting rooms—at the college in one site; in a district professional development centre in
the other. In both instances the most central town (district) in the Consortium housed the
campus and meeting place to minimize travel from the other three towns (districts) involved.
The meeting rooms were big and carpeted and contained moveable chairs and tables. We did
all our large group discussion in a circle of chairs (no tables) so everyone was looking at
everyone else and no one was “in front.” Our small group work, usually five to a group,
would be done around a table. Our food got better and better as we learned how to take good
care of ourselves. There would be morning and afternoon refreshments as well as an honest
northern lunch. The first year I tried to have evening sessions since we were only together a
day and a half at a time and most had come a fair distance, but it was too much—our heads
would be full. We worked hard all day and deserved the evening off.

Always we began our sessions in our circle, touching base in a personal way with one
another. At the opening session we began by giving ourselves descriptive nicknames that
Iepresented some aspect of ourselves we were willing to reveal. As one school associate
femarked later, it was kind of corny but it worked. There was much laughter and prompting as
everyone struggled to remember (you had to repeat all the descriptors and then give your own)
and many of the names stuck and became permanent and affectionate “handles” (antique
Lillian; fuzzy Mike; chainsaw Wes; blood n’ guts Grant).

Flying back up north I keep thinking how to hook back into the energy and interest, that was
evident when we left our last session.

There is thick snow falling. People driving through storms, staying in truck ruts, in convoys
behind snowplows. They arrive between 10:00 and 11:30 for a 9:30 start. As we wait for the
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last few, I ask the group if we should start. There is a very strong message to wait for
everyone and we do, chatting and reacquainting. When the last snow-covered participants
stamp in, they let us know they are very appreciative we waited. They are handed coffee and
muffins and we begin. First is a personal “temperature reading”—we all have the opportunity
to let others know how we are, how we have been. There have been busy and diverse
schedules among us. There is everything from “2 *“ to “9.5 "(out of 10). This is a roller
coaster ride. At breaks I notice special attention given to those who were down. (notes to
file, dec, 1989)

These beginnings were important. There was a necessary tuning in to one another, a
harmonizing that had to take place. The work we did required what I can only refer to as
intimacy, a listening to one another wherein judgement is suspended, the singular purpose
being to understand the other as well as possible. It required a feeling of respect for self and
for other, and an environment of trust. This was my manner of trying to engender such an

environment.
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Chapter III

Two Conceptual Frames

A Brief Discussion of Kinds of Knowledge

This thesis is centrally concerned with arriving at a deeper understanding of the activity
of collaboration. The illustration of collaborative work informing this thesis is the
development of teacher education programs by school-based and university-based teachers.
The challenge of this collaborative work, as I have experienced it and understand it, is to
enable different kinds of knowledge claims held by participants to jointly inform negotiations
regarding what “ought to be done.” This requires that group members recognize that what they
know is necessarily partial and value laden, and that their different knowledge claims
contribute necessary elements in a richer more comprehensive whole that is not available
outside of this collaborative effort.

The process of building this richer understanding draws participants out of the isolation
of their private experience and work into the larger professional community. The result of
Commitment to the collaborative process, commitment to listening deeply and speaking
reflectively, is personal and professional change. In other words, having entered into the
Collaborative discourse, it is not possible to know and to view one’s work and experience only
in the manner that it was previously known. Change is brought about by critical reflection that
is both private and intersubjective. The result is a view of educational work from a “wider
Surround” in which the causes and consequences of actions are more fully appreciated. This
new knowledge can be emancipatory and can inform new possibilities and transformative
action,

To begin a discussion of the different kinds of knowledge brought to and possibly
arising from this collaborative activity, I am utilizing Habermas’ view of knowledge as

Outlined in his book, Knowledge and Human Interest (1972). He identifies three categories of



human interest that influence the development and legitimation of knowledge claims: human
interest in prediction, in understanding, and in emancipation. Because the focus in this thesis
is on the integration of knowledge claims in the service of teacher education, I am most

interested in examining the human interests he describes as being served by those claims.

Knowledse cla o he n predict

Knowledge claims developed in the interest of predicting outcomes of human
experience and behaviour are defined in terms of this thesis as claims that are predicated on
their generalizability. I would make two points here before describing this claim further:
Predictive knowledge does not arise solely from academic study; academic research is not
solely concerned with claims serving the interest of prediction. Nevertheless, such claims are
generally thought to be the province of research taking place in universities, hence the reference
to these claims as academic knowledge. Such knowledge is variously described as “homeless”
or as being at home anywhere. It “assumes the normative to be unproblematic; taking only
empirical questions as being at issue” (de Castell, 1989, p. 46). It signals that the particular
values and beliefs of the researcher(s) or of individual participants (if the study involves
People) are not considered to affect the outcomes. The claims that are the result do not bear
allegiance to a particular context.

This academic knowledge contributes to the discourse in teacher education by offering
new ideas and conceptual frames that can spark educational debate and change. Such
knowledge is essential to the nourishment of educational thought, but its entry into the
collaborative discourse should not be privileged. These claims, if they are able to be discussed
Within the collaborative group, reside within that group’s negotiated system of shared values
and beliefs: communication is not possible otherwise. This signals the normative position de
Castell describes above. Therefore, the consequences of acting upon any of these claims

Tepresents a value position within that system. However, that system itself requires ongoing
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€xamination. In the end, predictive claims need to be subjected to critique arising from

knowledge claims that serve human interest in understanding and in emancipation.

“Understanding is not concerned with grasping a fact,” says Ricoeur, “but with
apprehending a possibility of being” (1981, p. 61). Such claims to understanding represent
interpretations of social life based on tradition and history and are necessary first steps to an
appreciation of the possibilities of the future. The aim of such knowledge is “mutual
understanding and wise action within a coherent framework of values” (Kemmis, 1985, p.
144).

The central referent for development of these claims is the individual. Shared values
and beliefs provide the social context in which individuals can recount experience to one
another and negotiate its meaning. The method to arrive at these negotiated claims is critical
reflection “to restore the tension between the self and the ‘other’,” and to bring our prejudices
to light (Ricoeur, 1981). The tensions and contradictions inherent in intersubjective and critical
reflection are the creative spark which ignite possibilities and alternative courses of action
based on increased understanding of self and self within society. The strength of this method
is that “its claims can be verified only in the successful process of enlightenment, and that
means, in the practical discourse of those concerned” (Habermas, 1974, pp. 38-39).

But in the process of enlightenment “interpretation” can become ‘“‘generalization,” and it can be
difficult, in the end, to know if the claims arrived at represent the individual lived experience.
Language enables the building of community, but it can also silence community members by
restricting the number of interpretations or texts available from which an individual may
Choose. Some voices, some experiences, may find no reference points, no language that
Matches theirs, hence their designation as “marginalized.” Habermas points to this as a serious
limitation 1o hermeneutics, claiming those involved in interpretive work cannot move outside

their own subjectivities. Therefore, the critical re-interpretation of the text necessary to



uncover emancipatory possibilities and alternative futures is not available. This uncovering is

done through the development of emancipatory knowledge.

Education and clai I i

Before examining such claims, I want to comment on the central place of claims to
understanding in education. It appears self-evident to me that it is desirable for all participants
in the educational enterprise to be self-consciously aware of the structures in which they
operate and of the texts which spell out the rules and regulations within those structures. It
seems obvious as well that increased self-knowledge will enable more intentional and,
hopefully, effective action. The emphasis on reflection makes it more likely that defensible
educational ideals and courses of action will be the result. These claims also support education
as a moral enterprise and serve to remind educators that they are in the business of influencing
moral as well as intellectual development.

However, the methodology associated with the acquiring of this knowledge is open to
abuses of power that are often difficult to detect because they are manifest as the absence of
voices. As Ellsworth (1989) points out: “Pluralizing the concept of ‘voices’ implies correction
through addition. This loses sight of the contradictory and partial nature of all voices” (p.
312). In Ellsworth’s case, she is referring to abuses of power that arise as a result of race and
social and economic position. This central concern for the ever present potential for
OPpression is one requiring attention within the educational enterprise as well. Differences
here in power, status and decision-making opportunities, are played out as a consequence of
different institutional affiliations, different levels of formal education, and sex differences. The
latter two are exacerbated by status/power differentials accorded placement at a elementary or
high school level.,

If everyone agreed that the primary years are where it is at and that thqse rgally are the most
important years, then primary teachers should have the most preparation time, the best .

salaries, the biggest budgets and classes would not only be small but the smallest. But this
is not so of course. [SA journal, feb, 1991]
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The questions addressed in education, as in the larger community of Ellsworth’s study, are the
same: Who can know? and What is worth knowing?

Educational research, in which educators choose the role of participant-researchers, is a
case in point. Such qualitative methodology appears to embody the value of shared
development of meaning. But at the point of interpretation of that meaning, researchers often
“retreat” to a stance associated with predictive knowledge. Participants then are provided with
the results of their activity as expressed in “homeless” terms. In other words, the
interpretations contributed by individuals are appropriated and individual voices are silenced.
The resultant “knowledge” is often no longer accessible to the original participants. The aim of
such knowledge, to provide contextual understanding that may inform future action, may be
lost.

The point has been made above that such decontextualized claims make an important
contribution to educational understanding. The point here is that if the research purports to
arise from and embody situated knowledge, the claims made need to be in the service of greater
understanding of that context. It is the challenge posed to the researcher to preserve and
display the messy and contradictory discourse and action that is the context. Otherwise, there
may no longer be a “fit” between the experience and the knowledge claims.

If this challenge is met, the result may be greater freedom of action as the result of
increased understanding. There is a sense of belonging that Ricoeur claims is necessary for the
Projection of future possibilities. What then distinguishes the kind of knowledge claims
described as emancipatory from those concerned with understanding? Knowledge concerned
Wwith understanding seeks interpretations of social life from within an historical context,
Providing the sense of belonging. Emancipatory knowledge claims seek freedom from this
historical context by uncovering its hegemonic structures, providing the possibility of choosing

N0t to belong.



Knowledge la o the | : .

This lack of “fit” referred to above, the discrepancy between what is represented as
knowledge and what one knows, is the trigger that leads to the search for knowledge claims
that will dissolve the feeling of alienation. Knowledge is tentative—"an ordering and
organizing of the world constituted by our experience” (Glasersfeld, 1984, p. 32)—to be re-
examined continuously. This ordering and organizing is goal-directed and assumes an active
engagement with and evaluation of the environment: “...the experiencing consciousness creates
Structure in the flow of its experience; and this structure is what conscious cognitive organisms
experience as ‘reality’” (p. 38). Glasersfeld acknowledges here the central place of
socialization. “Since this reality is created almost entirely without the experiencer’s awareness
of his or her creative activity, it comes to appear as given by an independently ‘existing’
world.” (p. 39). It is a compelling description of the self inextricably shaped by and part of the
social system, what Habermas (1979) describes as the prestructured world the individual
brings to his or her definition of a situation.

Since the content and form of our thinking are socially constructed from within the
dominant ideological frame and that “reality” is experienced largely as “given,” the creation of
Critical knowled ge must proceed negatively by reconstructing what history and our own
development have constructed for us. It requires knowledge of the subjective conditions that
inform oyr “seeing” and “knowing.” The critical process is reflection, both private and
intersubjective reflection: “the unity of knowledge and interest proves itself in a dialectic that
takes the historical traces of suppressed dialogue and reconstructs what has been suppressed”
(Habermas, 1972, p. 315). It is returning to “sense-certainty,” the pre-theoretical, intuitive
knowledge individuals possess that represents the closest one comes (o “institutionally-
unbound” speech. The aim of critical knowledge is to free the individual from traditional
Structures into the expanded possibilities of not belonging, to enable participants to take

transformative action, to bring about change.
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Education and clai -

To move to this position where transformative action in education is possible, requires
social critique as part of the critique of practice.

In order for reflective teaching practice to be sustained over time in schools and universities,
the reflections and actions of prospective teachers, and teacher educators must be aimed both
inward and outward... must confront institutional obstacles to reflective practice...which
undermine teacher education. (Liston & Zeichner, 1990, p. 251)
It is within the collaborative and critical process that one’s view of self as agent can develop
and be sustained.

Itis the collaborative character of reflective teaching that gives teachers power and offers hope
that institutional and cultural changes can be realized. (p. 251)

In such a process there can only be participants, and no consensus is expected or
Sought. The value of the multiple voices is to provide, by the richness of their varied
Perspectives and understandings, a “thick” description of the usually “taken-for-granted”
regulating structures, and embedded norms and values which define and constrain their work.

We can come to know reflective teaching as “insiders,” that is, when we bccpme a part of the

process that produces it. The reflective teacher behavior that takes .place wln'le we are

uninvolved “outsiders,” for example, as non-participant observers, is somet!:mg We can guess

about. The critique we offer might reveal something about our own theoretical and ethical

frames of reference while missing entirely the point of the action we aim to understand.
(Tabachnick and Zeichner, 1991, p. 16)

Collaboration in the interest of developing critical knowledge assumes the intelligent self-
direction of all participants. Morality (a kind of critical knowledge of the context) is embedded
in the procedures themselves, expressed as an attitude of reciprocity and human agency, an
Understanding that “we” as knowers require engagement with the “other” to understand our
OWn limits. The process takes time and trust and assumes participants are open to changing
their minds,

It is a difficult and challenging discourse that acknowledges voices as “fragmented,”
because some ideas are still in the process of becoming; “partial,” because they are limited and
irlevitably partisan; and “potentially oppressive,” because we cannot fully know the world of
the “other.” Such a description acknowledges as well that it is unlikely that there is equal

Weight and legitimacy among participants, nor that such discourse is free of conscious and



unconscious concealment of interests. To resist dominating tendencies Greene (1988) and
Ellsworth (1989) speak of building coalitions to develop conscious and grounded critique and
forge commonalities among “shifting, intersecting and sometimes contradictory groups.” Such
proposals emphasize the difficulty of developing emancipatory knowledge. The challenge is
for participants to suspend judgement and belief and seek processes to enable all to be
“knowing subjects” whom Freire (1973) describes as participants who “‘achieve a deepening
awareness both of the socio-historical reality which shapes their lives and of their capacity to
transform that reality” (p. 70). The interest in emancipation is served by a multiplicity of
perspectives—that meet and are changed by that interaction.

There is inherent in this work what Kemmis (1985) describes as the double dialectic,
the moving back and forth between thought and action, between self and the values and beliefs
that define self within society. Those charged with the responsibility for education need to be
able to identify the role they assume within the social structure and within power relationships
that influence who can count as knowers and what can count as knowledge. There is a moral
responsibility to join with colleagues and students in this double dialectic, increasing
knowledge of self and naming the contradictions inherent in society, thereby uncovering its
Possibilities. I assert this obligation because, according to this critical view of knowledge,
€ducators are in the highly moral business of constructing and distributing knowledge. One
has the potential of being the oppressor as well as the oppressed, a role we need to go to all
Possible and reasonable lengths to guard against.

This oppressor role can intrude in efforts to join together as collaborating practitioners.
To be sensitive to the social dynamics of participation and interaction requires limiting the
degree of skepticism and challenge each can bring to the analysis in order to increase the depths
of our possibilities for understanding what is happening and what it means to make reflective
Practice happen (Tabachnick & Zeichner, 1991). A key role for critical knowledge in
€ducation is to teach us how to construct circumstances in which differences can thrive and we

¢an learn to support as well as critique one another in the exploration for alternative futures.



It is at this point that the goal of critical theory as represented by Habermas becomes
problematic. His emancipatory goal, paradoxically, is to arrive at unitary wholeness, to
develop a new consensus that is the result of undistorted communication. He retains a
“commitment to the ideal of normative reason as expressing an impartial point of view”
(Young, 1987, p. 69). Having advocated the intersubjective and critical processes necessary
to understand the interests served by different claims to knowledge, he then seeks new
universal claims built on the outcomes of those processes. Oppression has been the outcome
of distorted speech; emancipation will be the outcome of communicative competence. In the
ideal speech situation in which participants are enabled to both speak and listen, human interest
will be served by a negotiation of new universal claims to knowledge. But as he asserts the
ulimately unitary nature of subjectivity, the contingent nature of the relationship between
knowledge and power is ignored (Travers, 1990, p. 31). Thus, the hierarchy reasserts itself
accompanied by new ostensibly liberatory forms of discourse.

To presuppose that the result of Habermas’ dialectic is to arrive at claims of universal
validity is to assume a convergence among participants which is at odds with the profoundly
contextual nature of human interest. Ideology, as Lather (1991) puts it, “is the medium
through which consciousness and meaningfulness operate in everyday life...it is the stories a
culture tells itself about itself” (p. 2). The individual and personal voice needs to continue to
assert itself in the ongoing interest in examining these ideologies. I find myself attempting
what Lather describes as a postmodern project, “to explore the generation of meaning that takes
us beyond ourselves” (p. 2).

Acknowledging postmoderism as an absence of definitions, I use a description that
POsits what it is not. Lyotard (1984) had identified modernism with the “grand narratives,”
Overarching philosophies of history such as the Enlightment story. Fraser & Nicholson (1988)
describe postmoderism as the absence of the “grand narratives” of legitimation. Lather extends

this description of absence to include “the decentering of the former humanist view of the
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autonomous individual capable of full consciousness and endowed with a stable self” (p. 5).
This humanist, and modernist, view informs Habermas’ goal for critical theory. He secks a

universal core among the multiple discourses. Postmodernism, on the other hand, celebrates
difference:

It [postmodernism] is first and foremost an acceptance of the ineradicable plurality of the

world—not a temporary state on the road to the not-yet-attained perfection, sooner or later to

be left behind, but the constitutive quality of existence. (Bauman, 1988-89, in Burbles &

Rice, 1991, p. 396)

I regard the true collaborative project as living in, as justified by, this postmodernist
condition. It requires moving sites, developing new norms and behaviours to entertain a
discourse that is always partial, never arriving, but being continuously renewed and more fully

informed. It is living between the “no longer” and the “not yet” in perpetuity.

De Castell (1989) illustrates the organization of educational work by way of a
discussion of the theory-practice split.

To the extent that we can talk about theory as distinct frqn pracuce practicing teachers are

already committed to a theory or set of theories about their pmcpce....prevcr, teachers work

in institutions dedicated to practice and their work is p‘rima.nly in speaking. As academics, we

work in institutions dedicated to theory and our work is primarily in writing. Our respective

forms of labour are thus separated into different kinds, and hierarchically stratified into

different levels, and these distinctions are institutionally effected, slngctured and legitimated.

This form of power—otherwise known as the division of labour—drives a wedge between

thought and action, between conception and execution, between theory and practice. (p. 47)

This thesis describes an attempt to shift the balance of power de Castell describes. The
aim is not to reverse the hierarchy, not to privilege one kind of work or knowledge over
another, but to move to sites where new attitudes and norms will be supported in an effort to

€stablish a discourse among equals across institutions.

Richardson, in her paper, Significant and Worthwhile Change in Teaching Practice
(1990) supports the importance of this discourse between school-based and university-based
teachers, but does not address the issue of the balance of power. The knowledge of school-
based teachers that drives their classroom action constitutes “a set of empirical, value and

Situational premises” (p. 14). They must be included, along with empirical premises of



research, in making judgements about what change is worthwhile and significant in teaching
practice. That the knowledge necessary to inform education is incomplete without this
contribution, embodies a notion of knowledge as socially constructed. It is the combined
contributions of school-based teachers and researchers in education who happen, usually, to be
university-based teachers, that “could lead to a socially constructed sense of warranted practice
that can guide...change...”

Richardson, along with a growing number of academics in the area of teacher education
(Grimmett & MacKinnon, 1992; McEwan & Bull, 1991) clearly regards the knowledge of
teachers as making a necessary contribution to knowledge claims in education. The position
from which they put forth their arguments, however, continues to support a hierarchy of
knowers with academics holding the privileged position. Collaboration, as I am defining it and
trying to live it in terms of the work described in this paper, cannot function where hierarchy is
asserted. As Coordinator of the collaborative project described in this thesis, I was
continuously challenged to assess my own position as a university-based teacher.
Understanding of teaching and learning needed to arise from and be shaped by our
collaborative effort. My contributions needed to sit along side of, and be critically examined
along with the contributions of all participants.

Richardson posits that the knowledge held by teachers is powerfully informed by
beliefs, values and prior experience—knowledge that serves the human interest in
understanding. For this knowledge to be most fully understood and educative, therefore,
requires reflexivity. Yet, even as it is recognized that the moral and ethical and historical views
of the knower affect the claims to knowledge held, there is no suggestion that knowledge
developed as a result of research be subject to the same scrutiny. The assumption here would
seem to be that the researchers’ subjectivities do not permeate the questions they chose to
pursue, the methodologies preferred nor the premises offered. Even as the university teachers
Mentioned above speak in a manner indicating great respect for and valuing of the knowledge

of teachers in public education, they remain on their own site looking over at wise and
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experienced practitioners at work and searching for theoretical justifications or frameworks to
help those teachers make sense of their work. They fall short of proposing new common sites,
of entering into a methodological paradigm that would enable the “raising to discourse of that
which is given as structure” (Ricoeur, 1981), in short, the disruption of traditional hierarchy.

I am suggesting here that the collaborative endeavour necessary to “a socially
constructed sense of warranted practice” requires that the knowledge claims that inform teacher
education, traditionally predictive claims arising from academic research in universities,
undergo reflective scrutiny within the collaborative community of school-based and university-
based teachers in the same manner as Richardson suggests above for school-based teachers
alone. This does not mean “simply” the dialogue Richardson suggests public school teachers
engage in to determine the theoretical justifications of their practices, but a dialectic carried on
between teachers from university and school sites to examine and criticize, on an ongoing
basis, the beliefs, values and human interests that inform both their individual and collaborative
work. The goal is a more deeply informed understanding of education for all participants.

It is a shift from a focus on the codification of practice that usually entails the separate
and isolated development of knowledge claims to the collaborative examination of knowledge
informed by emancipatory intent. The project is not simply to provide justifications for claims
put forward by school-based and university-based teachers, but to include an examination of
the contexts in which these claims arise. Why these claims? Who benefits? What reality do
they represent? Who is privileged, and who excluded in support of these claims? The project
18 the construction of critical knowledge claims that support knowledge as socially constructed
and necessarily and “ongoingly” open to critique. This is the critical view of knowledge I took
to the field when I began my work in the north.

My intent as a university-based teacher undertaking collaborative work in teacher
education with school-based teachers was to experience the possibilities of occupying new
sites. All participants in this enterprise would have the opportunity to view the work they do

from a “wider surround” not possible within isolated institutional communities. Although
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Richardson’s (1990) is not a postmodemist position, her call for recognition of researchers as
“change agents,” describes a role for university-based teachers that T am attempting to develop
in this thesis, “to provide not just findings but ways of thinking [that]...heighten teachers’
awareness of beliefs, provide content for reflection and help in articulating justifications” (p.
16). And, I would add—to provide an ongoing critique of the conditions of practice.

But, again, the change agent role is necessarily assumed by both groups within this
community of educators. School-based teachers are change agents as well. The project is to
deepen awareness of one’s own and of others’ perspectives and understandings. And this
awareness enables participants to negotiate agreement from within, and with respect for, this
complexity.

The question arises, of course, how coherent can a program be that is developed within
this postmodern frame? Is it not inherently contradictory to pursue agreement? The answer
acknowledges the necessary ambiguity and tension of the educational enterprise. In the words
of Audre Lorde, “Difference must be not merely tolerated, but seen as a fund of necessary
Polarities [emphasis mine] between which our creativity can spark like a dialectic. Only then
does the necessity for interdependency become unthreatening” (p. 319, in Ellsworth,1989).
The process is one Ellsworth describes as a “persistent critique of received narratives” rather
than a search for the coherent narrative.

Metaphorically speaking the dialectic moves to new sites. The agreed upon starting
point at these new sites, the primary norm, is equal opportunity to negotiate meaning, and
subsequent courses of action. Implicit in the acceptance of this ground rule is an obligation to
examine the means by which our prevailing relationships are maintained and legitimated—to
include in the discourse an examination of the structures within which we work as well as the
work we do there.

It is the reality, at present, that universities largely determine the shape of teacher
e€ducation programs, as well as what constitutes students’ successful completion of that

education. The program I describe in this thesis to illustrate my argument lives under that



hierarchical umbrella. I believe this hierarchy is neither necessary nor the healthiest situation
for the education profession. There is no reason I can discern that this responsibility (and,
therefore, power) cannot be shared. If the structure, as well as the text, is collaboratively
developed by way of an ongoing dialogue between university and school-based teachers, it
follows the admission and evaluation of student teachers can be addressed as a joint
responsibility as well. The claims about teaching and teacher education that will continue to be
developed as a result of this collaboration will represent the best we, as teacher educators, can

do.
Narratives as a Reflective Tool in the Inquiry into Knowledge

Narrative is a form of meaning making which expresses itself by drawing together
descriptions of states of affairs contained in individual sentences, and creates a higher order of
meaning that discloses relationships among the states of affairs. Narrative recognizes the
meaningfulness of individual experiences by noting how they function as parts in a whole. It
is particularly sensitive to the temporal dimension of human existence, it pays special attention
to the sequence in which actions and events occur.

Narrative comprehension is a kind of acquisition of knowledge which regularly occurs as

people understand the written and oral communications produced by others. (Polkinghome,
1989, pp. 35-36)

Narratives, says Ricoeur (1981), relate human e_lction to the world. They are a
response to feelings of discord or fragmentation. They provide form to our experience and a
meaningful unity to our existence (in Polkinghorne, 1989, p. 67). Human actions take place in
Cultural settings that maintain symbolic forms for use in the articulation of action. These forms
have a public character, making our actions communally “readable” and significant. They are
Comprehended and justified from within a moral stance. The interpretation of these actions
residing within a particular context, and informed by particular past knowledge and experience,
1s the work of hermeneutics or interpretive science. Knowledge claims arising from this

Understanding guide the determination of *‘right” courses of action within a particular context.
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An outcome of narrative reflection is an increased awareness of what Habermas (1979)
calls “first level constructs”: the values and world views inherited, the institutionalized roles
assumed, and the social norms assimilated. Without an understanding of these constructs that
guide individual thought and action, it is impossible to “move on” to an examination of the
hegemonic relationships that have shaped those primary understandings and perspectives.
Joining with colleagues in critical reflection on the narrative accounts of the self as professional
is a method for increased self knowledge and for locating one’s self within the professional
community. This understanding is necessary to an examination of “second level constructs”
those ideologically determined societal and institutional structures that define and regulate our
work and our relationships. Habermas defines the goal of this expanded awareness as the
development of “communicative competence,” an awareness of the regulatory force of these
structures and texts and an ability to articulate this knowledge, to move among members and
negotiate what ought to be done. Whereas Habermas and a postmodernist could both view the
narrative as having the potential to promote emancipation, they would part ways in terms of the
emancipatory goal. A postmodemist view would be the narrative as an opportunity to promote
difference: a Habermasian view would be a way to overcome difference and find consensus.

Narrative inquiry requires dialogue. It requires as well some shared beliefs and values
on which the dialogue can be based to access participant meaning and to make possible
ongoing sense-making. Paradoxically, one requires being socialized in order to share beliefs
and values and make meaning together, and, simultaneously, one needs to develop the ability
to recognize and challenge the ideological construction of the meaning we make. Private and
public reflection on our narratives provides the opportunity for community members to support
One another in this process of critique.

Reflection is paying attention to and searching for understanding of a problem or
vexation which is causing feelings of conflict, a temporary “stuckness.” It includes retrieving
Past knowledge and experience in order that the present event and possible solutions have

Points of reference, a context. The narrative is a vehicle to examine the relationship among the
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elements that make up the event. The language used as the narrative is told creates meaning
and denotes value.

In the narrative discourse undertaken by school-based and university-based teachers as
they negotiate a curriculum for teacher education, the situated dilemmas of practice will be
defined by school-based teachers who will also be involved in their solution. So socialized are
we, beginning with our own schooling as children and continuing to our more recent
socialization as workers in public education, that it is immensely difficult to know what it is we
know and what it is we have assimilated uncritically into our repertoire of attitudes and
behaviours which “belong” to education. The conflict inherent in reflective activity is often the
indicator of such a discrepancy between what we know and what is claimed to be the case.

The examination of the conflict is the first step in the development of emancipatory knowledge.
However, such open declarations of “stuckness” will be risky and stressful “in a society where
intellectual tradition puts a high value on certainty,” (Flodin & Clark, 1988). Inquiry into the
values and beliefs upon which individual experience and understanding is based proceeds
under the assumption of the basic human quality of intelligent self-direction It requires both
compromise and courage to continue to question the course determined even as the action is

undertaken.
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Chapter IV

Researcher as Method

As we come to see how knowledge production and legitimation are historically situated and
structurally located, scholarship that makes its biases part of its argument arises as a new
contender for legitimacy. (Lather, 1991, p. 3)

As both a participant and as researcher within this community of teacher educators, I
carried with me a vision of what I thought our “best” work would look like. As coordinator
of the project I had the opportunity to encourage and support particular discourses in action.
As researcher I had the opportunity to select (as I re-count in my thesis what took place there)
what I regard as representative samples of that ongoing dialogue. Such intimacy with our
work made Lather’s (1991) statement particularly salient: “It is imperative that we recognize
and proclaim as possible our position, and be cognizant of our language and power” (p. 52).

It signals, as well, the need to acknowledge the necessity of “supporting research that is less
certain” (Simmons, 1983, p. 302).

Qualitative methodologies address research that, in some form or other, to put it baldly,
asks questions regarding persons or groups and publishes the answers. Given such potentially
sensitive work, there is a responsibility on the part of the researcher(s) to provide an
environment that is felt by participants to provide the time and conditions for them to contribute
authentically and to be heard accurately. This mandate raises two important questions central
t0 my work and to work in general in the field of qualitative research: What constitutes an
“authentic” contribution? and How does the researcher work most “responsibly” with
Participants?

The narratives that are set down in this thesis are complicated by the differential power
and status traditionally accorded to the participants whose words appear here. Many regulatory
conditions stood in the way of the ideal of “institutionally unbound speech” that both Greene
(1989) and Habermas (1972) name as a condition of a “true” or “authentic” dialogue. Such

authentic speech evolves in environments characterized by opportunities for a variety of

55



56

perspectives to be put forward, for reflection on the choices made, and for modification of
those choices as a result of reflection.

Our making of meaning, both privately and with others, is constructed from within the
subjective experience of being human in a certain time and place in history, necessarily a
construction of meaning that includes recollections, perceptions, and expectations. There is
implicit in research taking an interest in uncovering this meaning, agreement that human
experience is organized and intentional; that the organization and assigned meaning is uniquely
configured, but that it also transcends the individual—it can be both spoken of and received
within a community with shared beliefs and values (Polkinghorne, 1988; Von Glasersfeld,
1984). Through these dialogues meaning and value are negotiated and the accompanying
search for agreement regarding “right” courses of action is part of that ongoing discussion.
Whether the dialogue includes social critique, the critical examination of the social structures
and relationships within which the search is conducted, depends upon whether the goal is
“simply” understanding or the goal is change. Both goals were valued and pursued in our
collaborative work and are evident in the data contained in this thesis.

To facilitate the examination of both goals was a responsibility I assumed as both
researcher and coordinator. It required that I attempt to understand the regulatory conditions
that would interfere with the examinations, and, as possible, to emancipate us from those
conditions. One such regulatory condition stands out from the others as omnipresent in all
attempts to move through understanding to emancipation. That is the regulatory power
accorded to words, rather than individuals, to name reality (Maxwell, 1984). The use of that
Power is demonstrated in the service of predictive knowledge claims. Such claims substitute
Categories and codes for particular events and individual interpretations. To begin with these
claims would be to put unnecessary constraints on our negotiations. We would eventually
amive at predictive claims but they would be the result of beginning with our narrative accounts
of our everyday working lives. In this way the opportunity existed for meanings of words to

be accorded their place inside the narratives. They could be acknowledged as socially



constructed and personally interpreted. The particular presented itself as a point of entry into
our collaborative work that signalled that the locus of control lay with the experiencing subject.

Researching, too, represents a regulatory condition that can constrain, even as it
provides the possibility for, the fullest understanding of collaborative work. As Aisenberg &
Harrington (1988) describe, there are prior constraints on research housed in universities.
Researchers are expected to “pursue questions defined as important by disciplinary authorities,
only questions the answers to which can be established with scientific certainty or accord with
a system of theoretical logic” (p. 138). This describes the interest in predictive claims and their
powerful hold on what counts as knowledge. But qualitative research has gained increased
respectability and voice in academic research in the past decade. It represents the possibility of
not belonging to that academic tradition. Qualitative research in the human sciences as I define
it and utilize it here, represents an attempt to disrupt this regulatory force, “to operate against a
predefinition of matter worth knowing,” (Ibid.) with its position of privilege for the researcher.
If “power consists of determining what stories will be told,” (Heilbrun, 1988, p. 43) then the
goal is to invest that power in the participant. The research is the active negotiation of meaning
taking place among participants (including the researcher as participant).

It is this membership of the researcher within the community that enables her to
Participate. The accuracy of the researcher’s description and analysis is dependent in part on
her relationship to the operating narrative scheme, to her holding in common the values and
beliefs necessary to shared reception and development of meaning (Tabachnick & Zeichner,
1991). The method returns us always to the subject active in remembering, in finding out.

If telling a story requires giving oneself away, then we are obligated to devise a method that
mediates the space between the self that tells, the seif that told, and the seif that listens: a
method that returns a story to the teller that is both hers and not hers, that contains ber self in

good company. (Grumet, 1987, p. 323)
This method and these processes provide what Lather (1986) calls “face validity,” a

Check by participants that what is being offered as data is, in fact, recognizable as “ours.” The
80al is the creation of critical knowledge that furthers an emancipatory condition for

Participants. The opportunity for the development of emanciaptory knowledge is an outcome

57



58

of understanding the roles, responsibilities and perspectives of the different group members,
and with having the freedom to generate new possibilities of being within that collaborative
work,

I am describing here a “heliocentric view” of qualitative research. Itis both an
admission and an assertion that I am moved and shaped by the activity I research as well as
implicated in the shaping and influencing of that activity. The purpose of this positioning is
dictated by claims to knowledge that begin with the individual and are negotiated from within
the participant group. The researcher “captures” this negotiation: her interpretations “activate”
the text. The central tension of this methodology is to retain the individual voice even as those
voices are necessarily reduced to “representations” by the researcher’s text and, later, the
reader’s lens. Addressing the “the inescapability of representation,” Derrida (1978) shifts my
attention “from the responsibility of representing things in themselves to representing the web
of structure, sign and play of social relations.” In other words, it is the researcher’s
Iesponsibility to expose the tensions, the debates, to tease out the queries and doubts, the
surprises—to go beyond the representation of events to the critical uncovering of why these

particular events.

Limitations of

As I began the work and research that are this thesis, I said to participants with whom I

Worked as participant-researcher:
We will, by the time our work is done, have determined courses of action for this curriculum

project and ways of thinking about this work that do not yet exist. They will be a unique
result of our work together taking place at this time and in this context. [reconstituted from

Journal notes, oct, 1989]

In researching the collaborative effort of university and school-based teachers, I was
interested in “capturing” the perspectives and understandings of participants as we struggled to
develop a common project, and to make visible new constructions of meaning as we “bent”
individua] knowing to new conjoined purposes. The words that would communicate our

Processes and outcomes might not yet be available (at least not yet “bent” as Merleau-Ponty



59

puts it below). I was mindful as well of needing to understand what part our diverse “roles”
(as opposed to our personal qualities) played as we sought to redefine positions of power and
responsibility. We were “from secondary school,” and “from fifteen years in primary
education,” and “from the university,” or “seconded to the university from the school,”
etcetera. How would this diversity play itself out as we explored the parameters of
collaborative work? How could “traditional” relationships be reconfigured? How would I/'we
know? How were the words I had spoken received by participants? Did the words convey
excitement, challenge, new roles, responsibilities, professional growth? (those being the
messages [ was trying to convey)—did they trigger images of chaos, lack of direction,
leadership and structure? (those being messages I worried about conveying). Whatever the
reception, the speaking had already altered their meaning and constrained both the way we
Proceeded together and the meaning we made. In this ongoing struggle at collaborative
meaning-making I was (and am) encouraged by Merleau-Ponty’s proposal.that “it is in the use
of spoken language that new meaning is constructed, as the resources of language are bent to
fresh and new usage” (in Polkinghorne, 1988, p. 27). It suggests as well that such a project,
grounded in values other than those that have defined traditional relationships between
Universities and schools may need to be carried out in an alternative setting (by which I mean
With altered structures that define “how’”” we are to participate). We need to move sites.

I am laying out the complexities of the collaborative project as part of the explication of
method to emphasize the necessary fluidity in choosing qualitative strategies. I require
Strategies that enable readers to enter into the shifting evolving state of becoming, of being a
learner, of understanding the evolution of the researcher as she lives out the work; and of other
Community members as they speak their lived experience and listen to the experiences of
Others. “New stories,” Heilbrun (1988) tells us, “demand collective speaking and listening.”
As new stories emerge they provide moments of knowing critically. They can be “the
Moments of invention in which we are becoming something else than what our history has

Constructed us to be” (Foucault quoted in Rajchman, 1991, p. 161).



As a result of the processes undertaken in a collaborative attempt at meaning-making,
contradictions and dilemmas and doubts can be raised and new understandings of the self and
the world born. Our conflicting and cooperating discourse is an opportunity to see what
frames our secing. We make available what Foucault (1980) describes as “spaces of
constructed visibility and incitements to see which constitute power/knowledge” (quoted in
Lather, 1992, p. 3). We open up new sites of contestation.

The methodology seeks not simply to “uncover” but to make of that “constructed
visibility” the opportunity to envision and attempt new constructions. This is the complexity of
negotiating new meaning, a process that requires disrupting “old systems of knowledge.”
Aisenberg & Harrington (1988) capture dramatically participants who are historically
“receivers” of knowledge, beginning to find voice and authority. They are examining the
experience of women finding voice and “authority” as “new” members of the academy. There
are obvious parallels to the collaborative work described in this thesis:

...in deconstructing old systems of knowledge...they [women in the academy) must name

phenomena hitherto unnoticed.... What one frequently hears, therefore, is a good deal of

hesitant, fragmented, even agitated speech. ..the opposite of the clear, fluent, assured

articulation of thought [that) models public presentation of ideas.... Yet such exchange is

frequently laden with meaning...ideas offered before they are fully formed so that others can

add to them...can join with others to define new directions. In short the language of feminist

exploration is inevitably probing and tentative, and the participants...have little choice but to

abjure precision and fluency if they are to contribute. (p. 81)

Negotiating meaning signals new facilitative and receptive roles and responsibilities for
all participants in a collaborative effort—making room for other ways of knowing.

Knowledge is partial; there are possibilities of being of which we are not aware; what we will
experience may as yet be unnameable; we (any one of us) may have to change our minds.
Research in the qualitative tradition provides the opportunity to pay attention to this discourse,
not in order to establish new categories and codes but to “foster differences and let the
contradictions remain in tension” (Lather, 1991, p, 8). Thus the work of this thesis situates

itself in the interstices of the “no longer’—(we have moved out of our isolated institutional

Settings)—and the “not yet”—(as we reach towards redefining relationships among us).
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Ironically it can only ever be “a representation of the failure to represent what we point toward
but can never reach” (Ibid., p. 7).

Qualitative research enables me as participant-researcher to situate the subjectivity of
both the individual and the joint struggle in such a way that my rendering provides points of
entry for readers to join with and challenge this work. The successful establishment of these
points of entry is an indication of acceptance of this accounting on the part of the reader. The
idea of “acceptance” is one traditionally referred to as “validity.” Qualitative research is an area
where “validity” is regarded as problematic, which, I will suggest, is the way it should be
regarded.

Historically, Scheurich (1991) argues, validity has functioned across paradigms as a
boundary to guard against the disintegration of the “Western knowledge project,” a project
defined as “the repeated effort to overcome plurality and establish unity by reducing the many
to the one” (Taylor, 1986, p. 4). The power of validity in this interpretation is offered as
another example of the power of regulation to enforce hegemony:

status quo...validity boundaries are always already ideological power alignments. (Scheurich,
1991, p. 7)

Such analysis gives me pause. Does “acceptance” of this work in the end require multiple
voices to become one? Iam aware of the seductive pull toward solutions, toward theoretical
frames to contain (constrain) this work. It would be antithetical: it would deny the shifting,
Contesting voices requiring attention. But events, projects, activities exist within the world,
they are contingent and can be held up to the light in relation to other ideas, beliefs, standards.
Instead of ignoring validity, Foucault (1977) suggests we would be better served by
Problematizing it. “The subsequent pursuit of this problematic would fragment, dislocate, and
undermine our present validity practices with new questions and possibilities, the idea being to
multiply differences rather than create new valid orders” (in Scheurich, p. 7). Itis a project in

line with collaborative attempts to ensure that differences can flourish.
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By discussing the central issues of generalizability and sampling in terms of qualitative
research, I provide a way of entering into the debate around validity and explaining the

procedures I utilize to “validate” this project.

The | E lizabil

I have defined generalizing as the process of going from the specific to the general. In
terms of qualitative research it concerns “the extent to which whatever relationships are
uncovered in a particular situation can be expected to hold true for every situation” (Patton,
1980, p. 279). This is a view arising from traditional social science where the interest lies in
making empirical generalizations rather than finding intrinsic value in the particular case. A
refinement of this process, more sensitive to naturalistic inquiry was offered by Cronbach
(1975) among others as “particularization,” that is the noting from situation to situation or from
one interview to the next of a repeating effect and describing and interpreting that effect anew
in each instance. Guba (1978) speaks of generalization as a working hypothesis to be tested
again and again: the use of qualitative research to provide perspective rather than truth. Is this
another way of subsuming the “other”? It is attractive, seductive, to find unities. I am trying
to resist. The worthwhile display of data in my opinion is context-bound information that
Provides a range of response, rather than generalizations.

Qualitative research facilitates understanding of human experience. By honouring the
context, and the recollections and expectations of individuals within that context, as well as
their present experiencing, we are privileged to understand more deeply the complexity of
being human. If we were to ask what is worthwhile about this kind of knowledge claim that
Serves interpretation of social life and, under certain conditions, emancipation, in contrast to
the claim of predictive knowledge, the following example would illustrate. Whereas the
interest in the development of predictive knowledge is to control material conditions, the
development of claims for understanding is to address the moral and ethical questions of what

We “ought to do” with the technology. But it is deeper and more fundamental than that—it is



emancipatory knowledge to enable the prior question, what kind of “progress” is desirable,
what kind of technology we want to develop. It is a different kind of knowing which is
situated in the world and seeks avenues to make a qualitative difference within that world. It
increases our capacity to understand and respond wisely to a myriad of human concerns while
reminding those who act on that knowledge that it is always partial and must continue to be
€xamined.

If this is the mandate for qualitative research, I do not see that generalizing benefits it.
Divergent and dissonant we are as a species, and it is the running up against these differing
views that both gives us pause to re-examine our own perspectives and provides the possibility
of deeper appreciation of others. There is a sense as well that when broad statements
(generalizations) are made about a group or an action, for instance, there is an appearance of
“truth” or “fact.”” The reader does not have to “mess around” in the complexity of real sense-
making.

The aim of qualitative research is to deepen and enrich our perspectives and
understandings, not to reach agreement. Emancipatory qualitative research increases our
ability to effect change through increased knowledge of the “other” and of the other within
Systems that regulate and organize our everyday world.

To generalize is necessarily to reduce, to categorize, to delimit understanding about
Wwhat has taken place, as well as to limit what can be learned from the outcomes. Generalizing
i$ not an activity commensurate with the realm of meaning, temporality may be lost as is the

complexity of human interaction. There is a tendency to appear to have “discovered truth.”
) E I

There is no pretence here, however, that ot to generalize is to provide a “true” picture.
Selection and interpretation is necessarily active at every stage of this project—selection of
activities and of data; interpretation of words and actions. Precisely because of these

limitations the recounting of the work of this thesis must be captured through the ordinary



language of the participants. It is the participant as central referent that most vividly captures
the meaning of this work. Sampling can preserve the nuance, it can enable the qualitative
researcher to paint the mini-portrait that attempts to “faithfully” represent the full range and
meaning of events—how each part relates to the whole, not necessarily harmoniously, but with
purpose.

There is particularly challenging self-reflexive work to be done on the part of the
researcher (what do these choices say about my beliefs, assumptions?). It requires recognizing
and documenting the inevitable changes that characterized relationships within the teacher
education community as well as the effect of these changes on the researcher. Sdll, it often
“sounds like,” to read descriptions of the elements of qualitative methodologies in research
texts, that it is “common sense” and will proceed “reasonably” from the beginning to the end.

But it is never straight forward, and the temptations to “balance” the portrait,
“harmonize” the colours, to “blend” oneself as researcher into the mix, are pervasive. And
more serious in my mind is the potential to cover over a “lumpy” bit, or overwhelm it, or
isolate (trivialize) it. A dramatic example from Ellsworth’s (1989) work illustrates particularly
this fast point:

...what I write and how I write is done in order to save my own life. And I mean that

literally... it is a way of knowing that I am not hallucinating, that whatever I feel/know is.
(p. 302)

It is what Ellsworth describes as a “reality check for survival” which comes “already
validated.” When I think about that ,*sampling” takes on a different hue. Kaleidoscopes come
to mind. It signals complex and changing patterns as voices conjoin and clash. It signals a

need to keep the issues “in the middle” of all the participants as much as possible.
ology in acti

In the best interests of research with emancipatory intent, the questions would have
been generated by the participants and the research carried out by all. This was not the case.

But al] the participants, as groups and individually, generated the answers. We determined
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together the important understandings about teaching and learning that student teachers needed
to demonstrate in the first practicum semester—and the best processes to reach towards that
vision. Ispoke of the need for us to develop collaborative processes to facilitate university-
school district work in teacher education. I was not sure exactly what those processes might
be, but they would be guided by a belief in equity and the intelligent self-direction of all
participants. We would figure it out, and modify it as we went along. I described my
researcher role, my interest in recording the manner in which our collaborative work evolved
and the outcomes of our combined knowledge and experience. (At the time I did not know if
this work would constitute my thesis.) I requested formally, their permission to record and
use as data our group processes and evolving curriculum.

If school associates wanted to “study” this teacher education work, there was an
opportunity to use these days together as part of an undergraduate course offered by the
Coordinator in curriculum development and implementation. The classes were the eight days
we had together over the two semesters plus two further four hour classes. In addition, the
Course required keeping a journal of the experience of being a teacher educator in the
consortium, an analysis with the student teacher of their joint practicum experience, and a final
Paper on the subject of teacher education. Copies of their journals were sent to me monthly. I
Tesponded with remarks and questions meant to encourage their continued reflection on teacher
education, particularly as they viewed its unfolding within the consortia. Nine school
associates in the two consortia took the course. All gave me permission to include their writing
in my thesis.

To overcome the inevitable biases of a participant-researcher as much as possible, I
have referred to the importance of careful documentation, attempting to let the story tell itself
(mindful of the impossibility of it being anything but a subjective rendering on my part). The
dialogues that I use in Chapter Five to describe our work come from a variety of sources, as

Shown in Figure 1 below.



As I list these sources of data I am mindful of a limitation they impose that has become
clearer to me as [ write this thesis (particularly Chapter Five). The audio tapes of dialogues
with group members took place in three circumstances: a) when we convened as a large group,
usually to discuss or summarize issues that had had first public discussion in small groups, b)
three classroom sessions with school associates that took my course (and the same teachers
whose journals figure prominently in my re-telling of our collaborative tale, c) a session with
faculty associates (and the new coordinator) six months after I had left the coordinator
position. I need to state that I do not find the data thin. Indeed, I believe it is rich and
worthwhile, but because of the circumstances, it is limited, and does not record the
contributions of individual members who, for whatever reasons, did not choose to contribute
in larger group settings. Nor did I “know” the participants at work at their individual sites in

an intimate sense (although I was in a number of their schools and classrooms and had many

informal conversations).

Figure 1. Sources of Data

1. Audio tapes of (a) the full group planning sessions—two days in October and two
days in November, and (b) the sessions held during the practicum semester in which

we reflected on and modified the program (February and March).
2. Journal entries from the nine school associates enrolled in the undergraduate course.

3. Audio tapes of a session with the faculty associates addressing the worth of the
collaborative effort six months after the practicurn semester was over.

4. Participants’ responses to a letter I sent out one year later asking school and faculty
associates if our work together had made (was making) a tangible difference to them
professionally over time (54 letters sent out; 16 replies, all positive, received).

5. Notes from journals and research files kept throughout this work by the researcher.

A balance to this, I think, and important to an understanding and assessment of our

efforts, are the outcomes of our curriculum building—creating a framework for our
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curriculum, filling in that framework a first time and returning to and reworking our program
after we and the students had an opportunity to experience and reflect upon it. Iam acutely
aware as I write this of how far it is from the methodology I espouse. Distance and the
expense of travel meant we did not meet as often as I would wish (either individually or in
small groups) to check out our agreement about the course of the work and to continue to
develop our understanding of ourselves from within it.

Within the time and geographical constraints, however, we built a description of our
understandings of teaching and learning.

At our sessions together I encouraged us to identify doubts, hesitations, tensions which arose

in the course of the everyday world of work—and in our recounting of that work with

others—as a way of paying attention to what we think is worthwhile. I shared some

examples of my own - I began gently as 1 felt the trust level to be “right,” questioning some

statements 1o clarify their and my understanding. 1did so consciously, to model reflection-in-

action. I was aware by my own hesitancy that I feel "powe(ful in th,at my being “from the

university” at least at the beginning, precluded others “talking back Or was that my self-

fulfilling prophecy? Iworked hard at establishing commonalities in language, recollections

of being a teacher, aims as teacher educators, at the same time gelebratmg what was unique. I

orchestrated, facilitated, sat in groups, shared stories and questwngd. I viewed myself as

passionate about my work and confident that we could make meaning together. Our

community of educators had had a range of responses to my proposal—from excitement to

skepticism to criticism. I found myself more likely to engage “encouragers” in group
discussion. [journal entry, nov, 1990]

Nine of the teachers kept journals of the experience that they shared with me. Ikept a
journal. I did not share it with them. (Nor, until I wrote that did it occur to me to do so. What
Was my thinking about our relationship? I am forced to rethink my position as collaborator. 1
did not approach equity as closely as I had imagined.)

And this is but one illustration of the ongoing challenge to work collaboratively from a
Position of traditional privilege as both Coordinator of the program, and as instructor of the
Undergraduate course. The position of coordinator included an evaluative role in terms of
faculty associate work: faculty associates were also required to evaluate my work as
Coordinator. My ability to be collaborative can be examined in terms of the ability of our team
of University-based teachers to sustain a critical dialogue among ourselves around our work.
(For instance, one of the faculty associates did not choose to discuss with me a difficult

Situation concerning a school associate became evident during my analysis of the project. We
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had discussed many other “problems,” why not this one?) An understanding of my ability, or
lack thereof, to work in a collaborative manner required I continuously ask myself how I
influenced or was influenced by evolving events. Itis an uncovering of relationships that
implicates me deeply as participant and as researcher. It is central to my analysis of this
project.

What were the issues, concems, that arose for us? Apart from journals, most of the
data of our work together is large group discussion and curriculum development documents.
How do I capture “the nuance of everyday language” if so many of the situations are
“orchestrated”? At least in the tape recording of our large group sessions I hear our
Questioning. Do I lead people to answers. Do we admit multiple realities, a range of
perspectives? Is there time for reflection, clarification? Is there shared meaning-making,
decision-making? What gets paid attention to, what ignored? What is the quality of the
relationship between us? How is that to be defined? What roles and responsibilities do
different participants take on?

Most importantly, in my view, this thesis attempts to describe an attitude towards
journeying with others which may be of benefit to some. The journey is undertaken as a
learner, committed to an on-going and never-ending process of becoming. Itis an alternative
Pathway to sense-making which begins for each traveller by the use of narratives of other
Journeys in order that we honour the unique construction of what we know. By describing the
manner in which the journey was undertaken this methodology makes available the many kinds
of knowing which constituted the accumulated wisdom of the travellers, as well as the
Processes entered into to travel together.

The journey was undertaken not in search of a “fit” within a predetermined conceptual
frame, although, as noted in chapter three, different frameworks were utilized in thinking about
this work. The goal was the development of a process to deepen our individual and group
knowing, and to determine principled procedures to guide our teacher education work. The

Methodology choosen needed to honour the subjectivity of all participants. It needed to
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support participants in naming those perspectives and understandings that made up their
individual world views. If new knowledge was to emerge it would be because the time and
environment for trust to build, and the time for thoughtful reflection was provided These
contextual variables needed to be included. The methodology in this case is the participant-
researcher being informed by and responding to the evolution that was our journey towards
new sights/sites.

Two distinct questions guide my selection of data as I recount the project in the next
chapter: How did we make meaning together? What was the meaning we made? In both
instances I display samples of what we said and did, of the tensions and doubts that surfaced
and the actions that were the result. I describe the decisions we came to, the procedures we put
in place.

These two questions are under the umbrella of another that guides my analysis: How
did our making meaning together make any difference to the kind of meaning we made? In
other words, was the collaborative effort worthwhile?

This is qualitative research: there is no separating the knower and the known; there are
a variety of perspectives from which to choose; all are value laden. The choices we made were
the best we could do, as a community of educators committed to the education of new teachers.
And if this “truth” is well laid out it will expand my/your/our possibilities of being and

becoming.



Chapter V

The Dance of Collaboration

The vision informing my work in teacher education is to create an environment where
possibilities can be explored, where different perspectives on teaching and learning are
welcomed, in short to foster among participants an attitude of reciprocity. The goal is not to
codify practice but to develop procedures for enriching our understanding of practice, thereby
increasing the possibilities for worthwhile and coherent action in teacher education. Such a
collaborative effort requires that participants suspend the norms and the assumptions that
traditionally sustain both the isolation and the hierarchical relationship between the universities
and public schools. It requires a willingness to listen deeply to the narratives that describe
other points of view and to entertain the notion of changing your mind.

The intent of this chapter is to describe the processes undertaken by school-based and
University-based teachers as they worked collaboratively to develop a teacher education
program. The focus is on the first of the three semesters required for certification. During this
14 week semester the students’ time is equally divided between experiences in the field and
time on campus in seminars and workshops. The collaborative project described here is the
shaping of a program to determine what student teachers should observe, understand and do
duﬁng that 14 week period in order to demonstrate their eligibility to continue in the program.
AI[hOugh we made some modifications to the sequence of program activity (for instance, the
lOﬂg distances some student teachers had to travel to get to the campus meant we planned
longer but not as frequent campus sessions), the sequence and balance of this campus-field
activity was in line with other SFU teacher education sites. Our work was also guided by the
pdnCiples of the Professional Development Program which emphasize the development of
utonomous, self-evaluating and reflective practitioners. It was an empbhasis reinforced by our

approach to collaboration that began with reflective attention to the knowledge of teaching and

learning we all held.
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This chapter attempts to reconstruct the work guided by two questions: How did we
make meaning together? and What was the meaning we made? In terms of an analysis of this
work, these two questions are under the umbrella of another: How does our making meaning
together make any difference? In other words was the collaborative effort in teacher education
worthwhile?

In previous chapters the inception of these consortia in teacher education in northern
British Columbia, their beginning stages, and the setting for the collaborative work have been
described. I have also described the selection process for school associates and faculty
associates and some of the particular histories and unique personalities of those colleagues with
whom I shared this project.

As both coordinator of the consortia and as a doctoral student researching collaborative
work in teacher education, I brought a commitment to this project to try to make the inquiry as
inclusive of all participants as possible. I do not mean that my colleagues from the schools and
the university became co-researchers. I would have preferred that, but lack of time and money
and the fact that this work was carried out a considerable distance from my home made such an
effort impossible. In this case, the inclusive nature of the work was our collaborative
development of understanding of teacher education, the subsequent shaping of the program
and the ongoing and critical examination and modification of our efforts. The examination
included an ongoing critique of the processes we used to develop our understandings.

The university-based teachers, the faculty associates and I, involved in this
Collaborative project were not regular faculty members. Regular faculty were assigned to each
consortium and worked with us planning the semester and providing some seminars for the
student teachers, but in the day to day operation of the program, and in the collaborative effort
with the school-based teachers, we were “the university.” Our responsibility was to set up and
run the Professional Development Program, SFU’s year long teacher certification program.

Our intention was to define what the program would “look like” in collaboration with the

school associates in the consortia.
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In the beginning the faculty associates and I were accorded much of the status and
concomitant power traditionally associated with being “from the university.” It was to be
expected, of course, that as we began together school associates were waiting to find out about
the SFU program (most had not had any association with SFU’s faculty of education) and to
understand what exactly we had in mind when we spoke of collaboration. But there was
another kind of distance between us that was based on assumptions about what teachers based
in universities and teachers based in schools know and do—universities “do” theory and
schools “do” practice. Theory in this familiar dichotomous view is defined as knowledge
claims arising from academic study and research that lie outside of the contexts that define the
everyday world of practice. Such claims were identified in chapter three as serving the interest
in predicuon. On the other hand, knowledge arising from practice is viewed as situated and
personal, the result of school-based teachers' thought and action in the context of work. These
claims were defined in chapter three as knowledge serving the hermeneutic interest in
understanding.

It was my assumption that school-based teachers would not accord this situated
knowledge of practice equal value in our collaborative project because of the traditional status
accorded academic knowledge. In other words, assertion of knowledge claims by university-
based teachers could silence school-based teachers’ contributions. In order to disrupt this
hierarchy and challenge this traditional view, we began our dialogues with the situated
knowledge of school-based teachers. We began our discussion of teaching and learning with
the situated and personal stories of practice; we developed our understanding of teacher
education using the language, the context and the experience of the school associates as our
focus,

The knowledge of the school associates has also been emphasized because the
knowledge they hold is equally important to the determination of “right” courses of action in
teacher education. To right the balance was, in my mind, to emphasize knowledge arising

from practice in order that a sense of equity could be served. It did not mean abandoning



knowledge claims that did not arise directly from practice. It meant to me that the onus was on
the university-based teacher to use language that would enable knowledge arising from
research to lie alongside situated knowledge, and to support/inform inquiry into classroom
events as defined by school-based teachers.

I struggle explaining this. Does it sound hierarchical? Was it “talking down” to my
school-based colleagues? Obviously, the intent was the opposite. I am reminded of a term
used by Maxine Greene—*‘malefic generosity”—to describe the actions of well-intentioned
middle-class professionals who believe that they must be the executors of the transformation.
“They are likely,” she says, “because of their language, their commitments, even their interest
in critique—to exert a new kind of domination, a new mode of control.” How do I step
outside of my place in the dominant culture as a white middle-class doctoral student to examine
these possibilities? For instance, I experienced the ongoing tension of wanting my voice
heard, but assuming that, at least in the beginning, it would be accorded more weight, take up
more space than one voice deserved. The transcripts perhaps speak most eloquently to these
thoughts and questions.

But that is not the whole explanation of why we began with personal narratives. It was
the integration of knowledge claims that interested me. I had a clear agenda in terms of
addressing the perceived dichotomy and hierarchy of knowledge preserves. I wanted to
develop an appreciation among us for the variety of kinds of knowledge we all held.

Predictive knowledge was not the exclusive preserve of academic study, but was also a
component of the knowledge held by school-based teachers. Knowledge claims having to do
with the understanding of practice, those situated claims imbued with a moral or ethical stance
were a necessary component to a full understanding of education. The possession of critical

knowledge, that which we needed to know in order to question taken-for-granted roles and

relationships in education and to effectively critique the claims of prediction and understanding,

Was a desirable goal for us all.

73



74

Collaboration requires reciprocity. What I describe here is an attempt to reach towards
that goal (simultaneously acknowledging it as unattainable). I'hoped to provide the freedom
for us to reconfigure, to resist regulatory forces that have traditionally determined who is
legitimated as a knower and how this knowledge is displayed. Such freedom will be evident in
“...the degree or quality...of the perspectives available and the [opportunity for] reflectiveness
on the choices made” (Greene, 1987, p. 80). I have tried to redefine roles and responsibilities
by turning questions about what we ought to do back to the group for negotiated agreement. 1
have tried to make room for differing perspectives by beginning with the situated and personal
experience of participants and by emphasizing the ongoing and evolving nature of collaborative
work. I have encouraged participants to be aware of and question assumptions about “the way
itis.” I assumed that the sheer numbers of the group (over 20 school-based teachers and 3 or
4 university-based teachers) would make it possible for school-based teachers to feel supported
in examining—and celebrating—the complex, dilemma-ridden, ongoing challenge that is
public education. My intention was to develop an environment in which collaboration in
teacher education was viewed not only as a viable manner of proceeding but as a necessary
one. This chapter describes in part the struggle to realize that opportunity—the struggle to let
80 of, and to share power and to establish new coalitions.

Regarding the use of names of the participants in this narrative. I have chosen to
describe for the reader a few of the participants who were most outspoken and, therefore,
influential in our group discussions. I have chosen not to use individual names in the parts of
the transcripts used in this chapter. I would be delighted to be able to provide histories and
Personalities for all the participants, to draw the reader fully inside our unique relationships and
interactions, but that is not possible—in the first instance because I do not know all those
histories. Nor is it the point of this particular thesis. That the outcomes are influenced by
Personal histories has been acknowledged and examples of those are drawn. In the end,
hOWever, it is the processes whereby distinct individuals, in distinct roles, can develop new

relationships that enable the joint negotiation of meaning and action that is the central focus. At



least that is how I see it today as I expand the descriptions in chapter five. Maybe later I will
change my mind.
Eight days over two semesters were set aside to develop, implement, reflect on, and

modify our program, as shown in Figure 2 below. This schedule was the same in both

consortia.

Figure 2. Program Development Days

The planning semester—October (2 days)

- examining our own practice

- describing the unity and coherence of education
The planning semester—November (2 days)

- personal case studies

- developing domains in education

- developing the understandings that defined the domains
The practicum semester—January (2 days)

- the student teachers join us

- introducing the program
The practicum semester—February (1 day)

- reflections on our beginnings

- reviewing the domains

- supervision and evaluation
The practicum semester—March (1 day)

- reflection and modification

- restructuring the domains

The Planning Semester—October

We gathered the first evening, sitting separately in district groups, and in grade
groups—more strangers than acquaintances among the thirty adults. There was wine and
Cheese and fruit. There were introductions and preliminary remarks. The following is
reconstituted from notes I had made for that first gathering. They were my opening remarks to
the group:

Cood: What we will develop will be unique because it will be our particular journey
together, taking place here and now with unique individuals. We have different
understandings of our work and some differing beliefs and values which inform what
we do all day. And we have some common purposes which bind us together in the

educating of children.
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Together we will know what to do. As a community of teacher educators we can
suppont, clarify and enrich each others’ personal knowing. This is a new program
needing new interpretations.

Our task is to develop a vision of a good professional—o identify what a good’
teacher understands about teaching and learning, and carries out in successful practice.
As we talk about our work we will begin to articulate those understandings and what
they look like in our ongoing professional activity. And we will use those
understandings to build a curriculum which addresses the following question: What
should a student teacher understand and see and do in order to foster his or her
development as that "good’ teacher?” [reconstituted from my journal notes, sept,
1989]

Following the introductions and remarks, we broke into small cross-grade, cross-
district, cross-institution groups. The task in the small groups was to discover something
everyone in the group had in common (other than work in education)— and a way to
pantomime that common interest for the rest of us to guess.

The next morning there were more acquaintances than strangers as we began our
discussions about the work we do. To encourage a focus on the common purposes that link
our separate work, I asked the group to consider: What is it that young people should be able
to do after spending thirteen years with us in the public education system? We wrote privately
about our vision, we discussed it with a partner, and then, as we felt comfortable, we offered
our thoughts in a large group discussion. The common educational purposes we expressed
provided a sense of unity and coherence to the educational enterprise. We were enabled as a
group of elementary, secondary and university teachers to envision the possibility of
negotiating agreement about a program for the student teachers.

Then we considered what needed to happen in schools to accomplish those educational
goals. We entertained questions such as the following: What was a time you felt particularly
Successful in your work? Why do you think that was? What is a metaphor that would
describe your view of yourself as teacher? What do these accounts tell you about what values,
beliefs, knowledge inform your work? What do these accounts tell you about what is
important in teaching and learning? The unique and individual expressions of our work were
married to our common purposes. Reflection on individual experiences, filtered and organized

by way of the unique configuration of inherited world views, institutionalized roles and social



norms that make up what Habermas (1979) describes as our “first level constructs,” was a
necessary first step to a deeper understanding of the knowledge, values and assumétions that
informed our educational activity. Without this understanding, an examination of second level
constructs: a critique of ideology, a critical re-interpretation of the past, an entertaining of other
possibilities of being, in short the development of knowledge claims to serve the interest in
emancipation, could not take place (Ibid., p. xi).

During those first two days we spent a lot of our time focussed on our daily
professional lives. The energy level was high. Participants were intensely interested in
providing and listening to stories of practice—whether the practice took place in university or
public school settings.

We began the second day with the metaphors of teaching that had been our homework.
Some had physically constructed or drawn their metaphors, others had written about them.
Again the feeling of shared values and beliefs, of belonging to a common enterprise was
evident—even as the metaphors emphasized the distinctiveness of each contribution to that
enterprise. Following this exercise I asked the group to reflect on this collaborative process as
it was beginning to emerge. It was a way to check out how we were feeling, and to obtain
some guidance about the needs of the group. It was also a way to draw attention to the
Collaboration that was taking place.

The following are excerpts from the first session I tape recorded. Idid not feel I could
begin recording until I felt some degree of comfort and trust among participants (although they
had all given me permission from the beginning to tape our work).

Cood: What are you hoping to pick up along the way? What are you hoping that this program is

going to help you or have you take away that makes it worth participating in? What do you
need to make that happen?

Flo: I am a relatively new teacher so what I hope 10 gain from this is an understanding of myself
not as a student anymore but as a teacher. Like I remember looking at myself being a student
teacher and now I am still in there and getting to be a teacher. So I think having a student
teacher is going to help me look at myself as a teacher. I hope!

Julie:  On the other hand, I have been teaching forever it seems. It is good to go back and to tear the
whole thing apart and see what makes it up and remind me again what’s involved.



SA:

Cood:

SA:

FA:

FA:

Flo:

Julie:

Flo:

Emily:

Cood:
SA:

Having a student makes you look at yourself more thoughtfully maybe than you have time to
do otherwise.

I have been teaching for quite a while and tend to, you know, well we did this today and
tomorrow we’ll be doing this. And so I need to keep thinking more than sometimes I do,
thinking why am I doing this. And hoping it will help me understand more, 10 think more. |
am not very good at explaining why I do things and I am wanting some help in articulating
that to a student teacher.

You want some help in how to articulate how you are thinking about your teaching, with a
studens. Did that come up for others? [Much talk and agreement] Tools for articulating whar
you are doing? OK. How about some other things that came up in terms of what you are
hoping to take away and what you need in order to do that.

1 think I am hoping that I am going to pick up some ideas, some more things I can add to my
knowledge base and to my experience. Again I have not been teaching for very long myself.
I am also hoping to come out of here feeling that I have learned something, come out feeling
good about myself in the classroom. And hopefully that I can reflect that in working with a
Student teacher.

In the work that I have done in the past with school associates—often if you encounter a
student who has a struggle on their journey and maybe they decide that teaching is not for
them...1t is really hard not 10 feel responsible for those. So as we are going through this
journey one of the needs that I would project based on my own experience is some help in
coming to terms with what we have contributed and what we can contribute 10 a person who
may not...We are not responsible for them becoming something just as we are not on our
own responsible for our pupils. We cannot make every student the way we want them. And

it doesn’t mean we have not tried.
So you are saying sometimes you might not feel successful.

If you measure your success by the success of your student teacher that may not be the best
measuring stick. If they quit you may have done a very good job, you may have done
something very good for the profession. For some teaching is the wrong choice and they are
really grateful that you have helped direct them out of the profession.

I would be very angry if someone...I know I had worked a long time and someone said well
maybe this is not the profession for you. 1don’t think that's the place of anyone to decide
except the student. I don’t think they should tell me what they think I should do, it is my

decision.

I don’t think that was what was being said here. Ithink that they said that if the student
teacher decides on their own that this isn’t for me then you shouldn’t feel bad about it.

OK. I think I should preface that by saying that’s what my first school associate said to me
and I really resented her and I love teaching so ...

If this had been the way the SFU program had been before I might have taken a student
teacher. The things that I am hoping 10 pick up on the way aren’t so much from the student
teacher, but more from the whole experience of being with other teachers now. And I suspect
that we are all going 1o feel a bit stronger when it comes 1o student teacher time, knowing
that there are twenty-seven other people who have suffered with us. Even though this person
comes from the university with these wonderful ideas and blows us out of the water.

A real need is for affirmation from one another, from colleagues.

We haven’t had time 1o really sit and reflect about what we are doing or expressing things or
discussing things. The day is just too busy. I mean you are always planning for the next day
or second day. You never sit back and do what we are doing now.

78



SA: We don’t get that. That is what we talked about in our group.
[Much agreement and chatter]

SA: 1 think it is good and we need to have pats on the back saying we’re doing the right thing too.

Case:  This is part of the reason I liked the whole project—because I look at it as peer coaching and
with peer coaching comes reviving. We can’t always ask kids for constructive criticism.
They will tell you whether they like it or not. They will give you their reasons. But it is
when you talk it over with a peer that is where the real refinement comes because he tries it in
a different classroom with a different group of kids. He encounters different problems from
what you might encounter. So after school Mark and I get together then we discuss the real
guts of the lesson and then we discuss what changes we are going to make or what other
things we are going to try and with that we do develop some really good lessons.

Cood: It sounds as if what you are saying is that it needs—in terms of this program—there is a need
to make time for these kinds of thing to occur with the student teachers.

Case:  You have 1o have constant communication after, not just before but after. That’s when the
real growth takes place.

We talked about who we were and how we participated in the educational enterprise.
We began to identify the tools we would need to introduce to student teachers such complexity
and deep knowing. We discussed what we expected to gain from taking on this work. And in
our discourse we began to name what we believed to be some of the characteristics that make
“good” teachers and “best” practice. As I reread the transcripts of the beginning session there
emerges a sense of the personal efficacy portrayed by those who spoke. They wanted to
deepen their understanding, to re-examine and to articulate their practice. It was a private
pProcess—needing the time to think about what they do, and a public process—talking with
colleagues. Particularly, I find expressed in these opening days as we spoke from our own
contexts, an excitement in learning from colleagues and contributing to their knowledge.
School associates wrote about this in their journals (as students in my course). The first two
Comments appeared in journals during the planning semester. The third came at the end of the

Program, looking back:

Exchanging thoughts, ideas, questions with other committed and skilled educators gave me a
sense of well being for our profession. [SA journal, oct, 1989]

The approach you have made in the northern teacher education program seems so much more
reasonable. I feel totally involved in trying to analyze my teaching in order to help others. It
has to be a more effective way than relying so much on methods courses. I like the idea of
close involvement of the school associates. [SA journal, dec, 1990]
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The most positive aspect of the program for me, a view also held by others I spoke with, was
the opportunity to meet colleagues from other 1owns and settings within the school system (o
discuss our common concerns and goals of the process called education. [SA journal, mar,
1990]

In preparation for the development of our teacher education program, we turned to a

consideration of how student teachers could enter into the rich and complex environment we

had described.

Emily:

Cood:

Emily:

Cood:

Emily:

Cood:

Mike:

Emily:

We were wondering what the students would be doing during their observations. There should
be some guidelines for them to follow while they observe.

Yes, we will together provide some of those structures as we develop the program.
Hopefully, one of the goals next time we are together will be to create instruments that will
help the students focus and observe certain areas in the classroom.

In the same vein, people in our group expressed in different ways wanting 1o have some sort
of say as to what the student teachers would be required 1o do in addition 10 teaching. I have a
strong feeling that in times past student teachers have been asked 10 do too much, unrelated.
And then you are dealing with somebody who is just too tired to do a good job no matter how

wonderful they are.

It sounds like you are cautioning, you have a concern that maybe their assignments could
take them off track?

I would like to have some say if possible as to the sort of things that are appropriate for a
student teacher to be doing—are they relevans or a hoop?

Yes, we are doing this together, making decisions about the s@w of the program, about
what students do in the classroom and on campus, together, with faculty associates and schoo!
associates so we see there is relevance and coherence.

What prompted that concern was remembering being a student teacher. It was our first Friday
back on site after four days in the classrooms, bouncing in through the doors, turning
cartwheels saying guess what happened! Everybody was really excited. And the expectation
was we were going to sit down and create a lesson plan and everybody was just bursting with
news—No, no now is not the time for that you have a lesson to plan. And we were saying
no no listen to me this is what happened.

So in constructing this program you would make sure 1o put in time for the students to do
what Case was just saying teachers ought to do—ake time to reflect on their work?

Yes, it was really like the faculty associates were doing their thing. They had a lesson
planned and they were just like dogs worrying a bone. This is what you are going to do.

It is interesting to me, listening now, to make the connection to what we were talking about
yesterday...about learning, about how it takes place as a result of tying present knowledge to

past experience.

Our meaning-making was influenced by participants’ past experience—as student

teacher or school associate. Perceptions of these roles evoked strong memories. It signalled to

me the importance of this collaborative venture. If we do not negotiate among all the

Participants what is “appropriate” for the student teachers, we end up with what Habermas
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refers to as pseudo-consensus, the result of distorted communication—thinking we have
agreement, but not knowing how each participant translates, from within their own “reality”
what teacher education looks like and what needs to be changed. (In the end, we determined
that the student teachers needed to be part of these negotiations as well.).

As participants spoke to their past experience, the opportunity was present to suggest
some of the conceptual frameworks that were emerging: “...so in constructing the program you
would make sure to put in time for the student...to reflect...?” “It is interesting...to make the
connection...to what we were talking about yesterday, about learning...” It is an example of
the integrating of different kinds of knowledge, of different kinds of educational work
contributing to the whole—of conceptual frames being offered as mirrors to examine situated
cvents.

The discussion continued. School associates had been affected to varying degrees by
the changes taking place in public education in the province. Being in the midst of change
themselves, they were uncertain about the introduction of these changes to student teachers.

SA: What new directions in the curriculum area are you looking for your teachers to develop?

Cood:  I'm not sure if I understand the question. Are you wondering what the student teachers come
with in terms of understanding the programs and necessary tools and what is your role?

SA: Well we are in a time of change. We are all in a different area of change. Now you are
training your teachers to go info the “Year 2000” [provincial document outlining the change].
How can we facilitate that?

Cood: That is a critical question. I think we are all going through this change and people in the

university are muddling through making meaning out of it at the same time as teachers in the
classroom. So perhaps we as a group might discuss what the key fundamentals are that we

need to focus on.

Why wouldn’t I or the faculty associates step in at this juncture and offer our
Perspectives on this question (one of my doctoral committee members asked upon reading a
draft of this chapter)? To do so at this point would have been detrimental to the collaborative
Project as I envision it. We had had no discussion within the group on the subject of
Curriculum changes taking place in the province at that time. For anyone to begin this
Important discussion before we all had the opportunity to gather and articulate our thoughts,

Would have been to pre-empt and, therefore, to silence some voices. In this first session we



needed to build trust that all voices would be heard, as well as identify the important issues that
needed attention. In this way the collaborative effort was reinforced. The decisions would be
made within the group as we deepened our understanding of education by way of paying

attention to the individual and unique contributions of participants to the public dialogue. We

were still establishing first level constructs.

There were a number of references to the manner in which school-based teachers’
voices had been silenced in both teacher education and other professional situations in the past.

These were clearly documented in school associate journals.

SA: When I had a student teacher under the “traditional” model, I was told exactly what she had to
do, how much and how often. 1 gained little from the experience and suffered the stress of
making a judgement on a person without the benefit of discussion or collegiality. In
retrospect I find this quite amazing! In contrast, in this program I have been asked to take
on more responsibility and in so doing have become committed to my student teacher’s
success and hence the success of the program. [SA journal, nov, 1989]

SA:  The past tradition of university reps doing the evaluating has left me feeling quite redundant.
The student teacher had been with me six weeks and my evaluation was lightly considered.

[SA journal, dec, 1990]

SA: Being with other teachers this way, this “interactive professionalism” is the exception rather
than the rule in public education. The rule is the “passive professional.” Internal politics
and change within the system drive teachers behind their dpors. Many don’t want to cope
with change, feel inadequate or afraid and operate on survival mode. [SA journal, dec, 1990]

SA: It is a rare occurrence for teachers to have the opportunity to share their knowledge. [SA
journal, mar, 1990]

Reference to our collaborative effort as helping to overcome the feeling of isolation was made
again and again.

As a last exercise, we went back into small groups to pull together the activities of the
last two days. In these cross grade/district/institution groups we focussed on the importance to
our work and to teacher education of the following concepts: communicating across the
Curriculum,; articulating our individual practice; modelling the development of the reflective
Practitioner; teaching as inquiry. Each group focussed on one of the concepts. The quotes
below were among those made when the small groups “reported back” to provide the closing

T®marks for this first session.

SA: The whole session developed trust, sincerity, openness and therefore, was conducive to
communication. Out of it we could see that we were all student teachers, that no one knew i



all. We were all learning.... There was tremendous respect for what other people
broughs....We came to realize that even though we were from other districts, from different
grades, there were many similarities as well as common threads and themes and purposes. We
could celebrate the differences. We do have different ideas, and we have common goals. We
could say we all grew from the exchange.

SA: We also raised the question what is the future of teacher education in terms of ridding it of its
many islands? We have many islands in our profession. This communication is perhaps the
best way 1o get rid of the boundaries, 10 get rid of the water surrounding a few pieces of land.

SA: 1 think too often as teachers we just look at our practice in isolation. Why not join together

as groups or zones, talk about how we are going 10 implement the changes taking place in
education. Why not get three or four schools together and talk about how you are going to do

i.

What made this interactive professionalism possible? Two reasons stand out in terms
of the first session. One was time, “time to really sit and reflect about what we are about and,
what is even more unusual, why we are about it.” And the other was an attitude of reciprocity:
we all had knowledge to contribute.

SA: It is this feeling generated that you are important which is greatly responsible for the success
of this program. [SA journal, nov, 1990]

SA This program has made a great step in bringing the university and the school district together.
By providing training for sponsor teachers and g’ncludmg them in the design of the program,
they are providing mutual ownership and ensuring success of the program.

With a strong foundation from the university and continued communication between the
university and the district, the studens teachers should be able to find an education community
sharing a philosophy based on more than the status quo. [SA journal, mar, 1991]

Time, trust, a sharing of power, these were all important ingredients. Important as well was
the recognition that the enterprise we were engaged in required the contribution of teachers
from kindergarten through university.

But while this supportive and encouraging dialogue was pervasive, it did not represent
all we had to say about education or its institutions. At the beginning of this chapter I noted two
general conditions that characterize a collaborative environment. These are the time to reflect on
Choices made, and the number and quality of perspectives available. Although in relative terms
We were experiencing a luxury of reflective time, perspectives were limited. Not unexpectedly,
We did not begin with an examination of weaknesses of the education system nor of our

Practices within it. Some comments could be said to work against the generation of such

Perspectives.



SA: 1 think everybody here—it is so nice because everybody is positive about their experience in
their classrooms, they are raving about their kids. [transcript, oct, 1990)

Such a comment denies the tensions and conflicts inherent in the daily activity of
teaching and gives the message that “successful” teachers are not critical. And yet, the solution
is not as simple as replying to this comment, “Yes but is that realistic? Is it our job to make kids
happy? Are ‘wonderful’ kids necessarily ‘learning’ kids?” What has been expressed here, I
would suggest, is a need on the part of the speaker for safety. And I respect this, and look
elsewhere for the opening that will enable those questions to be put out in front of us all. And,
in her own time, this speaker appears to have found the confidence to move beyond “‘safe”
comment. In contrast to her above quote taken from our first taped group discussion, are two
of her journal entries, one from the second and one from the last session.

At our second session I had a feeling of closeness and openness towards my colleagues. We had
discussed many topics frankly and with feeling and we had built up a trust. I felt I was in a situation
where I would stretch, grow and question during the next two days. [SA journal,nov,1990]

I realized there are individuals with differing opinions who can enhance and expand my own
developmens. It has made me more accepting and flexible of thoughts and techniques that may be
different from my own. [SA journal, mar,1991]

I have set up these series of participant statements to make a point about collaboration. I
cannot begin to imagine the entry points for individuals when they are encouraged in a group
Situation to articulate that which they have been doing in relative isolation most of their
professional life. We need to begin with the positive, with the successes, if participants are to
feel (as well as to know) they have anything worth contributing. There is a substantial amount
of talk in these transcripts that begins with expressions of feeling or sensing or intuiting.
Understandings about what is worthwhile in education are often embedded in those statements.
To begin to look critically at what they represent in substantive terms requires trust in the group
and confidence in oneself. The collaborative dance is slow and intricate.

Tensions arising in this first session emphasize its intricacy. A school associate
remarked, “We realize we may be uncomfortable in discussing teaching practices where you
[the university] may disagree.” Implicit in this comment was the expectation that judgement on

right and wrong practice would be forthcoming from "the university.” Traditional views of the
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distance between schools and universities continued to influence perspectives about the daily
work each of us did. Were there implicit in these views judgements about the
“worthwhileness” of the different knowledge we held? I was not sure.

SA: We are doing things in our classroom but we haven’t put a label on them—like critical
thinking—and maybe we should try to inquire into this and maybe put a label so that when a
student teacher comes in, we can explain that this is an example of...

I do not imply here that teachers based in schools were awaiting judgements or conceptual
frameworks, that they were wanting to “give over” power to the university. I don’t think that
can be assumed. But at this site where teachers based in universities and in schools were
attempting collaborative work, traditional relationships and perspectives continued to influence
our dialogue.

If we were to move beyond the current organization of institutional power, if our
dialogues were to be truly reflective of a collaborative relationship, perhaps instead of: “We may
be uncomfortable discussing practices...” we might have managed to state: “We recognize that
there will be times when something a student teacher has learned on campus may differ from
Something being addressed in the school. What are some ways we can help student teachers
sort through the diversity and benefit by it?” Instead of, “...maybe we should put a label on
things we are doing...,” ; we might have managed: “Many of the things we do in schools have
labels put on them that we don’t use (or don’t find helpful?) in our daily work. What is
important here for student teachers to understand? Are these labels helpful or do they mask the
complexity of what is being done?” To undertake a discussion of these questions requires
many kinds of knowledge. Such questions encourage participatory and, ultimately,
€mancipatory dialogue. The language signals a new relationship where participants suspend
judgement and consider a range of perspectives in determining courses of action. These were
the kinds of conversations I was trying to support.

My journal writing at this time, during the planning sessions, indicates my own state of

awareness of and struggle with this issue of equity.

Cood:  Throughout the sessions I encourage us to identify doubts, hesitations, tensions which arise
in the course of our examination of the everyday world of work—and in our recounting of that

&5
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work—as a way of paying attention to what we think is worthwhile. I share examples of my
own—I even, very hesitantly, question some statements of others to clarify their and my
understanding. 1do so consciously, to model reflection-in-action. I am aware by my own
hesitancy that I feel “powerful” in that my being “from the university” at least at the
beginning precludes others from “talking back.” Or is that a self-fulfilling prophecy? Iwork
hard as establishing commonalities in language, in recollections of being a teacher, in finding
common purposes as teacher educators, at the same time celebrating what each of us brings
that is unique. I orchestrate, facilitate, sit in groups, share stories, and question. [ view
myself as passionate about my work and confident that we can make meaning together—I
know the only way to build coherent, congruent, and, by implication, worthwhile teacher
education programs, is by way of our combined knowledge. The focus is on exploring
practice through opportunities to recount personal practice.

There has been a range of responses to my initial invitation to be collaborators, from
excitement to skepticism to criticism. I find myself more likely to engage “encouragers” in
group discussion. [journal entry, nov, 1990]

The contradictions inherent in this work continue to reveal themselves. I read again the
words I wrote as I struggled to live out collaboration. I am trying to establish common
language, purpose, meaning even as I write about the importance of critique and the resultant
tension in determining what is worthwhile. (I am beginning to view collaboration as a dance, a
line dance—people come together, awkwardly at first. As they dance they begin to get a sense
of one another, then they move apart and move on. When they come back together, further
down the line, it is easier, but the tension of moving together exhausts and dancers leave the

dance, to reacquaint with their own measure. But that too has changed. And the music

beckons...)

The Planning Semester—November

The homework assignment between the first and second sessions was to describe an
incident of educational decision-making in which the making of the decision had evoked
feelings of tension or conflict. Participants were asked to pay particular attention to what
appeared to be causes of the conflict.

At the end of the first session I had given my own written case study to the group as an
example. I had described the conflict I had felt around an original decision to have students in
an undergraduate course evaluate a particular assignment. Ihad written that I had changed the
evaluation procedure in mid-sentence, even as I introduced the assignment to my students.

The group read my description and facilitated, through questioning, my reflection upon what I
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believed, valued, and understood about teaching and leamning that had led me to change my
mind. The questioning had provided me with some new insight into my action. I had
explained at that time, by way of rationale for the homework assignment, that as we examined
our case studi.s with the help of colleagues, we would, as had I, understand more clearly what
was important to us, what we paid attention to when we made decisions in our work. By
identifying these main area or domains to which we paid attention, we would provide for
ourselves a framework within which to build our teacher education program. (I don’t recall
whether I spoke of the value of conflict or tension to signal “worthwhileness” or not—I
certainly would now.)

It was with individual “case studies” that we began our second session together a
month later. These accounts were explored first with a small group of colleagues. They
supported and encouraged one another in an examination of the beliefs, values and
assumptions that guided their individual decision-making. It was hard work. Upon reflection,
the presented issue often uncovered a deeper purpose for the decision. This, in turn, would

encourage further examination.

After these small group discussions, I reminded us again of the reasons for the

development of our program in this manner.

Cood:  Those of you living your professional lives in classrooms with children and making the kinds
of decisions you have discussed this morning on a daily basis—hundreds of them—are people
who understand deeply what education is. You make those decisions based on what you value
in education, what you think education means, what you envision as the outcomes you want

children to exhibit.

We talked in our first session together about the kinds of things that we all believe drive the
educational enterprise—how our children would be when they graduated if we had been
successful in our work. We talked about the unique ways that each of us translates those
outcomes for children into our daily work. Now we have discussed the decisions we make
around education on a day to day basis. We will use the outcomes of those discussions to
look again at the unity of concerns that drive our educational decision making, that are most
important to us all as influences on our work. And these will determine the domains—the
main areas in education—ihat can be a framework for thinking about the education of new

teachers. [transcript, nov, 1990]



We began as a large group summarizing our case studies. As participants discussed

their decisions, I wrote words and phrases on the board that I thought captured the main idea

of their summaries, clustering the ideas as they seemed to suggest common domains. Below

are five of the educational decision-making stories school associates related in summary to the

large group.

!m_i nterm Qd i ate Iﬁagbﬁr

SA:

Cood:

I had a situation almost like others but also differens. I dealt with the dignity of the child,
with a child who had some break up in the fanuly life. I had had a fairly good rapport for
about two months, but then it started to go downhill very quickly. I have tried to put him on
a homework book and bring the parents in and have them involved.

How I have changed in some of my educational decisions and in behaviour decisions about the
child is by talking to some of my colleagues right here. He still is working, but he doesn’t
want to be on task on exactly what I am teaching. Okay, let’s say I am doing math, he wanis
to draw, if I am doing science, he may want to read something else. So what I expect of him
is that he will do the work, and he will remain on task, but then at times if he really wants 10
draw, have him draw up something for a novel study he’s doing, use that talent that he has
but also keep him working in the classroom. Also there are certain things that he still even
though he is angry, there are certain things he cannot do. He cannot hurt others, he cannot
take away the dignity of other children. So basically what I am trying to do is work with him
1o keep a relationship with teacher and student that I am not the bad guy. I still respect him
as a Student and as a person, and help him start to get back on track.

Thank you I know a lot of you have talked about this valuing the relationship between a
teacher and a child. Perhaps underneath that there are some assumptions about what that
enables the children to do. We believe that unless that kind of a relationship exists with a
child that other things won’t happen, so we invest a lot of time and energy in that.

Linda—i ; :

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Cood:

A lot of what others have said relates to me as well. I had to come to grips with the fact,
accept my failure to teach a concept based on my time line. 1 have 10 have patience to
continue it at the child’s individual speed rather than in my tempo. To meet the needs of the
child rather than, “this is mine, my goal, and this is the speed I like to teach at—this is what
1 expect of you children.” And sometimes they are just not ready.

I was writing it here, thinking about it as respecting individual children, but it was also
talking about instruction and how instruction has to meet the needs of so many different
children. There are different developmental sequences, stages for children. You were talking
about some content that you had to teach and how just simply teaching the content was
unsuccessful that it needed to somehow recognize where different children were ar.

That’s where I had to stop and quit with a certain group of children. I couldn’t just keep on

trying to force information, they just weren 't ready. Like where the majority of the children
had it, let those children go and carry on, accept the fact that these kids just don’t have it yer,
but hopefully, with extra work they might come around. So I had to accept some failure on

my part and justify it with the parents.
Children learn at different rates. What do parents think?
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SA: If you are honest with the parents and explain what you have done, where you are going, what
your expectations were, how the child has not failed, but how the child was not ready. Ithink
they understand the process 100 because the same thing, their baby may not have waiked as 6
months. You can'’t set specific time lines for children. They are going to travel at their own
rate, and if you explain that to parents they become your allies. You can provide extra work
saying you guys want 1o try where I left off, fine, but in my professional opinion this child is
not ready for it yet, but hopefully before the end of the year they will have this concept
rooted, based on different methods of attacking the same problem

FA: Is there not a need 1o indicate that there is some sort of tension between curriculum
expectations and that last point abous the method being right? We have been drawing lines of
tension between the individual child and the group in the classroom. I think there is also
tension between the standards and expectations that we have, and that individual development
or those individual rates of development.

Cood:  So the tension between what curriculum tells us to teach and what in fact individual children
need to learn? Curriculum must be adapted and it doesn’t always lend itself 10 that.

The complexities of practice began to be exposed: the diversity of children, the content
to be taught, the role of the teacher, of the parent, of the child. “I have decided to try to keep
this student on track,” said the school associate, “by encouraging him to use that talent he has
but also keep him working in the classroom”; “You can’t set specific time lines for children,”
another school associate said. But what happens, then, to all the other relationships—the
child’s grade in school, curriculum content, the skills—that depend on the child knowing
certain concepts at certain times? How do we decide what is most important? What do we
teach if there are not specific time lines? How can parents understand how their child is doing?
We raised those and other questions about teaching and learning, probing more deeply into
what we knew and had experienced. In this manner we began to name the educational
domains to which we paid attention: the child, the role of the teacher, the curriculum. We
began to name the understandings that would guide our work within those domains: the child
has a history that must be taken into account; the relationship between the teacher and the child

is complex and tension-filled; curriculum content needs to fit the needs of the child.

lohn—high school teacher

SA: My decision was based upon flexibility of instruction. Iwanted one hundred percent
understanding rate among my students for a particular concept. So I simply have to come up
with a new way of teaching. After a try or two, different ways, I finally hit on something. 1
was trying to teach them what a phalanx was, in grade seven socials. This was a military
formation used by ancient Greek warriors. I wanted them to get this idea—how difficult it
was. 1 tried film strips and I tried discussions and 1 tried just me standing up and telling them
what it was and I tried diagrams. Nothing worked. I gave them a quiz on it and they couldn't
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Cood:

SA:
SA:
SA:

FA:

even remember what it was. So finally I thought I need something that they can remember
and I went down to the gym and I got myself some spears—hockey sticks—and I needed
shields so I went and got us some snow shoes. Out on to the field in PE groups, groups of
two march, groups of 4 march, groups of 8, everybody together, right until the period ends.
We keep right on going through the afternoon. Finally we get everybody. A couple of times
somebody trips and they all go down like ninepins. So finally we got it all together and we
marched across the football field, out to the other side of the school yard, down the road,
around the block. And they didn’t want to stop !!!! Round we go and back into the building.
Quiz the nexa day. Everybody knows what it is.

[John was a good story teller and had us all laughing by the time he finished. The “phalanx”
became a rallying point when we were overwhelmed by the ambiguity of collaborative work. ]

What’s the underlying idea?

Hands on.

Concrete experience.

There are different ways that children need to hear and experience.

Isn’t there also an underlying assumption that everyone could learn?

Sue—i ;

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Mine has to do with evaluation and accountability. Our report cards demand letter grades as
well as how is the child doing—grade standing in relation to others. When I test I usually

test in smaller chunks so the child gets high marks.

Anyway, I went to all the trouble, doing the tests and marks and putting them on the “marks
manager” to show to the parents. I usually staple all these printouts on the report cards. I
decided this year I am not going to do that. Our school has always been one that the student
gets the 85.6 even though 86 is an "A’ and you have 1o give a 'B’—and the father comes in
and says you have to account for this, why not an 'A”? I'would rather be safe than sorry.
Anyway this year I didn’t do it. Idecided 10 scrap it all and I didn’t have one person ask.

And you scrapped it because evaluation is for what purpose?

I would rather it was more how the child is doing against himself or herself. I can say to the
parent whether he’s low or high or whatever.

How well they are doing ...

How well they are doing against themselves—hat’s my underlying value.
So evaluation is for a child.

It is self-reference.

SA:

Cood:

Mine is mostly about the individual child, and the needs of that child—but in relationship to
the classroom.

Again that tension of what the child needs and the respect for the group. Can you say what
you value in making that decision? What was most important in terms of the decision?
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SA: 1am still deciding. It has to do with, it is between setting standards and being fair and being
firm. Sometimes it is a time 0 be firm.

Cood:  Can you explain why?
SA:  Inthis case it was a team and it was a commitment, and we can’t make an exception and this

is the way it is and you have to have your consent form in like everybody else and it is Sirm.
It is really hard to make that decision.

Cood:  Given that it is hard. We all experience that in a lot of ways as teachers and parents—what is
it that we believe, that underlies that, that makes us able to make those hard decisions?

SA: 1felt that in this particular case that we were trying 1o teach responsibility and that each of us,
he owns the responsibility and we have to teach them that they have some ownership of
consequences. That was a really hard one because we didn’t get 10 play.

School associates dilemmas were resolved repeatedly in favour of the child, often in
conflict with the expectations of parents, principals and curriculum: “7 test in small chunks so
the children get high marks.” Their stories described resilience and tenacity in reaching toward
the clear purpose of providing for children the experience of success: “I couldn’t keep on
trying to force information that they just weren’t ready for.” Children, they theorized, must
experience success or learning will not take place: “1 simply had to come up with a new way of
teaching.” There was no disagreement on this point, although, as the transcripts above
illustrate, success was defined in a variety of ways. Further, school-based teachers put the
responsibility for providing the environment for children’s success squarely upon their own
shoulders. So they found ways around obstacles that interfered with what they deemed
important. Here was the situated knowledge of practice that would inform the understandings
about teaching and learning that student teachers needed to acquire.

As the stories were recounted, I wrote on the board key words or phrases, clustering
those that were similar in emphasis. To illustrate this exercise, I am putting down here the type
of phrase I would put on the board, using the stories that have been recounted above. These
are not all the phrases or words I would have written because I would have been responding to

€ach story as it was told. In Figure 3 I have put the names of the story tellers after the phrase

50 the reader can connect them to the particular stories.
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Figure 3. The Story Tellers

social/emotional development of the child (Joe, Ron, Sue);

evaluation is for self reference (Linda, Sue);

individual child history (Joe, Sue, Linda);

teacher-student relationships: teacher as counsellor/ as parent (Joe, Linda, Ron);

teaching and learning styles, curriculum as content,
curriculum as what the child is ready for (Joe, John, Linda).

The first ime I clustered the ideas that arose as we spoke it was “genuinely” an
evolving picture of the domains driving educational decision-making as represented by those
group members. After that, although I tried to resist it, prior expectation influenced my
clustering: I would be “looking for” certain patterns rather than providing room for the new
possibilities that I speak of elsewhere as being a desirable outcome of collaboration. A more
intimate involvement of all participants in determining the clustering could help overcome this
effect. Itis obvious that I am controlling the direction of discussion to some extent. As I
examine the transcript it appears, again, that presuppositions about where the discussion would
80, encouraged me to “lead the way.” It was not my conscious intention. Although there are a
80od number of examples of my line of questioning being challenged/corrected in my
transcripts, it is desirable to find ways to have a framework be more clearly the work of all
Participants. That would overcome, at least partially, the unavoidably narrow and prejudiced
view of any single participant. Finally, I realized as I listened again to the tapes of our
discussions, that other understandings I didn’t focus on were available within the narratives. I
don’t believe this matters in terms of building the framework for the program. The purpose of
our case study exercise was to ensure that the framework was “ours,” was rooted in our

€xperience On the other hand, it matters in terms of individuals having the opportunity to

deepen their understanding of their own practice.



Notwithstanding these limitations, the stories of educational decision-making
that were related, and the educational significance of those decisions as related by the
story teller, led to the identification of five predominant areas or domains that appeared
to be consistently at the centre of our educational decision-making. These are shown in

Figure 4 below.
Figure 4. Five Domains of Education

**+ the STUDENT—the physical, social, emotional, moral, intellectual dimensions of the
child.

** the EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT—the creation of environments where students
can trust, take risks, and develop responsibility.

** the CURRICULUM—the processes, skills, content; the lesson; strategies to engage
students.

** the ROLE OF THE TEACHER—facilitator, guide, mentor, expert, friend, explorer.

** EVALUATION—the recognition and development of “tools” to promote student growth and seif-
concept.

. ‘erstandings Within Each Doma

Having erected a conceptual framework for talking about teaching and learning, we
needed now to determine the important understandings within each of the domains. We
divided into five domain groups, each person choosing a domain that was of particular interest,
With the restriction that each group be comprised of teachers from different grades and districts
and, as possible, institutions. Each group was to address the following questions: what
should a student teacher understand, what should a student teacher observe and what should a
student teacher do within that domain to indicate a potential for teaching and a readiness to go
On to the next semester. In other words, what was important for a beginning student teacher to

demonstrate in the first practicum semester? The emphasis was on the first question of
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understanding. The second and third questions were largely completed by the faculty
associates after the planning sessions with school associates were over.

Cood:  We begin now to build a curriculum that encourages student teachers to explore the domains
10 begin to ask big questions—what is evaluation for? how do you begin to understand the
different needs of children? how do you arrange good learning environments? what does being
successful mean? They may seem to be very big questions, but if the students don’t ask these
questions, they won't develop the decision-making 100ls to resolve the dilemmas of practice
such as those you have so eloquently illustrated today. {transcript, nov, 1990]

By naming the understandings within each domain we developed guidelines for the day
to day activity for the semester; the seminars on campus with faculty associates (who had
worked alongside the school associates throughout the sessions), and the classroom

experiences with the school associates.

We worked in these small groups all afternoon. The next morning we came back to
report our progress to the large group and get any additional input before agreeing that the
understandings the group had come up with would be the domain guidelines for the first
semester. The following is the report from the small group working on the “domain of the
child”:

SA: We felt the most important understanding was that children are unique. Everyone is
different—and they are coming 10 us with a history—that there is a family behind this child

and that can affect what is happening in the classroom. How a child is learning today may be
different than how she functions tomorrow because something different is happening outside

of the school.

There is a wide range of children in the classroom. For instance, some children have had no
exposure to reading before kindergarten, others are reading already and you have to
accommodate all those—and how do you do it? It can be pretty scary for the student teacher
but they have to understand that they must meet those diverse needs. And not only needs, but
interests are different, and so leaming has to be encouraged differently just through something

interesting to each of them.

We talked about different rates—someone might be more advanced academically but socially
and emotionally they are at a different rate. Some move quickly through an area and others

need more time and practice So you can’t think if I do this, they will all know that—you
have to realize some will and some won’t after many tries and you have to deal with that.

So part is respecting their backgrounds, how they lean_;, respect for them as people. And
because of that respect, the need to maintain confidentiality.

As we listened to these summaries there would sometimes be further discussion or
Clarification.

SA: Where we said we have ownership of our own learning—I was just thinking of the
curriculum—the whole idea of the child’s ownership—I am not sure where 1o fit it.



Cood:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Does it come back to curriculum, that it should be structured 1o empower learners?

That is what I am talking abou.

So the understanding you would like to add?

That students have ownership of their own learning.

Meaning that we structure for them to inquire into things that interesi them. Is that part?

Also that they show us different ways of representing what they have learned—involving
them in determining actual projects

Statements such as those above provided me with a deeper understanding of what the

sharing of power meant, of the possibilities of collaboration, as well as educating me to the

collaborative nature of many elementary teachers’ engagement in education.

In the end these understandings were listed as statements to guide our thinking about

what student teachers should do all day. These statements represented what we, as a group,

believed student teachers needed to address—through their actions, and through their reflection

on their actions.

An example of the discussion around the “domain of evaluation” is presented below.

SA:

Cood:

SA:
SA:

Cood:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

SA:

When [ mark their books I use that as another way of teaching. 1 spend a lot of time
marking. 1 make a commens and talk to them about it—hopefully building another lesson.

So evaluation is teaching.

1 think so—hopefully students look at the comments and learn from them.

1 agree—as we evaluate in different ways some of the evaluation is going to be ongoing,
developmental, some is immediate, basic, right now.

Evaluation is ongoing. What is evaluation for in terms of the child? If we were saying why
we evaluate in terms of the children what would be a statement we would want the student

teachers to understand?

To give the child feedback.

OK, it provides a way for the child to understand his or her own growth. And I think
someone extended that—that feedback needs...

...t0 be meaningful.

1felt you also said self-enhancing.

Yes, I said sensitive. I think we need 10 be sensitive to the child’s feelings. You want them
to try again, you want to encourage and support their learning.

The children’s evaluation of what they do is just as valuable as the teachers’.
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This last statement was consistent with the statement made by this group on evaluation

as it related to the student teacher:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

The most important thing for student teachers to learn is how to self-evaluate.

Why is that so importans?

So they can show they know what is working, what is not, and can change what they are
doing.

Together we described what we believed student teachers should understand within

each domain (Appendix F). It was a deep thinking about the decisions made in classrooms

every day. Understandings often held tacitly were articulated and examined. “I was able 1o

think about ideas and values that I hadn’t expressed very often and were sometimes difficult to

articulate” [SA journal, dec, 1990].

This was the work of our two day planning session in November. And when we had

finished identifying the domains and the understandings that were to define them, it was time

to go home. There was no time for me to witness any reflection on this work on the part of the

school associates except through the journal entries of my school associate students. Their

written comments described a deeper understanding of themselves both professionally and

Personally. Idon’t think this is surprising given the task. One journal piece, written after our

Planning session by a primary teacher who had recently returned to teaching after a long stretch

at home with family, offered a particularly rich reflection on her meaning-making.

SA:

Being a school associate means finding time 10 give serious attention to my own work.
Everyone needs opportunities for self renewal but those of us responsible for developing other
human beings need them most of all. Thinking deeply abput what we are doing leads 1o
asking better questions, breaking out of unnecessary routines, making unexpected connections
and experimenting with fresh ideas. We must consciously create spaces in which to think

about the meaning and purpose of our work.

Teachers’ narratives refers 1o a teacher’s own interpretations of the events that occur within
their particular contexts in which professional decisions are made. Such narratives can be a
powerful force in heightening teachers’ awareness of their own professional reasoning.

By experimenting we judge the effectiveness of the response, sometimes we redefine the
problem, collect and analyze new data and try another rflethod. We build up a repertoire of
examples, images, and understandings. Such a repertoire does not dgve{op automatically from
participating in the practicum, but requires the student teacher’s active involvement to
transform experience into understanding, principles and personal theories.

I am still changing and learning. Iam accomplishing different kinds of things. I am
clarifying my values and sorting out my beliefs. I am trying to define what it means to live a
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worthwhile life and how I should be with others. This personal search has professional
ramifications. My values and my aspirations must come with me whether [ enter a classroom
or my home. It has meant a shift in my thinking. Iam challenging myself to see, to hear,
and 10 think and reflect. 1am challenging myself 1o become a better teacher.

[SA journal, jan, 1991]

My own understanding was continually deepened throughout our discussions, as was

that of faculty associates:

FA: The faculty associate job is totally enhanced by collaborating. It works! It is absolutely
essential. It brings different perspectives together. We need continuously 1o be shaken up—
for new learnings and possibilities—for the opportunity for new knowledge to be generated
[transcript, nov, 1991]

We contributed jointly to a broadening of perspectives and an increase in depth of
knowledge about teaching and learning. For instance, our framework emphasized not only the
importance of addressing children in classrooms in a wholistic manner but consistently
embraced a similar approach to working with student teachers. Not surprisingly, this

consistency influenced the teacher education curriculum we built and represented a major

contribution to our collaborative efforts.

The University Role

Comments by school associates offered a perspective on the role and responsibilities of

the university-based teachers in these planning sessions.

SA: We talked about how difficult this was coming here, and really just thinking about what we
do in our daily practice. It takes time 1o become a reflective practitioner. It is extremely high
risk taking to have someone ask you what you are doing and why you did it. It was hard to
articulate how we felt about our own practices, to tell other people why you were doing it. It
was easy 10 do but hard to tell. But reflecting on your decisions and past practice makes you
feel good about your teaching. And it is ongoing—we are not already there, it never ends.

[transcript, oct, 1990]

SA: Thanks for the facilitating and probing questions to get us down 10 exactly what we were
trying to say. Sometimes ideas are just forming as they are being spoken so might sound a

bit hesitans (speaking for myself). [SA journal, dec, 1990]

SA: Your support and the feeling you have conveyed of appreciation for being school associates
will aid me in this journey. [SA journal, 1990]

SA:  Attitudes must change [regarding the contributions of school-based teachers to educational
decision-making) af the university level in particular. Your group has to be unique in not
being burdened by the ivory tower syndrome. [SA journal, jan, 1991]

The comments point to some success in overcoming traditional roles and relationships.

They confirm a positive feeling about our work that was echoed by the majority of participants



during the planning semester. They speak as well to the distance still to be travelled to a place
of equity in discourse between university-based and school-based teachers. Iam struck by
human fragility and the need, as was emphasized time and time again in our sessions, to build
an environment where participants can feel successful. To publicly discuss our thoughts and
actions is risky, exciting—and highly unusual. (Yet it is exactly what we will require of
student teachers in the months ahead!) It is one of my recommendations that student teachers
need to be more often included in these exploratory and potentially emancipatory dialogues.
But I am being made aware as well of the risk of shutting down the dialogue among teacher
educators prematurely. Some of our conversations would not have taken place if student
teachers had been present. When is the time to bring other stakeholders into the critical
discussion?

Our planning sessions had been worthwhile. But the evolution of the program was far
from perfect. School associates left behind the understandings and recommendations for
student teacher activity—we had built the framework and the “walls” together. School
associates were not involved in the detailed planning of the program-—most of this

“furnishing” was done by the faculty associates.

The Practicum Semester—January

Faculty associates translated this collaboratively built framework into program activities
and assignments. Although I tried to support faculty associates in both consortia as much as
possible, the fact that I was responsible for two consortia and that my main base of operation
Wwas the main campus, meant faculty associates did the bulk of the programming without my
direct involvement. Our main communication was by phone or electronic mail. Faculty
associates made a concerted effort to be faithful to the framework established in the sessions

together with the school associates.

FA: At times I feel very supported through this collaboration, that we are not carrying all of this
alone, that we are not expected to make all those decisions out of context and then have them
fit someone else’s context. I actually like this process but it doesn’t make it easy. You are
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taking into account everyone’s point of view. You feel accountable to all the school
associates all the time. [transcript, nov, 1991]

For a variety of reasons the translation of the framework we had developed together into day to
day program activity did not seem to fit for some school associates.

The faculty associates introduced the program to the student teachers during their first
week on campus in January. In the second practicum week the school associates and
coordinator joined the faculty associates and student teachers for a two day session where
school associates heard, for the first time, the details of the developed program. (I did not do
any recording during this session because I had not sought permission from the student
teachers to involve them in my research.) One school associate, evaluating this session later,

gave it a low rating for collaborative effort.

SA: In January our session included the student teachers. Very little collaboration took place at
this meeting. The school associates were given explanations about what the student teachers
were required to do. This had already been developed without the collaboration of the school
associates! [SA journal, feb, 1991]

Faculty associates were surprised and defensive when this sentiment was voiced. It
did not fit their perceptions of how the program had been developed. I felt frustrated by the
geographic distance that separated us and reinforced intellectual and psychological isolation.
The focus shifted in this semester from reflection on one’s own practices to reflection and
critique of the practicum in progress.

Over the month following the January session, student teachers moved through a
variety of experiences including observations in different classrooms and grades as well as a
two week period in their school associates’ classrooms. The faculty associates visited all the

classrooms and, along with school associates, observed student teachers in their first

interactions with children.

The Practicum Semester—February

At the time of the session recorded below (our seventh of the eight days we had
together), student teachers were back on campus again. Their major focus at that time was

Preparing a series of lessons to be taught during the four week immersion in their school



associates’ classrooms that would begin the following week. School associates, faculty
associates, and the coordinator had come together to discuss practicum perceptions and
experiences, to reaffirm what would take place in the remaining six weeks, and to review
ongoing supervision and evaluation methods. The student teachers did not join us in this
session.

SA: It was wonderful to get together again with our “professional friends.” We have opened up,
sorted out, looked within ourselves, looked at what we do and how we think about certain
things. And here we are again—each with new experiences having had a student teacher in our
room for two weeks. Iam not alone in feeling tired, stretched with questions that have a far
away beginning and no ending. (SA joumnal, feb, 1991]

As I reread the transcripts from that session, I note that our talk had changed. It was
more confident, straightforward, less tentative. I do not mean by that we had become
dogmatic, rather that there were feelings of individual power, of individual worth. (We had
danced the collaborative dance before. If the thythm changed, we could probably figure out
the new steps.)

We talked of watching the first forays of the student teachers “trying on” the teacher
role. I perceived my questions as being more critical and persistent. Participants indicated by
their talk that there was an environment of trust and of collegiality: we could risk more. The
frequent laughter as stories were told was wonderfully empathic. We appeared to be evolvin g
as a community of learners sharing some common values, beliefs, and purposes.

We reviewed the domains. This time we gathered in primary, intermediate and high
school groups, rather than our original cross grade and district domain groups. Now that we

knew the student teachers, (the faculty associates and school associates had observed them in

classroom interactions), we were able to focus on how the understandings would look in

Practice.

Reviewin mai

Cood:  What kinds of things will they have 1o be doing so we know those understandings are
developing. How do we need to see them behaving in classrooms? What things do we need
to begin to hear them question or think about, inquire into, that will enable us to have some
confidence that they are ready to go on. We are looking for signposts that will enable us to
make decisions, 1o assess the student’s potential. This is the heart of the work we do, getting
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an understanding of the profile of what the student teacher should look like in the first
practicum. [transcript, feb, 1991]

The following comments took place in our large group discussion that followed the

domains review. We described student teacher activity in the practicum and the understandings

that activity represented.

SA:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

Cood:

SA:

SA:

SA:

Cood:

SA:
SA:

Student teachers need 10 demonstrate an understanding of the importance of routines, of the
necessity of internalizing procedures and anticipating consequences. The example given was
the school associate who always has kids put hands up and the student teacher decided she
didn’t want to bother with that and then half way through a lesson realized she wanted to
change, the class was going out of control.

Okay, what is the understanding about our role that underlies that description. What is it you
want them 10 understand about the teacher’s role?

Learning of management skills?
What about them though? What do student teachers need to understand about managing ?

They need to understand that it is part of the teacher’s responsibility to create an environment
in which the children can learn.

And that means that ?

You have expectations.

A big responsibility that teachers must provide - but you are saying more than that—you are
saying the learning environment is ...

Wait a minute. This has gone off a little bit from where we were going. We are saying we
want the studens teacher to internalize all the little things—hat we don’t write down every
step in every lesson in our day book—it becomes very automatic. They need to know—like
saying to the class go get your text books and the entire class goes wingy. They need a
routine, a way of managing different events in the classroom and those things have to be
internalized by the students so they develop their own techniques for working through their
lessons—not just that they are going 1o teach a math lesson but you know the hidden agenda

in every lesson.
It is teaching through managing and managing through teaching.

So a student teacher must understand that a learning environment requires certain structures, a
certain framework.

I think the word “comfort” works for me. They have to find a comfort level where the kids
are comfortable, where they are comfortable and everyone that is associated—ihe parents, the
admin—where an admin can walk into the room and see that it is functioning at a level where
nobody feels threatened—ihere is rigorous, active learning going on.

So if there are clear expectations? No hidden agendas—therefore a comfortable classroom. Is
that it? Are we moving away from what you were saying?

I think that’s righs.

In our group one of the SAs said her student teacher sat and watched for a lot of time at the
beginning and thought, “well this looks okay,” and then, when he went to do a lesson, he
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realized it wasn’t so easy because he hadn’t taken account of all those things that go around a
lesson. He has this really nice lesson here but without all of this the lesson doesn’t work.

Cood:  And this is the framework that needs to be there?

SA: Yes, that’s the framework and if you are not aware of this you may think you are all set with
this nice little lesson and you go to do it but without all that it falls apart.

SA: 1 think thas is partly rapport with the students. Student teachers are finding when you are
teaching the students everything is “tickity -boo” but they get up there—and they don’t—well
they shouldn’t have the same rapport [laughter- they better not!|—so they can’t do the things
you can do, so it is partly rapport with students.

SA: Judith, if a teacher has a picture of what they want a lesson 1o look like—or what they want a
classroom to look like when they engage in some activity, then it is relatively easy afterwards
to see how far your vision—what the actual picture was and you have got somewhere to start.
But if you walk into it—with just the lesson and have no idea what it is going to look like ...

If you know you can articulate what it was supposed to look like—and why it didn’t, and go
Jrom there.

I have included this lengthy passage to demonstrate the “sharper” talk—the more
confident talk, where the work and the language and the context were familiar. A school
associate felt comfortable challenging my questions: “Wait a minute, this has gone off from
where we were going.” The successfully managed classroom was described: it included a
“feel” to the classroom as much as a “look.” To create such an environment required
interpretive knowledge—“...to articulate what it is supposed to look like, and why it doesn’t,”
as well as predictive knowledge, “and where to go from there.”

We went through each of the domains in this manner translating the understandings
into what we would see in terms of the development of the student teacher. [As I write this, I
can’t help thinking about how rich and stimulating an environment this would have been for
the student teachers to have shared with us—a thought I will return to shortly.] A school

associate writing later of this session stated:

The day helped me to focus on what has happened and what I need 10 think about over the
next four weeks. Most [school associates] mentioned some growth themselves, either in
reflecting on what they were doing or why or because of a discussion with their student
teacher. Everyone, again and again, stated a feeling of being “part of a whole” and felt they
had “bought into” the program.

The negative comments were not about the process but about the timing of assignments and
the time necessary to do a good thorough job. The frustrations seemed to be centered around
time constraints, the clarity of direction and the responsibility the school associates were

expected to shoulder. [SA journal, feb, 1990]
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Our reconvening was exciting, stimulating—and difficult. The demands of the teacher
education role on the school associates were causing stress. There was the new experience of
a never-ending dialogue with student teachers who “are so intent, they dwell on my every
word!” In addition, there was a feeling among some that the promise of our collaborative
effort was falling short. This became particularly apparent when we began to discuss student
assignments. One of the school associates asked the faculty associate with whom she was
working: “How much do they have in the way of assignments in this four week time with us?”
I suspect, in retrospect, that the school associate already knew the answer, but wanted to make
a point before the large group. It would be the expectation of the faculty associates that this

information would have been discussed between student teacher and school associate. It was

also laid out during the January session.

It may have been one school associate who initiated the dialogue below, but she was

quickly joined by others with similar concemns.

SA: They have their journals—and a child study.

FA: That is tied in to their work in your room. And they videotape one of their lessons if
possible.

SA: That is an extra assignment.
FA: Yes, but tied into whas we are doing together.

SA: When you add it up—the lessons, and the Jjournals and the child study and mid-term—that is g
lot of work.

SA: Besides all the planning!

SA: And depending on the different backgrounds they are coming from—they are all at such
different levels.

SA: I would rather the student teacher was at the school for some of the planning for their unit.
My children do some of the planning. I might say we are going to be working on this topic,
what do you know ? what do you want to know? And the student teacher should be there when
the children are doing that rather than be on campus. Maybe there should be some options
here. Whatever way the teacher is doing it. Whatever way is best for the two of them.

SA:  Are you going to guide them in planning?

FA; We are building in flexibility because some of the new themes they are introducing in your
classroom don’t start till next week. So they are not starting right away. They will have
something to bring to you but then they will work with you.
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FA :  Andwe were doing the same. They started out with you, they choose a topic wi
) opic with
now they have been 1o the conference and have heard some more things abofa pla‘rmz:‘)guaizd
some of them can incorporate those. We have said that the theme should come to us but we
are not expecting it 10 be complete. Obviously, they need more time with you.

FA:  Iguess I need to have a sense before they g0 back to the school of what it is that comprises
this sequence—where it will begin and how and whas are the anticipated outcomes and why
And what I have asked for is the first lesson done in detail and a good sense of the second...

We seemed in this exchange to have lost touch with one another—with our common
purposes as teacher educators. There were clear statements that the school associates felt the
need for more intimate involvement with student teachers’ development at this stage. That the
student teachers were “elsewhere”” was antithetical to a central understanding of our program—

to shape practice around the needs of the child.

SA:  Ido not see how they are going to do that without time with us. I couldn’t do it. If I was
trying to plan a lesson for your classroom and show it to somebody else, I couldn’t do it
without spending time with you.

SA: There should be a week where they could drop into their own class and work in the classroom
Come as they need to see you. '

As the discussions continued it became evident that some of the important participants
were missing. Here was the time that the student teachers could have joined our learning
community.

SA: When we are out couldn’t they be out too? 1 mean why couldn’t they be part of the session
today? Iknow I feel I am out a lot already. 1am reluctant to take more time when you guys
are here anyways—and we are here—that maybe we could have done it that way. We could
have talked about this together.

I think the school associate was right. As the demands of the practicum semester
crowded in, time together to continue the professional talk which had characterized our more
collaboratively successful beginnings was rare. Perhaps if at this juncture the critical
examination of practice could have included student teachers, it might have sustained our
beginnings. In addition, and just as important, it would have provided student teachers with a
model of collaborative meaning-making taking place among a group of future colleagues who
represented a variety of institutional perspectives and different kinds of knowledge. For
instance, they would have heard faculty associates talking about their need to “...have a sense
of how the student teacher conceptualizes the structure of lessons, how they would engage

Students, what the anticipated outcomes might be.” They would hear school associates explain



105

that, “...my children do some of the planning...” And they would witness the coordinator
asking, “What are the understandings about teaching and learning that underlie...?” Perhaps
they could then more readily envision the necessity of integrating different kinds of knowledge
and envision themselves as critical inquirers into what was worthwhile in education. If teacher
educators from schools and universities are to continue such open inquiry into education, even
as they facilitate student teachers’ introduction to the enterprise, student teachers need to be
invited into their learning community. There students could witness and “try on” the norms
and behaviours required for reciprocal and emancipatory dialogue.

But the fact that the differing perspectives of the school associates and the faculty
associates were spoken, and heard, signalled in itself a shift in the assumptions about the roles
and responsibilities each of the participants should have. As one school associate said,”Maybe
there should be some options here. Whatever way the teacher is doing it. Whatever way is
best for the two of them.”; and another school associate, “I do not see how they are going to
do that without some time with us.” There was no longer a clear hierarchy defining who and
what was important. What became clear instead was the need for a procedure to ensure student
teachers understood how to develop learning activities to benefit children. The determination
of that procedure required input from all the teacher educators—ideally in a collaborative
dialogue that included student teachers. There is a significant shift required here from a focus

on the question of “Who knows,” to the questions, “What do we need to understand,” and

“What can we all contribute to that understanding?”

The Role of the University-based Teacher

“Collaboration,” observed one of the school associates, “forces people to assume

different roles, to take risks that they would not ordinarily take.”
The faculty associate role within this collaborative structure was not the same as that
assumed by faculty associate colleagues at other sites. Although there are a number of

Collaborative undertakings with school associates as a result of their involvement in the
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Professional Development Program, they are not traditionally involved in program

development in the SFU program.

FA:

When I look at faculty associates in other programs I see, if you like, their power to
determine the direction it will take. Idon’t...they don’t face any of this. They are not
accountable to twenty-five school associates in the way that we feel accountable. I am jealous
of the freedom and flexibility that I see.

I actually like this process but it doesn’t make it easy. I mean there are days when I say—]I
really don’t know—I mean I have not got to the point where I couldn’t subvert it and get in

what I thought was important anyway! [transcript, nov, 1991]

When envisioning the development of a teacher education program as a collaborative

venture, I had not thought through the difficulties such a shift might cause for faculty

associates. I wrote in my journal after the planning semester:

Cood:

Interesting, and not considered thoroughly by me, is the impact [of this collaborative
structure] on the faculty associates. They are constrained as well as informed by this
collaborative effort. They are working hard to understand and clarify school associates’

thought and determine how it fits into their job.

Is it going to make their job more difficult? Certainly they are more judged, do not arrive as
authorities from the university. It is going to be a different triad with the school associate
looking to see how well the faculty associate does his/her job—a job that the school associate
has helped shape. (journal notes, dec, 1989]

The shift from traditional roles and relationships to being equal participants in a

community of learners was challenging and uneven for us all. “Collaboration,” wrote a school

associate, “requires time and effort because activities are shared and not simply directed or

told.” Faculty associates would agree:

There is no doubt in my mind about the value of collaboration. Yes, it is harder. It is
incredibly demanding of time. You know I have collaborated with colleagues in a school to
do particular things. You did them and they were over. It is the ongoing nature of the
collaboration between faculty associates as well as with school associates that I don’t think I
was prepared for and did not anticipate. [transcript, nov, 1991]

They were accountable not only for the concrete organization and carrying out of the campus

portion of the program, but for the ongoing negotiation of its meaning throughout the semester

with all the participants. This was particularly challenging to faculty associates in their first

year with the program. As one first year person commented: “...there are so many people

needing you to be fully functioning and 1 didn’t feel capable of that, still struggling to make

Sense of the framework of PDP and the consortium.” This collaborative effort was a vision I
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had brought to our work—and although the faculty associates agreed with the concept of the
collaborative effort, we were all struggling to envision it manifest. The same faculty associate
commented further:

FA: Each time we worked with the school associates it was another step, but to me it was an
unknown step. Until I have the framework, I can’t be a full participant. I have 10 listen. |
have to find out what is going on. [transcript, nov, 1991]

I believe the struggle to develop a collaborative relationship was most difficult for the
faculty associates. Exactly why this was so raises an interesting point that I will pursue in the
following chapters. Most were recently out of school-based teaching themselves, many had
been school associates. They had taken on a different role and other responsibilities to children
and education by virtue of their affiliation with the university. They were to teach, supervise
and evaluate student teachers. But so were the school associates. And school associates and
faculty associates were developing the program together. What/where was the power of the
university role? Some school associates felt it was shared power and we had assumed new
roles: “I believe your group has to be unique in not being burdened by the ivory tower
syndrome.” Others felt the power to be oppressive: “I will consider very strongly before
taking on the role of school associate again if all my hours of conferencing and observing and
evaluating are hardly considered. The faculty associate’s assessment is what is written on the
final paper.” The role for the university-based teachers was being redefined as we went along.

FA: Well, you do have a voice, but only to a point. '}"ou are only one of the players. And in the
final analysis you are having to have responsibility without authority I guess would be a way
10 put it. But that is false too because in the end you control your own situation. [transcript,

nov, 1991}

Cood: And the decisions we make in teacher education need 10 include many communities—all the
voices of people involved in education. If there are not different voices how do we come to
grips with our own biases and prejudices? If that is not happening the full debate is not
taking place. [transcript, nov, 1991]

It required a different relationship, the giving over of some of the power and
concomitant responsibility to school associates. [One of my doctoral committee members,
upon reading the above in draft, commented, “Anyone who gives power can take it away.” |
She is right, of course, and the structures within which we worked meant that “giving over

Power” was an accurate description of our institutional relationship. Final responsibility for



the student teachers’ program, and for the evaluation of the student teachers, was the
university’s. Perhaps because of this, when tensions arose, participants would move “back”
into traditional roles and relationships. As one faculty associate remarked, “I have not got to
the point where I couldn’t subvert it [the collaborative effort] and get in what I thought was
important anyway"...to which one of the other faculty associates had replied with a chuckle,
“Righton!*

Of course the same remark could have been made by a school associate in some
circumstances. But the method of subversion was different, and highlights the issue of power.
The school associate, in the example above, brought her concerns before the group and built a
coalition of like-minded school associates. Her power lay in numbers rather than in hierarchy.

And what of the coordinator role? How did I subvert the collaborative effort? I was
attempting to create an environment in which participant contributions shaped program
development and activity. The very fact that it was my creation caused constraints that I have
attempted to recognize throughout the thesis, and that I have attempted to overcome in my
work. Like the faculty associates, however, I went away to plan my activities. In my case I
worked at the main campus when I was planning for our sessions together. (It was program
policy that the coordinator be located at the main campus, primarily to maintain the link with
the faculty of education.) I would subsequently work through the ideas for our sessions with
the faculty associates, inviting critical comment and modification. The hierarchical nature of
this approach was tempered as we built our understanding and confidence as a team, and as
participants in a collaborative project. In short, as we began to understand collaboration more
fully, we worked with greater equity. Our discussions about collaboration became richer and
more challenging (see APPENDIX E) as our experience and understanding informed thought
and action. It was these discussions that helped me understand some of the limitations of
collaborative work, and the need to more fully honour the need for individual decision-making.
I did not work with school associates in their schools and classrooms, and was limited in terms

of understanding the outcomes of our collaborative work. I depended on the faculty associates
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to help me understand how our initial work translated into teacher educator work in
classrooms, and to subsequently identify areas we needed to address.

We approached a semblance of the full and reciprocal debate only on occasion. After
all, one cannot debate everything. (The tension would build and we would all find times when
we had to move out of the collaborative dance—to find ourselves. But we could not go back
to the same places from whence we had come—or was it that from whence we had come did
not look like the same place?)

There was another major stress that I find hard to measure in terms of its impact on our
work. We lacked, in many cases, the necessary skills to engage in the negotiation of meaning.
Besides the need for reflection time, for a safe environment, and for common language to

express our thoughts, there was a need for the questioning and listening skills required of

collaboration.

The Role of the School-based Teacher

Perhaps that lack of communication skills was part of the reason behind the frustration

felt by some school associates:

SA: I need more concrete expectations of me—guidelines about your expectations. [SA
evaluation, mar, 1990]

SA: Our work together didn’t really prepare me for what we were doing. I needed more closure to
sum up our time together. [SA journal, mar, 1991]

Also it was inevitable that there would be frustrations given the short period of time to
understand, develop and implement a teacher education program. Lieberman (1986) states in
her study of collaborative work, “Ambiguity and flexibility more aptly describe collaboration
than rigidity and certainty.” Knowing this did not necessarily make it any easier. For some,
the time and effort necessary to consider a variety of perspectives and to arrive at agreement on
courses of action that were, in the end, simply guidelines, was frustrating and sometimes led to
confusion. From my perspective, whatever we needed to know to determine the activities that

Would be the expression of our program, was embedded in the process we were undertaking.
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We were making explicit major understandings that student teachers should address and
providing examples of those understandings in practice. The way in which the program played
itself out would vary, just as our own practices varied. And our ongoing dialogues, taking
place in two’s and three’s in formal settings and informal chats, would provide the perception
checks and critique that would guard against either indefensible subjectivism or pseudo-
consensus.

For the university to provide “concrete expectations” was to undermine the
collaborative task and re-establish the hierarchical relationship that had left school associates in
the past feeling redundant and isolated. As one of the faculty associates proclaimed even as
she struggled with the everyday challenges of working collaboratively: “Once we start talking
of collaboration—and even hinting that by collaborating we will all come to be the same or
think the same that is death to collaboration.” We had to take some responsibility for
constructing meaning by ourselves, as well as with others. However, those facilitating this

work needed to ensure there was ongoing time for reflection, both interactive and individual.

There was never enough time.

For other participants the frustrations took a different form. It was not that the

expectations weren’t understood, but that they were overwhelming.

SA: The frustration wasn’t with the program but with the feeling that there isn’t enough time to
reflect on the relationship between theory and the practice of teaching once back in the
classroom setting with the student teacher.

For some, the solution to this press of time was to re-establish the separate work of

universities and schools.

SA: While we all need time and should be encouraged to reflect on our teaching practice, we don't
have the opportunity to dwell strictly with the abstract. Perhaps that should remain the role
and domain of the university side of the triad. The university—the faculty associates and the
coordinator—should be concerned mostly with the theoretical while the school associates
have to be more concerned with the practical. The student teacher would gain insight from
both sides. The role of teachers in this collaborative process would be to give the student
teacher the chance/opportunity 10 see the theory set into motion—he “how” side of the

uwhy ”

1 .am very conscious of trying to ask questions of the Student teacher that are open-ended, that
try to find the underlying values and beliefs. But again I feel the need t0 be very practical as [
am here 1o observe him on the practice of teaching. [SA journal, mar, 1991]



Some of the frustration expressed here could be alleviated by including student teachers
in some of the professional conversations of our collaborative group. However, the continued
perception of a necessary (desirable?) split between theory and practice, as well as a further
separation between practice and the values and beliefs that underlie practice, represent a
challenge not so easily addressed. To separate the work of university-based and school-based
teachers in this way would bring the collaborative process as I define it to a halt. It would
destroy our teacher education community; the university-based teachers dealing in the
“abstract”’ realm and the school-based teachers in the “practical” realm—and the moral/ethical
realm not being dealt with explicitly at all.

As I have illustrated above, claims serving the interests of prediction and understanding
were proffered throughout our time together as we described, defined, justified and questioned
the work we did. Emancipatory claims were less frequent but were also part of the discourse.
The understandings we determined to frame our teacher education program could have been
formally described as predictive claims as defined in this thesis. Empirical evidence of what
classroom teachers know, and the opportunity to revisit that evidence is inherent in the daily
work of classroom teachers and leads to predictive claims. Why did we continue to view
decontextualized knowledge as the province of research taking place in universities?

Predictive knowledge claims developed in the human sciences are always influenced by
the subjectivities of those involved in their development. As defined in chapter three, these
claims reside within a taken-for-granted context of commonly held beliefs and values. While
predictive claims can contribute interesting and valuable ideas or conceptual frameworks that
can provide a counterpoint to or support for interpretive claims, at some point this knowledge
requires examination in the light of the taken-for-granted normative positions they represent.
The next step, the critical work, is to go beyond an understanding of the normative position to
a critique of the dominant ideology that supports it. This complex and ongoing discourse, that

fosters the development of emancipatory knowledge, requires a collaborative effort between

school-based and university-based teachers.
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What counts in collaborative work is an ability to appreciate the interconnectedness of
different kinds of knowledge and the different human interests that are served. In the light of
that broader appreciation decisions can be made regarding the best course of action available.
The discussions school associates had with student teachers, with faculty associates, with the
coordinator, with colleagues, all, potentially, comprised those decision-making conversations.
Our teacher education program and its continued evolution relied on those conversations. The
richest of them included many voices and diverse ways of knowing. Our project expected
school-based teachers to take themselves seriously as developers of knowledge.

To illustrate, I have recorded below the words of a school associate describing the
tension of juggling the demands of the school associate role. I will then use that illustration to
suggest the “bound together” nature of different kinds of knowledge informing the thoughts
and action of that teacher educator.

SA: Time seems t0 be the constant concern with this system of educating teachers. Here I have
this student teacher who is willing and eager to talk, discuss, analyze what a teacher is, does,
etcetera,but her mere presence disrupts what I do in a classroom as I spend time talking to her
rather than preparing a “model” lesson. 1sometimes wonder what it is | am modelling here!
It sure isn't well planned lessons and daybooks! [SA journal, feb, 1990]

Why are “doing” and “talking about” in this case seen to be in conflict rather than
complementary? Why does the student teacher need to go away so the lesson can be prepared?
Surely “talking about” a lesson with the student teacher, would involve predictive claims
arising from experience and from research, claims to understanding arising from values and
beliefs about children and education, hopefully involve emancipatory knowledge that
encourages questions about “given” structures and relationships between children and
curriculum, etcetera. All these contribute to what a lesson “looks like.” Creating the
knowledge base that informs that lesson in that particular time and place and circumstance was
precisely the holistic development of student teacher abilities and understandings that I
envisioned as a desirable outcome of our collaborative efforts. (But it is not what we modelled

when we separated the student teachers from our sessions.)
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Of course having said that I recognized that there was only so much time and that
student teacher questions had “far away beginnings and no endings.” But to separate the
student teacher from the rich modelling of the school associate as her knowledge and
experience are brought to bear on composing her teaching and learning relationship with

children is a great loss. We cannot afford to lose touch with how we come to know.

The Practicum Semester—March

Our last session together, at the end of the practicum semester, was a celebration of all
we had learned and accomplished. It was a chance to review and modify our teacher education
program, and a forum to critique the planning sessions we had had in the fall. Although the
inevitable tensions associated with redefining roles and relationships among university and
school-based teachers resurfaced, they by no means dominated our final meeting. However,
to continue the discussion begun above, I will examine those tensions first, and then
demonstrate their potential for bringing about transformative understanding. I have chosen to
focus again on an issue that had been identified from the beginning as a potential source of
conflict between school-based and university-based teachers—student teacher assignments.

The large group discussion below followed a small group focus on recommendations
for the program. Participants had been asked to address the questions: What were the positive
aspects of the program and of our work together? What needed to change?

SA: Are you planning on doing the same sort of thing next year—eight days with SAs >—or have
we sort of developed something that mighs work for a couple of years?

Cood:  Well it is my belief that we become the best teacher educators by having a deep understanding
of our own practice and then working with others to understand our professional work
together. So when others come in to this work they will reflect on their practice and will
contribute and shape and plan. The way the program has meaning is by your being involved
in the shaping. It is ongoing.

For instance, one of the recommendations here, a change you recommend in its shape since

we started together, has been to slow down, don’t give the studens teachers so much
stimulation all the time. Give them more breathing space and time with us.

FA: Excuse me, when you say time with 'us’?

Cood:  With the school associate.
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FA: So they don'’t like the balance of campus and classroom time ?
SA: It is more free time we are recommending.
SA: The students need more bridge time.

FA: Could I ask, was it just after the conference and getting ready for the series of lessons that you
felt this or were there other times that you would like to have seen bridging as well?

SA: They seemed to be under a great deal of stress. It was just balancing the overwhelming stage.

FA: Is this a general feeling 1 mean I am seeing heads that shake and heads that nod. Is this a
general perception or is it one perception.

SA: 1 don’t think my student teacher was under stress — but he was in a small class and good
kids.

SA:  Ithink it depends on the individual. Some have families ... that added stress.

Cood: You know, as well—we provide planning time, reflection time, bridging time—what do we
give up? Exhausting as the conference was, [student teachers had attended a week-long

academic conference] it was so rich and nowhere in their PDP year will that chance come
again. There is so little time in one year.

SA: That is why I think it a good idea that some of that time 10 work with our student teacher—
rather than us going through the process of reinventing the wheel and naming the domains.
Although that is importans, yes, but we could have spent more time with the student teacher.

I would like to examine this excerpt in detail. In it are examples of the tensions and
interpretations that appeared and resolved themselves and reappeared again as we did our
collaborative dance. We listened, struggled, contributed. Our work, in many instances
remained separate, our perspectives not understood— “...have we sort of developed
something that might work for a couple of years?” 1 thought I had consistently talked about the
program being shaped by our collaborative effort and uniquely the result of that effort taking
place with particular individuals in a particular time and place. How then could anyone think
we had “arrived?” To be honest, this was not a perspective I felt like entertaining! I wanted to
assert, “Knowledge arises from and serves human interest. It requires persistent examination.
Even as we determine how we will proceed, we need to begin the process of critically
examining that decision.” The question above suggests a perspective that would view our

work as “done”: to go through the planning again would be redundant. I remember the tension

I'felt as I challenged myself to describe my perspective.

Well, part of my belief is that you become the best teacher educators by understanding your
own practice. That to me is fundamental. The only way I feel I become more skilled in this
work is by deeper understanding of my own beliefs about my work in education. The way the
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program has meaning is by your being involved in the shaping. It is ongoing. For instance,
one of the recommendations here, a change you recommend in its shape since we started
together, has been to move back, don’t give the student teachers so much stimulation all the
time. Give them more breathing space and time with us. [transcript, mar, 1991]

I don’t know how my words were received. The faculty associate, feeling criticized,
asked, “So they don't like the balance of campus and classroom time?” Tensions between
school associates and faculty associates regarding the value of different types of work for the
student teachers was an ongoing theme. Some of these tensions were exacerbated by
personalities and by lack of skills to communicate the necessary understanding and negotiate a
course of action. “They [the student teachers] seemed to be under a great deal of stress,”
remarked a school associate to the large group. Communication between this school associate
and the faculty associate with whom she worked was at a standstill. More than once this was
the route she took, to put her grievance before the group to find support and alternate ways of
proceeding. In this case she had had significant support.

The determination of what was important for student teachers to pay attention to—
given the framework we had built—was a contested area where issues of power and control
were played out again and again. The assignments developed from the domains had been left
to the faculty associates to determine. As I noted earlier, their decisions had not met the
expectations of some school associates. The resultant tensions influenced our examination of
processes as well as the programmatic decisions we had made.

“Although they [the domains] were important, we could have spent more time with the
Student teachers,” said one school associate. [“How do you respond to this comment?” asked
one of my doctoral committee members. “Is it legitimate ?”’] 1 ponder the question. How do I
sort through all of my/our/their experiences to provide a context for this? I recall the
excitement and feelings of personal power and worthwhileness expressed throughout our
planning semester. The salient issue here I think was, again, the feeling expressed by some
school associates that they were not as involved in decision-making about what was important
student teacher activity as they would have liked. So the important question becomes one of

time allocation. How do you apportion limited time to two important activities: the
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development of understanding of self within the teaching profession, and the passing on of that
understanding to the student teacher. The pressure is most acute in terms of the immediate
demands of the latter. And the suggestion is that time for the former be sacrificed. The
obvious link between the two activities is not made.

An end-of-semester summary, developed by all the school associates, and spoken to by
one of their members, provides some perspective on how, in the end, they viewed the

experience.

SA: What has this journey meant for the school associate? Well, TIME!!—time out of class, with
student teachers, in conferencing and so on—a lot of time.

It has meant meeting with other teachers from other grades and districts which has been a
really neat experience, to be able 1o sit down and alk to other people—to have that

opportunity to talk to people from other areas.

It has been mentally and physically draining. The word “stress” came up from several
different people. Hard on us in many ways. It’s been stressful.

It has been a chance to observe our own classes. We have had time and opportunity to sit
back and watch the children.

It has meant using reflective practices, thinking about what we've been doing, making
alterasions and changes 100.

It’s been a risk-taking experience. It is always a risk when you invite someone into your
room to try out things and take over so there's a risk.

It has been a chance to share experiences with the next generation of teachers. We are helping
mould the next generation of teachers coming into the system.

It has been a chance to acknowledge our assets. We really do do a good job of some of these
things. It has been a chance to recognize some of our limitations as well. I am not as good
at doing that as someone else—maybe I need to work on this skill a little more.

It has been a chance 10 think about the complexity of the job as well. Students are realizing
that—sometimes you forget how many things you do in a day and when you stop to think
about them—when you have to teach somebody else about them and you have to stop and
think about all the things that go together 10 make up a whole day.

It has been a chance to think about our philosophy, and how our philosophy must be
consistent with the students, and with the student teacher. If you are working in a “learner
directed” way, you need to be learner-directed with your student teacher, and learner-directed
with your students, and learner-directed yourself if you are working with another group.

Flexibility, we have had to learn to be flexible in our classrooms, be ready to change. And.
well, it has been a very demanding job for us.

This summary describes the central tensions between time for self—to talk to

Colleagues, observe the children, reflect on philosophy and its expression in action—and time



for the student teacher—to conference, to supervise, to plan. It was a very demanding extra
job requiring great flexibility. Of course there is never enough time. But the solution in terms
of work and time in this program was not obvious (to me). “The best part of the program was
time spent with colleagues”; “We need more time with the students.” Both sentiments were
strongly voiced. The future challenge, as I see it, is collaboratively to determine what we need
to know to do the best job as teacher educators.

It was my assumption that the best job necessarily involved providing transformative
opportunities within our collaborative framework. Inquiring together into our knowledge and
experience with the express purpose of creating a program to educate new teachers would
provide enhanced opportunities for such transformative growth. Like one of the school
associates who stated at our first session, “The things I am hoping to pick up along the way
aren’t so much from the student teacher, as from the whole experience of being with other
teachers now,” 1 believed the important process was teachers inquiring together and as freely
as possible into educational work. And what would give that inquiry impetus, I assumed, was
the purpose of being educators of teachers. It was an emancipatory project that I envisioned
influencing participants’ sense of professional worth in a positive way beyond the immediate
work of our teacher education community.

In February, 1992, I sent a letter to participants asking them, in effect, whether the
work we had done together had, in the longer run, been worthwhile. (I sent out 54 letters and

received 16 replies. All of them were positive.)

SA: I realized that I was a professional and that I can afford to believe in my own abilities while
more openly accepting the abilities/expertise of others.

SA: (high school) I became aware of more options available to me as a teacher and so
experimented more with different strategies. I also focussed less on teaching curriculum and

more on teaching kids.

FA:  Iview education more globally, work with colleagues in a more holistic way. Work with
colleagues—that too has changed. Iam not content to work alone. I have many more

questions—and fewer answers.
This confidence was extended to include the work of colleagues:

SA: 1 am only one piece of the educational puzzle and need to link up with others—to form
working groups that include a diversity of personalities and working assignments.
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That the children benefitted from this experience is not something we discussed very

often. These reflective comments were made by school associates at the end of the practicum

semester:
SA: The student teacher is gaining, I too am gaining and as a result I believe the students are or
will be gaining. I have had to step back and ask myself why 1 do things, what I expect from
students and how they should accomplish it. All this has to do with me but influences how I
teach and what kind of person/teacher I am. [SA journal, mar, 1990]
SA: The winners will be the kids in having better prepared teachers. [SA journal, mar, 1991]

Throughout our discussion in that last session, recommendations were made that
indicated a desire for greater integration of university-based and school-based work—often
including the student teacher. More conferencing time with the triad was highly valued. There
should be more integration of course work to include campus and field components:

SA: We were thinking about having methods courses that began before they began their first
practicum and continued after they had finished that practicum. Their assignments could be
geared towards things they were going to be teaching. There would be two purposes for their
work, one for the course assignment and one for the actual teaching. Part of their mark would
be the unit that they had to plan and the other part would be the doing it in the class.

[transcript, mar, 1991]
University course work needed to be integrated with classroom experience: it needed to

take place during the practicum semester. The context was important and provided relevance.

Our discussions demonstrated the potential of collaboration. For instance, in the case
described below, the collaborative effort enabled the re-negotiation of a procedure to determine
student teacher assignments. In our naming of the domains we had consistently stated that
practice, and the preparation for practice, began with an understanding of the needs of the
child. No less was necessary, the school associates argued, in terms of meeting the needs of
the student teacher: our expectations needed to be commensurate with their level of

understanding and ability, as well as with the context in which they worked.

SA: There is a strong feeling that once the student teacher is in the classroom that they should just
be allowed to be in the classroom and not have to do anything else. Or only course work that
relates directly to the classroom. There is a lot of stress from expectations outside the
classroom. For instance the video: for some it was useful, for others it was an horrendous
stress. Maybe assignments need 10 be done more in consultation with the school associate—

that it really is valuable, practical, useful, possible.
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The faculty associates, of course, had come up with the assignments in response to the
collaborative framework we had built. They would have assumed the assignments would be
viewed as valuable and appropriate.

Cood: What if we agreed that there are certain understandings that need to be demonstrated in this

semester. For instance, the video is produced so students can demonstrate, among other

things, reflective analysis of their practice. We agree that is an important ability they must
demonstrate. What are some other ways it could be done?

FA: That is like the evaluation domain, being responsive to the place that the student teacher is at.
They are on a continuum—some are way ahead, others still struggling. Thas feels...like
someone said we need to be consistent with our philosophies and principles all the way
through. That feels like a good adjustment.

SA: We need to acknowledge that they are at differens places and what I like about it is that you
don’t expect that they all will have reached point A by next week. You recognize that it is a
growth for them and that to me is really important.

Cood:  And you are helping us see that. Sometimes we think we are doing that but we are not doing
it as well as we can.

Student teacher assignments needed to be more responsive to the developmental stage
of the individual student. We would come to agreement as a teacher education community
about the understandings the student teacher needed to address, and leave to negotiation among
the “triad” the appropriate assignment to demonstrate that understanding. In my mind it
provided a model of successful collaborative work. It required that power be shared to
construct a procedure for assessment of student teacher development. And in the constructing,
in the process of negotiation, lay the power and the possibility of constructing new
understanding and of broadening perspectives. (Our dancing was awkward. We stumbled
and started apart, came back together. We’re beginning to get it.)

Revisiting the domai

During our final session we—faculty associates, school associates and coordinator—revisited
the educational domains as well as the concomitant understandings, observations and activities
that had been developed under each domain. Fresh from the experience of intense weeks of

work with student teachers, we revealed a new, or renewed, appreciation of the continuum of

teacher development and of the need for continuous observation, reflection and self-evaluation.
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As briefly illustrated on the grid that follows, recommended changes (described in the column,

“UNDERSTANDINGS REVISITED”) focussed on depth as opposed to breadth of

experience. Figure 5 lays out initial and “revisited” understandings of the five educational

domains:
Figure 5. Educational Domains Revisited
DOMAIN UNDERSTANDING UNDERSTANDING REVISITED
- to address social, emotional and more emphasis placed on the development
STUDENT mecmal dimensions of the child over time of child as well as dimensions
EDUCA i i i i ion for variety of
TIONAL - intentions with which we create strong reoommqndanon )
ENVIRONMENT environments where child can trust, gmc-ied observations to appreciate the
take risks, develop responsibility Laﬂetyl of styles, arrangements, grade
vels
in recognition of ST* developmental
process, these observations were to be
extended over time and tied to ST
evaluation of their own growth
CUR — processes, skills, strategies coherence of education a primary
RICULUM understanding-developmental sequence of
— the content: lesson, unit, theme content and skills
emphasis on why we teach
focussed journal writing to demonstrate
understanding
ROLE OF THE - facilitator, guide mentor, authority ﬁwlsfal for these roles through role-play
i valuation
TEACHER explorer, friend selt-e
teacher as professional, able to develop
knowledge as well as recommend
theoretical base for ST
TION — to recognize & develop 'tools’ to second component added was ST self-
EVALDA g:omotc child growth & self concept evaluation over time, reflecting on
developing understanding and
demonstration in practice
e

*ST = Student Teacher




The emphasis was on the developmental nature of learning to teach—student teachers

needed time to observe, plan, attempt, reflect, modify—to live in the middle of learning events

and demonstrate increased ability to identify, assess and respond to them. It was a slower,

more reflective pace, suggesting more allocation of time for student teachers to observe a

variety of educational environments as eyes became “wiser.” “They need a place to just get

their feet wet. This isn’t the final practicum.” It was a more holistic view of education. In

terms of the understandings we had drawn up in the beginning, it represented a shift. This

shift, I believe, indicated a renewed understanding and valuing, on the part of all learmners

within our community, of the practitioner as an effective and intentional professional, at the

heart of the child’s learning.

SA:

Our celebration at the end of the semester was great. It is amazing how people who have only
met on five separate occasions, come from different areas of education, have different ideas,
values, beliefs, can feel so bonded (for lack of a better word). Iam amazed by the strength of
the bonds. This in itself has made it worthwhile. Many of the activities we cooperated on
made me feel part of a vast group with similar goals and objectives regardless of the level
within education we were dealing with,

The gathering into small groups 1o re-define the domains was also quite a good experience.
Our group found that the basic ideas had not changed but we had some experience to draw on
which changed the specific outcomes. We actually felt we knew what we were talking about
and for me it was the first time I felt that way. Even in our “sluggish minds” on the “day
after” we were able 10 think and what is better 10 articulate what we knew to be meaningful

experiences. [SA journal, apr, 1991]

But while there was an apparent agreement that all the participants shared and valued

the insights we achieved, there was always ambivalence around our collaborative work. For

instance, faculty associates agreed that everyone must experience an environment that facilitates

equal opportunities to listen and to be heard and then added, “...but the experience I have had

as a faculty associate has made me more knowledgeable about what education is and what the

Practice of education should be.”
FA: So your voice should be stronger?
FA: Uhmm, [ think so. I think I would have to say that because...You know I wonder whether
someone who has a Master’s degree in some particular area might not have as strong a voice.
I am not saying I would have the strongest, but stronger than some.
Cood:  This is intriguing. It is what I am trying to understand. Decisions in teacher education need

to include all the voices of people involved. If there are not different voices how do we
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recognize our own prejudices? Collaboration does not mean “giving in,” it means coming to
mutual understanding about what is important,

Does the holding of an academic degree confer precedence over experience? Does the
experience of a faculty associate who has been in many classrooms and had many professional
conversations with a variety of educators count more? Should faculty associate experience be
given precedence over school associates’ depth of experience in fewer settings (and fewer
professional conversations)? Status and power were defined and redefined. The point of the
collaborative enterprise—to increase our understanding and mutual ability to act—sometimes
went missing. Although perhaps those who took part in this conversation might say I missed
the point being made here that faculty associates felt they were being put in a position of having
“responsibility without authority.”

Another interpretation might be that they had responsibility without ownership. By that
I mean that there was not the degree of collaborative meaning-making and decision-making
between faculty associates and coordinator that would have enabled faculty associates to move
more comfortably into a role that was evolving as we worked together. We were attempting,
simultaneously, to understand and to fulfill our roles. Meanwhile, we (and, I felt, primarily I)
had responsibility to districts, teachers, budgets, student teachers, to ensure the extra time and
money allocated for this effort was perceived by participants and by other stakeholders to be
worthwhile. I had to come to understand how to reconcile my responsibility and authority
with my collaborative goals. Faculty associates had to come to reconcile their responsibility
for much of the daily work of the program while accommodating decisions that had been
arrived at within the larger group, or by the coordinator, and which might not reflect their own
inclinations. These tensions was not unlike those experienced by the school associates when
the program framework they had developed with the faculty associates and coordinator was felt
to be appropriated by the faculty associates who determined, without further consultation, the
Student teacher timetable.

These tensions bring to the fore an element in the social organization of the institutions

involved that I do not deal with in this thesis, the influence and power of other players in
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school districts and universities who set parameters that sustained or constrained our work.
Notwithstanding the weight of other institutional structures to impede, however, there was
enough latitude within the consortia to support the development of a collaborative effort to
develop more integrated and coherent programs for student teachers. Thinking back now I
don’t believe we/I made as good use of that latitude as was possible.

I found participants attracted by the richness of the collaborative effort and afraid of
losing themselves within it. There is a fundamental human tension here which needs to be
acknowledged. Collaborative work must take care not to deny individual effort and voice.
Collaboration is ongoing work. There needs to be space for retreat into individual work.
Action needs to be followed by reflection—both private and public—and a reshaping of action.
If it is well done there will be entry points for voices to re-assert perspectives and continually
broaden the understandings that inform choices. Ihope it includes student teachers next time.

(New dancers appear. They show us new steps, or variations on the old. Others go
off to new places to dance. Some decline invitations and decide to sit out a few tunes, but they

watch the others with new eyes.)
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Chapter VI
Between the “No Longer” and the “Not Yet”

Collecting My Thoughts

As I reflect on just what an analysis of this collaborative dance might look like, I am
struck by the layers of interpretation already embedded in the narrative. It is collaboration seen
though my eyes—my view of what collaboration should be—and my view of how it was as I
selected data and arranged it in certain ways to make particular points. As acknowledged in my
examination of methodology in chapter four, to “represent” how it was is not possible
(Derrida, 1978). My approach then in this analysis is to focus on the tensions or dilemmas I,
and we, faced, on the inter-play of our histories and our expectations, attempting to avoid what
Ricoeur (1981) describes as the “text of desire” by enabling critical instances to be in view.

In the beginning I lamented the lack of opportunity for the rich knowledge of education
held by classroom teachers to contribute to fundamental decision-making in education. I also
described an essential “homelessness” attributed to academic writing that resulted in a
perception among school-based teachers that the knowledge claims arising from study and
research in universities were not readily accessible to inform the challenges and dilemmas of
everyday practice. I have been careful throughout not to lay claim that all that is missing to
find the answers to problems in education is the inclusion of classroom teachers in the
decision-making process.

To develop a teacher education program collaboratively required that university and
school-based teachers take on roles and responsibilities that had not been the experience of
teacher education for any of us in the past. Isuspect that for all of us, from whatever grade,
district or institution, a commitment to collaboration signalled the need to develop new attitudes
and skills. For some it was a more familiar approach to their work than for others—the talk of

many primary teachers as they described their negotiations with their students demonstrated an



understanding of collaboration. Nevertheless, this present work required new approaches in
order to integrate diverse knowledge and experience in the interest of a common purpose. The
struggle to work in new ways is a central theme in the analysis of this effort.

The purpose of the collaborative project described in this thesis was to create a
curriculum for student teachers for their first practicum semester. In our planning sessions—
four days in the semester preceding the practicum semester—we had created a common vision
of our work by describing the “successful”” graduate of thirteen years in public education.
Through a variety of narrative forms, including the development of personal metaphors to
describe ourselves as teachers, and the writing of case studies describing decisions made in
situations of professional conflict, we had delineated our unique perspectives and actions in
carrying out that vision. As a result of reflection on our work both privately and with
colleagues, many developed a more critical awareness of the values and assumptions and
knowledge that informed that work, as well as the biases that limited our perspectives. This
enabled more informed, articulate and inclusive discourse as we named the most important
areas or domains in education. Those domains provided us with a framework to begin to think
in depth about what student teachers should pay attention to and understand in a first practicum
semester.

And as we came to agreement as to how to proceed, some perspectives and
understandings were inevitably put aside. In Habermasian terms, some interests that drive the
development and legitimation of particular knowledge claims were not served. There is no
clearer reason for the dialogue among teachers from both institutions to continue than to
provide opportunity for these diverse perspectives and interests to be known and examined,
and continue to disrupt and challenge decision-making (Ellsworth, 1986). This will ensure
that what has been regarded as tentative agreement in the first instance does not become “the
way it is” in the second (Lather, 1991). Itis not the goal of collaboration to build new
structures, but to provide an environment in which participants have equal opportunity to offer

their perspectives, and hear a variety of other perspectives, in reflective and critical dialogue.



As a result of the experience of collaboration, I understand that what we needed to
know was embedded in the processes in which we, as a group, engaged. It was not a matter
of a final product. We might write down what we were thinking at a given point in time, what
we knew under the present circumstances, but the important understandings evolved within,
and as a result of, the ongoing process, our evolution temporarily halted when we arrived at
agreement and wrote it down. The heart of these processes was an ever expanding knowledge
of education from a number of perspectives. It was a deeper and more critical knowledge of
the self and the other and a willingness to work through the differences and negotiate
agreement on courses of action and articulate probable consequences of those actions. It was
my assumption that having come to agreement, through critical and reflective thinking about
education, on a framework of understandings to be addressed by student teachers, that we
could, and would, chose our own unique manner of accomplishing teacher education. Having
looked at what we know, and having built our program based upon it, we would know what to
do in particular situations. So when a school associate asked, “Where do I begin with the
student teacher?” 1 could respond, “What is the underlying idea you want the student to
understand?” Those understandings were the curriculum we had stopped and written down.

Only as “insiders,” listening to and speaking with one another, can we share reception
and development of meaning (Tabachnick & Zeichner, 1991) and, thereby, foster the
opportunity for transformative action. The researcher within a collaborative effort between
university and school lives inside the work with other participants. She is a learner, listening
deeply, being shaped by as well as influencing outcomes of the work. The role requires
vigorous reflexivity—seeking self-knowledge as well as knowledge of the other and
displaying such knowledge publicly. The intent in this thesis is a narrative that resonates with

readers across the divisions between schools and universities, and that contributes to the

deeper understanding that stimulates transformative action.
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A Framework to Guide the Analysis

Having been so thoroughly immersed as coordinator and researcher of the work

described in this thesis, it seemed wise to attempt to gain some distance as I began the analysis.

Cammann (1985) in his chapter, Action useable knowledge (pp. 109-122), provides a
framework to examine the kinds of knowledge he believes are required to think about and
implement change. He does not write specifically about collaboration, but more generally
about the challenge of understanding change. He writes from the perspective of change agent
examining the areas needing attention when thinking about organizational change with human
beings who bring different perspectives, interests, and power to the change effort, but who

bear allegiance to a common organization. This could be said to fit the general interest and

context of my work. In terms of this thesis this framework can be useful in the analysis of the

development of a collaborative effort that required shifts in perspectives, interests and power to

succeed. His integration of different kinds of knowledge is not dissimilar to that which
interests me: he seeks models of change to provide him with predictive power; knowledge
claims with interpretive power to guide moral and ethical decisions within particular contexts;
and claims with emancipatory power to understand the relationships defining a particular
organization and enabling him to imagine alternative structures.

Finally, he lays out two assumptions that he applies in his work that I believe are
important to an honest rendering, and a patient reading, of change efforts. The first is that
change is not a “rational process” but is influenced by “power, politics, personal view points,
distrust of rational arguments, and individual interests” (p. 110). In short, change is
influenced by past experience, present circumstances and expectations for the future.
Secondly, he states that successful work as a facilitator of change requires a clear—and
shared—understanding of one’s own values and assumptions. A codicil is that the work he
takes on accord with his own values and be seen to have potential to _improve the quality of

work life for the participants (p. 110). We shared some fundamental values and assumptions
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that made Cammann’s work seem a worthwhile and legitimate lens for me to bring to bear on
an analysis of an attempt at changing the way in which teacher educators from universities and
schools carry out their common task— the education of new teachers.

There are, however, some significant differences between our contexts and approaches
that need stating. Cammann does not claim membership in organizations in which he works.
He is an outsider. His interest is in bringing about change for others. Thus his focus is on the
knowledge and skills he needs to facilitate that change. I considered us all, together, to be
involved in shaping and being shaped by the change. Thus I am interested in the knowledge
and skills we all need to work together for change. He speaks of seeking consensus; I, of
temporary agreement that is critiqued in an ongoing forum. Like Cammann, I am the initial
facilitator, imposing an order on our activity. A fundamental difference is that I am secking to
divest myself of the central change role; he simply works from that role. His goal, however, is
what he calls “action useable knowledge,” knowledge of the implementation of change that will
provide models for doing it better next time. On this point, we agree. I would hope, as a
result of this analysis to suggest some tentative frames to “try on” other change efforts in the
area of collaboration. Perhaps in choosing Cammann’s framework, I am also acknowledging

my initiating role as change agent and my isolated role, in the end, as researcher attempting to

understand our work.

Influence—The Vision

Cammann is interested in “knowledge about the use of influence, the consequences of
its use, and the ethics of being influential” (p. 121). He divides this examination of influence

into three areas: developing a vision; influencing of individuals towards the vision; and

determining processes to influence implementation.

Organizations are maintained by a complex set of interdependent forces, and any set of
changes will create secondary reactions that will disturb the change process and alter the

intended results. Consequently change is unlikely to be created successfully by any planned
sequence of activities. Rather, it requires an image of the result that is desired, and people
who can invent activities as necessary to bring the result about. (p. 111)
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I think back to the vision I described—of educators from schools and universities
working together to develop curriculum for new teachers. Iam interested in examining how
that might have been perceived (received) by school associates and faculty associates, and what
values, on the part of the coordinator were explicated or implied. I go back to the data to
examine first my words to the group as we began, and then to the perceptions of what we were
about that I gathered from our group conversations (the transcripts) and the journals of the
school associates taking my undergraduate course in conjunction with our teacher education
work.

This is our “unique and particular journey together,” I said. Beginning with a private
and then public examination of the work we do each day, “we can support, clarify and enrich
each others’ understanding,” and “develop our vision of the ‘good’ professional” (transcript,
oct, 1990). As we discussed who we were as professionals, and what a teacher education
program developed together might look like, I would find occasion to enlarge on these general
statements: “We are doing this together, making decisions [about what student teachers will
do]...so we see there is relevance and coherence” (Ibid.).

Those of you living your professional lives in classrooms with children and making the kinds
of decisions you have discussed this morning on a daily basis,...understand deeply what
education is. You make those decisions based on what you value in education, what you
think education means, what you envision as the outcomes you want children 1o exhibit.

[transcript, nov, 1990]
The knowledge of school-based teachers needed to be included in educational decision-making

outside the classroom.

I did not speak about different kinds of knowledge, about Habermas’ distinctions
between predictive, interpretive and emancipatory claims, nor did I speak of the value of the
contribution of academic knowledge. Both were, however, implied in the description of our
collaborative effort as the contributions of the knowledge of all participants involved in the
education of new teachers. The knowledge and professional experience of school-based
teachers was clearly valued, as was their ability to access and contribute that knowledge to the

discussion and decision-making of the larger group. The skills and attitudes necessary to come



to agreement were not described. I did not emphasize suspending one’s beliefs and
judgements and listening deeply to others. Idid not suggest “you may need to change your
mind.” I did, throughout, refer to our reflection on and modification of the program we
developed.

We will work together, we will collaborate, I said. But the proposed change did not
include talking about the fact that what we all knew was necessarily tentative, that knowledge
was constantly in process and dependent upon time and place. But the knowledge school-
based teachers developed to understand their work was valued. When case studies were
introduced as a tool to examine what we considered as important domains in educational
decision-making, participants were asked to “describe an incident of educational decision-
making in which the making of the decision had evoked feelings of tension or conflict” (Ibid.).
This statement implied that diverse and conflicting knowledge claims about what ought to be
done were held by us all—that our work demanded flexibility and the possibility that we might
need to change our minds. But the personal case studies that participants wrote primarily
described internal conflicts—conflicts one resolved privately, (indeed, that had been the basis
of my case study that I provided as an example to introduce the process). The importance of
recognizing and examining conflict intersubjectively as necessary to a clearer understanding of
one’s values and prejudices (Ricoeur, 1981) was not emphasized.

Nor did my articulation of the vision driving our work explicitly address the
development of critical knowledge to examine the ideological structures within which we
worked. Yet it was clear that what we were about required change in inter-instititional

structures and relationships.

We will, by the time our work is done, have determined courses of action for this curriculum
project and ways of thinking about this work that do not yet gxisl. They will be a unique
result of our work together taking place at this time and in this context. [chapt 4, p. 571

Collaboration in teacher education, I had said, was us, determining together what the important

understandings were that student teachers should address, by first developing together a deeper

understanding of what we all knew.



Writing this now I understand that I described the change that was collaboration
without elaborating on the values and concepts underlying my understanding of change. I did
not, in other words, lay out the conceptual framework regarding knowledge claims and the
particular interests they serve that I describe in chapter three. Recognizing my concern for not
privileging a voice “from the university,” I am not surprised. Further, as we began our
collaborative effort, these ideas were living with the tensions I felt around the difficulty of
communicating “abstract” ideas in a manner that facilitated communication rather than raised
barriers. But my evolving understanding of collaboration, and of the ideas that support it,
means I would do it differently next time. As Cammann states, “an image of the result that is
desired [enables] people to invent activities as necessary to bring the result about” (p. 111). As
I continue this analysis, I will point out places where I perceive that a further elaboration of my
understanding of change might have made a positive difference.

As I struggle to analyze the collaborative dance I described in the previous chapter, it is
important to recognize a major difficulty in this writing, together with my attempt to overcome
it. Sometimes I can hardly believe what I failed to do in facilitating this collaborative effort. It
seems essential to be explicit about the value of conflict as a signal of what we believe is
“worthwhile” in education. Surely I spoke of it. Well, if I did it was not recorded, nor was
any comment on it by group members. I recognize that it is impossible for me to sort out what
I knew then and what I have subsequently grown to understand. When we began I suspect I
worked harder at developing commonalities than I did at working with the tensions, a stance I
have tempered as a result of this experience . Meanwhile, the only guard against this
confusion of when I knew what I know, is to keep to the transcripts and written records of
what unfolded in those collaborative attempts. The rest will appear in the analysis and
recommendation.

One other piece of the vision of a collaborative effort between university-based and

school-based teachers that I know I brought with me (it was an important part of my personal

history that brought me to this work) was a belief that the work we did together would make a
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difference over time to school-based teachers sense of confidence and belief in their own
professionalism. (And, I realize now, as a result of our work together, that as their personal
self-esteem grew, so did their belief in the expertise of their colleagues.) But I did not speak
about that to the school associates until a year after our work was over, at which time I wrote a
letter to each of them asking them to comment, if they wished, on whether our work had made
a long term difference to their professional work. I sent the same letter to the faculty
associates. But before that I had talked with them about the long term effects of our work.

Cood: What about the school associates? How do you think it has been for them? If it is

true collaboration the people involved are more able as a result of the work to

continue the changing for themselves—and with other people. They are beginning
10 be questioners and challengers in terms of growth—have an attitude of inquiry.

FA: Have we asked that it make a difference to them? Has that been an expectation tha
has been communicated to them?

Cood:  Idon’t know why, but it didn’t seem appropriate to say as a result of this you will
be different. [transcript, nov, 1991]

What then were the understandings about collaboration in teacher education conveyed
to school associates and faculty associates as we began our planning semester? The remarks
that follow were first impressions and thoughts of our effort by school associates from
transcripts of our large group discussions and from journal entries.

This program is providing a whole new environment for the student teachers. 1am convinced

that if we are to train teachers effectively and efficiently, we must see the task as a single

piece and not be satisfied 10 assign separate parts of the process to the different levels.
Collaboration is a solution. [SA journal, nov, 1990]

This “whole new environment” was described variously by other school associates as a place
to get rid of the isolation—*the many islands in our profession”—and celebrate the differences
and the common goals (transcript, oct, 1990). And they perceived the faculty associates and
me as modelling that bridging of the islands: “Your group,” a school associate writes, “has to
be unique in not being burdened by the ivory tower syndrome” (SA journal, dec, 1990).

Of course, “unique” we were. We didn’t belong in any permanent sense to the “ivory
tower.” But, as the remark implies, we were referred to, and related to, as “from the

university,” and representing SFU’s teacher education program in that particular time and



place. The pertinent question in my mind is: Was our “uniqueness™ a function of the
collaborative processes undertaken, or of the prior affiliations of the university-based teachers?
The roles we all had in our teacher education group were either school roles or university roles,
and the transcripts of our work demonstrated that the distinction was an important reference
point throughout the semesters we were together. The degree to which we succeeded in
overcoming the “ivory tower syndrome,” was a result of the faculty associates and me refusing
to assume hierarchical positions. Since collaboration cannot proceed if the “force” of hierarchy
is asserted, I would suggest it was the process “succeeding.” In other words, although our
collaborative work took place within hierarchical arrangements, the university teachers
suspended, as possible, the privilege that position was traditionally accorded, and the force of
that privilege in terms of asserting expertise. Of course, as has been amply illustrated
throughout this thesis, the collaborative dance was, and is, a series of very intricate
maneuvers—roles and relationships shifted and redefined themselves throughout.

“It is necessary for all teachers to have an overview of the entire system,” said one
school associate in a journal entry after our first session in October. “To not do that limits the
view of the student teacher and creates a lack of awareness of the total progress of the children
through the system.” We had in that session begun by building a common vision of the
purposes of public education in terms of our responsibility to children. It had provided what
is, in my experience, a rare feeling of cohesion among teachers from all grades throughout the
system who, in the normal course of events, are not in the same meetings, let alone discussing
together educational concerns and goals. School-based teachers were viewing education from
what Grumet (1981) describes as a “wider surround.”

Including school associates in the design of the program provides mutual ownership and
ensures program success. Student teachers should be able to find an educational community

sharing a philosophy based on more than the status quo. [SA journal, nov, 1990]
For some it would seem that coming together in this way, what this same journal writer
referred to as “interactive professionalism,” was the exception and already it had disrupted

traditional ways of thinking about what we “ought” to do. This was perceived to be the case in
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terms of past experience in teacher education roles as well where “my evaluation had been
treated lightly,” and, university reps had made me feel quite redundant” (SA journal, nov,
1990).

The school associate’s remark about change in the status quo, signals one of the entry
points where the development of emancipatory knowledge could have been spoken to and
demonstrated. Another entry was available as a result of the frequent request of school
associates for help in the development of communication skills both to articulate their own
practice and to support the efforts of student teachers. The faculty associates and I spent time
modelling and demonstrating conferencing skills and questioning techniques. We emphasized
the importance of understanding the values and beliefs that informed action in education. We
did not emphasize questioning why we held those particular values or beliefs, those more risky
dialogues Britzman (1991) described as conversations that help us understand “how we came
to know.”

Despite the importance I have accorded to the development of emancipatory knowledge
throughout this thesis—indeed I cite it as a primary goal of the collaborative effort—I am not
convinced that the lack of critical conversations at that point in time mattered so much (except
that it remain an important goal). As I describe in Chapter Four (p. 59), we were involved in a
challenging and difficult discourse: “Sometimes ideas are just forming as they are being spoken
so might sound a little hesitant (speaking for myself).” (SA journal, dec, 1990). We needed
time to examine “first level constructs,” the inherited world views, institutionalized roles and
social norms that guided our work (Habermas, 1979, p. ix). This examination was a
necessary first step to enable our collaborative effort to proceed. A social critique of the
institutional structures within which our work took place could not begin until we as a group
had an understanding of the work we all did, and of the taken-for-granted structures that we
assumed in our descriptions of our work. We needed to understand how our histories had

been interpreted within present dominant structures, before we could begin the critical



reinterpretation that provided the opportunity for other stories to be told, for “becoming

something else than what our history has constructed us to be” (Foucault, in Rajchman, 1991).

We also needed to build trust in order to be more critical-—and that trust waxed and
waned with time and the circumstances. Iam reminded of the school associates describing the
“feel” of a classroom, an understanding, they said, that was central to a student teacher’s
ability to succeed with a lesson, no matter how well planned that lesson might be. Similarly,
with our collaborative work, it was a matter of developing a “feel” for the comfort level in our
group—including my own feelings of comfort, balancing the tensions I felt being “inside” and
critical—being participant and researcher—at the same time.

The faculty associates described a similar tension as evident throughout the time of our
collaborative project. They said it had to do with finding the balance between listening and
speaking. “The university,” said one of the faculty associates, needs to “compromise more,
more than we have let it do, so we have a level playing field...all parmers bringing something,
sharing something, compromising somewhere” (transcript, nov 1991). At the same time there
was concern about the university losing its voice: “Where you have so many players who have
similar interest, you need to stir it up or you begin to believe you have got answers.” One
could substitute the word “faculty associate” for “university” and get a sense of the personal
tension between “compromising and losing voice.” It was the tension I, too, struggled with as
participant/rescarcher. Being sensitive to the dynamics of interactions “limits the degree of
skepticism and challenge each can bring to the analysis,” suggest Tabachnick & Zeichner
(1991, p. 16).

But for faculty associates as well as school associates there was the sense of viewing a
“wider surround” as a result of our collaborative beginnings. The collaborative effort was an
opportunity to bring different perspectives together; an opportunity to talk “in a manner that
enables all of us to learn,” with the result that “we are not expected to make decisions out of
context and then have them fit someone else’s context” (transcript, nov, 1991). Bat those

Processes required an environment of trust, they said, that was difficult to develop as one
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struggled to understand simultaneously the role of faculty associate within it. The struggle was
exacerbated further by the short time they were in their job. “Just as it begins to make sense,”
said a frustrated faculty associate beginning her second and final year at the time of this
discussion, “you go” (Ibid.).

I return again to Cammann’s point about the influence of a vision. Participants need to
be motivated to invent activities that will foster that vision. Ihad spoken of a unique and
enriching journey; both school associates and faculty associates were willing to come on that
journey. For school associates it was a journey that affirmed their work and experience. It
was the antithesis of the isolation they had felt in former teacher education roles, and often felt
in their everyday work. For faculty associates it was, once again, more complex. They were
inventing new roles—and new activities—envisioning how the program built on the
framework we built together might evolve. I don’t think this unique contribution of the faculty
associates was accorded the public recognition and valuing that it deserved. It signals a
limitation to my vision.

We had all agreed it made good sense to view the education of new teachers as being
“one piece.” All teacher educators needed to understand the full development of the student
teacher—and that required understanding all contexts in which the education of a student
teacher took place, and the knowledge, values, beliefs, and assumptions about teaching and
learning to which student teachers were exposed. “It requires,” 1said, “a change in how
university-based and school-based teachers interact.” “To the degree that we succeed, student

teachers should find an education community that is not reliant on the status quo,” was a

school associate’s rejoinder.

Influence—The People

Cammann speaks of understanding how individuals are influenced to engage in
constructive change. Most straightforwardly, he says, it is a matter of making connections

between the values participants hold and the goals of the change. I will speak here of our
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coming to recognize values we held in common, and of the influences we had on one another
as we moved through this change. In order to develop a community of knowledgeable teacher
educators from schools and the university who could negotiate agreement on a program to
educate student teachers, we needed to recognize that we held some common beliefs and values
(Polkinghorne, 1989; Kemmis, 1985). To realize this goal required “using reflective practices,
thinking about what we've been doing, making alterations and changes,” as one school
associate described our activity (transcript, oct, 1990), and deepening our awareness of the
perspectives and understandings that informed the work of group members.

At our first session as a teacher education community, on the second day, I asked
participants their thoughts about our time together so far—how they were feeling, what we
could do to make this time worthwhile. Their answers are an indicator of what they valued
about our work, and the influence that work had on them. They spoke of “feeling a lot of
support,” (transcript, oct, 1990), of valuing time with colleagues: “the whole experience of
being with other teachers...makes us stronger.” They valued examining their work and
wanted help in acquiring tools for articulating that knowledge. They valued affirmation,
particularly from colleagues, “we need to have pats on the back saying we're doing the right
thing” : “when you talk it over with a peer that is when the real growth takes place” (Ibid.).
They spoke of experiencing a “tremendous respect for what people had brought,” and a
“celebration of the differences as well as the common threads, themes and purposes” (Ibid.).
The building of stronger bonds among themselves as school-based teachers developed rapidly.
“It is amazing how people who have only met on four separate occasions, come from different
areas of education, have different ideas, values, beliefs, can feel so “bonded” (for lack of a
better word)” (SA journal, mar, 1990). They trusted what they had to offer: “I am relying on
my experience of working with kids to carry me through this journey” (SA journal nov, 1990),

and they trusted that the process would enable that knowledge to inform our teacher education

program.
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But the tension of the collaborative dance was evident as well. It was “scary” opening
up. It was “extremely high risk-taking.” “It takes time to become a reflective practitioner.”
These school associate statements speak strongly to “limiting skepticism and challenge.” But it
also feels good, school associates stated, to realize how much you know, how well you handle
the complexity, and “we are not already there, it never ends. We need to do it our whole
career” (transcript, oct, 1990). Acknowledging this, some school associates spoke critically of
a school culture that was “too busy to inquire into its own busy-ness” (Ibid.). The positive
value they put on this collaborative effort in teacher education, carried on within the busy-ness
of their culture, created tremendous tension for school associates and became a critical factor in
how school associates viewed collaboration when work with student teachers began.

Their perceptions of what was valuable work with student teachers often echoed the
sentiments expressed about our collaborative work together as teachers.

I want them to have ownership of their learning and I knew they would have to feel they had

come up with solutions on their own. This required the focus of conversation be on

themselves rather than what I would have done or me telling them. This was modelled for us

at the in-services. [SA journal, jan, 1991]

I wanted to ask him questions about what he sees happenir_lg between the students and me. 1

don’t think he is ready. He still wants 1o impress me and isn’t quite comfortable about being

my collaborator rather than my student. [SA journal, feb, 1990]
When improvements to the teacher education program were discussed, closer university-school
ties in the work undertaken by student teachers was recommended: “Student teachers should
have courses that begin before their first practicum, and part of the coursework should be in
the practicum, and evaluation be by both teachers for the course” (transcript, mar, 1991).

I cite these remarks and events as indications of individuals, influenced by the
collaborative project, to respond to collaborative activity, as well as to initiate it themselves.
They would represent what Cammann describes as participants whose values matched the

goals of the collaboration—even as the commitment to these goals was stressful and time

consuming.



The influence of the collaborative effort on faculty associates was less clearly definable.
Although they found it “worthwhile” and “totally enhancing to bring different perspectives
together,” the “ongoing” and “incredibly demanding” nature of collaboration made it “very
difficult.” “But we are breaking ground, attempting to change opinions at so many levels, it is
bound to be slow-going” (transcript, nov, 1991). For instance, they appreciated that what we
were doing in actuality included pre-service, induction and in-service work since we were
working with new teachers who were hoping to gain from this “an understanding of myself
not as a student anymore but as a teacher”; “to pick up some ideas, some more things to add to
my knowledge base and to my experience” (transcript, oct, 1990). They spoke about this at
consortium meetings, and still some districts continued to refer to the work simply as “your
teacher education program.” But in the end faculty associates were in agreement that they
wouldn’t want to work any other way. The continued ambivalence around this decision is
captured by one faculty associate’s remark in reference to the faculty associate role in
collaboration: “I’d rather be on this roller coaster than a treadmill.” The collaborative effort
with school associates provided knowledge about the contexts and histories that informed the
school associates’ work, and the dialogues they shared with them to arrive at the teacher
education program were “excellent, they brought fresh ideas.” And we, as a university-based
team, valued and were nourished by our own ongoing collaborative dialogues throughout our
time together.

For myself, as coordinator, how was I influenced and how did I influence the valuing
of others? I expected the energy, interest, and commitment that school associates and faculty
associates initially displayed. As I reread the transcripts and journals, I was affirmed in my
belief in their knowledge of education, characterized by a deep understanding of and

attachment to children.

A first grade class is a group of 5-to-7-year-olds none of whom looks, acts, thinks, behaves,
talks, or grows in the same way. It comes with assorted needs ranging from Kleenex to
affection. It has stars in its eyes and loose teeth in its mouth, questions on its mind, Band-
aids on its knees, forgiveness in its heart and peanut butter sandwiches in its lunch. [SA

journal, nov, 1990]
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I was challenged to broaden my own thinking about collaboration upon hearing the
extent to which collaborative activity was going on in schools, particularly in elementary
classrooms: “Children should be involved in determining what they will do to show us what
they have learned,” (transcript, nov, 1990) and by the subsequent influence of those
understandings on our teacher education program—student teachers should be involved in
determining what constituted evaluation of their work. The continued ambivalence some
school associates described about their ability to deal with “the abstract as well as the practical”
(SA journal, mar, 1990) in teacher education work, I attributed partly to the press of time, but
also to the novelty of the idea that what they knew constituted knowledge claims. That was not
part of their past experience nor, I suspect, an expectation they would have for the future. As
one school associate had remarked in our planning sessions, “It takes time to become a
reflective practitioner.” And, of course, student teachers wanted answers to practical “what
and how” questions and often resisted responding to “why.” I was constantly reminded of the
enormous time demands of our work, and watched stress and/or frustration cause participants
to retreat to their familiar and separate ways, and the collaborative attitude to wane.

I was particularly surprised by the extent of the breakdowns in communication of
school-based and university-based teachers between the planning and practicum semesters. I
would expect the interest and commitment referred to above to dissipate to some degree when
the student teachers appeared—shifting to the student teacher. And since we did not include
the students in our collaborative work, we lost some of the finite energy available for the
teacher educator role. But I cannot help having the sense that we/I started something that was
not properly supported to sustain its momentum (apart from the failure to include student
teachers at some sessions). One faculty associate voiced the same thought: “We have
interfered with what we began.” 1 will attempt, as I work through this analysis, to come to
further understanding of this central point. Perhaps some understanding of this will be

forthcoming in an examination of resistance to influence.



Resistance

All of us resisted this collaborative effort at some point. It was not a resistance to the
general goals enumerated above. It was, rather, resistance to the experience of collaboration as
it played itself out within our project. Cammann describes reasons for resistance as: lack of
understanding; perceptions that the change will cause harm; a feeling of being disadvantaged;
and a preference for stability rather than change (p. 112). I will examine resistance in terms of
those areas.

Lack of understanding

Lack of understanding begins with a look at the facilitator of this change effort. As I
have described above, there are a number of ways in which my facilitating would be different
in subsequent collaborative work. The conceptual frame was not as finely drawn as it could
have been. That cut down on the interpretations available to participants. My lack of
articulation about the opportunity for the development of emancipatory knowledge may have
discouraged some possibilities or understandings from being offered. My inability to describe
adequately the ambiguous nature of collaboration, the necessity to live with uncertainty and
make decisions without ever having all the information, may have caused more frustration or
anxiety for some participants than would inevitably be the case already with such processes.

There was frustration, too, caused by the tensions that built as a result of the ongoing
nature of collaboration. This stress could have been alleviated by supporting participants in
moving away from the group from time to time and finding space “to be me.” This tension
was dramatically illustrated a number of times. For instance, a school associate brought her
concern before the group because she could not resolve it outside the group with the faculty
associate; a faculty associate declared, “I have not got to the point where I couldn’t subvert it
[the collaborative effort], and if I ever did, I would have to leave. There has got to be a little

bit of room for me, for us” [transcript, nov, 1991]; the coordinator writes in Chapter Five
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when describing a school associate who asked if we were going to develop the program all
over again next year: “The question suggests a perspective that would view our work as
‘done.’ To be honest that was not a perspective I felt like entertaining!” (chapt. 5, p. 113).
We expressed, in various ways a dissatisfaction with the collaborative dance. We were tired
and our need to move away required attention and appreciation—perhaps only within ourselves
in some instances, by the group in others. It would have been worthwhile to talk about it
openly throughout the semesters.

I recall a discussion around student teachers’ mid-semester evaluations that was a
particular surprise to me. I would have sworn there was agreement among all of us that what
the student teachers were thinking and doing both on campus and in classrooms needed to be
understood by all. At the time of this dialogue student teachers had spent more time on
campus, and observing in other classrooms, than they had in the school associates’

classrooms:

SA: Is it necessary for the school associate 10 be in on the mid-term portfolio, because a
lot of it has been built up from before they came into the school?

Cood:  Ah...what would be anybody’s view on that?

SA: Well, it helped me see where the student teacher was, the background. And that is
what I figured the mid-term was—helping us to understand what they were bringing
to the classroom.

SA: I don’t think so, it had little to do with what was happening in the classroom.

SA: Well maybe the school associate’s role could be 1o present what her involvement
with the student is going to be—o tie it together. [transcript, mar, 1991]

At least if the discussion is ongoing participants do not fall into the trap of imagining there is

consensus—on anything.

Perceived e ]
The first indication I had that this work might have the potential to cause harm came

during the semester when the faculty associates and I were driving across the province to the

various districts talking to school-based teachers who had been asked by their districts to



consider school associate positions. As I describe in chapter two (p. 29), listening to the
teachers express concern about extra responsibility if they join us, about the lack of qualified
substitutes, and the difficulty of travel in the north, I found myself questioning (in my journal),
Is this educationally the best use of busy teachers’ time? Will it make a difference? And to
whom? And how will we know? (Cood journal, oct, 1989). As has been recorded in this
thesis, lack of time, and the concomitant stress, has had a negative impact on collaboration. It
brings me back to a point I made through a letter in “Teacher ,” the British Columbia Teachers
Federation newsmagazine, when I was a faculty associate: “Where is the recognition and
valuing of the contribution those [our best] teachers make to the development of new members
of our profession?” (chapt 2, 24).

Another kind of harm school associates perceived was the lack of access to student
teachers when they were planning lessons for the immersion period. This signals a greater
harm, one referred to above in this chapter—that the university-based teachers somehow
interfere with what they had begun. We invited collaborative program development, but we
did not see how we could collaborate in terms of developing the details of the programme—
there was no more time available to meet as a group. (Of course, there may have been other
ways to do this, but we didn’t see them.) Why didn’t the school associates perceive greater
congruence between what we began together and the outcomes of that work that were
completed by the faculty associates? (I say “perceive’ because the faculty associates, who had
done the bulk of the detailed programming, could demonstrate a congruence, both
philosophically and pragmatically.) There were a number of factors interfering with successful
collaborative work: lack of understanding, lack of communication skills, lack of time. It was
not lack of interest or commitment on the part of any of the participants, not at the point that the
curriculum was written at the end of the planning semester.

In the end, I believe school associates felt that power had been shared, and then taken
away. It had not been taken away with the intent of serving other interests, but pragmatically,

because there was no more time. Empowerment, states Freire (1973, p. 70) consists of the
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development of the capacity to understand one’s situation and of the capacity to effect chan ge
in that situation. Initially, we grew in our understanding together. Then, school associates did
not continue to be in a position to effect the concomitant change that was indicated by that
understanding. We needed the time to continue the collaborative effort in terms of naming the
activities to accompany the understandings we had developed together. Collaboration required
the weaving back and forth of interpretive and predictive knowledge that provides coherence,
balance—and worthwhileness.

When it came to evaluation of student teacher performance, faculty associates perceived
the potential for harm in the fact that they felt they had “responsibility without authority.”

FA: Well, you do have a voice, but only to a point, you are only one of the players.
And in the final analysis you are having to have responsibility without authority I
guess would be a way to put it. But, uhmm, that is false 100 because in the end you
control your own situation. [transcript, nov, 1991]

Someone has to take final responsibility and it can’t be all of us accepting the responsibility
together, they said. But they meant more than that. It was a feeling of knowing more, of
having more expertise—of deserving to have more say. “I do think the experience I have had
as a faculty associate has made me more knowledgeable about what education is” (transcript,
nov, 1991). As we debated this issue (chapt 5, pp. 120), I was struck by the shifts in thinking
required of the collaborative effort that would preclude the debate we were having, at least in
its present form. In the first place, it would not be a matter of who was most expert, but of
what each could contribute to a greater, more holistic understanding. In the second place, the
agreement about what to do in a given situation would begin with the question; What do we
need to understand here in order to reach agreement? And third, but certainly not least, the
dialogue and the decisions reached would be guided by a commitment to reciprocity, to a
necessary and equal exchange of views, and the search for possibilities.

Having written that, [ reread the transcript and find the comment: I was thinking,
maybe what happens now is we take power away. If it was their responsibility maybe it

would be different...” (Ibid.)—and a possibility is born. And I ask, Why can’t universities



145

and school districts decide together how evaluation would take place? What we needed to
see?” (Ibid.) Another possibility. These are the kinds of shifts in thinking that collaboration
fosters. The work of education is viewed in a more holistic manner, and new potentials come
to mind.

But it is not quite fair to leave it there. Having taken on the faculty associate roles that
traditionally carried more power and authority within SFU’s teacher education program, the
disruption of this status caused feelings of discomfort for the faculty associates. As I
mentioned in chapter one in my description of the consortia, (pp. 5-6), our work existed under
the hierarchical umbrella of the Professional Development Program, in SFU’s Faculty of
Education. Within that program, faculty associates are charged with being the final decision-
makers—in the ordinary course of events—of student teacher progress. So perhaps it was
inevitable that we interfered with what we had begun. For instance, when tensions arose
around student evaluation, the “force” of hierarchy was, in some cases, reasserted. This
“force” I would characterize as the assertion, implicitly or explicitly, of holding the requisite
knowledge. Most of the time we attempted to work together as leamers, suspending
judgement and listening deeply to one another, operating “as if” we were equal—which we

were when we were being most collaboratively successful.

Feeling disad I

Faculty associates certainly felt disadvantaged in terms of the issue of student
evaluation described above, as did school associates when their authority seemed threatened by
decisions being made for the student teachers’ work load without their input. I felt
disadvantaged working from such a distance. Faculty associates felt disadvantaged working
50 far from the main campus, in isolation from many university services and events. School
associates felt disadvantaged having to travel long distances in difficult conditions, and having

to shoulder two jobs, teacher educator and classroom teacher. We didn’t dwell on these a lot,

but they were there, ever-present in the background.
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As has been illustrated by dialogues from the transcripts of our work, this was
challenging, and at times, risky work. We had all committed ourselves to this more
challenging way of doing teacher education business that requires “more time and effort
because the activities are shared and not simply directed or told” (SA journal, feb, 1991).
Preferences for stability at this point I would characterize as reactions to the demands of this
kind of effort, and a need to reduce the tensions that followed. As the stresses piled up,
participants found ways to offset their discomfort. I have illustrated and discussed at length in
chapter five two examples of this strategy: a school associate who encourages harmony at the
expense of openness (pp. 82-83); a school associate who suggests in her journal that the
“doing” of theory and practice with the student teacher is too much and suggests to me, “you
do the abstract, we’ll do the practical” (pp. 108-111). They are dramatic examples of
participants running up against the limits of their tolerance for conflict or tension, and the
resolutions they seek.

The faculty associates’ occasional longing for the “freedom and flexibility of the faculty
associates in other programs, their power to determine the direction of the module” (transcript,
nov, 1991), could be said to be a preference for stability. The coordinator’s desire to ignore
the critical remark of the school associate who was questioning the need for collaboration,

(chapt S, p. 113) could also, ironically, be characterized as a preference for stability.

Influence—The Process

What were the processes used that influenced participants in the positive and negative
ways described above? When I began to analyze these processes and their influence on the
implementation of change, the first issue I turned to was that of my membership as participant,

facilitator, and researcher, in the group. Understanding the language, the norms and
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behaviours, and the conditions of work, deeply for public school teachers, less so for
university teachers, I felt myself to be in a strong position to advocate particular processes.

I have spoken throughout about the need to disrupt particular normative patterns in
order to achieve the collaborative goal of joint university-school curriculum development in
teacher education. I have noted the struggles around issues of power and status, the forming
of different coalitions within our larger group to overcome more traditional authority. I have
understood the particular need of school-based teachers for affirmation outside the classroom
and by other than children. (On that subject, I would add that part of the breakdown of our
collaborative community in the practicum semester may have been because the primary
affirmant for the school associate had become the student teacher, rather than other members of
the collaborative group). I understood the tension between the school-based teachers
perception of risk, reflecting on and discussing personal practice—and the university-based
teachers’ keenness to bring a critical stance to all utterances. I perceived university-based
teachers as coming already affirmed as “knowers,” we had a plan, an idea, that we invited
school-based teachers to share. Ibelieved that for most school-based teachers the idea of being
a developer of knowledge was new. But as decision-making became more dependent on the
group as a whole, there was a shift in who were knowers and what constituted knowledge.
University-based teachers began to experience the riskiness of having their work questioned.

These were structures and relationships I understood and anticipated as a result of
membership in both groups. Given these understandings, I will examine our processes under
the general headings Cammann describes as naming the reasons why certain processes are
used: to share assumptions, to share critical information, to identify sources of conflict, to
avoid manipulation, to avoid the conclusion that (collaboration) is not worth it! These have

pushed me to look at the work I undertook from a different perspective. I have been surprised

by some new insights as a result.
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Collaboration is dependent on shared values and beliefs, both in terms of valuing the
collaborative process, believing it to be worthwhile, and in terms of arriving at agreement,
albeit tentative and subject to change, about what ought to be done regarding the issue the
group is examining. University-based teachers had indicated a valuing of the collaborative
process in terms of suspending assertions of “matter worth knowing,” and working to
integrate different kinds of knowledge. Ihad assumed we had agreement on that process, and
on the concomitant values and beliefs it represented, with school associates. We had a lot of
positive feedback from them about the collaborative approach, particularly was it valued for
exchange with knowledgeable colleagues. Did that include exchange across institutions? Let
me say, first of all, that the suggestion was never made that teacher education could be or
should be carried on without the university’s contribution, but what that contribution was was
not clear. In short, were university-based teachers viewed as colleagues? We were valued for
our facilitating skills as understandings of teaching and learning were examined; for our
modelling of questions, particularly in terms of conferencing with student teachers; we were
seen to be supportive and encouraging. When recommendations were made to improve the
program, the value of the triad conference—faculty associates, school associates and student
teacher—was high on the list. We all (given our individual stamina for the collaborative
dance), valued the collaborative effort, and believed it to be the best way to proceed in teacher
education.

But the assumptions would crop up that academic knowledge didn’t have much to do
with what went on in classrooms (chapt 6, p. 140), or that it was necessary but separate: “The
Student teachers have learned a lot of theory which is now fitting into place. There must be a

balance of both. Much must be learned by doing, but there must be a base from which to
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operate” (SA journal, mar, 1991). But neither view was voiced very often, most likely
because it was not a debate that was introduced or encouraged. (Perhaps it should have been.)
For many, as we negotiated the understandings student teachers should address in their first
practicum, there was growing appreciation of our group as developers of knowledge (chapt 5,
p. 118). How the contribution of the university-based teachers to that curriculum would be
characterized I am not sure, but that we were valued members of the group was clear. We
came to agreement on beliefs and values that described the mandate of public education, and
appeared to agree that to educate student teachers to carry out that mandate required our
combined contribution.

Personal narratives about our work put the power in the hands of the school associates
to define the context, to determine the language, to spell out the dilemmas, in short to be the
central referents in the group. The narrative process was affirming and perceived as valuable.

Teachers’ narratives refers to teachers’ own interpretations of the events that occur within their
particular contexts in which professional decisions are made. Such narratives can be a
powerful force in heightening the teachers’ awareness of their own professional reasoning.

[SA journal, jan, 1991]

Narrative approaches put us more intimately in touch with our own experiencing. For some, it
fostered the building of trust and understanding. The opportunity was there to be in touch with
perspectives and possibilities not experienced before—to take part in “the generation of
meaning that takes us beyond ourselves,” as Lather (1991, p. 5) describes the postmodern
project of embracing diversity.

Cammann emphasized processes for the sharing of assumptions: I added values and
beliefs to the list. While the building of a collaborative community requires coming to
agreement on values and beliefs held in common, I think more of an emphasis on assumptions
might have provided a more powerful first look at what guided our individual work. If we had
examined our assumptions about institutions, teachers, knowledge, kids, etcetera, it might
have opened up and explored our “diverse voices” more fully, whereas, there was a tendency

to be more passively accepting of declared values and beliefs. The content and form of our



thinking are socially constructed from within the dominant ideological frame and that “reality”
is experienced largely as “given” (Von Glasersfeld, 1984). The creation of critical knowledge
then proceeds negatively by reconstructing what history and our own development have
constructed for us. A sharing of assumptions would have signalled areas or issues needing

further exploration to deepen mutual understanding, and would most likely have provided a

natural entry for a discussion of emancipatory knowledge.

To sh ritical inf

I view critical information as information participants needed to have to function most
effectively. Iviewed it as critical that all participants understand their knowledge was
necessary and valued in the development of our teacher education program. A reply by one of
the school associates to my letter asking if our collaborative work had been “worthwhile”
confirms her understanding—and those sentiments were echoed often.

I was proud to be included with people who I saw as caring educators both at the SFU level
and at other schools in our district. Rarely do we get opportunities to meet and discuss what
we do. 1 felt valued for input I could offer; sometimes I wondered why they'd listen to me! I
also realized I was not the only experienced teacher still learning and struggling with new
programs. [SA response to my letter, jan,1992]

It was critical as well to understand that ongoing reflection both alone and with others
was required to access that knowledge. I believe prior comments (Chapter Five and Six) by
school associates on the difficulty and rewards of intersubjective reflection indicate its value
was realized. Insights participants described as being the result of the discussions with
colleagues were valued. As Joe said when recounting his case study discussion, “How I have
changed in some of my educational decisions is by talking to some of my colleagues right
here” (transcript, nov, 1990).

I came to realize that knowledge of the past history of participants also played a critical
role in helping me understand the dynamics of the groups—as I am sure it did for all of us to
varying degrees. For instance, as I reread transcripts of group discussions, I understand morc

clearly the anxiety behind the question of the school associate who asked if we had to “do the
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program all over again next year.” Throughout her journal entries and discussion comments is
a sense of anxiety about time—she was always “squeezed for time,” and her student teacher
needed to “pick up the pace.” It gave me some insight into her concemn for taking the time to

“do it again.”

To identif c confli

I have described a number of potential conflicts above. The identifying of past
experience, the uncovering of values, beliefs, assumptions, were all important processes to
increase our individual and group understanding and identify potential sources of conflict. The
processes used to keep us personally in touch with one another, to monitor how we were
doing, what demands were crowding our lives, what I referred to as a method of intimacy
(chapt 2, pp. 36-37), were important, as was time to debrief our mutual experience as teacher
educators. I was mindful of trying to provide an environment of trust so that problems could
be aired and not fester. But school associates were very hard on themselves. Just as they
were critical of their classroom work if a child was having difficulty, they were now critical of
themselves if they weren’t modelling the “right” thing, or saying the “right” thing for, or to,
the student teacher. The following are all excerpts from school associate journals during the
practicum semester:

The student teacher has so many questions and I am not sure I always have the right answers.

I will have to teach everything perfectly because they [student teachers] are really watching
me.

I must say I am looking forward o the next two weeks [student teachers will be on campus]
where I will not be worrying about doing a perfect job.

However, these same school associates never wrote of expecting that “perfection” from
students in their classrooms, or of student teachers. It is a central tension being played out
regarding the force of predictive and of interpretive knowledge, a tension I perceived, within

our work, as characterized by the tension between the roles of “expert” and “learner.” What
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processes would have assisted us in articulating these tensions, and a deeper understanding of
how we come to know?

The biggest source of conflict—time—has been mentioned in many places in this
thesis. This is particularly worrisome to me in terms of my advocacy for collaboration, and the
dependency of collaborative efforts on the willingness of members to spend time developing
increased knowledge of self and other. It was strikingly evident in our planning semester that
the time taken to examine practice and build a framework was valuable.

The reflection process and critical thinking was valuable personally and collectively; a good

reminder of the positive effects of quality time and the patience for process. Igained insight

and awareness of our need to form working groups that include diversity of personality and

teaching assignments. We built the trust and respect for one another and moved beyond the

structured framework of schooling to actually listen and learn together. [SA response to my
letter, jan, 1992]

But when we debated the use of time within the program—especially the eight days we had
had together over the two semesters, no obvious parallels were drawn by the school associates
between the opportunity for self-growth and the role of school associate. Thus, despite the
personal and professional satisfaction and growth they reported, they would cut it out so they
could have more days with the student teacher. It was a luxury they couldn’t afford. It is
indicative of the enormous pressures they feel that being the best teacher is “doing” not
“thinking” about education. As de Castell describes (1989, p. 47), “Our different kinds of
work are institutionally effected, structured and legitimated...and drive a wedge between
thought and action...” The rewards are for the doing, and for the consequences thereof: there
are few tangible rewards for being out of the classroom, thinking. The fallacy of this
assumption is obvious.

I observed the complexity of attempting to rearrange these structures that determine our
roles and relationships in education. Superintendents and principals in districts where there
was stronger support for our work, encouraged time out of the classroom for reflective work.
It was valuable working time they said. But I listened on two occasions while school-based

teachers told their principal or superintendent that simply encouraging them to take the time



away from the classroom necessary for the teacher education role indicated their lack of
understanding of the pressures of the classroom, and the extra stress it caused to be away. It is
a complex issue.

The collaborative dialogue to address this issue would begin with negotiating
agreement on what it was important to understand. My contribution would be that it was
important to understand what empowers teachers, for instance, what fosters their ability to say,
as school associates stated after our collaborative effort had finished, “7 am more willing to

stand up for my beliefs and defend them”; “I can afford to believe in my own abilities and more

openly accept the expertise of others. ” (SA responses to my letter, jan, 1992).

To avaid individual manipulati

Most important in terms of processes to avoid manipulation is the development of the
communication skills of the group to enable contributions by all members. Given our mandate
to build a curriculum, and the short space of time to do so, it was not realistic to address
communication skills as an isolated activity, but such skills were integral to working with
student teachers, to reflection on our work, and for the discussions about the understandings
student teachers should address. So the skills were addressed and utilized. There could have
been more emphasis on the connection to our collaborative work. There could have been more
opportunity for practice and modelling of communication skills. Again, it would have
provided opportunity for a richer exchange with student teachers in attendance.

To avoid manipulation is also to support the growth of group members in building
confidence and self-esteem. Because of my experience as a teacher and consultant in the public
school system, 1 was well aware of various status-power divisions. For instance, there is

higher status accorded to the teaching of higher grades:

Probably the greatest accolade I ever received was being asked 1o be the grad speaker. This is
unusual in that grade seven elementary teachers are soon supplanted by high school teachers.

(SA journal, nov, 1990)
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If everyone agreed that the primary years are where it is at and that those really are the most

important years, then primary teachers should have the most preparation time, the best

salaries, the biggest budgets and classes would not only be small but smallest. But this is

not so of course. (SA journal, mar, 1991)
There is a power differential between male and female teachers—particularly at the elementary
level. Status is accorded to amount of formal education, as opposed to years of experience
(informal education?).

Today the student teacher asked what my degree was in. When I responded honestly that |

didn’t have my degree yet he replied that he knew that. Why then did he ask me? I'm trying

not 10 let this bother me but it does. While he has more university years than I do I still feel

confident in my teaching abilities. (SA journal, feb, 1991)

There are differences in the status accorded to different kinds of work. For instance, a music
teacher would have higher status than a shop teacher, but lower status than a science teacher. I
would pay more attention to those I perceived to be “marginalized” people, I would ask them
for the examples, or use examples from their grade or work, use the vocabulary or situation
that highlighted those whose voices were traditionally “less important.” I consciously
encouraged a shift in perspectives that would possibly provide some freedom from traditional
roles and relationships. It was an attempt to offset the abuse of power that is signalled by the
absence of voices (Ellsworth, 1989). Did I thereby create other situations of abuse?

We did most of our work in small groups. I tried to reconstitute those groups
whenever possible to mix grades, districts, institutions. In a discussion addressing the
inclusion of student teachers in our group during the practicum semester, the subject of the
constitution of members in small groups came up, and provided another perspective to put
along side the one I held at the time:

Cood:  One of the things we are saying is if we are going 1o be collaborators let’s include
the student teachers—don’t leave them out there somewhere while we sit here and
talk about them. And they do learn from being with us and hearing us discuss. We
just became such a big group if you remember what we were like in January.

SA: Someone suggested breaking into grade groups then.

Cood: Yes. There are so many things. One of my agendas was that we get across districts
and across grades and across institutions and hear what is going on beyond our own
doors. But maybe it is negating the fact that at that time [during the practicum
semester] you want 1o hear from people who are doing the same things.
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SA: You can’t do everything at once and when you are trying to figure it out it is nice to
get feedback from others in that same area.

Another process to avoid manipulation included an emphasis on listening in a manner
that precluded judgement and focussed on clarifying the speaker’s idea or experience. That
was sometimes difficult. When I walked round to different groups during discussions, I
would often hear people sympathizing and offering solutions rather than asking the speaker to

consider what was most important in the narrative, or what alternatives might be available.

To.avoid \usion that the ffort (collaboration) ,

I smiled at this last reason Cammann gave for the processes used. It was obviously a
part of the reason for each process. But I had not thought of analyzing our work in those
terms. But to begin back at the beginning—when I and the faculty associates first spoke with
superintendents about recruiting school associates, we asked that our ideas have a chance to be
heard by teachers and their principals before anyone made a commitment to this collaborative
approach to teacher education. We wanted school associates who supported this approach and
we wanted them to be supported by their administrators. As mentioned in chapter two (p.29),
when the principals and/or superintendent attended the subsequent meetings with the
prospective school associates (and there were wide discrepancies regarding this factor across
districts), it made a positive difference. They listened to their teachers’ concerns about taking
on this work and did what they could to suggest ways to alleviate those concerns. The valuing
of the potential of those school-based teachers to contribute to the education of new teachers
was evident. At later meetings, administrators who had worked closely with us in the
beginning continued to be most facilitative of solutions when problems arose. Ido not pretend
to know all the reasons why some districts were more responsive to our work than others. I
certainly came to appreciate that collaboration in teacher education was only one of a myriad of
items on the agenda of a busy school district. I do know that where the time and will was
available to involve key district people in initial decision-making meetings, the sense of

“worthwhileness” for our work, and the concomitant feelings of well being engendered among
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our teacher educator group contributed to “success” for all of us—including children in
classrooms, I would guess.

From the beginning as well I spoke of the “worthwhileness” of our unique and ground-
breaking journey. “We will arrive at ways of carrying on teacher education that have not been
tried before” (transcript, oct, 1990). In each consortium it was the first time the program had
been built this way: we called ourselves “the originals.” As has been recorded above, there
were the rewards of examining and celebrating how well one carried out the complex activities
of everyday work, and there was the affirmation of that knowledge when we returned to,
reflected on, and modified our original work:

The gathering into small groups to re-define the domains was a good experience. Our group

found that the basic ideas had not changed, but we had some experience to draw on which

changed the specific outcomes. We actually felt we knew what we were talking about and for

me it was the first time I felt that way We were able to articulate what we knew to be

meaningful experiences. [SA journal, apr, 1991]

That returning to examine our work was one of the most important processes we
experienced. There was a renewed understanding and valuing, on the part of all learners
within our community, of the practitioner as an effective and intentional professional, at the
heart of the child’s leaming. When the “domains” were modified, the “role of the teacher”
domain was expanded to include a previously neglected descriptor, “teacher as professional,
able to develop knowledge as well as recommend theoretical bases for the student teacher”
(chapt 5, p. 119). This is particularly significant in terms of a broadening of perspectives for
school-based teachers. They perceive themselves as making a contribution that influences
education beyond their classroom. It is a role I assume provides satisfaction for all of us who
choose to work in the field of education—to leave a legacy that we believe enhances the quality
of life for children, for society.

These broadened perspectives contributed to increased personal confidence and a sense

of autonomy school associates said in their responses to my letter after our collaborative project

was over. This increased sense of self-worth, and the concomitant increase in the valuing of
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colleagues have been powerful reasons to regard collaboration as worthwhile (chapt §, p. 43;
chapt 6, p. 25).

But if the increased responsibility and expertise, as well as inclination to be more
involved with colleagues in their work were not valued by key persons outside the group, at
our individual places of work, it was difficult to sustain a sense of “worthwhileness” about the
great amount of extra energy being expended in the name of collaboration. When we
addressed program changes, a recommendation was made to help overcome the time pressures
everyone was feeling—the hiring of a travelling substitute attached to the program. In this
instance, the key persons needing to understand and support the program would include
members of the teachers’ union as well as the administrative personnel.

SA: This recommendation is to provide a substitute who could release the school

associate and student teacher for joint planning as well as for the mid-term and final
evaluation conference with the faculty associate. A substitute who does enrichment
projects with kids so the school associate does not have to spend time preparing for
the sub to come in.

SA: The contracts won’t allow it.

SA: A sub travelling from school to school teaching for an hour? Is that what you had
in mind?

SA: That was the suggestion.

SA: The contract wouldn’t allow it. A contract is a half a day assignment.

SA: Well, does it say they have to be in the same school for half a day?

SA: Only within a school I believe can they travel from class to class.

SA: Well it is centainly worth looking at. It is not as if the sub has to prepare a whole

lot of different lessons. Looking at it from the sub’s point of view as well as the
teachers’.

SA: And they wouldn't be teaching the entire day—maybe three times. (transcript, mar
1991). ’

We discussed a number of ways to make more time available. Secondary school
associates said the only way to provide time was to reduce their course load. Elementary
teachers didn’t have that option. They said substitutes often caused more demands in planning

time than the “freed-from-teaching-time” they got in return. Some districts had offered the
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school associates a number of substitute days that they could choose to take when they needed
them—to work with the student teacher, or to recover from working with the student teacher.

Rewards also needed to be perceived as available as a result of having been involved in
our collaborative teacher education program. In other words, having taken the time as either
school associate or faculty associate, to address the education of new teachers, needed to be
seen to have benefits beyond the time spent in that activity. It is discouraging to develop
valuable skills and then watch them atrophy. As one faculty associate wrote upon returning to
classroom teaching, I do not have the energy or time to pursue activities with colleagues—to
encourage the reflection and collegiality that I know I am capable of doing” (FA response 1o
letter, jan, 1992). This speaks clearly, as did my comments about the involvement of district
people in initial decision-making meetings, to the need for the critique of practice to include as
well a social critique that confronts institutional obstacles to change.

And such sentiments speak as well to the principle that what we are doing in our area of
the educational enterprise will have benefit in other areas—that it will benefit children, that it
will benefit the teaching profession as a whole, overtime, as the student teachers become

teacher educators and pass on the legacy.

I spoke to a district staff meeting about our program. I could honestly say that I felt it is as
good a program with as much collaboration as I have seen or heard about. I really feel SFU,
you and the district and administrasors are to be complimented. As I reiterated, “The winners
will be the kids in having better prepared teachers. 1 felt again, as mentioned earlier, a

confidence I hadn't felt often before. It certainly leaves me with a good feeling. [SA journal

dec, 1990]

I hope the winners also will be university-based teachers who become more knowledgeable as
a result of participation in a university-school collaborative efforts. Study and research
informed by the field, and, in some cases, defined by and with participation of the field, is an

essential part of the effort to develop worthwhile knowledge for education.

Influence—The Ethics

In part, the descriptions above of the processes used signal the potential inherent in my

position to manipulate the activities and outcomes of our work. For instance, as I discuss in



Chapter Five (pp. 90-91), it was quite evident that as facilitator I controlled, to some extent,
the manner in which the educational domains were determined. My point in that discussion
was to recommend processes that remained more fully in the hands of the participants so
outcomes could be controlled by the group rather than by individuals. That, in my mind, is a
question of ethical practice as a facilitator and as a researcher. Moreover, the facilitator must be
clear about the values informing the work and the reasons for the processes used.

Cood:  Those of you living your professional lives in classrooms with children and making
the kinds of decisions you have discussed this morning on a daily basis—hundreds of
them —are people who understand deeply what education is. You make those
decisions based on what you value in education, what you think education means,
what you envision as the outcomes you want children to exhibit.

We talked in our first session together about the kinds of things that we all believe
drive the educational enterprise—how our children would be when they graduated if
we had been successful in our work. We talked about the unique ways that each of
us translates those outcomes for children into our daily work. Now we have
discussed the decisions we make around education on a day to day basis. We will use
the outcomes of those discussions to look again at the unity of concerns that drive
our educational decison-making, that are most important to us all as influences on
our work. And these will determine the domains—the main areas in education—that
can be a framework for thinking about the education of new teachers. [transcript,

nov, 1990]

Given my earlier confession that I already had a domain framework in mind when I
said that, it could be argued that I should have put those domains on the board and simply
demonstrated how the decisions group members had made in their case studies “fit.” After all,
the original framework was an “authentic” framework: it had developed as a result of the same
process with another group of school associates. However, my goal was for ownership of the
program we developed to be in the hands of the group as much as possible. I would prefer to
find processes to enable them to come up with the framework themselves. (Recognizing that
limits are still being set by the imposition of that particular activity.) The “institutionally
unbound speech” Habermas (1972) named as a condition of authentic dialogue is not available
unless individual and group “realities” can be uncovered and examined.

The researcher, too, must examine her “realities.” As I have mentioned elsewhere,
upon rereading the transcripts I was surprised by the extent of the manipulation of group

discussion by two of our group members. I think the reason I did not view these people as
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manipulative at the time was because they raised issues I had an interest in pursuing, so I took
the issues up and did not question their appropriateness. What became apparent to me later
was that there were not a lot of different voices involved in these particular conversations, an
eloquent illustration of what Ellsworth describes as “the subtle abuse of power manifest by the
absence of voices” (1989, p. 312). It is also a clear example of the importance of thick
description in qualitative research in order that researcher’s biases become apparent to both
reader and researcher.

I return to Maxine Greene’s caution about the “malefic generosity” of well-intentioned
professionals whose “language, commitments, even their interest in critique, can exert a new
kind of domination, a new mode of control” (p. 98). Like Cammann (p. 110), I am interested
in work that accords with my values and that I believe has the potential to enhance the quality
of work life for the people with whom I work, and the quality of life for the children for whom
all of us in education work. But as I have found, rereading transcripts and journals, my
commitment to my vision of collaboration has at times, prevented me from behaving
collaboratively, as Greene wams.

I envisioned collaboration without appreciating the difficulty of dwelling so
continuously in the ambiguous and time-consuming process of negotiating meaning. Indeed,
because I was not so continuously involved, it was not until we were in the practicum semester
and the negotiations between school associate, student teacher and faculty associate, and
between coordinator and faculty associates, became more numerous and intense, that I became
aware of the extent of the tensions exacerbated by such continuous interaction. What guided
and sustained our group continued to be a commitment to a reciprocal dialogue, but I needed to
understand that the reciprocal dialogue broke down and became oppressive if there was not the
opportunity for individual meaning-making and action. The challenge remained for me to

understand how best to demonstrate that tension as the source of new understanding and action

for the group and for individuals within the group.
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ical ability 101 :

In chapter two, I described my professional journey to this place of collaboration. I
spoke of the isolation and the accompanying perception of low status for classroom teachers
that undermined my confidence. Idescribed, briefly, my work with First Nations® people
where I was shocked into new awareness of the potential for oppression inherent in the role of
public school teachers, and of the need for multiple voices to inform educational decisions. I
recounted the opportunities I had as district consultant and as a teacher educator to witness the
deep understanding of children and of leamning environments that our best teachers exhibit. All
of this made it quite clear to me as a coordinator of teacher education programs that I wished to
find a way to include school-based teachers in educational decision-making, and, in this
instance, specifically in the development of teacher education curriculum. As a result of my
doctoral work, I increasingly envisioned this conjoining of educational knowledge in terms of
conceptual frameworks that now inform this thesis.

Given the intimacy of my involvement as coordinator and researcher, and given my
already filtered and organized views of the world, my method of research and analysis had to
be “openly value-based inquiry,” Lather (1991, p. 2). The reader needed to be able to
reconstruct and judge the collaborative project with some knowledge of the initiator, facilitator
and researcher—simultaneously, in this case.

This critical look at one’s self as the initiator of change, then, is also a look at the ethics
of being influential. Cammann suggests that critical self-knowledge is fostered by looking at
who you pay attention to and where you get your information (pp. 119-121) as a first step in
identifying personal prejudices and biases. The question is asked in an interesting way: What
do participants need to know in order to succeed? I mentioned in my descriptions of our work
(chapt 5, p. 85), that I was more likely to pay attention to encouragers than skeptics as we
began—a direct contradiction to my declared valuing of tension as the source of growth. Who

were considered encouragers? First of all they radiated positive energy, they nourished me in
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my facilitator role. They were ready to contribute and seemed inclusive in manner. But with
some, as I have recounted above, it was the fact that they were including me that I was
mistaking for inclusiveness!

I paid more attention to what I would call philosophical and to tentative comment than
to confident assertions of what should be done. Collaborative work is necessarily “hesitant,
fragmented, even agitated speech...ideas offered before they are fully formed” (Aisenberg &
Harrington, 1988, p. 81), offered as “language bent to fresh new purposes” (Merleau-Ponty,
in Polkinghorne, 1988, p. 27). I wonder now if I discouraged practical talk during our
sessions: I usually could not refrain from asking some form of *‘but-what-about-the-beliefs-
that-inform-that-action” question. On the other hand, I wanted all views to be heard (most of
the time) and sometimes I was told that that was not appropriate, “Sometimes your desire
(need?) for consensus is counterproductive to group cohesion” (SA journal, mar, 1991). In
line with my sensitivity for the “right balance” between university and school talk, I tended to
pay more attention, in subtle, and probably not so subtle, ways to school associate rather than
to faculty associate comment in the large group. For instance, I would focus more, be more
inclined to extend an idea with a school associate: I would not spend as much time clarifying
faculty associate comment. (Of course we had long hours of conversation outside these
sessions.) School associate talk dominated these sessions. (And, I suppose, but cannot
confirm, female elementary teachers were paid more attention than secondary or male
teachers—in the interest of “righting the balance.”) Most of the time I encouraged different
perspectives and, particularly, comment that questioned “the way it is.” Dichotomous thinking
was discouraged. I was attempting to provide the opportunity to envision and attempt new
constructions by interrupting traditional relationships (chapt 4, p. 59).

But all this self confession may leave the impression that I was centre stage. In fact, I
tried not to talk too much. I did not facilitate everything. The faculty associates and I shared
the beginning and the orchestrating of different processes. Most processes were icacher-

centred, and a majority of the time in large group work, it was school associates reporting back



and expanding on discussion that had begun in small cross grade/district/institution groups.
We returned always “to the subject active in remembering and in finding out” (chapt 4, p. 56).
I facilitated those large group debrief sessions, perceiving my particular skills to be those of
clarifying and extending individual and group thinking.

This description points to a limitation on my knowing imposed by data made up in part
by the transcripts of these large group discussions that were a feature of every session.
Particular people and, therefore, viewpoints were more likely to be represented. But the
viewpoints expressed were diverse: they were not a chorus.

Cammann suggests other questions that are of value in the development of critical self-
knowledge: How do you deal with failure? With stress and pain of participants? How do you
keep grounded in the vision? Considering these questions puts me in touch with the enormous
value I attach to the opportunity to study this collaborative effort. I have, as it were, observed
myself dealing with these questions as I review the transcripts, the journals and the letters, and
develop the thick description of this work. Keeping critically in touch with my own
experiencing has required ongoing personal and intersubjective reflection. It has required the
“heliocentric view” that I describe in Chapter Four (p. 57), recognizing that “I am moved and
shaped by the activity I research as well as implicated in the shaping and influencing of that
activity.” To describe that view puts me in touch again with the inevitable tension of
facilitating and researching collaborative work. The goal was to “multiply differences rather
than create new valid orders,” (Foucault, in Scheurich, p. 7). I struggled to keep issues “in the
middle,” not to cover over the “lumpy” bits—I think of the hours I have spent describing some
of the complexities of time, place, personalities, and history that are inextricably woven into
the unfolding of any event. Most importantly, I have attempted, as both facilitator and

researcher, to undertake this work as a leamner “committed to an on-going and never-ending

process of becoming” (chapt 4, p. 67).
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Summary

In his summary Cammann makes three points about “action useable knowledge.”
First, the knowledge needs to cover the whole sequence of change events. This is the thick
description I have provided, particularly in chapters two, five and six, that enable readers to
have (using Cammann’s list) an understanding of the context, the personalities, the skills,
feelings, roles, behaviours and influences on the event. If there is one of these areas that is not
as thoroughly covered as the rest, it is the outside influences on this event. Although I briefly
described initial contact with districts in Chapter Two, and included some of the influences of
district activity on our work in the analysis in this chapter, I have certainly not provided a thick
description of the activity or the personalities of consortium partners. Nor have I mentioned
the university, in terms of those in the faculty with responsibility for teacher education, beyond
the fact that they handed me a mandate to develop teacher education programs in specific
geographic areas with particular district and college partners. Although that was not the last
word on the subject with regular faculty—I was, in fact, in constant touch with, and
answerable to, the director of the Professional Development Program, and spoke regularly
with faculty assigned to each consortium, the day to day coordination of the programs was left
in my hands.

My particular interest in this thesis is the study of collaboration as a process that must
be understood and put to use, to put it simply, for the survival of the planet earth. Secondly, it
is an interest in collaboration in teacher education because this is a field I know well and value
highly. In both cases I am interested in studying the processes and evolving relationships that
define collaborative efforts and the “action useable knowledge™ that enables the next
collaborative effort to be better. I do not suppose the effort can be successful without an
understanding of the whole field or structure within which it takes place. A critique of practice

necessarily includes a social critique of the institutions that can support or constrain practice
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(Liston & Zeichner, 1990). That aspect requires more study in terms of the collaborative effort
in teacher education.

Secondly, Cammann states, action useable knowledge includes complementary simple
models that together provide holistic views. In this way both parts and wholes can be
understood and manipulated. What “parts” have I provided? I have provided a view of a
model that I recommend discarding, that of isolated and disjointed components to programs in
teacher education that, in the end, discredit both university and school knowledge. I have
provided conceptual frameworks, examining different kinds of knowledge and their necessary
contributions to teacher education, and processes to enable the integration of those
contributions. I have described a model where roles and relationships are redefined by paying
attention to personal narratives and by embedding the collaborative work in the language of
those narratives. I have provided models that support the development of emancipatory
knowledge, beginning with an understanding and articulation of what we know in order to
move from an explanation of being to other possibilities of becoming. These models are all
built on the foundation of another—that of the social construction of knowledge and the
concomitant necessity for ongoing examination of the interests that knowledge serves.

And having provided predictive models, I have then provided the holistic view of the
change effort by describing the collaborative dance. Chapter five is the models in action. Then
there is the readjusting of those models informed by knowledge claims developed in the
interest of interpretation and emancipation, as the participants dance and the researcher
“activates” the text. This is the heart of my work and is contained (as much as human thought
and action can ever be “contained”) in chapters five and six. In the final chapter I will make
some recommendations about further changes to these models that could result in some
different dance steps, but I do not claim to write the final score—for the collaboration dance is
always changing and never finished.

Lastly, Cammann emphasizes that the link must be made to the skills necessary to the

change effort. And I add attitudes—also necessary to the change effort, and necessary for the
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appropriate utilization of the skills. Collaboration depends on the development of
communication skills to facilitate, clarify, extend ideas—skills required as well by successful
teacher educators. Both roles are dependent, as well, on the commitment of participants to the
cultivation of attitudes of reciprocity and of respect for the intelligent self-direction of the
persons with whom one works. In this regard, the purposiveness and ongoing stimulation of
teacher educator work complements the development of attitudes and skills that can enhance
other collaborative endeavours. But such acquisition requires ongoing monitoring, practice,

and encouragement that needs to be included in planning for change.
Claims Regarding Collaboration in Teacher Education

As a result of the experience and study of collaboration in teacher education, I am
proposing five claims that I believe describe a standard for a reasonable collaborative effort.
As well I am describing research conditions that I believe best serve the goals of understanding
collaboration and supporting transformative thought and action. I conclude this chapter with a

brief comment on each of these claims linking them to the analysis contained in this chapter.

Claim #1 A collaborative effort between school-based teachers
and university-based teachers is necessary to the development
of worthwhile teacher education programs,

The knowledge and understandings of school-based teachers largely defined the
context and the issues that guided our discussions about education. Predictive knowledge
provided a variety of conceptual frames, and generated processes, that guided our examination
of education. We deepened our individual and collective understanding of teaching and
learning. Then we stepped back from this richly complex work and named the understandings
about teaching and learning that guided work within this complexity. We developed predictive
knowledge claims that we had confidence in given their development in relation to the everyday

activity of the field. This movement back and forth between different kinds of knowledge was
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the weaving of knowledge claims that can provide coherence, balance and worthwhileness to

teacher education.

Claim #2 Collaboration means redefining roles and relationships
among participants guided by an attitude of being a learner
—suspending judgement and listening deeply.

When we succeeded in approaching our work together as learners, other constraints—
normative patterns defining and legitimating traditional relationships and work—fell away. To
a large degree, at such times, we overcame the status quo and entertained the possibility of
freedom from what our history constructed us to be. When we felt threatened, when our
contribution was discredited somehow, we retreated to a didactic role and began to insist on

“the way it ought to be.” Then, for me, a different kind of growth took place: I was forced to

view my limitations and ask myself why.

Claim #3 Collaboration requires a critical self-knowledge
as well as knowledge of the other.

This is a postmodern view that challenges the assumption of the possibility of “an
autonomous individual capable of full consciousness and endowed with a stable ‘self’”(Lather,
1991, p. 5). The comments of school-based teachers in the transcripts, and, particularly, in
their journals, provide dramatic evidence of the importance attached to the opportunity to
develop a more articulate and intentional understanding of themselves and their practice.
Valued equally was the opportunity for intersubjective reflection, the opportunity to deepen
their understanding of the practice and concomitant values and beliefs of their colleagues. The
activity was described as rich, exciting, risky, and necessary (transcripts, oct, nov, 1990).
The collaborative effort required such processes to “restore the tension between the self and the
‘other’ and bring our prejudices to light” (Ricoeur, 1981, p. 59). They were necessary as well
to articulate the beliefs and values that we shared and that enabled us to engage in discourse

and to reach agreement (Polkinghorne, 1988; Kemmis, 1985). A further outcome was the
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increased knowledge and confidence that has empowered individuals in the long term (chapt S,
p. 116; chapt 6, p. 150).

The processes facilitating this increased knowledge challenged the
participant/researcher on a number of occasions to examine assumptions about the extent to
which she was collaborative. My understanding of the possibilities of collaboration was

extended.

Claim #4 Collaboration requires ongoing and critical dialogue
to ensure knowledge continues to be viewed as socially
constructed and historically situated.

If we had simply come together, determined a framework, much in the manner that we
did, and left it there, it is not likely that the exercise would have been empowering to any of us
in the long run. But having put forward our first best effort, having had the opportunity to
begin to experience the consequences of that effort, and then to reflect on and modify our
work, provided us with powerful evidence of the constructed nature of knowledge. We were
together long enough to experience the resultant tensions and conflicts of negotiating among
competing knowledge claims to determine what we ought to do. And we were involved in the

reconstruction of what we knew—at a new site, metaphorically speaking—because the time,

the event, the knowledge we held had changed.

Claim #5 The outcomes of the collaborative effort are contained
within the processes and can be characterized as a
deepening awareness by individuals within the group,
of the perspectives and understandings held by group
members, and an ever developing capacity to work within
difference, to negotiate agreement, and to predict the
consequences of that agreement.

If we are committed to the collaborative effort, we have come away from our work
together with new eyes. We see with a wider surround and cannot take action without

considering the effect of that action within a richer and more complex variety of contexts. In

our work together we wove back and forth between different understandings and perspectives,
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between interpretive, predictive, and, less frequently, emancipatory knowledge claims,
guarding against the appropriation of meaning. We stopped and wrote down what we knew at
the end of the planning semester about what student teachers should understand about teaching
and learning. When we stopped to write them down again after the practicum semester, we
learned new things about ourselves and our colleagues. We have all been change agents,
providing for one another new ways of thinking.

Claim #6 Because the outcomes of collaboration are characterized

by enhanced understanding and capacity to act, research
into collaboration is most richly served by assuming the
role of participant/researcher in order that the social
conditions and reflexive processes of participants can
be described, including those of researcher as she
shapes, and is shaped, by the events recorded.

The obligation as researcher is to avoid determining ahead of time what knowledge is
worth attending to by recording the interplay of history and expectation, open to having events
shape and challenge the self and recording the resultant tensions. Such research requires thick
description of collaboration in action. In this way “moments of constructed visibility” are

offered that provide for the reader a glimpse of the challenges and possibilities of collaborative

meaning-making.
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Chapter VII

Toward a Reasonable Standard

I was listening to a program on CBC radio a few weeks ago reporting on a conference
addressing women and the law. The conference was examining the ways in which the law
discriminated against women, and the Law Society discriminated against women lawyers. The
conference was presided over by former Supreme Court Justice, Bertha Wilson. It appeared to
be an important conference: recommendations were being developed that, if approved, could
result in some fundamental changes to the way in which Canadian common law was
interpreted. Since judgements in common law proceed by way of interpretation of a general
body of law in light of specific cases, the changes required were largely attitudinal—to make
available a wider range of interpretations. Conference speakers were emphasizing that those
charged with making the interpretations needed a deeper understanding of and appreciation for
events as they affected women, and as they were viewed by women. The speaker on the radio
suggested the conference could represent a breakthrough. If accepted, the recommendations
would initiate the process of refocussing a profession and body of law in a manner that would
legitimate other perspectives than those that had dominated British courts for centuries and,
since 1867, informed Canadian courts. The standard that had prevailed as the lens through
which cases and persons were traditionally viewed in respect to common law, the speaker
referred to as “the standard of the reasonable man.”

What was being recommended at the conference was another standard, one that
proclaimed there were other perspectives, other histories to be read and written. The
recommendation was that “the standard of the reasonable woman” needed also to be applied in
law and to the law. In citing this case [ am not suggesting that “men” and “women” are stable
entities that represent all the perspectives that need to be considered in law, nor that the law has

been, in fact, so narrowly applied in all cases. The important point here, however, is the



171

assertion of reésonable points of view other than those that have been dominant over many
centuries.

I introduce that story, and describe the dramatic (but surely “reasonable”™) attitude shift
required as a paradigm case that illustrates knowledge viewed as socially constructed,
historically situated, and legitimated in the service of particular interests. It is the attitude shift
and the view of knowledge required to reach towards the “reasonable standard for a
collaborative effort” 1 am proposing in this thesis, delineated by the claims first laid out in
chapter six, and further developed in this chapter. In both law and in education these standards
are being proposed in response to the diverse groups and individuals who are proclaiming that
there is a lack of “fit” between what the law, or the university, says ought to be the case, and
the experience of those affected by the decisions.

It is the perceived lack of “fit” between universities as the sites of coursework and
seminars in teacher education programs, and schools as sites of the practicum, that the
collaborative work described here has attempted to overcome. Teacher education carried on at
isolated sites has resulted in the discrediting of knowledge held by university-based and
school-based teachers. For instance, some of the stories told by school-based teachers in our
collaborative group referred to the alienation and isolation they had experienced in previous
teacher education work: they had felt “redundant” and “lightly regarded.” That was surely not
the intent of the university that sought their involvement. A recurring theme among university-
based teachers is a concemn for the lack of “fit” of some school-based teachers as models of
critical and reflective practitioners. But when do school-based teachers have time or support to
develop these processes for themselves and, thereby, to articulate and organize the knowledge
they hold? Judgement must be suspended: educators from schools and universities need to
listen to one another and understand the role each assumes in complementing or negating the

educational work of the other if we are to reverse the fragmented and often contradictory

experiences of teacher education reported by student teachers.



A collaborative effort does not concern itself with who is most expert. Such a question
is not helpful because no matter how much expertise a group member may have, their
knowledge exists in relation to the knowledge of the rest of the group, and is necessarily
changed by the contribution of the other. This is in contrast to the humanist view of the “stable
self”:

Humanism posits the subject as an autonomous individual capable of full consciousness and

endowed with a stable “self” constituted by a set of static characterisitics such as sex, class,
race, sexual orientation. (Lather, 1991, p. 5)

A view of knowledge as socially constructed and serving particular interests, and a view of
collaboration as inviting the contribution of multiple and contestatory voices, precludes the
humanist notion. Collaborative processes facilitate a deeper appreciation of individual
limitations as the tension of the dialogue reveals other perspectives. Within this tension is the

potential for transformative action, action taken with a wider appreciation of its possibilities

and consequences.

Using the Claims to Delineate a
«Reasonable Standard of Collaborative Effort”

Claim_#1 A collaborative effort between school-based teachers
and university-based teachers is necessary to the development
of worthwhile teacher education programs.

A collaborative effort between educators from schools and universities includes a
public examination of the knowledge and assumptions that they hold and that underlie and
guide their thought and action in their educational work. Such a dialogue fosters: a) coherence
regarding the ideas and activities that constitute the formal education of young people—and of
student teachers—and b) an ongoing and reflexive dialogue about what is worthwhile in
education. Such a process provides some assurance of responsiveness to changing

circumstance, to new perspectives and ideas arising from universities, from schools, and, to

some extent, from society at large as children and their adult caregivers impact on the public

school system.



It is necessary to carry on this dialogue over time to sustain worthwhile change in
education. One requires a sense of belonging within the educational enterprise, a sense of
place and purpose, otherwise there is no foundation from which to envision change (Ricoeur,
1981). Nor is there the possibility of experiencing oneself as an agent of change. To
collaborate is to support the development of Freire’s (1973) “knowing subject” who both
understands the need for change, and has the capacity to effect change. These two conditions
require inter-institutional dialogue characterized by negotiation among educators with a
diversity of mandates and interests.

The curriculum for teacher education developed by school associates, faculty associates
and the coordinator in both consortia (NWTEC and New Caltec) achieved, to a degree, a sense
of coherence, balance, and worthwhileness. And that sense of “rightness” was not limited to
the substantive outcome of a curriculum framework for student teachers, but included a
psychological outcome of pride in our shared ownership of the responsibility for educating
new teachers. The commitment to this collaborative manner of conducting teacher education
was very strong. It made sense to all of us that we develop together that which would guide
our work with student teachers. In our unique situation with teachers from Kindergarten to
grade 12 and from four school districts, the fact that we built a common program, reinforced a
sense of a shared commitment to and purpose in education that was particularly rich. Having
worked together, we agreed that we needed to get rid of the isolation, of the “islands” that

separate one group of educators from another. This program seemed to model a way of

beginning to do that.

Claim #2 Collaboration means redefining roles and relationships
among participants guided by an attitude of being a learner
—suspending judgement and listening deeply.
This is a position that begins with a belief in the intelligent self-direction of human

beings, and a commitment to foster equal and inclusive exchange of ideas and perspectives.

To experience the possibility of change, requires that one enter the discourse open to these



other perspectives and willing publicly to offer one’s own views for examination : colleagues
can offer new findings and new ways of thinking. For the necessary environment of intimacy
and trust to evolve, the degree of skepticism and challenge present in the discourse must be
limited. Given these attitudes and conditions, a disruption of roles and relationships that
privilege particular knowledge or knowers is encouraged. This commitment to collaborative
processes needs to be joined to skill competence that enables a dialogue across tensions and
conflicting views, and a conjoining of contestatory voices in order to act.

The act of critical reflection, both privately and with others, is at the heart of the
collaborative effort. The opportunity for and valuing of this intense and focussed effort is rare
in the lives of school-based teachers. In our collaborative work it was a valued and legitimated
activity and that, in itself, was a transformative act. Our narratives, and reflection on those
narratives describing our relationships with children, with curriculum, with research, provided
intimate portraits of ourselves within the structure of education. At the same time there were
opportunities to hear other perspectives, and comprehend education from a “wider surround.”

We witnessed, at our most collaborative moments, different kinds of knowledge
enriching our understanding and providing the opportunity for new knowledge. We
constructed a framework for student teacher curriculum. Power, as defined in terms of
institutional structures that legitimated university-based teachers as the conveyors of
knowledge, and school-based teachers as the receivers, slowly shifted as we worked together.
It took on an alternate definition, at least within the confines of the recorded large group
discussions that constitute part of my data, as power to articulate that which we needed to
know at a given point in time. This meant the power could shift a number of times within an
hour or two of talk. The resultant ambiguity about roles and relationships meant new roles
evolved, and as tensions about what we ought to do arose, the ambiguity of collaborative work
provided spaces for the tensions to erupt into new knowledge.

One of the interesting shifts in status came about because elementary and secondary

teachers were listening deeply to one another’s narratives of work. At this time in British
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Columbia there are fundamental changes taking place in curriculum and in school organization.
These changes have been addressed in primary grades for the past two years and many of the
school associates who were primary teachers were eloquent spokespersons for the new
curriculum. Their understanding and experience in this area gave them a status, particularly
with secondary teachers who were not yet engaged in the change, that is not the norm in terms
of public school hierarchies. It is an instance of the more comprehensive appreciation for and
the building of the connections between and among educators that enhances the opportunities
for change to be sustained.

In contrast to the abstract reading and writing about education that preoccupied me as a
doctoral student, were the particularized contexts and practices described by school-based
teachers. They defined richly complex starting points. Our discussions centred around
concern for the relationships of children with teachers, with curriculum, with school

environments. I experienced myself thinking about education from the middle of the dilemmas

school-based teachers described.

Claim #3 Collaboration requires a critical self-knowledge
as well as knowledge of the other.

I came to this journey with a particular history, and with values, beliefs and
expectations that were part of the argument I built for the worth of a collaborative effort. This
self knowledge continues to be challenged as writing about the effort sharpens my
understanding. I am changed and need to keep recording the evolving because, as researcher,
as well as facilitator, my evolving influences the interpretation of other changing events. This
shaping and being shaped, the tension of the interplay between self and other, is the
development of critical knowledge. The creation of critical knowledge then, proceeds
negatively by way of challenging previous interpretations.

To examine our present interpretations, we began with our individual and personal

narratives, those ordered, structured, and goal-related sequences of events that represented our
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understanding of who we were and what was worthwhile for us to do (Polkinghome, 1989).
These narratives revealed the interpretations of social life we adhered to, and their
manifestation in our work. Within the collaborative processes supporting this examination, we
experienced the tensions of both belonging to the larger educational enterprise, and of not
belonging, as we ran up against perspectives that didn’t “fit” our own. These interstices
provided the moments of doubt that signalled the limits of our own world views, and the
possibility of viewing differently.

For most participants this examination and these dialogues were, first of all, a re-
discovery of what we knew. In the main, we became more aware of the beliefs, values,
assumptions that influenced the work we do. And our work was also viewed as more complex
and rich with both consequence and possibility than we had had time to know. We realized
our stories belonged to a history and tradition that had more coherence than we had had time to
discuss. And coalitions were built within our group that enabled individuals to feel a sense of
shared values and experiences. Where there was the time and interest, these coalitions became
sites of power and supported social critique. An instance of this was the critique provided by a
number of the school associates regarding the approach to lesson and unit planning the
university-based teachers had come up with for the student teachers. Their criticism of this

approach included a criticism of the structures that had led to that decision in the first place—

and suggestions/demands for change.

Claim #4 Collaboration requires ongoing and critical dialogue
to ensure knowledge continues to be viewed as socially
constructed and historically situated.
The tension of the critical dialogue signals there is more than one way to view, to think
about, to act upon an event. At the same time it validates as worthwhile what each contributes
to a deeper understanding for all members of the group. An understanding of this view of

knowledge is key to an understanding of collaboration. I describe the outcomes of

collaboration, in part, as a deepening awareness of different perspectives and an ability to



negotiate courses of action among them. This awareness and ability are dependent on dialogue
and negotiation being ongoing, a recognition that knowledge is not fixed.

The outcomes we stopped and wrote down in terms of the curriculum for student
teachers were representative of what we knew at that point in time. And as we experienced the
program underway, and as we thought about it when it was over, we had different knowledge,
and the program changed.

But, of course, it was not that straightforward. Our different understandings and
perspectives enriched, but they also caused tension and conflict and sometimes we needed to
sit out the collaborative dance and regain our sense of self. These different movements of
enrichment, tension and retreat signal the difficulty of the collaborative effort and are an
important reason for keeping the view of knowledge as socially constructed in front of the
group. The coherence and worthwhileness of our teacher education program depended upon
participants being willing to return to the dance.

The shift in thinking that characterizes the movement from hierarchical to collaborative
arrangements is the shift from a search for who knows, for the expert, to a focus on what it is
we need to understand at this particular place and time, and on what it is we can all contribute.
We are all responsible then for examining, and reflecting privately and publicly, on our work.
Assuming this responsibility, we place ourselves somewhere on the continuum between the
“no longer,” as we gain more freedom within our world as a result of greater knowledge, and
the “not yet,” as we imagine the possibilities of freedom from our inherited world views. This
is the creative step of reinterpreting our constructed histories and developing new stories. The

stories recounted by school associates a year later (chapt 5, pp. 115-116), are examples of

personal histories reconstructed.

Claim_#5 The outcomes of the collaborative effort are contained
within the processes and can be characterized as a deepening
awareness by individuals within the group, of the perspectives
and understandings held by group members, and an everdeveloping
capacity to work within difference, to negotiate agreement,
and to predict the consequences of that agreement.
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In the end, after seven months of meeting and working together, we had begun to
understand what it meant to be teacher educators in collaboration, in new roles and
relationships. I believe the majority of us went about our work differently as a result of our
dialogues with colleagues and with student teachers. And if we had committed ourselves to
being leaners, we saw what we and our colleagues did with different eyes. The greater ability
to articulate what we knew, and what we came to know, fostered pride and confidence in our
work and, was transferred to greater confidence and interest in the work of colleagues. The
deeper awareness of what collaboration entails facilitated the ability to transfer the process to
other sites. This capacity was illustrated by school-based teachers who reported building
collaborative groups in their school or district as a result of their positive experience within our
group.

This greater confidence in the self included, among some school-based teachers, a role
as a developer of knowledge, appreciating the contribution they had to make to decision-
making outside the individual classroom. For example, the teacher education curriculum we
developed was predicated on the necessity of attending to the moral, emotional, intellectual and
social development of the student teacher. In other words, the emphasis school associates had
placed on their relationships with children was extended to describe the relationship with
student teachers. Thus the appropriate curriculum and the appropriate evaluation outcomes for
a student teacher were contingent on that unique and particular individual. This perspective
heavily influenced the modifications made at the end of the program—a time when we knew
most intimately the experience and possibilities of teacher education. These processes and
outcomes emphasized a basic tenet of collaborative work—that consensus is neither expected
or sought. As one of the faculty associates remarked, “Once we start talking of collaboration

and even hinting that by collaborating we all come to be the same or think the same that is death

to collaboration” (transcript, nov, 1991).



Limitations of Collaboration

Collaboration is ongoing, time-consuming and breaks down from time to time as a
result of the tensions of ongoing negotiation among participants. The participants referred to in
this thesis were attracted by the opportunity of an expanded and diverse group of educators
informing decision-making in teacher education. It made good sense to all of us that both
institutions were represented: the collaborative effort promised richer fare. But the intensity of
the work took its toll. The effort required suspending one’s own beliefs, as is possible, to
listen to and support and consider those of others. It required the integration of a number of
different claims—and the concomitant setting aside of others. It meant compromise and
negotiation, with no expectation of “arrival.” What we did achieve was a deeper understanding
of education that enabled us to come to tentative agreement about what we ought to do in the
first practicum semester. And we questioned and modified that agreement as we worked
together.

And this description does not begin to address the diverse histories, interests and
power that individuals brought with them into the group. The intense and multi-layered
dialogue and development of meaning was very rewarding and very rich. But I believe many
of us sometimes felt we were losing ourselves within it. The fundamental human tension of
negotiating between the needs and interests of the individual and the needs and interests of the
group required acknowledgment and legitimation. Opportunities for participants to remove
themselves from the collaborative dance were required. Clearly the challenges of collaborative
work, and of developing the communication skills required, needed to be acknowledged and
supported.

Collaboration also requires the cultivation of attitudes and activities that are antithetical
to many of the regulatory forces in place in the educational enterprise in both universities and
schools. School-based teachers have, traditionally, been described as a “receiving” culture, a

culture that carries out ideas developed by outside experts. There is today more attention paid
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and respect given to the knowledge held by practitioners, but in the main, as I have argued in
chapter three, the power differential between school-based teachers and other educators—
administrators, district personnel, university teachers—has not changed. The implications for
school-based teachers as developers of knowledge are profound. Given their place in the
hierarchy, they can have little confidence that what they have to contribute will, in the end,
make a long term difference, will it contribute to educational policy?

School-based teachers who become faculty associates, on the other hand, appear to
move up in the hierarchy. It seems somewhat paradoxical that most faculty associates so
quickly assume an “expert” role that sets them apart from their school-based colleagues. The
hierarchy remains in tact with faculty associates “changing sides.” Why does this happen?
When faculty associates first begin their affiliation with Simon Fraser University, there is
concerted attention paid to their expertise, they are lauded as “outstanding practitioners” who
have been selected to educate new teachers. It is an exhilarating time. The work one has been
doing in isolation in classrooms is publicly appreciated. Membership in the faculty is
(temporarily) proffered. I would suggest the celebrations could emphasize the opportunity
their temporary appointment at the university affords for them to strengthen the voice of their
school-based colleagues in teacher education. Such an emphasis would also acknowledge
teacher education as a rich opportunity for education across the continuum of pre-service,
induction, and in-service. Both these instances—school associates as developers of
knowledge; faculty associates as collaborators—signal the importance of including within the

collaborative effort participants representing the diverse interests and institutional structures

that are implicated in teacher education programs.

Implications of This Approach

As I have stated above, one of the implications of collaborative work is more time
devoted to thinking about as opposed to doing education. As I believe is evident in the body of

this thesis, it is time that can provide abundant personal and professional rewards in both the
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short and the long term. And, I assume, and a number of school associates stated as well, that
children in classrooms benefit by having teachers that are feeling a renewed sense of personal
efficacy and a heightened regard for their colleagues. How is the financial cost of these
outcomes weighed against other demands for limited educational dollars? Or, put another,
more interesting way—how could collaborative work make a contribution to meeting those
other demands?

Not only financial considerations complicate the ability for successful collaboration, but
attitudes towards the value of teacher educator work must be examined as well. In chapter six
I described the reaction of two school associates to encouragement by their administrators to
take the time off they needed for teacher education work (in addition to our sessions). The
school associates spoke of the stress and inordinate amounts of extra time (above that devoted
to the collaborative work) that being out of their classroom entailed. Obviously, given finite
energy and time, the children came first. How can classrooms and schedules be arranged so
that school-based teachers are not penalized for taking the time to engage in thinking about
education in critical and reflective ways with colleagues?

And why is the role of teacher educator not accorded the value and higher profile it
deserves? This question is at the heart of my advocacy for collaboration between universities
and schools. The area of pre-service teacher education provides a particularly promising
opportunity to address the continuum in teacher education. Throughout our work together in
developing curriculum for the student teachers, it was clear we were engaged in professional
development for ourselves. We were providing support for new teachers who were struggling
to realize their images of practice, and renaissance for experienced teachers who openly
declared the value of going back and unpacking and examining what it was they did all day.
University-based teachers had rich and diverse opportunities to develop an understanding of
and respect for practice and its relationship to children, to curriculum and to educational
environments. And because the work was sustained, supported and collegial (Little, 1981),

the momentum grew and we changed—first ourselves and, secondly the program. In the end,



many of us had developed a more reflective and critical approach to our work that
approximated the primary attitude we wished to instill in student teachers. As both a legacy,
and as an attitude with which to address ongoing work, the collaborative role of teacher
educator deserves higher status and recognition from schools and universities—and
concomitant material rewards and conditions that make it possible to sustain energy and
commitment.

Many of the processes and practices undertaken by the collaborative group of teacher
educators in this thesis could have been in joint session with student teachers. Such joint
sessions, framed around an examination of the dilemmas and tensions inherent in education,
would provide student teachers with the model of an active and responsible profession engaged
in the examination and development of knowledge. But as I discuss in chapter five, (p. 96;
103-104), there is a time for the reflective and critical processes to include student teachers and
a time for the work undertaken in preparation for that event. The opportunity needs first to be
afforded to school-based and university-based teachers to understand their roles and
relationships to knowledge as a group of teacher educators with common goals and purposes.
The intent is to provide time for trust to build between traditionally distant colleagues, and for
critical understanding and valuing of the contributions of each to become part of what group
members know.

I appreciate that this way of framing the work means some of the dialogue about
practice goes unremarked by student teachers, and some opportunities are lost, but most
school-based teachers described the processes of public and intersubjective reflection on
practice to be challenging and often risky. To begin as a full contingent, including student
teachers, might cause the dialogue to shut down. As so many school associates remarked in
the course of our time together, they worried a lot about getting it “right” for the student

teacher. The pressure to be right in front of colleagues and student teachers might be

overwhelming.
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The paragraph above points to a central tension and paradox within which we resided
throughout our collaborative work—the tension engendered by attempting to sustain the
contradictory roles of both learner and expert, the one role requiring the suspension of beliefs,
the other observed as the assertion of beliefs. So school associates would both assert what
student teachers should do, and worry about constraining their unique vision and individual
meaning-making. Faculty associates agonized over providing space for all voices to be heard,
and then asserted their right to make the final decision about a student teacher’s evaluation. It
caused the flux and ambiguity that were changing roles and relationships and tensions. As I
have attempted to demonstrate in this thesis, collaborative efforts require shifting the question
from “Who knows?’—*“Who is the expert?’ to “What do we all need to understand?’—*“What

do we all have to learn and contribute?”’

Researching a Collaborative Effort

Claim #6 Because the outcomes of collaboration are characterized
by enhanced understanding .and capacity to act, research
into collaboration is most richly served by assuming the
role of participant/researcher in order that the social
conditions and reflexive processes of participants can
be described, including those of researcher as she
shapes, and is shaped, by the events recorded.

The role of researcher within a collaborative effort can be significant in increasing the
capacity of the participants to answer the latter question: “What do we all need to understand?”
As I describe in chapter four, the researcher participates in the struggle to develop meaning,
experiencing along with other participants the tensions, conflicts, moments of doubt, that are
often the fertile moments of disruption into new knowledge. It is writing at the site, and about
the site at which relationships with one another intersect. Individual histories, present
perceptions and future expectations are made visible. The goal of both the discourse, and of

the research as thick description of discourse events, is emancipatory—to provide knowledge
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of the human condition that can enhance our capacity for transformative action (Heron, in
Lather, 1991).

As a researcher within and examining such a discourse, I am “freed” to look at difficult
issues “truthfully,” and with as much opportunity to gain self-knowledge and knowledge of
others as our situation allowed. But one runs the risk as well of shutting off other views
existing outside the researcher’s inevitably limited ability to understand, and outside the
inevitable limits of the group to generate meaning. Therefore, besides the representation of the
collaborative work, there is necessarily the description of the researcher’s reflexive work as
she writes herself influencing and being influenced by the evolution of the collaborative work.

That is the researcher/participants’ ongoing negotiation and construction of meaning,
and it is also the development of new knowledge. Ihave stopped at this point in time to write
down what I know and to offer a standard for a reasonable collaborative effort. Throu ghout
my description and analysis of our collaborative dance, I have attempted to be open to
contestatory voices, and to represent those competing perspectives and claims. Now I have
developed knowledge claims that are written down, generalized claims that define a standard.
As predictive claims, they take for granted the context and its normative structure and do not
attempt to incorporate value statements into the claims themselves. But they are supported by
interpretive claims, and purport to foster the opportunity for emancipatory knowledge.

Given a view of knowledge as socially constructed, it is appropriate to put down what
my construction is at the end of this work. I have retreated from collaboration to isolation to
serve my interest in personal meaning-making, in understanding our work and bringing
closure to this thesis. The claims are offered tentatively with an invitation to return to the
collaborative dialogue and examine their appropriateness in other contexts. It will be a
dialogue that includes an articulation and support of value positions. Like Lather (1991, p. 3),
I am suggesting that “scholarship that makes its biases part of its argument [is] a contender for
legitimacy.” Perhaps I am suggesting more than that—that scholarship has for too long kept

silent about its biases, and needs to enter the dialogue, offering new ideas and knowledge,



with a recognition that they are necessarily value-laden, developed to serve particular interests.
In other words, university-based teachers need to enter the collaborative effort with school-
based teachers as learners, prepared to negotiate agreement about what is worthwhile to pursue

in teacher education.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are in two categories: (a) processes, and (b)

participants. All the points have been made within the body of the thesis. This is by way of
summary.
The collaborative processes

1. The conceptual frameworks informing collaboration, and the concomitant vision of
what that will look like in action, need to be offered clearly and in a manner inviting discussion
with and contribution from participants. As Cannamm (1985) described in his paper on
change, the unpredictability of the forces set in motion by change efforts makes it impossible to
fully plan a sequence of events to bring about change. What is necessary is a shared vision of
the desired result that frees individual initiative to invent activities that support that vision.

2. The ongoing tension of a collaborative effort needs to be recognized. The necessary
communication skills need to be identified, modelled and supported. To ensure participants
will return to collaborative efforts, “time out” needs to be valued and legitimated.

3. If the initial rewards of collegial exchange are to be sustained, social critique as well
as critique of practice needs to be emphasized. If attention is not paid to this, participants, in
the end, lose the sense of possibility, of “generating meaning beyond themselves,” and the
work will be seen to be “done.”

4. Following from #4 is the idea of the tension and conflict such critique engenders.

Such conflict requires recognition as the spark that can ignite creativity and growth.
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T . .

1. If this approach to teacher education is worthwhile, and I believe it is, then the
attitude towards the role of teacher educator needs to change. It seems paradoxical to me that
the work of educating new teachers has such low status within our profession (Lanier & Little,
1986). If we value our own work, this is one of the most important roles to take on. School-
based teachers, at present, are expected to assume this role in addition to their regular work.
Immediately the emphasis on critical and reflective processes for educators and their student
teachers is sabotaged. We require our best teachers in teacher educator roles, and they require
material and public rewards that distinguish them as models towards which their colleagues can
aspire. These school-based teachers need to be present to negotiate the time and conditions that
represent the best “rewards” for them. Their skills and abilities as teacher educators need to be
recognized as contributing over time to work with colleagues within their schools and districts.

Similarly, university-based teachers’ rewards at present are largely based on the
communication of their research, through reviewed journals and conferences. The time and
rewards for work with school-based colleagues, and for critical and intersubjective reflection
on their own practice, needs to be legitimated and valued. Their skills and abilities as
collaborators and researchers need material recognition.

2. What is the faculty associate role within collaborative effort? Like other
participants, faculty associates need to acquire the attitudes and skills to value and negotiate
among difference. Their opportunity to practice these skills during their orientation to faculty
associate work puts them in a strong position to model and support collaborative work with
school associates. Because their entire focus is teacher education, they can provide the
structure and the text to begin with their school-based colleagues. But there are two main
forces standing in the way of successfully engaging as a collaborative faculty associate. The
first, as I have already discussed in this chapter, is the lack of preparation for such a role.

3. The second is a function of the hierarchical structure within which they work. At

present faculty associates are responsible for the final evaluation of the student teacher. I fail to
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see why there should not be equal partnership between school districts and universities in
terms of negotiating both who gets into teacher education programs, and how they go out.
Such equality in decision-making would go a long way to ensuring support for collaborative
efforts among university and school-based teachers. As it was succinctly stated by one of the
faculty associates, “Maybe what happens now is that the school associates do their best but
they do know that someone else will take over. Maybe if it was left to them they would take it
more seriously.” A situation in which power is given over ( and, therefore, can be taken back)
makes collaborative work uneven, even counter productive at times.

4. Recommendation #3 signals the need to consider who needs to participate in
collaborative work in teacher education. Collaboration is time consuming. It is not a suitable
venue for all decision-making. Nor are all people suitable participants—some probably should
not attempt, or would not want to attempt this type of work. Given those constraints, there
needs to be a commitment—at least an understanding and support of the process—on the part
of those within the university and school district who necessarily are affected by the work.

5. Who should attempt this work? It would be an interesting line of inquiry to identify
characteristics of the “collaborative personality,”—and the approach to interviewing that would
highlight such characteristics. Such personalities are desirable to build the necessary bridges
between our existing “islands of isolation” within the educational enterprise. There needs to be
a valuing of those suited by nature and interest in this kind of work within both institutions.

6. One bridge that was not built during the practicum semester was between the teacher
educators as a collaborating group, and the student teachers. It was, I believe, a missed
opportunity to reinforce our critical and reflective examination of practice. It would have
provided student teachers with a model of collaborative meaning-making among a group of
future colleagues who represented a variety of institutional perspectives, and who held
different kinds of knowledge. Perhaps they could then more readily envision themselves as

critical and life long inquirers into what is worthwhile in education.
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Appendices

Transcription Rules

Transcriptions have been prepared for this thesis in the following manner:

1. Transcripts were made directly from the tapes of the group discussions.

2. Nothing was changed or omitted in the original transcriptions.

3. The transcripts appear in the thesis with the following changes from the
original:

a) Breaks have been made to indicate sentences as those natural breaks
seemed to appear upon rereading the transcripts.

b) The following expressions were removed except where their
retention seemed apprpopriate to preserve the intent of the utterance:
“ummm,” “er,” “ah,” “okay.”

4. Although these changes were made in order that the transcripts be more
accessible to the reader, it is,in my mind, still a question whether this
“sanitizing” is a good idea. To a degree the necessarily hesitant and
fragmented speech that characterizes meaning-making is sacrificed.

Guidelines for use of appendices

The following appendices contajn complete transcripts of the discussions of the
participants in this study. They are available for the reader who is interested in gaining a more
complete understanding of these discussions as they proc_eeded from beginning to end. The
interpretations of these data that the author has presented in the argument of the thesis have
been reviewed by some of the participants. It is possible that some readers will render other
interpretations of the events of this study—this opportunity is well and good in the pursuit of
verisimilitude and evidential support and justification for the claims made in the thesis. At the
same time, however, it should be clear that the appendices are provided to complement the text,
and that under no circumstances would another writer be permitted to make public
interpretations of the data without acknowledging their contexts. To do so without the written
consent of the author and participants in this study would breech an ethical contract with the

participants.
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Appendix A
School Associate Orientation, October, 1990

= Coordinator
= Faculty Associates
= School Associates

New Caltec 401/2 SA Orientation

So, it is very important that you bring questions and concerns so we can pull it into the
program and think about it, let it help shape the next in-service and even deal with some
of it this afternoon. So we will record to make sure that we don’t miss anything. We are
also going to add any new needs, concerns and questions that have come out of your
small group discussions or your individual writing on to the list that we started yesterday
to make sure that we don’t miss anything. I'd just like to start. I am not going to ask
you to talk about why you decided to take part so much as I have a feeling now that you
are fairly into it. Here we are, we are going to be together for some time. What does it
feel like at this time? Mixed feelings?

Still interesting!

I am not sure we knew what was expected.

How does that affect you in terms of your feelings? Is it a little bit of anxiety producing?
No, I don’t know what is expected! [laughter] I am not anxious about it just curious.
Are there words that you would put to this?

I am feeling bonded to a lot of people here, feeling a lot of support. I am finding it i
nice to know that other people feel the same things I am. PPO Inding 1t is

I am feeling comfortable.

I think everybody here—it is so nice becauge everybody is positive about their
experience in their classrooms, they are raving about their kids.

It is a sense of commitment, not just to this program but to teaching? Anybody else want
to add to that?

This moming there was an interesting point made at the breakfast table. The adjective in
the name was kind of corny but it sure worked. I would like to use it too.

I am going to kind of skip around a bit with the questions that we were using as a
starting point for reflections to ask a little bit about the last 3 questions. “What are you
hoping to pick up along the way?” “What are you hoping that this program is going to
help you or have you take away that makes it worth participating in?”" “What do you
need to make that happen?’ And perhaps we can just throw ideas in a pot, get a sense of
those and then start to record the questions.

193



SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

FA:

FA:

SA:

194

I am a relatively new teacher so what I hope to gain from this is an unde i

myself not as a student anymore but as a teacher. Like I remember lllgohrxitga:? ggssz
beugg a student teacher a{ld now I am still in there and getting to be a teacher. So I think
having a student teacher is going to help me look at myself as a teacher. I hdpe!

On the other hand, I have been teaching forever it seems. It is good to go b
tear the whole thing apart and see what makes it up and remindgme aga_ii w}?:tls sand 0

involved.

Having a student makes you look at yourself more thoughtfully maybe
time to do otherwise. g y maybe than you have

I have been teaching for quite a while and tend to, you know, well we did thi

tomorrow we’ll be doing this. And so I need to keep thinking more than soni?rgg ;md
do, thmlkmg why am I Ocz)(zimg thlsl. Apd hol;l)inlg it will help me understand more, to think
more. I am not very g at explaining why I do things and I am t ’ i
articulating that to a student teacher. 8 wanting some help in

You want some help in some ways, in how to articulate how you are thinki
teaching, with a student. Did that come up for others? Y ng about your

[Much chatter and agreement]

Tools for articulating what you are doing? OK. How about some other things that
up in terms of what you are hoping to take away and what you need in ordergto do t(t:::tx.le

I think I am hoping that I am going to pick up some ideas, some more things I

my knowledge base and to my experience. Again I have not been teachingg?ori/tn r;clignto
myself. I am also hoping to come out of here feeling that I have leared somethin &
come out feeling good about myself in the classroom. And hopefully that I can reﬂge’ct
that in working with a student teacher.

In the work that I have done in the past with SAs often if you encounter a

has a struggle on their journey and maybe they decide that teaching is not fi)tru ?fer::ﬂ]ﬁat
is really hard not to feel responsible for those. So as we are going through this journ
one of the needs that I would project based on my own experience is some hel Jin =
coming to terms with—what we have contributed and what we can contribute ?o a pers
who may not—we are not responsible for them becoming something just as we arc:prc;oton
on our own responsible for our own students. We cannot make every student the wa

we want them. And it doesn’t mean we have not tried. y

So you are saying sometimes you might not feel successful?

If you measure your success by the success of your student teacher that may not be the
best measuring stick. If they quit you may have done a very good job, you may have
done something very good for the profession.

And for those who sometimes it is the wrong choice and they are really grateful
have helped direct them out of the profession. Y ye that you

I would be very angry if someone—I know I had worked a long time and someone said
well maybe this is not the professmn_ for you, I don’t think that’s the place of anyone to
decide except the student. Idon’t think they should tell me what they think I should do

it is my decision.
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I don’t think that was what was being said here. I think that they said that if the student
teacher decides on their own that this isn’t for me then you shouldn’t feel bad about it.

OK. 1 think I should preface that by saying that’s what my first school associate said to
me and I really resented her and I love teaching so...

Some food for thought and probably something to come back to.

If this had been the way the SFU program had been before, I might have taken a student
teacher. The things that I am hoping to pick up on the way aren’t so much from the
student teacher, but more from the whole expprience of being with other teachers now.
And I suspect that we are all going to feel a bit stronger when it comes to student teacher
time, knowing that there are 29 other people who have suffered with us. Even though
this person comes from the university with these wonderful ideas and blows us out of

the water.

A real need is for affirmation from one another, from colleagues.

We haven’t had time to really sit and tjeﬂect about what we are doing or expressing
things or discussing things. The day is just too busy, I mean you are always planning
for the next day or second day you never sit back and do what we are doing now.

We don’t get that. That is what we tatked about in our group.
[Much agreement and chatter]

I think it is good and we need to have pats on the back saying we’re doing the right thing
too.

This is part of the reason I liked the whole project—because I look at it as peer coaching
and with peer coaching comes reviving. We can’t always ask kids for constructive
criticism. They will tell you whether they like it or not. They will give you their
reasons. But it is when you talk it over with a peer that is where the real refinement
comes because he tries it in a different classroom with a different group of kids. He
encounters different problems from what you might encounter. So after school Mark
and I get together then we discuss the real guts of the lesson and then we discuss what
changes we are going to make or what other things we are going to try and with that we
do develop some really good lessons.

It sounds as if what you are saying is that it needs—in terms of this program—there is a
need to make time for these kinds of thing to occur with the student teachers.

You have to have constant communication after, not just before but after. That’s when
the real growth takes place.

I am going to ask you, focussing in on the needs aqd the quqstions, the concems that
you discussed in your group, just purely on the basis of the time constraints and make
sure that we collect either specific or general questions that you have that came up in this.

One of the things I was hearing was that a wish people had is something they wanted to
pick up along the way if you like is the opportunity to share ideas, to share things that
they did.. People were excited about what happened yesterday afternoon and they shared
some successes. And want to include that in some way. I think that is related to that time
calendar again of building in some time when people can talk to each other.
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We were wondering what the students would be doing during their observations and if
there are going to be some guidelines for them to follow while they observe?

We will together provide some of the structures as we develop the program, and
hopefully one of the goals of the next time together, one of the outcomes will be within
the group that you are working with create an instrument which will help the students
focus and observe on certain areas in the classroom.

SA In the same vein, people in our group expressed in different ways, of wanting to have

SA:

some sort of say as to what the student teachers would be required to do in addition to
teaching. Ihave a strong feeling that in times past student teachers have been asked to do
too much, too silly, unrelated, and they are dealing with somebody who is just too tired
to do a good job no matter how wonderful they are.

It sounds like you are cautioning, you have a concern that maybe that their assignments
are going to take them off track.

I would like to have some say if possible as to the sort of things that are appropriate for a
student teacher to be doing—are they relevant or a hoop.

The answer is absolutely, yes—we are doing this together, making decisions about the
shape of the program, about what students do in the classroom and on campus, together
with FAs and SAs so we see there is coherence.

SA: Yes, they get so overloaded.

SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

(School associate recalling his student teacher days) What prompted that concern was
when we had our first friday back on site after four days in classrooms, bouncing in
through the doors, turning cartwheels, saying guess what happened in my class this
week!!! Everybody was really excited. And the expectation was we were going to sit
down and create a lesson plan and everybody was just bursting with news that they had
to share. Then—*“No, no now is not the time for that you have a lesson to plan.” And
we were saying no. no listen to me, this is what happened. There was no opportunity
for that sort of thing.

So if you were constructing this program you would make sure to put in time for the
students to do what Case was just saying teachers ought to do.

Yes, it was really like the FAs were doing their thing, they had a lesson planned and they
were just like dogs worrying a bone. This is what you are going to do.

What is interesting to me listening to you is the connection to what we were talking about
yesterday—the way we regard leaming, how development takes place.

Actually one of the things that happened in our group was concern about is there
anything for us to do between now and November?

That is next on the agenda after this discussion.

The one about help in language to articulate in depth discussion with the student teacher.
Somebody expressed a concern about what are some things we can do to make it a
positive experience for the student teacher and also for the school associates.

What can we do to facilitate that positive experience—yes, and a discussion of evaluation
and supervision.



SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

FA:

SA:
SA:

SA:

SA:

We need to know what the student teacher expectations are.
From you? From the program? OK?

In the intermediate areas what new direction in curriculum are you looking for your
teachers to develop?

I am not sure if I understand that question. Are you wondering what the student teachers
come with in terms of understanding the programs and tools for working with the
programs, and what is your role in that as well?

Well, yes, but we are in a time of change. We are all in a different area of change. Now
you are training your teachers to go into the year 2000 , how can we facilitate that?

That is a critical question. I think we are all going through this change and people in the
university are muddling through making meaning out of it at the same time as teachers in
the classrooms are. So perhaps something that we as a group might talk about—is what
are the key fundamentals that we need to focus on.

We answered that a little bit yesterday too that the students that will come and see that we
are in the learning process and that times are changing.

I think they need, we need, to make haste slowly, ensuring we are comfortable and them
being. And we are saying to ourselves start with a little thing and they will need to say

the same.

Sort of a kind of a collaborative learning process for all of us. Any other questions or
concerns?

I think there was coming from someone in the group—we need some recognition and
appreciation that what we do is hard work. That it is true of what we do here as well.
This is not some sort of couple days of rest, but that it is equally hard work, and we
need to be recognized and appreciated. Both within the group and outside it.

What could be some of the thoughts about outside the group?
My Class!—I am away a fair bit and I am always careful to tell them what I have done.

They need to know this is not frivolous.

So perhaps another need I hear you are saying is that there is a need to communicate
about this program on a broader level for our sakes and your sakes. Perhaps you would
have some suggestions about how the university can take a role and how you can do it

yourselves as well.

Districts are major stakeholders so they need to be reassured. There is the perception of
my class, my own kids, parents need to know.

I think it is a very practical application when you think about the student teacher coming
into your classroom, how will you frame the experience for your kids so that they
understand what’s going to happen, how things are going to proceed?

I have a very positive staff and they will_ he!p me lots but they are asking why do you
need all this time off—and only partly kidding—we need to beat it down.
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Do you have an idea of the way that’s best done?

In our district I don’t think it would hurt at all to have something in the bulletin let people
know what is going on. p

The information we were given was really useful. Why not get it out to the rest—this is
what these teachers are doing.

There are also some very positive political views as well and it shows that the
government is supporting teachers—good PR.

What about the administrators or board people or...

Have you talked to them?

We are scheduled to be at the next Administration Meeting in Prince George on
November 8th, and there is the Steering Committee, it represents the districts in the
Consortium, all the superintendents, college representatives and FAs and myself, that’s
another layer of information. The other group we found in NWTEC that SAs wanted to
somehow talk with were district people, the helping people in their districts and there is
one suggestion here of FAs going to zone meetings and talking to principals. So it varies
but more intimate discussion instead of in a great big...

It seems to me what would be really valuable to have some of the participating teachers
do some of that too, giving the perception that this is a collaborative effort.

So SAs representing New Caltec—yes.

And so it is not perceived to be the same old program with the FAs doing it all.

I guess there are some other nitty gritty questions?

The selection of student teachers—I know some people have concerns about that.

OK Others.

How to work as a team with your student teachers.

So you are thinking about having a number in your school?

It seems that there are two coming into our classroom and how do we...

Yes, there are some tricks and pitfalls—OK.

One of the things I did is videotaped sessions and afterwards we sat down and looked at
ourselves at our own pe:.-for‘mange. We judged for example how we dealt with kids,
how we dealt with certain situations, how much talking we did as opposed to how much
they did. And the kinds of behaviours and how they fell into the patterns, how there
were exceptions and how there were neat things going on. When you videotape it is a

great way of looking at some of your own strengths as well as some of the other sides.

So that might be a topic that might be fitted in along the way. What are some strategies
for improving your supervision and interactions.
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SA: Of course not everybody wants to videotape.

C: Have to be careful.

FA: Related to selection was another question. Who are these people, how old, what
experience do they bring, what are they doing in the classroom, how they will find out
that , when am I going to know.

C: 1am going to suggest that we take a break, 10 min—if there are other questions, please
feel free to add them to the sheets.



Day 2—p.m.

REPORTS FROM SMALL GROUPS EACH ADDRESSING A CONCEPT ABOUT
TEACHER EDUCATION

GROUP #1— CONCEPT—"COLLABORATION IN TEACHER EDUCATION”

SA: We liked the idea that the problems we were given were generally appropriate, this whole
session developed trust, sincerity, openness and therefore, was conducive to
communication. We thought that maybe out of this we could see that we were all student
teachers that no one knew it all. That we were all leaming. And we also enjoy the
flexibility of the groups that kept changing sizes, people, tasks and so on. There was
tremendous respect for what other people brought to this workshop. Again
communication was very open, and there was a positive attitude throughout, enthusiasm
was continually there. We also came to realize that maybe because even though we were
from other districts, from different grades, but there were many similarities as well as
common threads and themes and purposes. We could celebrate the differences, we do
have different ideas, and we have common goals, so we learned that through
communication. We could say that we all grew from this exchange.

We do have some questions. Communication makes us create a happy medium between
the student-centred and the teacher-centred efforts. It was a joint effort rather than one
that we can single out and say we are it. The questions that we arrived at regarding
administration knowing our work.. We do hope that you will address that when you
send out communications from here—include them. It is neat stuff!! They need to know
what we are doing here and to hear it—and maybe be part of it—that is a possibility
although we know it is expensive but maybe a few AQOs.

We also raised the question what is the future of teacher education in terms of ridding it of
its many islands. We have many islands in our profession, the communication is
perhaps the best way to perhaps to get rid of the boundaries, to get rid of the water
surrounding a few pieces of land. We need to connect and even though we didn’t come
up with a common cheer, 2 4 6 8—let’s communicate!

GROUP #2—CONCEPT—*“ARTICULATING OUR INDIVIDUAL PRACTICE”

SA: Articulating our individual practices and I assume this refers to the student teacher. We
would expect a student teacher to set the parameters entering a classroom, stating what
exactly they want the class to do and what the expectations from the class are, and to be
clear on those expectations and then follow through with them. We realize that we feel
strongly about our own ideas, and we respect .the student teachers’ ideas about teaching.
We are not inflexible. If they want thgxr own ideas and they want to try some new thin gs
that’s fine, go right ahead. To be flexible and accepting of other teaching styles and
techniques. We should be that way—and expect the same of the student teacher. We
should articulate to the student that they can be experimental, that’s fine they can come in
and try something new. This is a leamning experience, we’ve all been there and we know
that things can fall apart and they spll do today—after many years of teaching so I think
we can be flexible and understanding of that. Don’t expect everything to work out as
nicely as it does on paper, it looks great on paper, we can make it look great—but
presenting it to a classroom of intermediates or prirqaries sometimes doesn’t work. They
can’t be quite as cooperative as the paper can be at times—or grade 8 or 9 kids. We
realize we may be uncomfortable in discussing teaching practices where you may
disagree. I guess we could be uncomfortable with our students teacher and maybe they
are uncomfortable with us as well. So that is definitely a thing that could happen there.
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C:

As teachers we often worry about the student teacher coming in and maybe bombing,
literally and no discipline, the lesson not working and so on. I bet we have just as much
fear that they are going to do a wonderful job and the students are all going to be—I
don’t know if you feel that way, but that has often occurred to me. If they come in and
they are just absolutely number one, the kids love them to death and when they leave, the
kids will say—Oh god, you are back! I often think that’s like this person might be better
than me. [much laughter]

Thank you. What you pointed out—the real diversity we have in our individual
practices.

GROUP #3—CONCEPT—"MODELLING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE REFLECTIVE

SA:

PRACTITIONER”

Modelling the development of the reflective practitioner. First of all we struggled trying
to figure out what it is really we are addressing, was it us, was it you, what was the
question, we didn’t know. But anyway we decided it was us, how are we going to
model it for our student teachers, and also we talked about how difficult this was even
for us coming here, now that we started to l;am about this and really just think about
what we do in our daily practices. It takes time to bpcome a reflective practitioner. It has
some ongoing, I think as Marg was saying that she is at the end of her teaching career
now, she is still going on and she is reﬂec}ing still today. So it takes a long time. You
should do it as you feel comfortable with it, maybe in groups, maybe with your partner
or someone on staff, or just individually after your daily teaching or after a lesson. We
also decided that it was hard to articulate how we felt about our own practices. What we
did in our classroom, it was hard to tell other people why you were doing it, it was so
easy to do but it is so hard to tell. Also it would be helpful if the student teacher had a
framework, something to work from, some place to start.

We become a reflective pracliti(_)ncr, we continue to improve at it. I think that is what we
are saying here, it takes a long time. We should always be reflective, give others
opportunity to ask questions about your practice. Give the people, the student teacher,
the people on your staff, the opportunity to come into the classroom, ask you what you
are doing and why did it but then with that we said that it is extremely high risk taking,
that it could be really scary to a lot of people and it’s going to be difficult when the
student teacher comes in to answer these questions, and not to become defensive.
Student teachers will see changes as a result of reflection by experienced teachers like
that’s something that connects all of us right now is that the whole movement in
education is changing. So we are really, we decided our group that we are actually doing
that, we are reflecting, not me per§onally because I have just begun teaching but the
people that are changing and looking at how they taught 10 years ago and actually
reflecting back to all of that. That they are still wonderful like they were 10 years ago.
Reflecting on decisions and past practices makes you feel good about your teaching if
you sit and think about it, why did you do that. And development, we are not all ready
there, it never ends. So I think the basic thing of all of this that it is ongoing and we
need to do it our whole careers. So it is important to give that message to the student

teacher.
The thing I appreciate about that list is that the variety of ways that you showed that we

do reflect not just sitting back and thinking or writing necessarily, but that the people
come in to observe, etc. So there are all kinds of ways that it is happening. Thank you.
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GROUP #3—CONCEPT—"TEACHING AS INQUIRY”

SA: Looking at our practice, the changes that are taking place in education, inquiring into
them, into the Year 2000 and inquiring into that. How are we going to implement this in
our classroom, and I think as I am talking, joining together as groups and zones and
talking about it, I think too often as teachers we may just be in isolation, just one school
and why not get three or four schools together and talk about how you are doing it.

How can we continue doing this inquiry? And often we are doing things in our
classroom, but we haven’t put a label on it, critical thinking, and we should try to inquire
into this and maybe put a label so that when a student teacher comes in, we can explain
this is an example of...And then analyze what we are doing. Going back maybe the
steps in lesson planning, whatever, and analyzing how we are going through different
curriculum. Number three was just an re-affirmation of the two days of a child-centred
curriculum. I think this is always, well it is something that is so important that the
curriculum is there to fit the child, not the other way around, that is very important. But
I think a new student teacher maybe will take a look at it and see that child must do such
and such by the end of this grade. Review of theory in process. Teacher autonomy—
kind of came up in this inquiry that sharing with the student teacher. Standing up for
what you feel is right for your self and for the student. At times you are going to have to
go to administration, you are going to have to say ‘{10 this is wrong,” maybe go higher
up at times, and this is, you don’t want to put this right on to a student teacher, saying
that there are politics involved, and, I don’t know, it is saying have a hard outer shell but
a heart of gold. Be able to protect yourselves because we all know people that have left
the profession maybe early, maybe not even starting outin it. They would have been
damed good teachers but they ran into the situation that was intolerable. I don’t know if
we are still doing this in some classes, but the new teacher got the roughest classes in
high school. You know. Um, the ability to say no even to Pro-D—the person is
working all sorts of hours and someone says will you take this on. You should be able
to say I just can’t do that. Be realistic as to what you can do or can’t do.

And than there is nothing new under the sun. Things go round and come round. We
talked about always inquiring which we saw as a problem with the busy-ness of our
culture, with the business of our profession, unfortunately. Maybe not staying up to
date—but trying to make that extra 15 minutes to read something new.

GROUP #4—CONCEPT—“MENTORING A STUDENT TEACHER”

SA: Our group got off to a quick start and we decided right away that we could probably fill
ten of these charts with things that we have learned already. Rather than creating an
exhaustive list we sort of slowed down and had a round about discussion on a couple we
listed right away. We also realized right away what some of the things that we’ve
learned led right into the needs and questions that we came up with and then Jim joined
our group and started talking about hockey. Actually Jim posed probably the most
significant question we will have to deal with and it is something that is bound to happen
and has happened I guess. “How are you going to support teachers in failure?” And I
don’t necessarily mean that in a negative sense. When somebody’s first lesson bombs or
when their 45 minute lesson finishes in six minutes. Failure to accept the constructive
advice, those kinds of things, that is probably one of the more difficult tasks to deal
with. And briefly with our chant 2, 4, 6, 8—it is time for lunch we are already late.

C: When we sat down to plan we of course have an idea of what we want people to come
out with and the beauty of something like this is something totally different emerges.
Some of the results are the same and some wonderful new outcomes are there that are so
rich There was incredible direction, a deeper direction I think, than if just the three of us
worked. Just looking at what we have done with the themes in providing direction for
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the next workshops. So your input into the next sessions are all these pa i

. . hi
think we will take away because we are sure we could use them in our gegf;flav:mifl};l
session.

There is one other task to do for next time. One of the things tha i
next time is what are the most important things that we neeg to b;, ‘\:/f)r‘iv;r?gt E)Ons\t:/ii?hdomg
student teachers? What are the most important things to put into our curriculum for
teacher education? And by way of helping to prepare for that we would like you to read
this article which is called *““The futility of trying to teach everything of importance.”
Read it and think about that we’ve only got a little time with the students,what are .the
most important things to focus on? ’
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Appendix B

School Associate Orientation, November, 1990

= Coordinator
= Faculty Associate
= School Associate

New Caltec 401/2 SA Orientation
’Determining Domains’

(Opening remarks beginning the work of building a framework to hold our teacher
education program. The subject is teacher knowledge. It is an afternoon session
following upon discussion of case studies with a small group of colleagues. In the case
studies teachers had tried to understand the values and assumptions and beliefs that had
informed the particular educational action [decision] they had taken.)

It seems to me that those of us who live our professional lives in classrooms with
children and make the kinds of decisions you have discussed this moming, on a daily
basis, hundreds of them, are the people who understand what education is. You make
those decisions based on what you value in education, what you think education means
what you envision as the outcomes you want children to exhibit. We talked in our first ’
session together about the kinds of things that we all believe drive the educational
enterprise—how our children would be when they graduated, if we had been successful
in our work. We talked about the wonderful, unique ways that each of us translates
those different outcomes for children into our daily practices. Now we have looked at
the decisions we make around education on a day to day basis, and we will use the
outcomes of that discussion to look again at the unity of concems that drive our
educational decision-making, that are most important to us as influences on our work
And these will determine the domains, the main areas in education that we think about in
all our variability when we make decisions. So I would like to ask you as you feel
comfortable—I don’t want to go round, but I do want to hear from everybody, as to the
kinds of influences, the values, beliefs, assumptions, you found drove your décision-
making in the particular case study that you provided for us. And out of our looking at
those, and me perhaps asking some questions about it when you talk about it, we will
begin to see what are the common areas in education that influence how we behave as
professionals. So if I could ask somebody to volunteer to begin this discussion.

Preserving the dignity of the disruptive child while preserving the reasonable climate of
the room.

OK, the tension that exists between that individual child and what you want to see
happening in terms of what goes on in the classroom. And that then has to do with the
way in which you as the teacher manage those tensions and make your decision around
that. What did you find influenced you the most in terms of making the decision?

A very disruptive child, but had been extremely well behaved up to this point. So
anything I did, I didn’t want it to be major, but I wanted him to understand that that was

not the thing to do at that time.

So in some ways socializing this child to the group, and at the same time preserving the
child’s dignity. OK, thank you.
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Just the number of strategies that I have at my disposal, I might want to change the
decision or make a decision that I need to have a bucket full of tools from which to
choose.

So the choices that as a teacher you need to make.

The question of what’s most important, what helps me make my decisions is based on
what strategies do I have at my disposal because I realize something is not working and I
am thinking now of the student teacher who might only have one strategy and if that’s
not working then.

Having a number of strategies...Can you talk a little bit about what it is you value about
having all these strategies. Why is that important?

The ability to change my mind—flexibility.

If you are flexible than you think there- is a whole bunch of different ways to respond to
the children and the situation It is not just one thing that you need to be able to do.

If I am flexible then I am able to recognize that perhaps my way in fact is not the best
way.

OK so you have choices, it also means that you are open to a variety of ways. In order
to be effective, what is it that you think—to push that a little further—what is being
effective, what is it that you are valuing that manifest itself as being effective?

Well obviously for the students, to meet the goal of the lesson.

Is it fair then to say that you are effective if you’re intentional, and you know how to get
from A to B. This is what you know you want to accomplish.

Not necessarily because you...
What is effective then?

Well, you might change your goal during the lesson because the children need something
else.

OK so then you are coming back to the point, to be effective is to be able to respond to
individual needs of children or classroom ethos—whatever is happening within the

classroom?

Judith, I would like to come back to this openness to a variety of actions. I think that is
the result of maturity and humbleness. I have been known to make wrong and rash
decisions, but on the other hand I have not been afraid to tell those people involved as
part of the decision that I have been wrong, and I have come right back and said that. I
think in a sense then humility is part of the outcome of the decision and right or wrong it
is not so much a key to this as coming chk to flexibility. You certainly need to be
humble also. If you make the wrong—Ilike you don’t have to stick to it.

OK are you talking now about your, what you found influenced your decision?
No, the decision I made I thought was the best one for the student. Also it allowed for

her to retain dignity. It made her part of the decision-making process. She felt good
about the whole thing and certainly I grew too because she does come back now for an
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exchange of values. She is much more willing to come for help, she trus
think that came out of the way I approached the problem with hr::rs s me. AndI

Mine kind of goes with that because I was humbled by my experience as a risk-taker.

Risk-taking on the part of you and the children? So you as a teacher took a ri :
something that you were doing and it was based on 3a1uing,,,? ' a risk doing

Childrens’ experiences, having the learning come from them.
So it is taking a child-centred—and they also had to risk do you think in terms of what

they did? So there was a belief in the growth or development that could
although it was a scary kind of a situation for you and fgr them? come out of that,

Accountability...

Can you enlarge?

I need to be able to explain what I am doing. Be accountable.
And what would be the underlying belief?

[silence—another SA jumps in]

Perhaps insecurity—fear of being uncomfortable with the program as it was, of what she
was doing—she is insecure. She wasn’t familiar with it—wasn’t comfortable.

I am still not sure about the importance of accountability.

I need something to base things on to report to the parents.
I needed to feel more secure about where the kids were at so when I mak i
decision I can talk more honestly to the parents. make a difficult

Are you talking about evaluation or are you talking about the teacher?

Evaluation I guess. In my own mind I need to understand and be able to tell parents
what we have been doing.

So evaluation to be accountable to parent and school.

I think evaluation ties into flexibility because the teacher had to change the strategies
according to what you evaluate. That is another reason for evaluating changes.

Given your evaluation of the child—what you see or what you do to evaluate then has to
change with the strategies you use—through your experience.

[speaking back to Sharon] Did it have anything to do with the fact that you taught a
number of children whose parents were administrators and you felt pressure to know

what you are talking about?

They were very concerned parents.

So there is accountability to community and parents as part of community. So our
evaluation gives us something to tell about the child, but it also allows us to justify
describe what we do. I would like to stay with people’s cases. ’
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Mine goes with flexible but we called it adaptability because we had made a decisi

the beginning of the year and then our numbers grew and our support system fellil:;a?-:
and so we had to be adaptable. We want the student teacher to see that. So we changed
a lot of what we thought. And even though we believed in some things we changed .
because of circumstances. g

And the circumstances, can I ask you what within those circumstances do you value that
is more important than doing?

We gave up some things that we really believed in. We haven’t completely ch i
yet, we are still talking about it. We are giving up some things we bglieveyircx. anged it

In order to?
Because of class size and manageability and sanity, really.

So there are some things within that environment of teaching that needed to be in place i
order for anything else to happen? 1n piace in

Before we could carry out what we really wanted to do. It was hard to without a lot of
support and we felt that wasn’t there.

So you had to make a pretty major decision, it sounds to me, around what came first,
and what came first here was it the environment or was it harmony within personnel.

Both.

I hear her talk about the value of compromise.

And we will, it is not finished yet.

So ability to compromise with a lot of different demands.

Mine involved the dignity of the child and of the classroom. The child had to realize—at
least I wanted the child to realize—that there were expectations of how we behave and
how we act in a class. It means to respect all those people in the classroom, the teacher
and all the other children in the classroom as well as belongings and the thir’lgs in the
class. I wanted the child to still, at the end, be part of that classroom, a contributing
member. I wanted to make sure the action on his part wasn’t going to leave him outside

of the group.
I am using the word “citizenship” when I write.

Interest in the child being able to work with others.

And to respect that child?

Understanding that child.

So always this—the value of the group and the value of the individual child. An
interesting tension... .

Mine is being consistent with all the children.
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That there is a faimess? And part of that is again valuing individual children in a way
that allows each of them to be able to trust in your, to know you will act in a certain way
To be safe in your class. .

I was concerned to get some tutoring for a couple of boys in science. I think perhaps I
may have gone off track or something because it seems that when we started talking
about our case studies we were looking for us to study where we were having doubts
about our decisions. I don’t have any doubts.

Did you come to a realization of what it was that you valued the most. What was the
most important beliefs that influenced you in making that decision?

Particularly with one of them that perhaps I could help him maintain the positiveness that
he has at this particular time, and he was quite negative at the beginning of the year. And
the other one is being able to help this kid become successful, actually both of them
become more successful and perhaps become more self-motivated. If they are able to

experience that success.

It sounds to me that you see the teacher, or you value or have a belief that one of the
ways in which teachers make a difference is to be able to provide an emotional or social
climate that can enable the students to feel that they can succeed. Itisn’t just that, when
you said that the content that they needed to master or work on, the word you used were
prizing the child’s emotional makeup. So I hear you talking about the teacher as a
supporter and encourager of children in a way which is different than simply or only

being the content teacher.

Mine was changing the physical arrangement in the classroom. One day I just went in
there and hauled out all kinds of things in the room and scrounged other things, and I did
if for my and the kids benefit —for ease of movement around the classroom, places we

wanted to be.

Could you give a description of what that environment might feel like for you?

It was more open.
And that facilitated?

More space to move around.

Open and spaceful, what does that facilitate for you in terms of childrens’ learning?

Just movement, kids and I moving and not bumping into things or over chairs. Less

obstacles. . o
What happens when that kind of opportunity is constructed?

I am much more pleased with the arrangement and the kids too, cause we set up an area
where we can make things that we didn’t have before. It was all over the place. Now I
just have it in one area and everything is there. Idon’t know, it just seems to me it was a
good decision and the kids seemed to like it too. Just, you’re getting around all day all
these little kids, all the stuff around, falling over the things, it is just one less hassle-

accessibility.
And what is the outcome of that, what happens to the learning environment?

The kids know where everything is—easy access. Things get put away.
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Thank you.

I am still not sure why I made my decisions. People in my group ask i
They certainly made me think but I am still not sure. It hgdgto dg wit}? %eg:ig?nguesuons'
suddenly, all the children were going to work on an assignment by themselves. ’One
suggestion was so that each is more comfortable with themselves or the ones that are
weak don’t necessarily feel labelled because I put them with someone else, but I still am
not sure why I did this.

Was there a certain kind of outcome? What would be the outcome of that assignment?
What would you get?

It was a research report.

So each child would be handing in to you, something which you would evaluate as an
example of their work in that area? And in this particular instance you wanted to do that
with children as individuals rather than as group members.

I gradually was going to have some work in partners. And then I decided just about on
that day that no, you are all going to work by yourselves.

Does anybody have questions that they would like to ask, what do you hear?

As she went into it, she said these kids were listing animals and they were enthusiastic
and had a lot of knowledge and I thought perhaps she had done it because she was
saying I know you can do this—was saying I know you can do this on your own.

And part of the evaluation maybe gives us an indication of the potential of each child and
sometimes the only way to find that out is to have them do something on their own.

She said they knew a lot. It was something they were really interested in so I kind of
think she thought they could do it on their own.

Thank you for helping. Recognizing the abilities of individual children. What do they
know?

There are a number of things on the board already that contributed to the decision that I
made—having the flexibility in terms of choices available to me and making that
decision. There was risk-taking, hoping that the decision wasn’t going to come back and
haunt me the following year. I'had faith in the student that I know he is capable of
achieving what we are after here, the two of us. This was, just to back up, the student
was registered in a secondary English course, and based on his work and two exams,
was sitting in the high 40’s very close to the magical 50. Keeping in mind what
happened the year before, he had been given the nod being in roughly the same situation.
I thought, well, you know, maybe it is time the buck stops here. I thought that I wanted
to first of all sit down with him and indicate what the situation was—we are very close to
a pass, that there are some areas that I would have a difficult time promoting him on to
the next grade. I pointed out his weaknesses and his strengths. You are able to articulate
yourself well in class, and I have seen a lot of contribution in group work, and
cooperation, etcetera, but when it comes to that, the final product, that paper or whatever
it may be, there have been a number of times during the year that does not happen.

I am going to interrupt you in terms of giving the whole case and ask you just to look at-
what would be the...
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The risk-taking here was, I said, look we have a new program coming into this district.
It was offered this year—correspondence. I will give you the opportunity to pass this
course if you are willing to work and produce a number of papers and write up a number
of papers etc.

What do you value? I really do want to ask you that—this is important. You go to a lot
for this student. We all do, we make decision, I am going to do something for this
person. What is it that we’re valuing what do you believe in that drives you to put that
extra time and energy in to different children? Do you believe something about your role
as a teacher or about education.

Perhaps I thought I could do more in my role as a facilitator. Although I did have a
number of conferences with parents—the students during the year, get really close—you
know—you do have the ability to cover this material. What led me to that? I think my
inclination at first was no, we’re going to have to repeat the course, that was my
inclination at first. Because I did not see enough evidence in one of the major
components of the course—written work. And I really felt that for me to pass you on to
the next group—to put you in the next grade wouldn’t be fair and have the same thing
happen all over again. I guess jumping through this extra hoop—another way of putting
it—in order to move into the next grade in this particular course, hopefully you will
internalize something, learn to take responsibility.

There are a number of things I hear there about valuing the uniqueness of each child.
What you told us is the history of one child and because this child is this way then I
make the decision which may not hold for the other child. For another one it may not be
repeated, but for this child, knowing what you know, the individual history of the child,
and you can make a decision to provide them with a certain opportunity. So you are
valuing them as individual children, not as a mass of people that we make decisions

about all the time.

As it turns out I am happy with the decision. He appeared in my next, the followin g year
September class, and in conversation here and there, and concerning the fact that this

paper was handed in...

END OF TAPE

SA:

SA:
SA:

I guess mine was that I learned that it is not anyone’s fault, children or teacher to have a
lesson that bombed, and be humble enough to say that I didn’t do my homework, or it is
not, I mean the children don’t go out of their way to defeat you. In my situation it was
above their heads and they just didn’t have experience to relate to it. So I have to be
humble, no matter what I'had done I don’t think I could have put the concept across.

For some reason the word “authentic” comes to mind too and that you are being
absolutely who you are. You are a human being and you have made a mistake and let’s
recognize that. That we all do that. And what a relief to our students to know that we
too fall on our faces once in a while and make mistakes. To me that’s a lovely model.

It would have been nice if the primary supervisor hadn’t walked in! [much laughter]

I think in my situation I was trying to somehow make this person do what I felt he was
capable of doing—start to take some responsibility. One of the ways I did do it was
through a little bit of peer pressure, putting him with kids a little bit higher than he was
performing, the way that I wanted him to do, rather than have him following some of the
other not so cooperative groups. Another reason probably was my own peace of mind,

210
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because I guess it was my expectations of the classroom too. There were some things
that I expected, want in there and I expect everybody to be working. Plus being that he
wasn’t my major behaviour problem. In the classroom there is one that is taking away
from the time that is available to everyone else, but he sort of contributed to the situation.
So I sort of wanted to get him away from the centre of attention, to see it from a different
point of view.

So again this dichotomy between a classroom environment and respect for the individual
child or how that child must work in relation to the environment, is coming up. But it
seems to me that one of the things you were talking about, if this is fair, was setting
standards or having certain expectations of the way in which your classroom was to be,
and you modelled that. But you also showed a belief in the child, in that you could give
him certain consequences and he could look up to those.

Yeah, he was the type of child, he wasn’t doing any homework. Also a behaviour
problem, he was hitting other children. Behaving pretty much as a pain. But it worked
in that he is coming to me and saying, “I had a good week, I haven’t been in trouble for
this or that’—and his homework is being done. Plus the girls intimidate him somewhat!
One of the interesting things that comes up as a sort of fundamental question is whether
you think children are innately good. You make decisions based on a belief that—given
whatever it is you need to do—children will respond well or children have to be sat on or
have to be fenced in all the time because if not, they will behave badly. And thatis a
clearly fundamental belief or assumption that drives a lot of other things we do. We
think children are good or bad in their very nature.

I had a situation almost like others put also different. I dealt with the dignity of the child,
and a child has had some break up in the family life and that I had had a fairly good
rapport for about 2 months, but then it started to go downhill very quickly and I have
tried to put him on a homework book and bring the parents in and have them involved.
How I have changed in some of my educational decisions and behaviour decisions of the
child is by talking to some of my colleagues right here. He still is working, but he
doesn’t want to be on task on exactly what he is doing. Okay let’s say I am doing math,
he wants to draw, if I am doing science, he may want to read something else. So what I
expect of him is that he will do the work, and he will remain on task, but then at times if
he really wants to draw, have him draw up something for a novel study he’s doing, use
that talent that he has but also keep him working in the classroom. Also there are certain
things that he still even though he is angry, there are certain things he cannot do. He
cannot hurt others. He cannot take away the dignity of other children. So basically what
I am trying to do is work with him to keep a relationship with teacher and student that I
am not the bad guy, but yet I still respect him as a student and as a person, but that he
can start to get back on track.

Thank you I know a lot of you have talked about this valuing the relationship between a
teacher and a child and perhaps even undemeath that there are some assumptions about

what that enables the children to do that we believe that unless that kind of a relationship
exists with a child that other things won’t happen, so we invest a lot of time and energy

in that.

A lot of what has been said relates to me as well. I'had to come to grips with the fact,
accept my failure to teach a concept based on my time line. Ihave to have patience to
continue it at the child’s individual speed rather than in my tempo. To meet the needs of
the child rather than—this is mine, my goal, and this is the speed I like to teach at, this is
what I expect of you children—and sometimes they are just not ready.
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I was writing it here, thinking about it as respecting individual children, but it was also
talking about instruction and how instruction has to meet the needs of so many different
children. There are different developmental sequences, stages for children. Because you
were talking about some content that you had to teach and how just simply teaching the
content was unsuccessful that it needed to somehow recognize where different children
were at.

That’s where I had to stop and quit with a certain group of children. I couldn’t just keep
on trying to force information, they just weren’t ready. Like where the majority of the
children had it, let those children go and carry on, accept the fact that these kids just
don’t have it yet, but hopefully, with extra work they might come around. So I had to
accept some failure on my part and justify it with the parents.

Children leamn at different rates. What do parents think?

If you are honest with the parents and explain what you have done, where you are going,
what your expectations were, how the child has not failed, but how the chiid was not
ready. I think they understand the process too because the same thing, their baby may
not have walked at six months. You can’t set specific time lines for children. they are
going to travel at their own rate, and if you explain that to parents they become your
allies. You can provide extra work saying you guys want to try where I left off, fine,
but in my professional opinion this child is not ready for it yet, but hopefully before the
end of the year they will have this concept rooted, based on different methods of

attacking the same problem.
So there is communication with a lot of people.

Is there not a need to indicate that there is some sort of tension between curriculum or
expectations and that last point that the method is right? We have been drawing parallels
between the individual child and the classroom. I think there is also arrows, tensions
drawn between the standards and expectations that we have, and that individual
development or those individual rates of development.

So the tension between what curriculum tells us to teach and what in fact individual
children need to learn. Curriculum must be adapted and it doesn’t always lend itself to

that.

My decision was based upon flexibility of instruction. I wanted a 100% understanding
rate among my students for a particular concept. So I simply have to come up with a
new way of teaching. After atry or two, different ways, I finally hit on something. I
was trying to teach them what a phalanx was, in grade seven socials. This was a military
formation required by ancient Greek warriors. I wanted them to get this idea—how
difficult it was. I tried film strips and I tried discussions and I tried just me standing up
and telling them what it was and I tried diagrams. Nothing worked. I gave them a quiz
on it and they couldn’t even remember what it was. So finally I thought I need
something that they can remember, and I.went down to the gym and I got myself some
spears—hockey sticks—and I needed shields so I went and got us some snow shoes.
Out on to the field in PE groups , groups of two march, groups of four march, groups of
eight, everybody together, right until the period ends. We keep right on going through
the afternoon. Finally we get everybody. A couple of times somebody trips and they all
go down like nine pins. So finally we got it all together and we marched across the
football field, out to the other side of the school yard, down the road, around the block.
And they didn’t want to stop !!!! [Falling off the chairs laughter is accompanying this
story!!}  Round we go and back into the building. Quiz the next day. Everybody
knows what it is.
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What's the underlying idea?

Hands on.

Concrete experience. There are different ways that children need to hear and experience.
Isn’t there also an underlying assumption that everyone could learn?

Mine has to do with evaluation and accountability. Our report cards demand letter grades
as well as how is the child doing—grade standing in relation to others. When I test I
usually test in smaller chunks so the child gets high marks. Anyway, I went to all the
trouble, doing the tests and marks and putting them on the “marks manager” to show to
the parents. I usually staple all these printouts on the report cards. I decided this year I
am not going to do that. Our school always been one that the student gets the 85.6 even
though 86 is an ‘A’ and you give a ‘B’—and the father comes in and says you have to
account for this, why not an ‘A"? I would rather be safe than sorry. Anyway this year [
didn’t do it. I decided to scrap it all and I didn’t have one person ask.

And you scrapped it because evaluation is for what purpose?

I would rather it was more how the child is doing against themselves. I can say to the
parent whether he’s low or high or whatever.

How well they are doing...
How well they are doing against themselves—that’s my underlying value.

So evaluation is for a child to know as well how they are doing.

It is self-reference.

Mine is mostly about the individual child, and the needs of that child—but in relationship
to their classroom.

Again that tension of what the child needs to do and the respect for the gro C
say in a word what you value in making that decision? What came out (g):-l tlcl)% in t:nngf gf

the decision?

I am still deciding—it is to do \.,vith, itis between setting standards and being fair and
being firm. Sometimes it is a time to be firm.

Why?

In this case it was a team and it was a commitment, and we can’t make an exception and
this is the way it is and you have to have your consent form in like everybody else and it
is firm. It is really hard to make that decision.

Given that it is hard. We all experience that in a lot of ways as teachers and parents—
what is it that we believe, that underlies that, that makes us able to make those hard

decisions?

I felt that in this particular case that we were trying to teach responsibility and that each of
us, he owns the responsibility and we have to teach them that they have some ownership
of consequences. and that was a really hard one because we didn’t get to play.
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Thank you very muc_h. And thanks to all of you for sharing these things. They are hard
things to share. Obviously we are still grappling with what might be underneath some of
the things you have said. There might be another area—another value, belief.

The report cards that come out now are always positive and there is a comment to go out
from the teacher to the parents. I had written and I got back from the parents—thank you
for the nice report you wrote on our son, but can this be the boy that we know who
jumps off from the table onto the couch, tries to drink his water without using his hands
and never flushes the toilet unless he knows we are listening for him?

The parents’ evaluation!

The strategy from here is to look at what seem to be the main domains around which we
make our decisions and to ask you to take this wealth of thought and information and
begin to think how do we get an understanding of what these things are as an
introduction for our student teachers. Obviously one of the domains will be the child.
Some of you will form a curriculum group to begin to discuss what it is you want
student teachers to begin to observe, and begin to understand to be cognizant of the
needs of children, of what constitutes successful work in education with children? What

does that mean?

There is another whole interesting area or domain here around—Who is the teacher?
How does the student teacher begin to understand who we are as professionals? All
these different roles we take on and all these decisions we make around our beliefs, who
we are, what we represent, what we need to do.

There is another one here on evaluation and what needs to be thought about in terms of
assessment or evaluation. Who is it for? What is it for? Who needs to be involved?

What does it mean?

Then there are two others—one has to do with the classroom, with the group, with the
way in which we set up the environment within the classroom.

Then there is one here which wasn’t as much talked about and perhaps we leave it—that
is curriculum—perhaps curriculum could be looked at as part of all the rest?

Student teachers are going to have a better understanding of the new curriculum than we
are.

I was thinking of it in terms of what the student needed to understand about curriculum
to begin.

I am wondering if curriculum isn’t part of all the others? It is part of children and
evaluation and environment. All of them are influencing all of the others. You could
draw tension lines among all those areas.

Maybe it is beginning to have a secondary role but it is a bit early to slough it off.

I wasn’t thinking of sloughing it but—in terms of what student teachers need to
understand about curriculum in order to begin...

It is part of all those things but I still think they need to unpack it.
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Curriculum is part of all, but it seems to me all of them are influencing all of the others.
You could draw tension lines among all of them.

When a beginning teacher starts out, it is nice to know exactly what to do and if you
throw at them something like what we have just gone through that would baffle them. I
am wondering how do you address curriculum to beginning teachers when we are
changing, when we are right in the middle of change?

I am not avoiding your question, I am just trying to think about how to start talking about
it. What we want student teachers to begin to do. If we were to think up a series of
good questions around each one of these areas—for instance—What are the roles that the
teacher takes on? How is curriculum determined? What are the developmental strands
that run through curriculum? What is evaluation for? How do you begin to understand
the different needs of the child? How do you arrange classroom environments
successfully? What does successful mean and what are you wanting to .etc . 7 What I
am trying to illustrate is beginnin_g to have them—setting up a curriculum that begins to
let them explore and, hopefully, in the end, begin to ask, those questions. You are
right—if they were to listen to all we have been talking about—But we don’t want to tell
them, all this. You are quite right, we wc_;uld drown them—1I mean there are hundreds of
years of educational experience here talking between us—possibly thousands!

I am thinking that there are levels of questions, the kind that Judith was talking about,
that student teachers can address, and there are levels of knowledge and understanding.
One can know something about the Greeks and the Romans and a body of content in the
curriculum, what a phalanx is—and then there are things to know and understand about
what is the function of curriculum. How do we use the documents that we have to help
us in making classroom decisions. So_I think when we are talking about enabling
student teachers to come to understanding, we are not just talking about appointing them
with what we know to be curriculum. We are talking about these bigger questions about
what does that stuff do for us in our decision-making as teachers. That perhaps seems
very big—but if the student don’t ask themselves these questions, they won’t have the

tools for decision-making.
It is really beginning to generate questions they need to ask. It is certainly not imparting

a whole Iot of information. Idon’t want to know what everybody knows about all these
things. I couldn’t accommodate it!!

We need a break!

END OF TAPE
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Appendix C
School Associate Orientation, February, 1991

= Coordinator
= Faculty Associate
= School Associate

New Caltec 401/2 SA Orientation
“Understandings Underlying the Domains”

As I said before, we are looking at these understandings to help you when you are trying
to articulate these open-ended questions to help the student teachers look at why they are
doing what they are doing. As Mary described when we were doing planning, we know
what we want the students to grapple with—what the big ideas are. Those understandings
are what we came up with when we looked at what we want to see as successful graduates
from our public education system. Those were the deeper understandings of why we do
what we do in the classroom all day. And what you have come up with now in your small
group are those deeper understandings, divided up our job for convenience, so we could
talk about them within the domains. We want to be able to ask the student teacher about
these areas, in all their complexity, as they go through the semester. When we finish
putting these domains up, I am going to ask you to get in small groups again according to
grade groupings—to say, ok we understand these are the things that need to be addressed
by students—how is that going to look in terms of what the student teachers do in the
classroom during the month they are back with us. What kinds of things will they have to
be doing so we know those understandings are developing—what things do we need to
see them do, how do we nepd to see them behgve in classrooms, what things do we need
to begin to hear them question or think about, inquire into, that will enable us to have
some confidence that they should go on—that they should not withdraw now from this
profession. So we are looking for the signposts that will enable us to make decisions, to
assess the student teachers. And this is the heart of the work we do, getting a handle on
this understanding of the profile of what the student teacher looks like—what they should

look like.

So I will ask each group to give us their understandings from each of the domains.

GROUP 1—Domain of the Classroom Environment.

SA:
C:

SA:
C

SA:

There is a great deal of work involved and it is always changing.

When you say it is always changing Julie, what are some of things you are thinking
about?

Centres, bulletin boards, arrangements in the room.

Let me push that a little bit in terms of why are they always changing—what is it the
student teacher should understand apout malgmg decisions about what to do when they
change things—what is the underlying question.

—some of the strategies involved of different types.
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Yes but...
Needs of the children.

OK, but in order to meet the needs of the children we need i

children leamning, different kinds of experiences for them mtﬁ;;z;ﬁzng&itw tgys o
deeper understanding that drives the decisions that the student teacher has to makrc:,lil o

of all this changing—and lots of work, the concept that we are talking about is that soout
children have different needs at different imes—does that fit. !

OK.

Different ways of learning—which means we must provide changing envi i
vir
means that—when we say lots of work are we saying that studen% tezglcher n(c):gr;fg tl‘:nz?vl ch

this is time consuming.
Yes, and ongoing.

I think there needs to be some realism here—in terms of how important is this i
the time they do have—to keep it constantly going—like spendm%oevewlivgiglée rms of
changing your bulletin boards may not be good time management or way to meet that

goal.

We will do that in the next process after looking at what we need to see in

that the student teacher is beginning to apply these understandings. You dgrr(ljgtr r:gelfin&w
see the bulletin board changed every week, but you do need to see something that all
you to know the student teacher is aware of its importance—and that is wherge thin Sowts
tempered—there is only a month, and they are still babies in terms of figuring it ougt. *

Anything else?

There is a safety factor in terms of knowing fire drills, routes.

So the understanding being...
Responsible for safety of children.

So again when you are questioning—you are asking why are : . .
that way—whatever and one of the things you are v%amu): g meyftﬂgﬁéfgxfgi‘;‘l’i‘ n
that responsibility to children for safety. Anything else. xns

Ours was the backpack [speaking here of a first week activity they had

student teacher}—came from the domain of the classroom e;yviror):m:m(_ji‘v’féou;;% ft%; tt_hai
waZh'tglmmdsléce yogéthc Stl;ldenttt}lecachl:lg;’ to the students and vica versa. We felt that hadal
a validity in September—to have get to know the stude s

expressed their interests and personalites. nt teacher—things that

But you see here is the ongoing challenge—what is it you value about educati d
teaching that makes the backpack a worthwhile activity—what is th on.an
want student teacher to have? 4 is the understanding we

Understanding the children?
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What about the children.
That they are different—have different needs.

OK so that observation instrument enabled student teacher to enrich th i
thank you—any comment? at understanding—

You can change or influence the classroom environment in order to influence the type or
rate of leaming that takes place—the teacher has control over that to some extent.

The way in which we construct classroom environments influences?
The kind of learning or the rate of learning.

What are some of the things that you would put under “kind”"?
There are some unconscious lessons that may be taught.

So overt and covert learning taking place?

That’s right—and *rate”—you can organize your environment so students’ attention
students’ time on task can be maximized. ’

OK. So this means amount of learning. Then one of the challenges for the student
teacher is what does learning look like. For instance, someone was describing to me
something a student teacher was doing in the classroom and saying but that is not
teaching—having decided what teaching was and wasn’t. It is one of the challenges.

GROUP 2—Domain of the Teacher.

SA:

SA:

SA:

What we did is take a list of “do’s” that we had made up last time and talk
we wanted to see them understand as a result of their e)lt)periences, ed about what

#1—They should understand there are many different learning and teachi

relevant in different situations and they must develop their ovfn teaching l:tslzt{;egt—an
different situations—which will change as situations change.

Is there another assumption or understanding undemeath that about how they mak
decisions? You say they need to know there are a whole bunch of different I)Z:anrlni: g and
teaching styles—and they need different ones in different situations—that understanding.
—the understanding that children are different.

And perhaps what else comes in in making the decision.

What sort of day you are having!

So part of it is your own personality and style—what else might be important—for any of
you.
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It is also what’s h ing fi i ; . .
your stylc‘:.l s happening for the kids—what is getting them excited. You have to a djust

What else might influence.

The children’s understanding.

The knowledge level of the children.

well their level of understanding—some get it and some don’t.

I think administration and parents—they affect how you teach.
So a sensitivity to community.

[Much murmuring and chatter hear, some uneasy laughs].
Any notes in your mailbox lately.

It also influences how we present things, how we talk about them i
: ’ em in class s—that’
big one —ok next. rooms—that’s a

#2—understanding importance of routines and of the necessity of internalizi

anticipatipg consquences—of the procedures or lack thereoft.y The examplzemggivt:]dwas_
she has kids put their hands up and studpnt teacher decided she didn’t want to bother with
;hat,handl}\}alf wafet:llx_-opgh tlz:ilse_sson realized she wanted to change [wonderful empathic
aughter NOTE: izing is very continuous in our work to i

indicator of face validity!!]. work together and is a good

OK—again, what is the understanding about our role that underlies Rosemary’s

description—what is it you want them to understand about th i
! e profession
that gives us—that we agree—that allows us to agree..... P on and what we do

Learning of management skills?

? t
X:&il;‘glrx; them though? What do student teacher need to understand about the role of

Understand that it is part of the teacher’s responsibility to . . .
the children can leamn. y 10 create an environment in which

Ok and that means that...

You have expectations.

A big and grave responsibility that teachers must provide —but -
that—you are saying the leaming environment is one that. you are saying more

Has to be conducive to learing—also focusing—
Also focusing on—this has gone off a little bit from where we were going—we are saying

we want the studqnt teacher to int.emalize all the little things we do, that we don’t write
down every step in every lesson in our day book. It becomes very automatic. And a lot
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of those things they are going to have to internalize themselves -and the d

like se_lying to the class go get your text books and the entire class goes zﬁgﬂhﬁnm&

a routine , a way of managing different events in the classroom and those things haze to

Sfrmte;n;h;e(li by the student tea::hetrh so they develop their own techniques for working
ough their lessons—not just that they are going to teach a -

the hidden agenda in every lesson. &  lesson math but—you know.

It is teaching through managing and managing through teaching.

Ok so a student teacher must understand that a learning environmen i rtain
. t requires ce
structures, certain framework. e

I think the word *“comfort” strikes for me—they have to find a comfort level—

kids are comfortable, where they are comfortable and everyone that is ass\(l)iiate‘gfiﬁéh ©
parents, the admin—where an admin can walk into the room and see that it is functioning
at a level where nobody feels threatened—there is rigorous, active learning going on.

So if there is clear expectations?
That’s right—the door is open.

Hidden agendas, therefore, a comfortable classroom—is that ...are i
what you were saying? we moving away from

I think that’s right.

In our group one of the SAs said her student teacher sat and watched for a Lot of tim
the pegir}ning and thought well this looks ok and then when he went to do a le(;son l::eat
realized it wasn’t so easy because he hadn’t taken account of all those things that go
around a lesson—he has this really nice lesson here but without all of this the lesson

doesn’t work.

And this is the framework that needs to be there.

Yes, that’s the framework and if you are not aware of this you may think
with this nice little lesson and you go to do it but without a{I that ity falls ap)zﬁ: are all se

I think that is partly rapport with the students.
It is rapport?

Yes, with the students—because student teachers are finding when yo teachi
students everything is tickity boo but they get up there—ang they dgn’li i“_"; . 1?‘311;1,3 the
shouldn’t have the same rapport. Well, they better not. [laughter] So they can’tdo the
things you can do. So it is definitely rapport with students.

Judith, if a teacher has a picture of what they want a lesson to look like—or what the
want a classroom to look like when they engage in some activity then it is really easyy
afterwards to see how far your vision—what the actual picture was and you have got
somewhere to start. But if you walk into it—with just the lesson and have no idea what it

is going to look like.

Yes, and how the children might react to different things you are going to do.
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If you know you can articulate what i posed : o
goyfmm the,g_ what it was sup to look like—and why it didn’t and

That fits in with our next one—#3—Understand when to stick to th,

‘t;Vheirtl‘ tt}?i be flexible. We want them to understand the reason for plairl:jars;sgo 11: m:?)? time
ut ngs are not going in a particular way that the it i

B g e y y need to understand it is OK not to

Ok so they need to understand the structuring of learning experiences i i ;
. es
to change—needs to be flexible and responsive to...whgt...cplfanging r::éfjlsl}?auve. subject

#4—Understand the necessity for different steps to be taken with students i
discipline—that you may let a student get away with different things——sirtf; ll)lllyteb:cn: u(;i .
that particular student. But behaviour by one student may be the best they can do—whil
you wouldn’t accept that kind of behaviour from another. Also when a student gets out zf
line a first time you don’t necessarily come down on them like a ton of bricks that there are

steps to be followed.

I put consistency with students according to their needs—is that ok?

OK—then #4—We are not a factory. Our finished prod i .
from each other, and... products will have many differences

#5—Be fair and flexible.
Anything else?

#6—Understanding the necessity to evaluate individuals ) .
differences or abilities. uals according to his or her

#7—Understand the necessity of reconciling the philosoph : .
actually still happening in the classroom. Y phy of the year 2000 with what is

#8—Understand teaching is not a 9:00 to 5:00 job and often involves i
activities. They should understand their own limitations in terms gf tiren’:atr;%r:lgilgaernt and

avoid excess stress.

I am going to leave evaluation until we come to that gro b
and balanced lifestyle—that is so important—ok [haﬁrk ;gu_ ut the need for a healthful

GROUP 3—The Domain of Curriculum.

SA:
C:
SA:

First of all that it is changing.

Yes and reconciling the year 2000—the new and the old.

Curriculum is content, knowledge attitude, skills.
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So what does that mean? When you are working with the student teache kin

. 3
them to include all these different areas when they make lesso o> are you asking
structure experience? y upa n plan? When they

What they bring with them—what background knowledge.
To be accountable—that we are still accountable even though it is changing.

Can you give an example? When we say to student teachers you are accountable for the
curriculum we are saying—what—that you must teach something? test everything? what?

Right now we are experimenting and a parent might say—I don’t want my child i
where there is this experimenting. But we need to be able to come out of )tlhis am;n b: :{)alzs
to say we are teaching the child to read. For instance, be able to explain that to them.

We need to have a reason. There has been a tendency to say the curriculum i .
therefore anything goes. We need to be able to say why. Y ulum is changing

OK articulate your intentions—how activities are educationally valuable.

Our principal just told our parents on Tuesday that the curriculum is not changing it i
methods that are changing. It is still there. We need to remember that, it is stl?tghg vlf'z:;e

we are approaching.

Was he talking about attitude, skills, content or just content?

Probably content.
And now it is being defined more broadly.
And some principals in this district would disagree with Mary’s principal.

I’m not sure there is more to put down. We sure talked about it a lot—We were
revolting—worrying about the fact that we seem to have thrown a lot out without keepin
anything concrete and it 18 hard to know—st ask how do you know what to teach Agd :
there is nothing in grade five science that anyone has to teach any more so what do you

do?

So how do you begin? What are the questions you ask in order to make th isi
on a day to day basis? e those decisions

Well—what is relevant, what is valuable to leam, I suppose.

How do you narrow a concept science lesson down when there is nothing specific to do in
say grade five or six.

There are certain concepts they are to understand as opposed to something concrete they
are supposed to do?

Why say that that doesn’t matter—the concrete.

Is that what they are saying? that it doesn’t matter?
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I have just picked this up from talking to a lot of people over this past year. I really have a
fear that, I don’t know, they’re not coming out with some basic knowledge.

They might get shortchanged in all this?

Yes.

Yes, I hear student teachers struggling with this. Where is the balance between the
knowledge base you want them to have and the processes that we want to use?

Because that knowledge is still important.
There are more and more demands being put on us to make those decisions.

Judith we are just going through the intermediate document here in the district and there
are two first year teachers and they say they can’t take anything really concrete out of this
document. So with curriculum, my thinking is that you still need to stay with the
curriculum, but you might present it differently—bring in added resources. But student
teachers need to have the guide. We say you can change it but you have this to guide you.

Then maybe one of the most important things we need to know is what do student
teachers need to understand about the change. If the content has not changed, what is it
that we want for kids that student teachers should understand that drives this change?

They need to know they don’t have to cover all content and guides are just guides, but
they need some direction. In some districts there are units they can use.

And the way things are changed is in order to do what for children?

To reflect the environment they are going to be in when they come out of school because
they want the learning to enable them to function in society when they come out of school.

OK, so is that an understanding here?—that the way we make decisions about curriculum
is in order to provide more effectively functioning citizens.

That is an underlying principle.

I think it has just gotten more crooked these days, that is what we are questioning. It has
got to have more meaning. It has to be purposeful—just not giving them facts for no
reason. We are trying to enable the leamer—that they have some control over the

learning.

Then that is an important understanding that the student teachers know they need to
structure learning experiences that empower learners.

When you say that to a student teacher that is really a nebulous concept. They want to
know what are we going to do today, tomorrow—and I know something that drives me
crazy is not having enough resources.

That is what we get into next. How do we ensure our student teacher are beginning to
implement this in some way? Not that they have it “down pat” but that this is the way they
are beginning to think. We need to see that begin to happen in terms of their work.
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GROUP 4—Domain of the Child.

SA:  We felt we named most of the understandings when we did the domai
important was that children are unique. Everyone is different. Theya;?es;arg?ntghfon::sm
with a history—that there is a family behind this child and that can effect what is
happening in the classroom. How a child is learning today may be different than how sh
functions tomorrow because something different is happening outside of school :

And there is a wide range of children in the classroom. Some chil

exposure to reading in Kindergarten, and others are reading alread()i/rea:dh%i 11112(3': (t)o
accommodator all those. And how do you do it? It can be pretty scary for student
teachers, but they have to understand that they must meet those diverse needs. Not onl
needs but interests are different, and so leaming has to be encouraged differer;tly g

C So you must see in your student teacher that she understands individual kids
done a lesson and you might ask them to talk to you about one child they thinth}llg))/{ SZ\\:’:
been very successful with, and one child they think they didn’t reach. That will provide
interesting data. Do they even see those individual children, and what is happening to
them? Ways for you to feel they understand those children. g

SA: Ok then we talked about the different rates. Someone might be more advanc
academically, but socially and emotionally they are at a different rate. And sggle move
quickly Lhrgugh an area and others need more time and practice—have to incorporate that.
So you can't think if I do this they will all know that. You have to realize some will and
some won't after many tries, and you have to deal with that.

SA: BOY! THIS IS A DIFFICULT JOB!!
SA:  Knowing some finish in five minutes—what do you do.

C I am awed when I listen. How do you do it? And again you are aski
to talk to you about some kids they think will have dgifﬁcglty_hoa:, a?eg ti‘:fzgtm teatcohers
engage them? How are they going to assess them? g

SA:  So part is respecting their backgrounds, how they learn, respect the
bctahcause of that, respect the need to maintain conﬁdentialityg?fvhat s?yafopg:r%l:fsmtf
others. ’

C: Yes, and one of the program objectives being to demonstrate th i i
and professional relationships, needing to see that. ¢ maintenance of ethical

Other comment?

SA:  Where we said we have ownership of our own leamning. I was j inki
curriculum—the whole idea—the child has. . g as just thinking of the
I don’t see where to fit.

C: Does it come back to curriculum should be structured to empower learners?

SA:  That is what I am talking about.
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C: Ok so the understanding you would like to add.

SA:  That students have ownership of their own leaming.

C: Meaning that we structure for them to inquiry into things that interest them—is that part?

SA:  Also that they show us different ways of representing what they have leared—involving
them in actual projects.

C: OK different products outcomes and different questions they have.

SA:  Ithink this also comes under child, that we can be the way children learn things, that we
can give them all the tools, all the info, but in the final analysis children have to take
responsibility for their own learning. And if they don’t, it is not our fault. We can do
everything we can, but they are responsible for what they get out of it.

C: So our responsibilities in creating and structuring environment and the child...
Takes what they can take.
C: So we don’t browbeat ourselves. Remember that it is the same for our student teachers.

We create structures, but if they don’t succeed, don’t beat yourselves. As one SA told
me, if you are more exhausted than your student teacher, things have gotten out of
balance. It is the student teacher that is supposed to be falling apart!

GROUP 5 —Domain of Evaluation

SA:  The most important thing was for them to learn how to self-evaluate.
C: Why is that so important?

SA:  So they can show they know what is working, what is not and can change what they are
doing.

C: So self-evaluation includes what they are doing?
SA:  They need to question the results of their activity.

C: So when they ask you was what I did good or bad and you say, "What do you think?",
you are helping this process. And the same with supervision, when you ask what to
focus on and they say you decide, and you say no, if you know what you are doing, you
know what you should be questioning at this time. You decide. It is your responsibility.
Talk to me about the lesson, and your concerns, and don’t ask me to do it for you.

You have done a beautiful job of illustrating the understandings and as Colleen said, "It is
not that they get it all figured out, but that they need to show us developing understanding.

FA:  What I noticed is that if the student teacher understood these things they would have such
a good understanding of what is in the new Year 2000 document. Those binders are so
intimidating, they are so full. ButI think we have caught what is the basis of the new
program in a much more precise way. For instance, what we have said about curriculum
here is exactly what is in the primary binders. And what we have said about kids, how

they learn, we’ve said it.
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We have been dealing with the student teacher just now—not whe ici
. . — n th
even next practicum—just now. ©¥ are practicing or

Is there something you want to add?

I waﬁ ?just wondering how much evaluation should student teachers be doing of student
work?

What d ant them to understan ion i i ‘e
chilgre I:)?you w understand evaluation is all about in terms of their judging

Being able to set up objectives and evaluate from that and then make decisions as to where
to go next.

Ok evaluation is a way to plan—others?

I was going through the student teacher's notebook and she had do i
student, but had done no evaluation of it. ne some work with a

I have a little guide, I call it a thinking guide. It’s to think in a m iti —and
is not just a little comment like ‘good’—it has to mean something.reAsﬁ(rils \lvt;:;en‘;lgarka?lin
books I use that as another way of teaching. I'spend a lot of time marking—and I give
them another lesson, something I've noticed on what they have handed in. I make a
comment and talk to them about it. And the student learns much more than with puttin
“X’s” all over the page. putung

So evaluation is teaching?

I think so—hopefully students look at the comments and learn from it.

I agree. As we assess in different ways some of the assessment is goi .
Not all of it is immediate, tangible, right now. In my writing pmgrfr(:lu;% tthoeblfegl!]ngr?ilnng.of
the year I collect stories and I make a book, and we do another book half way m"OUghgthc
year—another at the end of the year and it is not something that happens right away but it

happens through the year.

So evaluation is ongoing. What is evaluation for in terms of the child? If we w i
why we evaluate in terms of the children what would be a state ' ere saying
student teachers to understand? ment we would want the

To give the child feedback.

OK evaluation is to provide a way for the child to get an indication of thei
Evaluation is feedback for children. & ication of their own growth.

And I think what Donna said—feedback is ah...

Meaningful.

Well I think you also said more than that, you also said self-enhancing—like it isn’t
destructive.
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S: - Yes,Luid senidve 1 ink we ne o bo e o he childsfclings—How would
you want to encourage and support their learning. try again,

C: OK anything else—does that feel OK now?

SA:  The children’s evaluation of what they are doing is just as valuable as the teachers.

C: So child’s evaluation of self and of peers too? do they?

SA: Umm sometimes.

C: g?w 1:1t an understanding that children should be encouraged to be able to understand their

SA:  Growth and learning.

C So Mary—have we just rewritten the document (Year 2000) in much clearer language?

A gyl et o e gt s

C: So the understanding is that the evaluation is of the whole child?

SA: E;ep\:r(:\éﬂgfhild and—TI guess that would incorporate such things as the process as well as

SA: Do you have variety in there?

C: You mean a variety of evaluation?

SA:  Yes there must be a variety of evidence gathering.

C: There must be a variety of evaluation methods —anything else?
o ot i which we re tyin 1 o hat o e ot o
rying i convey Lo e studens can el yousort cut b questonspecpe ar asking
guestion to you is “What is the underlying idea )){/ou wfxﬁl tlv:: stud(;f::tntlgir:&?sdt);sg;gu;g
O O it mvolves a whole bunch of oher concepts s Joare orpncse 0 E0 Way
here, that you want them to concentrate on and und nce%ts_and there is one thing, right
we have b)e{en doing here together. understand—and it flows from this work

WAITING LUNCH

C: After lunch, and maybe we can organize this while we are waiting. I'd like you to work

in groups of three or four and look at what you need to see the stu i

of experiences they need to have in order to begin to allow us wtlc:ljg\r:/t Lll?zg ’d?é;w al::t kinds
beginning to understand these concepts. I am not going to have us come back into large
group after that. That w111. just be in your small group. Then we will begin to help each
other articulate where particular students are in their development. We will review mid-
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term conferencing based on your thinking about your own stu i
organize your small groups. y student. So if you could

I would rather the student teacher was at the school for some of the planni

or a day in the middle of their planning week. My children do somé) oafntr;::glg(:n?n hgalflday
might say we are going to be working on this topic, what do you know, what do you
want to know. _And the student teacher should be there when the children are doing that
rather than having a day here. Maybe there should be some options there. Whatever wa
the teacher is doing it. Whatever is best for the two of them. y

So given some time during that week to be with you in whatever way yo 2
might be both of you coming out of the class, or whatever suits. Y yousee as best? I

Would it be possible between each of these major things for there to be a breathing tim
because I think they are so harried and hurried that there is no time for them to sit %)ackz’nd
reflect on what they have finished doing. They start the next thing, so maybe start a litte
later, give them some breathing time. They were away all last week at the conference

now here they are back in again Monday—busy, busy busy. ’

They have today off. Itisa planning day, but some of them are going skiing.
Yes, we want them to be healthy human beings.
They are awfully stressed right now.

What about last week at the conference? Do you think that was a stressful time for them?
Was it a time out. :

It was very intense. They were challenged with new concepts—th .
ways they haven’t been challenged before. P ey were challenged in

Comments I heard—it was valuable but—the hour here and there when the

. » POV y could have
been planning, they were so bumt out from listening that they couldn’t—1li g
after a full workshop. § y couldn’t—like us planning

Yes, I think it is fair to say there could not be quality planning time in th

interesting thing that comes out of that—the people who pres%:nted wereescl)) agsctovécil;ol?n

%lvlﬁosth get the feeling that you welxiedsuppos?jd to be able to do that, be like that all the time
at the presenters give is so well done and student teachers I . :

they should be able... am sure go away feeling

I didn’t feel that way at my conference as a student teacher. These 1

but I knew they were university instructors and I certainly didn’t plapcz0 r%;s:l?ﬁf&gl:l:;;'e
category of performance. But I certainly enjoyed it. I didn’t take away a lot of strategies
but I wasn’t intimidated. ,

I am glad to hear you say that. I was worried about that.

I was going to agree with you. I think they are overwhelmed. When they see all
think they should be able to do that by tomorrow. I think as teachers we syometimt:i1 astaz)l'nld
don’t want to go to another workshop. I don’t want to find out about another thing I am

not doing. [Much laughter!].
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Given that, what is it that student teachers should have? What is i i i

S 1t th S ! at is it that is most i
for them to know in this first semester? Given that we don’t want to over sg'etssmtll;::an ; d
give them reflection time... What do they need to know? an

Well I think—we talked about that last time. They need a pl : .
This isn’t the final practicum. Y place to just get their feet wet.

tsh(:: rtlr:e reflection on practice in itself is a valuable thing. trying things and talking about

How much do they have in the way of assignments in this fo k time?
of other things they are expected to do? ur week ume? Are there a lot

They have journals—and a child study.

Whiqglis tied in to their work in your room. And they videotape one of their lessons if
possible.

They are extra assignments.
Yes, but tied into what we’re doing together.

Even preparing for their conference must be fairly stressful, to get all .
including lesson preparation to put into those bins. get all that material ready,

Yes, the mid-term conference, I hadn’t appreciated what time it would take. Iam

: e . all
glad you are talking i]t;out tthat. I kncziw I'hadn’t given it a lot of thought about ho»l;e mglch
time we were asking them to take, and seeing it as educationally val izi
Canct koo piing it on. y valuable but realizing you

And when you add it all up—the lessons, and journals and child -
is a lot of work. Child study and mid-term—that

Besides all the planning!!

And depending on the different backgrounds they are coming f;
different levels. y ing from, they are all at such

[Much talk began here among SAs comparing notes. An obvious negati iversi
planning!! and, I would guess, a feeling of having been left out. Altﬁgugﬁ fl(m); l:)lll;li:?\l;il;y
by university folk had been done in careful parallel to recommendations from our days to
together, because SAs had not seen the transition, they did not feel it was theirs).

So a recommendation would be the amount of information and e tati i
asked of the students, in addition to them just getting in there anc)i( L?cying (:lr:isn:l: Li{eaggmg
then coming back and reflecting on them is t00 heavy.

This could be looked on as resources for the future.

What is it you are calling resources?

All this exposure they have had could be considered as resources for later—put i
for the future—not having to do it now. ater—put in a file
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When would the later be June?
When they are comfortable. When they are ready.

I go to workshops—put the stuff away and two years down the road pull it out and can
use it.

It is just too much—even for us.

And the second day of a conference I am just exhausted with all the input—all these great
ideas but you are overloaded. If they spend four days with all these people with their
ideas, that is totally exhausting of itself.

This next week is also heavily planned. It sounds like they are not going to have very
much time for the unit planning which is going to be very difficult for them to do, not
having had much experience.

Are you guiding them in unit planning?

I was talking about this with my group. We are doing this slightly differently. We are
building in flexibility because some of our new themes are only going to be introduced
later in the week. So they are not starting the unit Monday. We have built flexibility into
ours. They will have something to bring, but then will work with SAs.

And we were doing the same thing—that they started out with you. They chose a topic
with you and now they have been to the conference and have heard some more things
about planning and some of them can incorporate those. We have said that the theme
should come to us, but we are not expecting it to be complete. Obviously, they need more
time with you.

I guess I need to have a sense before they 80 back to the school of what it is that
comprises this sequence—where it will begin, and how, and what are the anticipated
outcomes, and why. And what I have asked for is the first lesson done in detail and a
good sense of the second. I need to have a sense that they have found the resources they
need, that they have given thought to the kinds of activities they are going to include. That
they are giving thought to how they might connect it to other goals. Not that they are
going to say, I have to include social and emotional development, but I need to know does
it connect with anything? If it does great. If it doesn’t I am not going to force it.

So when they bring these to you it is an opportunity for you to guide, help, question?
Yes.
You give them some input. It is not a finished product, just a way to begin.

I don’t see how they are going to do that without time with us. I couldn’t do it. If I was
trying to plan a lesson for your classroom and show it to somebody else, I couldn’t do it
without spending time with you.

There should be a week where they could drop into their own class and work in the
classroom. Come as they need to see you.
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They do have today—oh but that’s right you are here!!

Well then maybe we need to back up right now in terms of when these need to be in. That
they need to get back to you before they come in to the FA?

Do they have to . . . I mean I never imagined that they were starting next Monday moming.

I mean they need to reconnect with you and with the students. I'didn’t even think they
were going to begin, but what I had was an idea in their minds that was going to fit in

there.

But once Monday comes, they are back in the schools and we no longer have this time.
They want to spend this time, these two free weekends getting as much of it done as they
can. That’s what smart teachers do—planning in August. They have to do it when they
have free time.

[Much discussion again among all].

Because the SA, the teacher is so instrumentally involved in the theme that is being
worked on with the student —and most themes are big ideas that need to be narrowed
down once the student teacher ideas have been collected, I thing the SA and the student
teacher need at least a half day, if not a whole day of looking at those ideas and resources.
From my point of view I would like to have a good idea of where that big idea is going in
March and I would like to know before my student teacher comes on March 4.

Would it be any use to you if they came in to you on Monday?

It is our Pro-D day.
It would have to be after school anyway. You are busy and can’t talk to them.

It is not built into the present plan so I think we might as well forget it. I will be glad to
talk to her if I am around. But.I think what we are saying to you is you need to build in
more time for us together. I think we are planning on doing that with our student teachers
on the weekend, we will find time to do it.

I would also say though if it is your recommendation—and I would be interested in
hearing your thoughts on this—is requesting of your districts . . I feel I am skating on thin
ice because I do not know your union requirements. Do you think that your districts
should look at giving you release time during your 401/2 work? Maybe a half day every
two weeks or something when you working with your student teachers/ Would you like
that flexibility or are you already out so much ? I'would like to hear your ideas because
we work with the Steering Committee and can represent the needs of the program because
they are part of this collaboration too.

Well when we are out couldn’t they be out t00? I mean why couldn’t they be part of the
session today? Iknow I feel I am out a lot already. Iam reluctant to take more time away
from those kids. Maybe we can work it into the time when you guys are here anyways,
and we are here. Maybe we could have done it that way.

I think we could have done without one or two of the days in September and used them
now instead. Because although it was valuable and we learned a lot about ourselves, we
didn’t invent anything. It showed up in the Student Handbook two weeks after we were
talking about those things. So it is not like we invented anything.
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Esxc‘:veé)tw dl;a;lt gandbook has been around there for 20 years and is just a guide for us to use

Yeah, but maybe that would be a way of stealing some days. Instead of eigh
six days and the other two are used for planning with the s);udent teact?er?lg t days take

Well that is what you have to decide, what is most valuable for you as learn

you need to decide what is most valuable for you as well—for y);ur professit:)r:;alI men
development—not just some kind of martyred hard work. So how is the time best utilized
for you to be teachers educators.

A couple of questions—are you planning on doing the same sort of thing agai
i i i gain. Are you

planning on eight days with your SAs next year? or have we sort of devel ;

that might work for a couple of years? eveloped something

Well.

And also—when you say are our districts willing to release us are you talkin
paying for the subs?—because I doubt very much—1I can’t see it hip%ening.g ebout them

Weli(it depends how they value your work in teacher education—how they view this
work.

They are having trouble with their budgets right now.
What about the first question?

The first question—well part of my belief is that you become the best teacher
understanding your own p_ractice—'that to me is fundamental. The only wa; Iegelécl?wrs oy
become more s}ulled in this work is by deeper understanding of my own beliefs about m
work in education. So to say that we have developed something permanent would be ¢
antithetical to the way I see education evolve. Each person who becomes involved for the
first time—at least in my vision—and I can only um—if you can’t be persuaded than I can
go elsewhere.

[T laugh as I say this and.it dqesn’t sound put down but I am very embarrassed—partly I
know because ' w25 feeling tired and discouraged at this point—and looking backpat tge
preceding conversation I realize there has been a tension building—SAs feeling left out—
and I feeln:ig this :3 an.ltrhn%oAszlb\l; effort alf{om long distance where I am not available to
support and consult w1 . We are all doing our best [but meaning i

often enough—and there the trust comes and goes]. [ aning is not checked out

So we can’t say we have a program that is finished, that we have deci

because somebody else will come in and they will look at their practicl:(c?ea(:l:ih tehg;o‘%glalm
contribute and shape and plan, and the way that it has meaning is by you being involved in
the shaping. If you all stayed together to do 405 in the fall it would be quite a different
kind of work than if people were new. But that deeper understanding of what teacher
education is all about and how we develop that understanding for student teachers, is
ongoing and I don’t think it is anything that is ever finished, that is ever “done.” Sol
don’t see it as something that we do and go away. For instance, the way you change your
lessons as you go along. Ichange what Ido all the time. As I understand things
differently. So it goes back to how you see what we have done so far in New Caltec—the
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SA work and what is happening for the student teachers. And I h i
back, don’t give the student teachers so many stimuli all at the san?:r ti¥r(1): Sé);\l::gt}lxn m
more breathing space and time with us. ' e

Excuse me—when you say time with us?

With the SA.

So they don’t like the balance of campus and classroom time?

It is more free time.

Yes, time that is not structured as teaching or as seminar instructi . .
. ; on so there i
to reflect on what they are doing. $ more ume

Bridge time.

Could I ask—is it just now after the conference and getting ready for the uni
feeling this or are there other times that you would like to fee bl'i):igin g a‘;‘:‘éﬁ?that you are

I had a student teacher last year and I felt then they could have had more time fi i
They seemed to be under a great deal of stress. Itis just balancing the overrllfhtg:n%,agmmg.

stage.

Is this a general feeling I mean I really think perhaps small grou ;

. ps would have shown this
more. I am seeing heads that shake and heads that nod. I reall ’ i ;
general feeling or if it is one perception. really don’t know if that is a

I don’t feel my student teacher is under the stress—but he is just beginning,
I think it depends on the individual. Some have families which is an added stress

You know, as well, if you give planning time and reflection time and bridging ti

. . . . t
do you give up? It is always a big question. Because exhausting as the cgrlll}grerr::i’ \:/v:satit
is s0 rich and nowhere in their whole PDP program will they get that again. There is 50
little time in the one year to give the bases and the foundations for becominé a teacher.

That is why I think the idea of looking at the eight days and givin i
working with the student teachers is good, rather than us go%ng tl%ros?lgllf &i%?;ct{cr:se(:?
reinventing the whqel and‘ naming the domains. That is important, yes, but could we have
spent some of that time with the student teachers ’

And maybe some of those days could have been half a day workin
with the student teachers—integrating what you are leami);lg with tﬁtf,)irrl ltgafmggg_half aday

Yes certainly the January and this one—some more time with students.

I find we didn’t have time in the last week to plan. We both got involved in activities in
the school and it was every recess and every noon hour and we would reach the point
where we Woulddhave to say let’s close it down. So yeah, if we could have had half of
this day with student teachers to get together. Ididn’t fell my student

but we just didn’t have the time to do all we wanted to do. Y ent teacher was stressed
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It would have been nice in the first ime we met—to have h .
my class—just to take them around the school. ad a half day—a sub already in

In January? Ha! that would be neat! So just go away together?
And see what awful things happen when a sub is there.

But we have to recognize that’s nice when we are in Prince Geo: i
accessible but Quesnel and Vanderhoof people can’t. rge and relatively

Could we ask the Prince George people—would they like th i
Monday afternoon? y e students to be with them

The afternoon wouldn’t do me any good. I don’t have any free time.
Morning would be better.
[much discussion]

What about Nechako?

Are we talking access to material resources or to the SA?

I was wondering—those of you who have seen your students since th
student teachers haven’t been mentioned at all in this. Iam just wgnd:r?r?gn ﬁ?ﬁfee_f;’f
the need? Did they mention it to you? y feeling

I spoke to mine last night. The reason we were talking is that we were goi i
Sunday. It is a week later and they called in a panic and said we h going to meet this
ourselves we haven’t done anything. P We haven't had a minute to

I spoke to mine as well. We had planned to meet this afte .
not time to do planning. rnoon, but he also said he had

[Much chatter again—everyone going at it]

If we weren’t making mistakes we wouldn’t be trying! One of the thi o
if we are going to be collaborators let’s include the stﬁdem teacher: aﬂ:c;l (giirvlv f lil:;/za gllélngl °
out there So'gewhefe Wgﬂe we swew and talk about them. And they do learn from being
with us and hearing us discuss. We just become such a bi .

we were like in January. ig group if you remember what

Someone suggested breaking into grade groups.

Yes, there are so many things. One of my agendas was that we get across distri
across grades and hear what is going on beyond our own doors. gBut maybelif.ilsc t:eg%n
the fact that in teacher education you want to hear from people who are doing the same g

things.

You can’t do everything at once and when you are trying to figure it out it is ni
feedback from others in that same area. frying to figure it out it is nice to get

And that would be most valuable right now?
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Yes, I mean it is overload if we try and give them everything.

Can I mention one more valuable—we are kind of short on valuables right now.
[laughter]. I feel that the whole New Caltec program is a good idea. We are working
with people from our own community—and giving them the option to be teachers.
Keep the New Caltec program going?

Yes. And I like all the classroom time they get.

And they get all those observations. I think that is wonderful—getting into all those
schools.

Keep those observations.
Is the SA orientation new?

Yes.

Because it has just given the SA so much more understanding of the students.

No we haven’t done this before. And that is what I meant, I don’t think we can do this
without your input. And I think that is being proven. We are trying to figure out here
how we meet the student teachers’ needs both in the classroom and on campus and we
need to come together to figure out how to do that. You need to tell me what is the best
way to come together. And some of you are saying bring the student teachers in more,
not so much by ourselves. And you are missing your students right now.

Another valuable outcome is the kind of students you are giving us. They are more
aware, mature, together.

They have a lot more background than you led us to believe.
And some of you did not get babies, you got moms.

What happens next year if you get a number of the same SAs? Do you do these eight days
again and reinvent the wheeel?

No, I don’t know about this reinvent the wheel.
Maybe that is a negative way of putting it.

Well it isn’t whether it is negative or positive. I just don’t know any other way of
working in and learning about teacher education except by doing it. Unless I figure it
out—no one can give it to me. It is like what we have been talking about with the children
taking ownership and being involved in determining the questions. I don’t think you can
know the questions. Maybe I am wrong, but I can’t see how you can proceed in teacher
education unless you get down and muck around in it.

Every year? Suppose you have a half dozen of us here doing it again next year are they
going to meet again for these eight days?
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If they are doing 401/2? No. But if they are doing 405...

I was just thinking of another possibility. Say there were six who wanted i
They riiggt.:wlp gg?s?iglz thtt: tc;,Iight da)l'ls wﬁh thgnll"'a and Cood—and be memtgrf ?oc:nﬂ:leg ;L:;nw
ones. it might just get that much richer. They would .
with a different role— y go through the same experience

Or at least help shape what the days should be like. But if ing i
would be some days out. you are going into 405 there

You know I would guess that even if folks here went through 401/2 again and did thi
same program they would learn an incredible amount. It is like mysel%as an FAl—id;:lrsn
second year it was a very different and rich experience. I was looking at things y

differently.

They might come to different understandings that they thought student teach
address. But we would probably not diminish the amount E/e think S‘e)’a:h:ﬁdsggl_ﬂd

So if I could say in summary—it sounds like you value an experience tha

possible brings SAs and stt_ldept teachers together. That therep?s some quct:sagorlr:l:g:)if
whether the way you were invited in to help shape things in fact took place—that it was
already there—and to ask you to help shape it was—not dishonest, but not everything it
was cracked up to be. And I guess I would always think of it as all of us building a
program—so that you understood the program in your own way and shaped it in your
own way. ButI need to look at that if you don’t feel you were paid enough attention

I asked to see some modelling because my experience as a student teacher—I don’t thi
my SA had learned to do conferencing very well. And you modelled that and Igrelailt;unk
appreciate that.

I am just trying to figure it out. And when we come back to i —

can think about it or write about it , whatever is best for yofevtl&eer\:/r;ﬁ\/{ggckhat maybe you

recommendations for next year—at least as far as you know for the 401/2 SAs—what

they should do, be involved with, and the way the program should unfold and—

f{eﬁoﬁfly?ﬂhat you have to say will help shape it, despite what has happened with the
andbook.

I am sorry about that I did not mean to make a big deal out of it.

Well the Handbook is an impediment in my estimation—because the obiecti
behaviourally oriented—very different from the holistic look at the studg:t: tl:,:f :{1: rr:\z
described. So they are in conflict, and I think that is part of the tension you feel.

The conflict was that the Handbook wasn’t even mentioned until after our firs
i t
with the students. two days

Oh well—yes you should have had it when you first started.
Thank you. Safe trip home. We will meet for dinner March 21 and finish up March 22.
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Appendix D
School Associate Orientation, March, 1991

C = Coordinator
FA =Faculty Associate
SA = School Associate

New Caltec 401/2 SA Orientation
“What Has This Journey Meant?”

This is our last session together. We have had dinner together the night before and are
sporting our “New Caltec Originals” T-shirts.

These tapes are an attempt to reflect on our journey—to talk about growth/development/the
profession/collaboration—whatever these questions bring to the surface.

C: If we could begin with those for whom we have come together—What has this journey
meant for the students ?—then ourselves—then the program.

SA:  The question is what do our students come away with from this 401-402 journey.
They come away with the idea that teaching is a multi-faceted profession. Teaching is
flexibility—you have to be able to change—with assemblies, with everything else that
happens during the day. They come away with the idea of putting theory into practice.
And sometimes the theories fall flat on their face and sometimes they don’t. They have
to learn to decide for themselves what applies and what doesn’t. They come away with
insight into the magnitude of the job—this is not a 9:00 to 3:00 job. It is huge,
massive—and no one realizes until they actually do it. They come away with an
appreciation of individual differences. We are not producing Fords here. We are
working with individuals who are going to be in the world one day and every single
one is different in many many different ways. They come away with realistic ideas
about teaching. It is not all flowery and wonderful, nor is it hell. It is flowery and
wonderful some days and hell other days and it is routine—we hope. They come away
with many ways of doing things. Try one way, if it doesn’t work, throw that away
and try another. They come away with a set of routines and classroom mechanics that
make the classroom work. I honestly believe that 95% of what we do is routine. We
deliberately go in there and set things up, it is a routine. We want them to come in and
sit down. We follow through with our morning procedures and set things up in certain
ways. And the student teachers come away with those routines—how to make the
classroom work. If we didn’t have routines it just wouldn’t go. And they come away,
hopefully, with a sense of humour—the ability to laugh at themselves as well as with
the students and at the way things go—if something doesn’t work, well, laugh it off

and carry on.
FA: Can] ask do they have to bring that with them in the first place?
SA: They haveit.
SA:  That, or they better develop it in a hurry.

SA:  They know when to use it, when to call on it.
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Like Jim said last week—some kid had been put out in the hall because he was bei
rotten—and while he was out there he pulled the pins out of the door [great bursbfcl)l}g
laughter]. And when the teacher came out and pushed the door the whole thing went
wham—{[more laughter]. Well, I laughed like hell. It was one of the funniest things I
have ever heard. I wish one of mine would do that. That would make my day.
Anyway, hopefully they have come away with strategies in planning, discipline and
classroom management pe_rhaps they didn’t know before. They have come away with
;onﬁclience én their ovtvhn abllilties, their accomplishments and their achievements. They
ave learned to pace themselves, relax, laugh, and they have come is realizi
a beer on Friday always helps. That’s it. e d out of this realizing

Sometimes they come away with copies of units—really useful things that we
to buy. We discussed that in one of our groups—stuff that will hel pg o :et ;vent Of.lt

Yeah, I have still got stuff I gathered as a student.
There needs to be opportunities for tenured teachers to go out on raiding parties too.

That’s right. Yes.
Anything else. Mike is saying they come away with horrendous photocopy bills .

I have enthusiasm—enthusiasm for working in their own classroom. Can’t wait to get
their own classrooms. That is something I really felt from my student.

And that there is no definitive way of doing something—there is a multitude of ways
—no reaching an end.

That is a relieving one to get in a way isn’tit. That there is not a “right” answer.
Yeah! Itisn’ta “yes” and a “no.”

I think some of them came in waiting for the answer—that they would get thi

And now they realize there is no one way, that it is something Zhat evolges frcl)smmtllf;vrrelr.
and takes time and will continue to be an ongoing process of evolution and you don’t
all of a sudden know everything on Tuesday.

?hat is like our interview with a student yesterday. She kept trying to figure out what
it was we wanted her to tell us—what was the “right” answer. It was an open-ended
question—there was no right answer. !!!!

OK—Someone going to l(_)ok at the SA Journey? [Kidding about big print and so
many chart papers—and kids working on the floor—a cross-grade kidding.]

What has this journey meant for you? Well, TIME!!—time out of class, with the
student teacher, in conferencing and so on—a lot of time. It has meant ’meeting with
other teachers—from other grades and districts—which has been a really neat
experience to be able to sit down and talk to other people—to have that opportunity to
talk to people from other areas. It has been mentally and physically draining—the
word “stress” came up from several different people. Hard on us in many ways. It’s
been stressful. It has been a chance to observe our own classes. We have had a little
time and chance to sit back and watch the children. Not always involved, right in the
centre of things, we’ve been able to take the time in that class. It has meant using
reflective practices, thinking about what we’ve been doing, making alterations and
changes too. It’s been a risk-taking experience. It is always a risk when you invite
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someone into your room to try out things and take over so there’s a risk. It has been a
chance to share experiences with the next generation of teachers—we are helping
mould the next generation of teachers coming into the system. It has been a chance to
acknowledge our assets. We really do do a good job of some of these things. It has
been a chance to recognize some of our limitations as well. T am not as good at doing
that as someone else—maybe I need to work on this skill a little more. It has been a
chance to think about the complexity of the job as well. Students are realizing that—
sometimes you forget how many things you do in a day and when you stop to think
about them—when you have to teach somebody else about them and you have to stop
and think about all the things that go together to make up a whole day. It has been a
chance—we thought about our philosophy, and how our philosophy must be
consistent with the students, with the student teacher. If you are working in a “learner
directed” way, you need to be learner-directed with your student teacher, and learner-
directed with your students, and learner-directed yourself if you are working with
another group. Flexibility, we have had to learn to be flexible in our classrooms, be
ready to change—ah—yesterday there was a delay and the three of us had to change
things around, figure out another way to make things work. And. well, it has just
been quite demanding with report cards and everything else that has been going on
right now. It has been a very demanding job for us.

Thank you—anything else to add.

Can anyone answer—are there ways that it can be less demanding? Or that there can
be support that can it less demanding?

We’re going to get to that!! [laughter].
Is there anything else in the journey for the SA?

I recognize just how wonderful my students are. And, ah, how flexible kids can be. 1
hadn’t even considered that it would be so demanding on them but it has been. I think
they deserve a day off.

Have to keep in mind that the students have totally adopted them, they walk around
together.

The kids say, well we are doing this because of so and so—and you know, they have
totally adopted them, you know, they are theirs.

That is one of th@ngs that is going to happen for you in the next two weeks is that
leave-taking. Itis hard on the student teacher and the students. That they have bonded
and now won'’t see each other—at least for awhile.

OK thank you, let’s save the program one for after lunch. Please give your SA
attributes to one of the volunteers for them to look at over lunch.

New Caltec Journey

SA:

I am not sure how well I am going to do this. I was all hyped up to do it before lunch
but not sure if I can remember everything that was said between the lines. One thing
that we wanted, that we agreed upon, and we only put down those things that we all
agreed upon. We talked about a lot of things but didn’t put them down if there wasn’t
agreement. More support from the FAs for the SAs and the student teacher. The
feeling was that the FA should be in the school more often, at least in certain instances.
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And, you know, just dropping into the classroom, even for a visit, not to make a
formal observation but just to say hello and see how things were going. This could
also desensitize the situation so the student teacher doesn’t go into a panic when the FA
comes in for a formal visit. Ah, there was a feeling that although our student teacher
had formal observations maybe two times, that it should have been happening on a
much more regular basis. Um, for the student teacher—that between now and when
they go into 405 that there are going to be methods courses. There was a feeling that
there should have been some methods courses before they went into 401/2.

Is there any thought about which ones should happen before?

We agreed that the one they should NOT have was classroom management. We felt
that would not be very useful in isolation and that one should be placed after 401.

When there is a context. So which before?
Well we were wondering. They can take any four courses?
Yes, they can chose their own four.

So they could go into 405 without any reading, say?

Yes.
And be expected to take over all the reading in a class.

That’s right so that’s why we need to guide and recommend and counsel. That is
something that has been going around at the university for a long time—whether to
mandate courses or leave it open.

Is the College of Teachers . . Is that where they are going to recommend one more
semester for PDP? Is everyone going to have to have a degree before they begin
teaching?

That was the recommendation of the Sullivan Commission, that everyone have a
degree.

When we wrote this we were thinking about student teachers having methods courses
that began before they began their first practicum and continued after they had finished
that practicum. And maybe their assignments could be geared towards things they
were going to be teaching anyways. That the actual collection of materials could
happen before. That there would be two purposes for their work, one for the course
assignment and one for the actual teaching.

Before 401/2? I mean that does happen in 404 that they get a lot of unit planning done.

Sort of ongoing—like our students were doing a unit on Peru, integrating a lot of
subject areas, and it would have been nice if they had had the time before, had a
methods course maybe in that area and part of their mark would be this unit that they
had to plan and do in the class.

Am I hearing that maybe a student would take a methods course during the year and go
into class maybe 1 or 2 days a week and then back on campus.
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We did that in our teacher ed program—six weeks in courses, then six weeks in
schools, then again.

How was that beneficial?

Ah, it felt a better grasp of what I was looking for out of those courses. I took art,
music and PE in my second year of university and I really felt quite conflicted in
teaching art or music and the reason behind that is that when I was taking them I really
didn’t have any idea how I was going to use them. So the academic course I took in
my professional year, I knew how I was going to use it and that worked out really
well.

OK #3 is provide a sub for release time for the student teacher and the SA to do joint
planning—and also some release time at the end for evaluations. For mid-term as well.
One of the ways to do this—this was an excellent idea, Mike’s idea,—have a sub who
is hired to travel with the FAs who would have some sort of enrichment project to do
with the kids in that hour, and provide time for the SA and student teacher to
conference with the FA. And that way the SA would not have to be putting in a bunch
of time preparing for the sub to come in if you had a travelling sub who was doing the
lesson with all classes.

The contracts wouldn’t allow it.

A sub travelling from school to school teaching for an hour. Is that what you had in
mind?

That was the suggestion.

The contract wouldn’t allow it. A contract is a half a day assignment.
Well, does it say they have to be in the same school for half a day?
Could be a full day assignment?

Only within a school I believe can they travel from a class to a class.

Well it is certainly worth looking at. It is not as if the sub has to prepare a whole lot of
different lessons. Looking at it from the sub’s point of view as well as teachers.

And they wouldn’t be teaching the entire day—maybe three times.

When we were talking here about the SA and the student teacher sitting down with the
FA, the idea is not that we need to get more time but maybe that some of the eight days
that we have could be cut down and more of that conferencing could occur. When the
FA came over to be with me and the student teacher for mid-term, we took the entire
lunch hour, the kids were beating on the door wanting to come in, and then I had to go
and the student teacher and FA had to move into the prep room because we weren’t
really finished. It would be much begter if we were to have a half day, a sub come in,
and the SA has time to do the evaluation sheet—like this great big thing that we’ve got
here now—do that—and then the rest of the half day have the FA come in and do the
process with us. Comments on that?

I like your suggestion of a half day—and I would like a half day at the beginning—a
bridging between what happens when they are here at New Caltec, and what happens
when they come to our school. As an SA T would have that half day, even just to take
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them round the school, and sit down and agree to some mutual expectations, what the
general plant is like so it isn’t like dropping in by parachute, so the adjustment is a little
more gradual. And that also gives you a chance to set up conferencing with the student
teacher rather than just arriving, here’s my room, and here’s the staff, see you at lunch
hour and by the way you’re in here now to observe. You know that is quite a sudden
adjustment for the student teacher to make—that half day might help ease that.

We're talking here about a half day for a planning session, plus another half day for
mid-term plus another half day for final evaluation.

Yes, and maybe that could come out of this—maybe instead of 3 two day sessions here
in Prince George have three one and a half day sessions and allow those other half
days for those sessions with the student teachers.

Yes, it certainly felt last time that it would have been more valuable to have a half day
with the students than us here without them all day.

Yes, and for example after their two weeks in conference and seminars, right away
they had to dive back into the classroom and I found that quite tedious.

OK another suggestions- this had to do with the kind of course they should take before
they come. They should have some knowledge of the skill level of students at each age
level. Not necessarily just at the level they expect to teach, but the skill level they
should expect at a given age level whether that kid is at that age level or not. In other
words the statement was made that possibly an student teacher goes into a grade six
class and there is a student in there functioning at a grade three level and they should be
able to have some sort of knowledge of what they should expect of each age and
developmental level. Any feedback?

So it might be a profile of the norm of any particular age level, of what they might
expect?

It is not just to cover that age level but to have them get an idea of what is the whole
continuum because they may get a class of say eight-year-olds and one of the children
is not up to what we might consider to be 8 year old development and they need to
have some idea of how to adjust to that child in the class who is operating at a 6 year
old, not operating at the developmental level of the rest of the class. Or a child who
has moved ahead. Some of us have taken development psychology and it helps.

So you are recommending that that might be a course in the academic semester? Or in
401/2—it might be one of the courses taught on campus.

There was a feeling among our group that unit planning may be unrealistic at this level.
They are coming into this last four weeks and they really don’t know what they are
getting into. It might be more realistic if they were to plan an outline for the unit and
then in detail just the first lesson so after they taught that first lesson, if there are major
errors or problems, then they haven’t put in enormous hours planning details of all the
lessons. I had to putin the word “maybe” because I found it worked fairly well with
my student teacher—we actually planned together on the weekend before he came in.
But there was the feeling that it might not be appropriate for some to do so much
planning before.

A comment on that . I'think it might depend on the different areas the student teacher
might be in. In a grade ten science class there may be some reasonable expectations of
what the kids are able to do because they have hopefully passed a grade nine class. We
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don’t have that at the elementary level and that is where this is coming from. My
students felt themselves under a fair bit of pressure having to have a unit planned and
ready to go and I vetoed that. Asked only for a very very detailed first lesson—and in
both cases if they had gone on to plan it would have been useless planning. The
second lesson would have made no sense whatsoever. They would have had to throw
it out.

Especially as we realize that their pacing is something they are still trying to figure out.

We felt that the expectations for student teachers should be clearly outlined to SAs
because there was some feeling that the student teacher and SAs went into the mid-term
evaluation not really knowing what to expect or thinking they were expecting one thing
and it didn’t really happen. That things weren't really looked at in the fashion they
thought they were really going to be.

How was portfolio for mid-terms?

I was one of the persons who commented on that. I felt that the eight goals that the
student needed to comment on were valuable but they didn’t really reflect what my
student had been doing in the classroom. They were 8 behavioural goals with certain
objectives in them that students had to prove they had covered those or parts of them—
and it was really hard, given what they were doing in the classroom, things that
verified and proved those goals.

Yes, that language gets in the way.

Yes, and as a SA if I had even had a look, a closer look earlier at those goals, then
perhaps I could have helped the student teacher to see what she was doing in the
classroom, and what I observed on my sheet would help them to clearly tell the FA
how they had achieved that in that time.

It is interesting there seems to be a real difference between primary and intermediate
now. When we were in the last session here in February, I left with a strong
impression that the three people would come together and share their impressions of
what had happened and it would be summarized and we would all agree on it. That
third step did not happen. We all came and did our thing and that was the end of it.
And I was left thinking what was the purpose. There was this huge gap between
practice and theory. The portfolio reflected what had gone on in the classroom and it
was a lot of work for them to do it and it really wasn’t evaluated.

Wait a minute there is a difference between evaluation and summary. You are talking
about it not being summarized? as opposed to evaluated? Or do you mean evaluate the
presentation?

Their understanding and mine was that they would be very much accountable for what
they brought to that mid-term. That it was a big deal and they spent a lot of time
thinking about what they would say about themselves. I was very surprised that there
wasn’t a summary at the end. And I know that is a difference between what happened
in primary and in intermediate. So I don’t know, whatever happens it needs to be
better explained.

I would just say two things. This is the first time we have used portfolio so the fact
that the expectations weren’t terribly clear is not surprising since we are all trying to
figure it out. I would say that one of the most important purposes of it is that the
student has to stop and do a reflective summary of how they are doing. And that that is
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mostly for them. It is not necessarily for us to evaluate. This is in my mind anyway.
Unless they have left things out, there is a glaring lack of reflection, of ability to
evaluate themselves well, strengths or weaknesses, then I think that is the
responsibility of the SA or FA to point out. Otherwise if we see them talking about
who they are in a way that is true to our picture, then what we are really all doing is
confirming where the student teachers are on their journey. There was an expectation in
my mind that there would be a summary out of that of the strengths and the concerns
so that that is the final piece that goes into the persons’ file with us.

You see the advantage of that is that then you have one piece of paper that all three
people have agreed on. Otherwise down the road a student teacher might say well yeah
that is what the SA said about me but I didn’t agree.

Yes, it should be summarized and signed by everyone. Otherwise there is no
agreement of a common perception that you have all come away with. And that needs
to be in the students’ file.

I recognize that the students’ journals were a lot of work for them but I found that with
our student teachers, the two pieces they brought forward from their journals showed
the growth that they had made—being very egocentric when they came in, how do I do
this, how do I do that, IIITI. And the later ones were: are the kids really
understanding what is going on? How can I show the kids...So it really showed that
growth that they were making. And I think that they found it very beneficial.

Were they sharing their journals with you?

They brought in two entries for the mid-term, and summarized them. That was all that
was shared. It wasn’t anything else—what they shared was the personal growth that
they had seen and that they reflected on. And that was their contribution.

What I liked about the portfolio was getting to see another side of the student teacher
because there were some things that I didn’t realize. I didn’t realize that one of them
felt so strong about play. That was neat to see. The first month we are so involved
with what is in the classroom, not so much what is in their minds, I guess.

Yes, I heard that from a number of people_—the opportunity to hear about their student
teacher in a more whole way provided insights that you hadn’t had up to that point in
time.

The last item here: The FAs need to be aware of the student teacher overload and also
the SA overload. Suggestions: They really do have an overload. They really do get
stressed out. Even this Tuesday I guess it was they got a bunch of homework again,
and I think sometimes they feel they are just sort of scrambling, just keeping up on the
treadmill.

And when you do this calendar [NOTE: the calendar they are going to fill out with
suggested activity and sequence for the semester] you could indicate a sequence of
activity that suggest or reflects that. Anything else?

Is there any way that the math course that they have to do could be made more
relevant?

That is a faculty decision but I can certainly take that back. Are you saying the math
course has nothing to do with what student teachers need for mathematics teaching in
schools?
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It is so theoretical and yet, particularly in grade seven, some of the stud
not have good grade seven math skills and they need to know thoseS thu?rgl; te%:ll;erig:d
a much more practical approach so they can do it and not just talk about it. . d

I know quite a few people who have taken it by corresponde < i
horrendous thing to take by correspondence. d pondence. It is just an

I would like to see all the student teachers take the two courses you offered in the fall

At the moment that is not legally possible but they are looking at changes in th
Bachelor of Ed program—that would be the place where it eommer
But right now if they have the credits... P e 1t would be recommended.

Can’t you just make it a prerequisite for PDP?

Well, it cog]d be 151 that is what the faculty decided they wanted. That is the
recommendation that we would make—that there should be ; 4
teaching before they enter 401/2. u some introduction to

B&);:E?Md have that. I mean otherwise they come in in January and they have had

One thing—I am not sure it came out there. There was a very stro i
the student teachers are in the classroom that they should jusrtybe al?gxszfiltggb:ah?r: :)hr:ace
classroom and not have to do anything else. Or only coursework that related directly to
the classroom. And that came through really really strongly that that is where a lot of
the stress is coming from, from expectations outside the classroom. For some, doin
thq video, while itis useful for some, for others it is a horrendous stress And’the &
fhﬂd study—ts—)wl;;l(ei u;)eguel gor some is a horrendous stress for others. And maybe that
assignments) needs one more in con i i i
e able B il wsefoy possibles.ultauon with the SA—to make sure that it

What if we agreed that there were certain understandings that need i i

. X to be

this semester and then there was a variety of ways thatgthose things coulgc l:lelegcfr?eus]o
that there could be negotiations between the SA and student teacher as to how that
would be donet.i ForWhmstant ce, a video is so that they can do a reflective analysis of

their own practice. What are

ma:rh(;ppeged? some other ways that you can work together to make sure

It might be more realistic then. Because I think at this poi i

: X 1. DY point the SA know what is
going on in the school. Idon’t think the FAs ha i ;

=t able to see them as much. ve that kind of picture because they are
Not the same intimacy.

It sounds like you feel the SA is not really sure wh i
teacher are? Is that right? y what the expectations for the student

Or the expectations of the program?
Yeah, it should be gone over.

That is like the evaluation domain we had up here—being responsive to th
the student teacher is at. That in consultation we want togneac% this goal, v?/lg? ziethat
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some different ways to reach it given the differences in the student teachers? Like
Mary was talking about the fact that they are on a continuum, that some are way ahead
and others are still struggling. That feels —like someone said we have to be consistent
with our philosophies and principles all the way through—that feels like a good
adjustment.

There are a couple of things in the question: that we address things we would like to
see continue as well—things that I see that are going well. One is that the education is
being provided in this part of the country for them. That should continue. Two, that
we need to acknowledge that they are at different places and what I like about it is that
you don’t expect that they all will have reached point A or point B by next week. That
you recognize that it is a growth for them and that to me is really important. I don’t
recall that when we were st. We all had to magically reach this point at the same time.

And you are helping us see that. Sometimes we think we are doing that but we are not
doing it as well as we can. Like this suggestion of adjusting the assignment to meet
individual needs. The four of us were talking, while you were doing the group work,
about the fact that some of the students may need longer, may need two semesters, that
you could almost have two programs—student teachers on different journeys so some
of the student teacher would not have immersion happen so fast. You might program
people for failure if they are not ready. Again trying to respond to the developmental
stages of the student teacher.

So if you are asking us to let them teach for a whole day and it doesn’t seem like a
good idea can we just leave it? Because I just don’t see how mine could.

No. don’t. This is not a prerequisite. This is if you are ready and everybody wants to
doit. Go for it. If you are not don’t put everybody through agony.

One thing I want to say about the FA being in the classroom, having been a FA myself
I know the time in the classroom is never enough and you are always fighting to find
more time. One of the reasons we have worked so intensely together is to have you be
more expert and knowledgeable in teacher education so if the FA can’t be there as
often, there is not the same hole left in the student teachers’ guidance because you
people also have some of those skills. The other thing is, we have found with
portfolio, something I didn’t know, not having experienced this, the FAs saying that
portfolio has taken horrendous amounts of time, that it has actually probably cut one
visit from each student teacher. And so we have to view portfolio as one of the visits.
In the past we have talked about number of visits plus mid-term Now, finding mid-
term such a great big production...

Is it necessary for the SA to be in on that portfolio? Because a lot of it has been built
up from before they came into the school.

Ah, what would be anybody’s view on that?
Yes, I think it is necessary for the SA to be in the mid-term presentation.

Well, not the presentation but I meant going through the nitty gritty details of the
portfolio.

Is that not being evaluated separately?

I didn’t even know we were supposed to be involved in that.
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You didn’t need to hear all that?
I don’t think so—again because it had very little to do with what was h ing i
classroom. And I didn’t see anything being done with it anyway. It di?i?lete?é:g in the
anywhere, not for me. Perhaps it did for the student.
Well it helped me see where the student was, the background. And that’s what I
figured the mid-term was because they had only been in the classroom a couple of

days. It was a mid-term helping us understand what they were bringing into the
classroom.

So maybe it is refining what goes on in the mid-term and it doesn’t bec ;
detailing of everything they have done and thought. ome a tedious

It was too big a process I think.

Yes, it sounds like it got too big. But you need to be in on the mid-term because there
pequ to be agreement—a tripartite agreement—summaries of where the student teacher
is, in his or her development.

And perhaps the SAs role can be to go over what the SA is e o
involved with with the student. presenting, is going to be

Well it does sound like portfolio can do with some revision.

[general agreement]

Anything else about program?

I found the student teachers were much more knowledgeable after having the educati
semester pefgre 401/2—much more knowledgeable than I was when I vgas : :tulziceﬁon
teacher with just 60 credit hours. They were familiar with educational terminology and
the documents, and I was just amazed at how much they did know.

So you see it as an advantage for the student teachers to h ;
before the stress of being in the schools? ave started that dialogue

Yes, particularly primary.

That is why I am recommending it—one of my students had taken the semester and
one hadn’t and there was a big difference. One often had no i and
about when we referred to the year 2000 documents. ad no idea what we were talking
Mine was the opposite. The one who didn’t take it was very strong.

OK, so it is a readiness level on the part of the student as well.

Although I am sure it would help to have, all that information. But what you are
saying doesn’t apply in my situation.

She would have been even better if she had had that semester!!
I have a question about next year—I know the reason those courses were offered here

was because students needed 75 hours instead of 60. Now, does th -
include that 15 of those 75 hours must be education cours::vs’? ocs e prerequisite
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No. but we will continue to offer them as an alternative along with tw .
courses which we negotiate with CNC to teach. g with two SFU academic

So a student could wait until they have finished all 75 credits before getting in touch
with PDP?

The recommendation is that student teachers have some introduction to education
before 401/2.

[At this time SAs went into small groups with semester calendars to re-write the shape and
activity of 401/2 as they would like to see it]

C:
SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

SA:

Any general comments about determining the shape of the semester in your calendars?

Just a comment about the mid-term—realizing it was awkward in that k
being able to think of another solution that was practical. at week but not

Yes, we were going to put it a week before, when the student teachers weren’t in
school, but then we realized well that won’t work because the people that need to be
with us will be teaching classes at that time. And even if they brought in guest

speakers, then the student teachers would be missing that so we threw our hands up in
despair.

Welcome to planning.

We changed your whole program.

It is not my program. It is our program.

It is our program. We decided that big block of time, six weeks should be from the
bcg}:jmmhg ((i)fll February and have the oﬂgertgreaks at the beginning and the end so you
could schedule your seminars anytime in there. Then they d : . 4
the teacher, visit the school weekly. ey do all their planning with

The university schedules don’t matter.

So you think it would be better to have the school experi . )
and have some introduction? xperience all together in the middle

We didn’t like the break—having them in and then back out again.
It was disruptive?

It well, my students came back and had to start all over again because in those tw
weeks I had changed a lot of schedules and they had to ﬁggurc it oul:s:gl:in. RO

Yes, well maybe it is thinking about what 401/2 is all about. Maybe it is learning
different ways that classrooms can work, different schedules.

Yes, but if they had been with me they would have seen the process I went through,
th 1;(;1&'3? happening. And seen the flexibility needed in the classroom. [Nice
ebuttal!!

248



C:

SA:

C:

That’s true. Any other general comment?
It is tough. There are so many things you want to do.

I know. When we have just all gone through this, had our eyes opened we can be
more creative in thinking about different ways of doing these things.

[Brief discussion about “School Associate Attributes” sheet being created by participants.]

SA:

SA:

The order that list is in—*"flexibility” is at the top because 17 people mentioned it. We
didn’t reword. If it was obvious two people were talking about the same thing, we put
them together. If it wasn’t entirely obvious, we left them separate. So “honest” and
“ethical” were left separate, for instance. When people went up to the list to pick their
three, it came out differently than the original sheet you handed in to us.

Our understanding is this will now go to principals to indicate to them what is really
important when recommending people as school associates.

Any other comment about the fact that this is going to be used to help us educate people
in the schools to the work that you do. It will go out with a description of the program
and of the work we do together and will enable them to be more in tune with us, work
with us in a more collaborative mode themselves. Is there anything else? You are the
first to work this through. You will be talking to others.

What is the time for this for SAs doing 405?
Well the first time this went right through the cycle, in NWTEC, 405 SAs had 5 days.

We are finished . This is the end of our eighth day. I remember saying to you that in
these last days, the knqwledge and the vocabulary and the wealth of ways in which
you understand educating new people into our profession would make it quite neat to
be talking about all this. And that has certainly been my experience. We are talking
about something we have come to share and to understand and we are beginning to talk
about who we are and what has enabled us to do this. I know some people have felt
more successful than others. I really encourage you to look at the fact that success is
not measured by how far your students got—or whether they make it. Some people
come in who shouldn’t stay in our profession and that is the toughest part, to be with
people that you eventually counsel out, or as you work with them you realize that they
don’t have what it takes to be in this profession. And it is not a failure, it is a success
to do that. But is sometimes hard to be able to explain it that way to yourself.

So, it is hard to say. This is tl'ge end of my Co-ordinatorship. I will not be back next
year. I have had the opportunity over the past two years to do some things that you
don’t always get a chance to do and that is to develop my vision, to work with teachers
this way. I am going to take a year now to try to finish my doctoral work and to write
about this—write about the way we need to work together like this in partnerships. I
am going to send all of you a paper I am writing about this work. Iinvite your
comments, criticisms, gentle feedback. You are all in there. We are all in there. Our
hard work is all in there in different ways. It would be wonderful to get any comment
from you.

I thank you for this journey we have been on together and I wish you luck.
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Appendix E
A Discussion About Collaboration with Faculty Associates

C = Coordinator
FA = Faculty Associate

A Discussion about collaboration with Faculty Associates

C:  What are the pros and cons of collaboration? I think I speak of collaboration as radically
as I can in order to ask—"Why can’t we, in teacher education, in terms of work with
universities and school districts have equity. Why could we not work towards
conditions which would enable all the participants to be part of the decision-making.
And so what I saw happening in New Caltec was us trying to begin that process. I
don’t pretend we got very far yet. I think we got a ways in terms of beginning to think
that way but I think there is a long way to go. I wrote that paper in terms of describing
the vision I had and what I thought we had accomplished. But it is only one perspective
and there are many of you here who were and are players in that so what I am asking for
is your t}tlxoughts and responses either to the paper or to the idea of this collaborative
approach.

FAl: Ithink my first feelings on reading it were how unfortunate that I didn’t have a share in
that vision when I came in to work within it. It would have helped to make so much
more sense of what was going on and I didn’t have that understanding at all of what
was going on in 401/2.

Cl: So there was a confusion about what in the world was going on?

FAl: Totally!! The making sense each time we came up to work with school associates it was
another step, but to me it was an unknown step and I was unable to make sense of it. I
didn’t have that framewgrk. Reading it in retrospect I am very sad that I didn’t have that
framework so not be as involved as I could have been in that process.

C1: So the other paper I gave you that I had written about this work didn’t give you what
you needed.

FA1: It didn’t for whatever reason. Maybe because in looking at this (“In the Beginning”) it
was talking about what we had done. Your other paperg(“Inside(Out”) wasgtalking )
about it before, this was, for me, making sense of the experience that I had undertaken.

Cl: And ]I guess you are saying if people are going to do this successfully it has to be more
of a shared vision.

FA1: There had—and with that—from my perspective there comes that sadness that faculty
associates are coming and going and have such a brief opportunity to be a part of this.
It seems you just begin to make sense of it and you go. How sad for the students, and
the program that what they are getting is us at our worst for so much of it. That is how
I feel about it. When you come in you think you have strengths, you think you have
something you can contribute, and for me it was a horrendous feeling to think wow—
how do I contribute? How do I make sense of this? And, to me, until I have a
framework I can’t be a full participant. Thave to listen, I have to find out what is going
on. Ig seems to me very inappropriate to speak when I don’t understand the framework.
That is my own background. I know working with Native people has really enhanced
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that Before that I would have just jumped in, trodden with bi i

A S . y g boots on, had th
say. But after those six years with Native people, you only speak when you h;ggs to
something valuable to say, you do a lot of listening. It changes you. Possibly I almost
regretted that I have that because I think I would have functioned better in this program.

Does that mean that—and I realize this is a broad generalization from wh

said bu(tj %o yoix think——ccz)l(liabt?raﬁon can’t work because it needs peo;?lve ?ﬁioal;ehave
engaged for a longer period of time? Trying to do it with le that

is counter productive? Or do you do it anyway? people that come and go a lot

I think you do it anyway, but it’s more difficult. It is perhaps not as rich as i
otherwise be. There has to be trust and understanding ® A fich as it would

Yes, and that takes time.

But there is a place. I know there is a place for people coming in. I mean if we didn’t
know that we wouldn’t be in this job would we. We know thgere is a place, but you are
not coming in at d!at place when you come in as an faculty associate because there are so
many people needing you to be fully functioning and I didn’t feel I was capable of that
without that framework to make sense of it.

I really do think about that—about wanting to have a framework ithi

It 1s difficult to begin but I thmk changing%he faculty associates thag(:v:)? rvl:evélct)htlhna:hat'
brings a freshness —you might be discussing the same questions but you get a totally
new set of answers and different comments—it just brings a renewal and freshness into
the whple program. Perhaps two years is too short. 1 don’t know. Certainly it is
confusing and d1f_ﬁcqlt wl_len you are starting out, but I think collaboration is excellent.
New people coming in brings just a great freshness to it.

I think perhaps something we have to keep in mind is that there i Lo
overlapping continuity that we did not hase. ere is that continuity—that

Well FA2 had done this before—he was not new to this.

Yes, but there were many unknowns. Both of us new to Prince George. There were
many extenuating circumstances.

Yes, there were. And New Caltec started with you two. Befi
collaborative efforts with the school associates—y the exténdzdogcdter;etzﬁi:rire not the

There were too many new things happening to make sense of.

Yeah. What do you think then are the strengths of tryi it?
to do it anyway despite the difficulties? gths of trying to do it? Why would you try

Try to collaborate? It is absolutely essential! It works! It is wonderful! It brings
different perspectives together , it is just totally enhanced by collaborating.

It makes your job better?
Oh, absolutely.

Bfeg::msc I think it makes the faculty associate job a lot harder. That has been my sense
of it.
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Well harder is very different than better. I mean I still think it makes it a whole lot
better. Don’t you?

Well you know I did not spend six years with Native people so it has never stopped me.
Ah, I am constantly amazed at the fact that FA1 and I are where we are now. Ummm—
a year ago I was not sure we would ever be there. It has been a very- an interesting
experience, a wonderful experience. It has convinced me that it is possible for people to
collaborate if they suffer me long enough. Itis very difficult. And last year one of the
most difficult things, as I told FA1, was that in being the one who had some experience,
and being the one who was almost expected to represent the program to someone who
did not have the experience and being exceptionally uncomfortable in that role because I
didn’t feel I could—there is no doubt in my mind about the value of collaboration. And
yes it is harder. It is incredibly demanding of time.

You know I have collaborated with colleagues in a school to do particular things. You
did them and they were over. And it is the ongoing nature of the collaboration between
faculty associates, particularly ones working out of the same site that is something that I
don’t think I was prepared for and did not anticipate. Plus it was collaboration on a
teaching load that neither of us had had any experience with. That was a lot harder than
I had thought it would be—collaborating on an ongoing basis. You know we want
collaboration on a lot of things in schools. But day to day—and you don’t accomplish
something and then say now I can go away and do it on my own because it is constantly
coming back. 405 doesn’t do that to you. Now we end up missing each other.

One of the good things this year has been taking time to get together—that faculty
associates must get together. Collaboration requires meeting. And that is the upside in
a way—there is a process you work through. There is a downside to all of this as I see
it. In terms of—I don’t think it is in terms of Judith’s vision because I don’t think
Judith’s vision or anybody else’s has been realized—TI think collaboration requires a
relatively even playing field in that both partners come—all partners come—bringing
something, sharing something and compromising somewhere. And I don’t think our
Consortium has yet got to that stage by any means. Partly because the players have
different agendas, different anticipated outcomes. But the big thing that to me has really
screwed up the process is—what we have begun to do is work with teachers ,
practicing teachers, to determine what it is student teachers should know and should be
in order to enter into the profession. And despite all of what they give us, all of the
input, and the way in which you try to reflect that, the university then comes in and, in a
sense says—and by the way meet these 8 objectives— it is almost an afterthought and
an intrusion. I think if we really want to have a collaborative program the university is
going to have to compromise and back away more than it has done in a sense—more
than we have let it do—because we have been representing it as well when we have put
those objectives out. I got a sense we have interfered with what we began to do —and I
don’t know how we get around that or what we do.

That was very evident in the last orientation days with the “originals.”

I am not sure what we do. There are some things the university needs to feel certain of
as well.

Yes, I don’t think there has been much discussion at the university about what
collaboration is because I don’ really think that a lot of programs down there (on the
main campus) are collaborative. To me what I see as collaboration is faculty associates
working together—that is collaborative—but not with school associates—they are
“inserviced.” It is not creating curriculum together. It is inservicing them as to how
they will do their job for us. It is starting, in some cases, in the projects they are
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bringing teachers in and they have more time together. And it is those conditions for
collaboration_that I think we need to—if we want collaboration—if we agree that it is
good—and here I think we are in consensus as to that—then we need to think about
how we can make it work. It is going to be a long long process. The thing I noticed
today (meeting with district administration, principals, and some teachers to discuss
teacher education) was we speak such different languages. How do we talk to each
other when we have totally different discourse? And somehow we have to come to a
common language and that takes a lot of time—a lot of sitting around and dialoguing.
Two different parties with two different agendas is not going to create collaboration I
don’t think. It is frustrating me a bit to hear the district keep saying, ‘we have our
agenda’ which feels like it excludes talk with us.

Then there is the reverse of that when you say “well, the Dean really slashed the New
Caltec budget.” Now what part did the Consortium have in that decision. The
university has not entered this in the sense of being equal partners. They control the
budget. Budget has never become an issue in this Consortium. It certainly was in
NWTEC. And that, to the districts at least gives a perception of power.

Yes, well the Superintendent said—when I asked him to chair the steering committee
meeting—well no it really is your program and the college’s and we just support it.

You know that is interesting in an historical perspective. In NWTEC it has always been
perceived as shared. Chairing was shared around—and the budget owned by all. I was
thinking, NWTEC began from scratch, there was no program before so the rules are
emerging. Where as here there is a long history to overcome. The Superintendent is
speaking from that history.

It seems though that we are breaking ground with this collaboration and I think that we
are doing it in a very practical and useful way in that we are beginning with
collaboration with the faculty associates, we are starting with that—including
Vanderhoof and now Quesnel—we are getting a little further afield. And we are trying
to bring in the school associates on the same level—and it takes work and it takes time
to change people’s opinions. So you start with a nucleus and I think we have a very
good beginning but we haven’t arrived yet, we’ve just started.

And it sounds like there is that need too for the level field—the levels that have
historically been in charge in school districts or universities—that you can only get so
far in the grassroots work unless those people that hold the reins are willing to
renegotiate power structures. We get stymied. None of us are in power positions. All
of us are temporary.

But we are just starting out. It takes time.

Yes, thank you FA3. I think that it is a very necessary. We get so close to things—just
like our student teachers—we want it all and we want it now. It doesn’t work that way.
We are on a continuum too. And I would rather be on the roller coaster than a treadmill!

A meeting like this points out just how far we do have to go yet which is good for me to
hear. Because if you just do work with school associates, with the grassroots, I can
tend to feel we have come a fairly long way but when I hear principals, and teachers that
haven’t been involved in this...I become quite aware of how far we still have to go. If I
just hear it from the university’s perspective, if I just hear it from up there, then I really
don’t get a true picture of what it all really means in the field.
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Well, okay but something that needs to be added to that because it is a somewhat
different view. This year, because we knew we had a number of students seeking
secondary placements, more than ever before, we put a “PS” on the letter that went to
secondary schools saying that this time we had a number of students needing secondary
placements. We had 33 teachers who offered to be school associates. It took
something that personalized it for them. For the first time something in that letter caught
their eye and instead of dismissing it. Now we have to find the hook for the others.

What do you think we have done for the school associates in the end? If it is true
collaboration, the people involved are more able as a result of the work to carry on with
something on their own. There is a spin off. They are empowered to continue the
changing for themselves and with other people. They are beginning to be questioners
and challengers in terms of growth. How do you measure whether in fact they have
become—I use in the paper the term ‘emancipatory’—Iless slaves to the kinds of culture
and messages that we most often accept unthinkingly as representing the cultures of
schools and I don’t mean anyone going out to burn buildings, I simply mean
questioning why we do what we do. And maybe accepting it and maybe not but having
that inquiry attitude. Do we find that? Is all this time and energy in the end making a
difference?

Have we asked that it make a difference to them? Has that been an expectation that has
been communicated to them?

I don’t know why, but it doesn’t seem like an appropriate thing to say—‘As a result of
this you will be different.”

In a sense I wonder how we communicate to them a) that we value what they do, and b)
that we want to know if this has an impact on them. Itis a bit like faculty’s saying they
don’t like one shot workshops because they can’t have any impact. We have to go back
to them a year from now—or three years—and ask “Did your role have an impact?”’ I
am not sure if at the end of the semester you can tell—it may be too close.

Well I know talking to Rick- he has had quite a difficult experience-—a student teacher
who has sometimes been challenging—there has been a lot of professional growth for
himself and that he is going to be, that he is becoming a better teacher because of the
work with his student teacher and reflecting on his own practice. He is convinced it is
going to make a difference in terms of his own career.

And is it just because he has had a student teacher. Does it have anything to do with
working with a group of school associates? Having had an opportunity to think about
the program before hand? Or is it that having a student teacher means you have to learn
to think on your feet?

No, I think it is the orientations too, the bent, having the time to reflect on what it is they
are doing, and why. Teachers don’t generally have the time to do that—or take the time
to do that.

And again I would wonder what happens after it is gone. You have a student teacher
and then it is over. I don’t know how, or if people continue to do those things in
isolation. Do they continue to reflect on their practice? While you are involved you
have the student teacher , and the school associates at the orientations. Then you are all
alone again. I wonder if it gets lost.

And maybe that is part of the collaboration that needs to continue to have attention—that
there is ongoing support for those school associates. It has been jump-started—now...
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Yes, I was thinking that our last day together we could look at what people think have
been the gains and what they think could continue to support those gains. That
information could go back to districts—to administrators or whoever. This is what is
starting for these people. This is what they say they need for it to continue.

Again, we come back to collaboration meaning the communication is going on at so
many different levels—and that it is understood.

Yes, at many levels—it is a long process but if we can just start thinking of these things
together. I think of the continuum—the Superintendent was talking today about the fact
that student teachers are learning about education and teachers are learning about
education. How can we talk together in a manner that enables all of us to learn together?
A lot of dialogue that has to go on between universities and districts to look at teacher
development together. Pre-service, induction and inservice are not three separate
activities.

Part of the problem with collaboration is we are leaving out critical players in all of this.
Other interested players—administrators—they are critical players and I don’t know
how we bring them in.

Like today’s conversation—a principal saying ‘ these people need to learn something
about supervision’. Well school associates are getting lots of pro-d about supervision.
Rick saying he doesn’t know how to talk to his teachers about evaluation because he
doesn’t know what evaluation is in this program.

The other one I have—if we are talking about forming Consortia with districts and
colleges , what is their ongoing role in this. Who represents their ongoing ideals or
vision for teacher education? When we work with school associates who represents
their ongoing ideal of what student teachers should know and learn and be.

Necessarily it is the teachers themselves.
Yes, but is that the only one who should?

Although from the district perspective I think it includes the people brought in to talk
with the students—and admin have been instrumental in choosing the school associates.

But if you are talking of developing a curriculum for student teachers, what is the
perspective of the district, how does it get included? Is that the same as the SA views?

Well, in the same way the faculty associates are given the job in the university and in
doing the job may or may not represent what the faculty might think. And yet it is
delegated. What are you thinking FA1?

Just that there is this balance to be achieved all the time between what the individual
brings and what the program expectations are. I think that’s part of the reaction there
was today to the talk of “standarized” . Once we start talking of collaboration—and
even hinting that by collaborating we will all come to be the same or think the same that
is death to collaboration.

That reminds me of a quote in Judith’s paper—here—*The test of human character is to
live with the thought that there is no convergence. We are many participants in the
creation of community actively involved in creating circumstances in which differences
can thrive and we can learn to support one another.” And of the things that we keep
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saying down at the university right now, one of the catch words is “‘we hear the
differences and we are moved by them,” that something within us changes as a result.

So maybe the question FA3 is asking is not so urgent because we are not looking for
solutions. It is not so important who represents it today because tomorrow it will be
different players?

But what I am trying to say is that it is a question of voice and people have to feel that
they have a voice. The district may feel they need to have a voice, not so it overwhelms
or necessarily points the direction but, so they are heard.

Yes, that is important and what people do when they hear that voice will probably differ
according to the community they belong to.

How do you think voice is accommodated in New Caltec?

Well I certainly think that we—there are the voices of the faculty associates and the
discussions they are involved with to create the program.. There are certainly the voices
of the school associates, and we try and take what they say, the understandings they say
student teachers should have and look at the ways they think they could get them and try
to incorporate those in the program.

What about—like you were saying do the teachers represent the district...

District is the wrong word—I don’t think they can.

How does the district then feel about those teachers being involved in making decisions
for teacher education?

Yes, I think that is the question.

In Nechako they [principals] were involved [with the faculty associate] in selecting their
school associates and they trust their teachers, have faith in them.

And you people [FA1 & FA2] went to the principals. Asked them for their voice. And
they said?

They definitely want to be involved and to be part of that process.
And you have honoured that haven’t you?

Yes, we have tried to.

As closely as we possibly could.

You find some who don’t want to be bothered.

And that is OK too?

No, it isn’t because, I am not sure if that is just the immediacy of perspective—that it is
too important to me, for them to ignore.

Right! How dare they ignore this important work!
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One thing...someone who read my paper challenged me saying, you keep talking in
here about consensus, what makes you think you really had consensus among the
group.

We might here agree to do something together. That really doesn’t mean we have all
agreed, that we all feel equally good about doing it. But we allow agreement to get on
with it.

It doesn’t mean we have interpreted how we are going to do it the same way either.

Or that we feel the same amount of okness about it.

Or passion.

Which is that important point that we don’t always give everyone voice and some would
say well that is impossible, if you gave everyone voice you would be paralyzed. So
collaboration is agreement to agree at some point and get going with it, knowing that it
is never finished, that it always needs revisiting. That you need to provide opportunity
for those voices that weren’t heard the first time. So to call it “consensus” is not honest.
A philosopher’s perspective!

Well, I guess it is important to remember that we haven’t all arrived at agreement.

I will give the example of this afternoon. If the facilitator takes those categories, I
would not be in agreement that those are the most important categories from that
discussion. Our group hadn’t come to descriptors. We didn’t put ours up because we
didn’t have adjectives to go with them. We had nouns that were important—
partnerships, placements. But I am afraid he thinks he has consensus about the

important elements of a good teacher education program and will continue to build the
pro-d on those elements.

It is like the domains—oh my—1look at that—they have just fallen into place!!
What a cheap shot!

I didn’t mean that. They make total sense. Idid the same with my Heart students and
they came up with the same kinds of things.

The only time it came out “truly”” was the first time with NWTEC.

I had no idea what it would be. Then it is difficult because you have expectations.
Then you might as well be up front and have them put their stories under the domains.
Well having to cut 2 days out of inservice we have had to give them the domains.

To hell with discovery learning!

What powers do you think that we, as university people, have to give up in order for
collaboration to happen?

I am prepared to give away those I have no control over like budget.

We could have a program that gets developed by everybody and we didn’t go away
and...



FA3: Subvert it to fit our preconceived objectives. Yes, I would like to try that. I really
would.

FA1: I have some real uneasy feelings. Everybody having a voice and not necessarily having
guidance or wisdom behind the voice. I feel very much in our program the absence of
university.

Cl: In what way?. What do you want to see?

FAl: Ineed, I want those people that are studying , who are spending their lives in thinking
and researching and gathering to share with us those wisdoms because all the members
that we are associated with are tied up with the practice and whilst we are reflective
about that we need the theory to come in and keep opening us up and I don’t, for me
that is a missing element, or might be enhanced in our program. Iknow we are at a
distance that doesn’t help.

For instance there is pro-d for faculty associates on campus next week and we are not
going down for it.

C2: Yeah, it is a full day on equity—and the externs don’t get it.

Cl: So you were talking about for you as well as for students.

FAl: Yes, it acts as a catalyst. And it is that that is missing.

C2: We certainly can work towards that being better.

Cl: So how can you see collaboration...You started off by saying I don’t feel comfortable
with everybody having a voice. Is that accurate?...And then you said what is missing is
more academic and scholarly input to balance practice.

FAl: Yes, but added to that is that balance of the establishment of practice. We have the
administration in our areas which are , by and large, not changing. So in terms of
power that is very powerful. We are changing all the time, the school associates are
changing, the sts are coming in new. And we haven’t got that balance on the theoretical
side.

Cl: And what would it be doing? Would it be talking to the school associates? Would it be
challenging practice?

FAl: Yes, I would like to see it be part of that. It would be ongoing so that —like today,
workshops but the university involved as well.

Cl: And the school associates?
FA1l: And the school associates and the administration as well.

Cl: Inthe end do we need all those voices in order to make good decisions, to develop
program?

FA1l: WellI think they add. Where you have so many players who have similar interest, you
need someone to stir it up or you begin to believe you have got answers. Or you are
getting answers.

Cl: Where do the faculty associates fit in all of this? They are not school associates.
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Well, I get the sense they are so tied to the system the school system, that they are more
like school associates than university.

Would that be others perceptions?

You may be correct but mine is, that among all of the players the faculty associates are
the ones who compromise most in the Consortium. When I look at faculty associates in
other programs, in the Lower Mainland, and I see, if you like, their power in the
Module to determine the direction it will take, I don’t ...they don’t face any of this.
They are not accountable to 28 school associates in the way that we feel accountable.
FA3 should speak to this though since she has experienced both.

Yes, that’s right. We started out with doing it without inservicing school associates,
without taking into account too much input from them. Two half days I think. So how
much do you get during that time? And so we worked in that setting the first year I was
here. And then we worked in this setting and it was like day and night. But it certainly
was a lot less stressful when you and your partner sat down and said this is how the
program is going to go. We know that they must have this and this. Certainly there
was collaboration between us as faculty associates and also with Coordinator. And we
would say we will do this on this day etc and that is what we did. And it is different
when you take into account the voices of the school associates as well. And then you
have to make adjustments and if you look at the difference in the calendar from one year
to the next year—It was different ! It was wonderful!

So this compromise is OK? I am not sure if you are saying it is too much,
inappropriate, it should be different? It certainly is hard for faculty associates.

Itis hard. And I agree with what FA2 said that the people that compromise the most are
the faculty associates because you are taking into account everyone’s point of view.

Is compromise a good thing?

Yes. I also think though that you don’t diminish the role of the faculty associate.
Suddenly compromising to a point where um ...I don’t think it is powerless...

You don’t have a voice? Is that what you mean?

Well, you do have a voice, but only to a point, you are only one of the players. And in
the final analysis you are having to have responsibility without authority I guess would
be a way to put it. But, uhmm , that is false too because in the end you control your
own situation.

But I do think, in the final analysis, who is on the front line when the program is not
working? When some student is not making it? It is the faculty associate.

Well, I guess that could change. Real collaboration would mean that was not the case.
That it would be districts and universities deciding together how evaluation took place,
what we needed to see. It may never happen but that would be true collaboration. Yes,
you would only be one voice among equals. In some ways for you to say that is to say
that collaboration was working, If that is what you wanted.

But I do think, in the end someone is responsible. You can’t say it is all of us accepting
responsibility. You will always find there is someone who has to make the final
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decision no matter how high up you go. Eventually someone has to make the decision.
And at this point it stops with the faculty associate.

Well maybe you are talking about a limit to collaboration. That is certainly one of the
issues in terms of power. I guess I am not sure, FA2, what you meant by compromise.

Well there are times when I am jealous of the freedom and flexibility that I see.
You mean the power?

No, I am going to stay with freedom and flexibility that we perceive , from the outside,
that Lower Mainland colleagues have. And some of them have responded that way,
saying, How can you stand that? You know? There are times when I feel very
supported through this collaboration, that we are not carrying all of this alone, that we
are expected to make all those decisions out of a context and then have them fit
someone else’s context. I actually like this process but it doesn’t make it easy. I mean
there are days when I say, I really don’t know, I mean I have not got to the point where
I couldn’t subvert it and get in what I thought was important anyway!!

Right on!!

And if I ever did, I would have to leave it.

As long as we leave the structure loose enough...
There has got to be a little bit of room for me or for us.
For individual interpretation.

Well, I figure, they have them for 6 weeks. They can have their voice there right then.
When they get into the schools my voice is fairly quiet and fairly distance and quite
intermittent. Too intermittent they tell us! So I figure they get their kick at what they
think is important and I should get my kick too.

And the district thinks that, and the administrators think that and...

Yeah, they do and that is back to where I was earlier I guess. Somewhere, and I am not
sure the point that district representation comes . Maybe at the Steering Committee
level. I mean I would like sometime to sit and talk about what they think are the
important issues, what do they think counts. It would be nice to have that perspective
from them, or from the people they delegate to do that. We sort of got a little sense of
that today. I think that is a very important thing that happened today no matter how
much they might have missed in terms of consensus.

What would you say were the issues that they signalled as being important?

Somebody gave expression to the particular characteristics in the personnel involved.
Someone gave characteristics to practicum that involved a number of qualities. I don’t
think that was all of the qualities by any means. Some of them began to speak of the
currency of theory and knowledge as providing a base for practice. Somebody spoke—
god this one really hurt—of throwing out the archaic models—the phrasing of that sort
of bothered me because it implied throwing out the models of ways that people had been
doing things for a long time—and were perceived that way by some in the audience.
Those were some. We certainly didn’t get all, the process continues. But I think the
district needs to have a voice in saying what they expect from a teacher education
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program and the qualities they expect to see in the graduates of those programs. Just as
teachers need to have a voice in the qualities they perceive as desirable in the colleagues
that they anticipate in the classroom next door—their future collaborators.

Maybe part of this—FA1 what you just said, and FA3 what you said about evaluation,
is a recognition that in collaboration those of us who represent different areas in
education bring different knowledge and that it is not that we are all trying to know all of
it, so that any of us can make the decisions, but that we recognize for instance, maybe
evaluation is shared in that there are different parts of what a student does that are
evaluated or assessed by different players. Or are given different weight by different
players. That is what I think about when I hear you talk about that practicing teachers
know needs and conditions of the field. They talk about it in a certain way. And they
have more input in to how things work there. And what a university person brings,
perhaps, is conceptual knowledge frameworks to try on their work in the field. Not
trying to say we all have to come to the same knowledge but that we need to marry the
knowledge we all have.

I have some difficulty leaving it with school associates having some knowledge that
they evaluated. I am thinking about the situation we were in this morning. You know I
would not want to leave practical knowledge to that person—nor would they be
supported by the administrator for the kind of things the Year 2000 document says that
students should understand when they are going out teaching.

You probably can’t separate it out that way. I didn’t like it very much myself.

As soon as FA3 began talking about evaluation, and maybe we could all collaborate on
evaluation for some reason my back went up. I don’t know if I can’tlet go of being that
final evaluator or what. I just think that as faculty associates with the experience we get
being in a lot of classrooms, with the experience we get talking to a lot of faculty. We
get a depth of understanding about teaching that I never got in the classroom. I think
that has given me a lot for looking into classrooms where student teachers practice. I
don’t want to sound like a puffed up sense of self or anything like that [ Much laughter]
I incredibly value the knowledge of classroom teachers but I do think the experience I
have had as a faculty associate has made me more knowledgeable about what education
is and what the practice of it is and the theory of it is.

What it is or what it should be?
So your voice should be stronger then?

Ummm...I think so. I think I would have to say that because...You know I wonder
whether someone who has taken a Master’s degree in some particular area might not
have as strong a voice as I have. Iam not saying that I have the strongest voice, but I
think that I might have a stronger voice than some people who have worked with
student teachers.

But then maybe we should just sit back and say “Good teachers see the future in the
eyes of their students.” Maybe we should let school associates carry that responsibility
when they are dealing with their student teachers. They see the future in the eyes of
those student teachers. Maybe they should be the ones speaking out, judging...

And what would be the advantages to that?

Tie the can on someone else’s tail !
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No, but I was thinking, If it was left to them, maybe, do you think they would take it
more seriously. I mean maybe what happens now is that school associates do their very
darn best but they do know that...

Someone else will take it over.

Well they are the one who is with the student day in and day out, day after day. They
see much more than faculty associates do.

But they have nothing to compare it to. Except perhaps having had another student
teacher.

Well, maybe.
Well they compare it to themselves.
And their kids. They see how there kids respond.

They also go through all this orientation where they are asked to look at their own
practice, to become more reflective and articulate about their practice.

But I I don’t think it hits everybody. I don’t think it goes through and resonates. So I
don’t think we can count on the inservice as being that reliable.

The key is get the best school associates then—the ones who will develop through these
inservices. Then it is going to hit them.

I think as well what we begin in those inservices needs to be continued in some way for
those people. So that even when they take a student teacher a year from now it is that
much more a part of them and they will try to bring that out in a student teacher.

And maybe school associates work in two’s and three’s so they can support each other.

I think of what FA4 said a few minutes ago about how they see it in their kids, how the
student is doing. I go back to the one today. She saw kids being active in sort of a
“cub-scout” way as being really good.

So over the two practica they accumulate Merit badge.
Hey, this isn’t so bad—they go to a whole number of people to show competence.

Well in some ways this is intriguing—it is what I am trying to write about —that
decisions in teacher education need to include many communities—all the voices of
people involved in education, which includes university. And if there is not different
voices to challenge and facilitate what is being said -—so we recognize how subjective
our knowledge is. If that is not happening then the full debate is not taking place.

And possibly an unequal debate. Possibly one way gets perpetuated and...

Yes, and we fool ourselves if we think what we are doing is emancipatory because we
are really doing is reinforcing the same kinds of hierarchies and structures with their
own abstract way of looking at the world which has been a paternalistic way of looking
at the world which is...
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Still there. And so many teachers in the north have such limited access to new ideas,
new ways of thinking, Many of our teachers are very aware of that...

Aware that?

That they haven’t been able to participate in learning. That they have not_ been able to
take the courses. They could take whatever was offered which may not be what they
wanted. They know themselves that they want this information, this challenge, the
opening. And I guess my fear is that it might be closing rather than opening—saying oh
yes this is what we are doing, this is how we are doing it. This is working, you know,
and perhaps without somebody coming in with other thoughts to be considered .

And what are the conditions for school associates to question what we have to say?

Actually one of the things I really like about the triad is the discussion time with the
school associates. I think there is a lot of challenging and opening there. But my
concem there is that we don’t always have a common knowledge base that we are
talking about. If we had someone coming in to our SA inservice to throw out a few
ideas, let them play with those, then that dialogue can continue.

But then I go back to Jean’s question, “Who questions those ideas that are being thrown
out for consideration?”’ Who challenges the thinking or values or assumptions of the
person with those ideas? Which, if it truly is an open discussion taking place that too
needs to happen. What are the values that inform that person’s approach? And if we
don’t know that we don’t have a context for those ideas either.

Right. And that is exactly my concem in terms of limited access. If you have not been
exposed to several ways of looking. You can begin to feel very happy with the one
you have got. And many of our school associates...

You know I find that very challenging—I think that is something I have really wanted to
do, and, I think, began to do a little bit with our school associates at the end of last year.
I remember Jean saying to me after one of our last few sessions, “the questions you
have been asking today are not one’s you would have been asking at the beginning of
the year.” There was enough trust that had built up that you could begin to challenge
what someone said . But to be able to challenge people’s thinking, or to facilitate new
ways of thinking about things takes enormous amounts of time—and for people to be
feeling enormous amounts of confidence in their own experience. It means as well we
are talking about universities having ways of talking and knowing that traditionally
teachers haven’t challenged. Itis very tough. To provide conditions where teachers
feel they have the right and the ability to challenge what is being said by “the
university.” ButI do think what you have said is so important.

One way that I think about the difference between 401 and 405—it scems like we were
focussing so much in 401/2 on vision, possibility, take a chance, take a risk,...and I
don’t feel that the same in 40S. I feel much influence of the school associate who is
saying, ‘‘this is what works for me—try this.” It is almost like their wings are cut. I am
just wondering if we had get togethers where somebody could come in and shake us
up—and then the dialogue between faculty associates and school associates—on an
equal partnership in 405—we would part of that as well—that could be ongoing for all
of us. Including the students. I see so many of our students in 40S who are on a
wonderfully equal basis with their school associate—real sharing. I feel it is ripe for
somebody dropping some bombs in that sharing. To really look again.

I guess that is where I see the potential for a Professional Development School.



FA3:

C2:

FA3:

Cl:

FA3:

Cl:

FA3:

FAl:

Cl:

C2:

FAl:

Cl:

C2:

264

To add to that—to take the trio and have them refocus on something together.

We were talking about that yesterday. I don’t think that has happened at the
Professional Development School, not a lot has happened among each other, most have
pursued their own individual plans. And I think maybe some of that is —moving
through the first month getting into the classroom and then October, wanting to do their
own thing, and November, maybe now is the time that school associates are ready for
pro-d—the administrator might be thinking what kind of pro-d can we do together—that
could be dynamite. If that happened in early November and then they passed those
kinds of conversations on to the students.

Give the last part of November to work together.

Those SA are just hungry for something now—but they couldn’t have known that
before now.

Yes, the things they couldn’t know—the students telling us—and the school associates
and us listening. If you want an example of compromise, this is the prime one. Don’t
take them out of immersion! Don’t interfere with their practice here. And we listened,
because we had to listen. But boy was it a mistake! Those students were desperate for
contact with each other. If I were to do this again—I would say once every three
weeks. Get them back on campus let them talk with people they more fully trust.
Relax, pick up from colleagues what they are doing. We would have done that if we
had made our own decisions but we listened to others.

But you know collaboration doesn’t mean “giving in” it means coming to mutual
understanding about what is important.

Yes but remember none of us had been through 405 before and none of us knew what
to expect. And so we accepted someone else’s view of what was important—and we
could see what they were saying. In hindsight we have a different view of it now.

I think it reflects too what we were saying about equal players. If you don’t know there
is always that sense that others might know.

Well, I guess that’s fair. One of the frustrations of this job is our rapid turnover of
faculty associates. You just get something figured out and it is over.

I am on a bandwagon for 3 year contracts.

And the Coordinator—it needs that faculty status—that total involvement with the
university—that other dimension that is looking out for that other aspect of the work —
for new learnings and possibilities, for the shakeup, for the presence of new knowledge
that might be generated.

That can be a faculty person or coordinator—their jobs have changed , becoming more
educational leadership, not only administrative. But the ongoingness of a faculty person
with the scholarly presence—

I wonder, particularly up here—and if we value the field so much I wonder if we can
always find a faculty person who is able...well there are some...

FA3: Well, assignment of faculty to modules is another whole area. (end of tape)
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Appendix F

Understandings Supporting the Educational Domains

UNDERSTANDINGS THAT SUPPORT EACH OF THE EDUCATIONAL DOMAINS AND
THAT STUDENT TEACHERS SHOULD SHOW SOME GROWTH IN RECOGNIZING
AND DEMONSTRATING

DETERMINED BY NEW CALTEC SCHOOL ASSOCIATES
FEBRUARY 1991

DOMAIN OF THE CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT

— creating a classroom environment is ongoing, time consuming and always changing
— children have different needs at different times and different ways of learning

— a learning environment requires a structure or framework and clear expectations (no
hidden agendas) in order for children to leam

— we are responsible for the safety of the child

— the classroom environment influences the kind (overt and covert) and rate (amount) of
learning

DOMAIN OF THE TEACHER
— itis important for teachers to establish routines and consequences

— there are many different learning and teaching styles and strategies and different ones
are required at different times

— teachers need to be flexible and responsive to changing needs (the structure of learning
experiences is tentative)

— there is a need to be consistent with students according to their individual needs

— it is important to have balance in your life, to create a healthy lifestyle
DOMAIN OF THE CHILD

— each child is unique, developing different attributes at different rates

— each comes with a unique history

— children have a variety of learning styles

— classrooms hold a wide range of individuals all of whom must be addressed

— need to engage the individual interests of children
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— must respect individual differences and respect children as people

— must maintain confidentiality of each child
— the child is responsible for his/her own learning
DOMAIN OF EVALUATION

— it is most important in this practicum that student teachers exhibit the ability to evaluate
themselves and to modify activity as a result of that evaluation

— evaluation is in order to plan

— evaluation is to monitor the progress of students

— evaluation is teaching

— evaluation is ongoing

— children have different potential, and therefore, experience different outcomes

— evaluation is ongoing feedback that is sensitive and encouraging and meaningful to
children (self—enhancing)

— evaluation is an indicator of the effectiveness of the teaching

— the child's evaluation of his/her self is valuable and necessary in order for change to
occur

— evaluation is of the whole child —process as well as product

— evaluation needs to take place in a variety of ways
DOMAIN OF THE CURRICULUM

— curriculum consists of content, skills, attitudes and background knowledge

— curriculum is changing and reconciling the new with the old

— curriculum requires accountability, the ability to articulate intentionality /the 'whys' of
our decisions

— curriculum processes are to develop thoughtful and inquiring citizens
— curriculum is structuring learning experiences to empower learners
— students have ownership over their own learning

—they have different ways of learning

—they have different questions

— curriculum is purposeful and meaningful and relevant



