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ABSTRACT

Assessing Professional Development School (PDS) partnerships in teacher
education presents a challenge for researchers and program evaluators bkiteus
uniqueness of each program and the lack of a universal definition (Teitel, 2001). Since
the prominence of PDSs university—school partnerships have become a model for school
reform by underlining the need for collaboration between K-12 schools and unigersitie
(Campoy, 2000). The desired outcome is education reform that occurs simultaneously
between K-12 schools and at the university level. Although participants involved in PDS
partnerships tend to attest to their value, connections between PDS activitiesrand the
impact on teaching have been hard to document (Castle, Fox, & Sounder, 2006).

Issues of educator accountability and student achievement have almost démande
scientific research showing program impact. In response to this demand, geweapal
have established PDS standards and models to help examine the impact and the perceived
impact of these programs. Utilizing existing PDS standards and modelsutyis st
examined the impact of the partnership between a university and two K-12 school
systems located in the Southeastern part of the United States and based oa multipl
stakeholder perceptions. It also compared the beliefs, attitudes, or opinions plemulti
stakeholders involved in different PDS partnerships. PDS partners felt that the
partnership was on target. And there were no significant differences in thieadtizkes’

beliefs about the progression of the partnership.



The study aimed to show program impact based on a combination of standards
and principles set by the Holmes Group, the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE), and specific goals set by the UniverdityeSc
Consortium for Educational Renewal (USCER) partnership, a joint venture between two
K- 12 school systems and a college of education at the local university. The members
structure, goals, resources, and outcome were included in the study. Similar tOfher
partnerships, USCER works in collaboration to develop university-school partnerships
for the renewal of educational programs and the improvement of student achievement.
Each stakeholder has individual as well as collective goals for USCERsshkgge

USCER'’s impact is key to the justification and sustainability of the partipershi
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Enthusiasm for Professional Development School (PDS) partnerships in teacher
education remains high as more educational institutions continue to embrace these
programs as avenues to improve teaching, learning, and teacher preparatsbn2(Gsit
Castle, Fox, & Sounder, 2006). Estimates of the formalized school-university
partnerships, commonly known as PDS partnerships, indicate that there are more than
600 operational in the United States (Reed, Kochan, Ross, & Kunckel, 2001). The PDS
movement of the 1990s brought with it efforts to reform education by linking teachers
and university faculty in collaborative partnerships (Mebane & Galassi, Z@@8|,
2001). The Holmes Group, a consortium of research universities later known as the
Holmes Partnership, described the PDS as “designed to serve itself andgrafess
education the way teaching hospitals serve medical education” (Holmes Group, 1986, p.
8).

Typically, PDSs are clinical field sites where school and universitp@arivork
collaboratively to reach common educational goals. The concept of the PDS was
designed particularly to address teacher and teacher education problemsnBersal
definition has not been agreed on because of the uniqueness of each individual program.
Most PDSs are constantly evolving leaving little time to capture whyiatteedoing

(Teitel, 2001; Valli, Cooper, & Frankes, 1997). Usually with the establishment oca PD



partnership, schools are undergoing other changes related to state andhat nati
educational reforms (Metcalf-Turner & Fischetti, 1996). Therefore sibimsewhat
challenging to isolate PDS-specific variables resulting in change.

Most guidelines for PDSs usually involve mandates for changes in classroom
teaching and student learning; however, most research has focused on teachirg becaus
changes in classroom instruction is easier to study and document than improvements in
student achievement, mainly due to the need for effective comparison groups and
different perceptions on how to measure student learning outcomes (Valli, Cooper &
Frankes, 1997; Teitel, 2001). Many programs involve a handful of volunteer school
teachers and university faculty. Other PDSs are designed mostly to accdaspreda
service teachers. Some researchers suggest that documentation of shideaigent in
PDSs is often buried amid other data (Abdal-Haqq, 1998). Ross, Brownell, Sindelar, &
Vandiver (1999) argue that researchers hesitate to explore PDSs amel#tieinships to
student achievement because of skepticism about the adequacy of achieventent tests
measure PDS outcomes. Consequently, evaluating impact of PDSs, partauldri?
student outcomes, presents a challenge. Additionally, the lack of adequateskscth
on PDS impact presents more of a problem. As more stakeholders become involved in
university—school partnerships, the need for research becomes more urgeh2(®ije
The partnerships are based on mutually agreed upon goals and outcomes, oftentimes
requiring tremendous expenditures of resources as well as time and enekgg,(St
1997). To ensure effective continued collaborative efforts, schools and universities mus
be able to critically examine core assumptions about the purpose and definitions of the

partnerships.



Statement of Problem

Data are needed to show program impact from the perceptions of multiple
stakeholders. Early research on PDSs focused on the attitudes and expectatiortseof and t
impact on pre-service teachers (Kroll, Boyer, & Hauben, 1997; Telese, 1996). fiéhere a
few reports focused on the learning and experiences of practiced teacherspdedsve
documentation of the impact of these partnerships on K-12 students, school
administrators, university faculty and staff (Bullough, Kauchak, Crow, Hobbs, & Stokes
1997). Currently, many schools are facing high- stakes testing and budgedsuitsng
in increased pressure for accountability for schools and colleges of educatiooutW
data linking PDS partnerships to educational improvements, program justificadion a
sustainability could mean the end of the program. An examination of USCER to
determine empirically the perceptions of the partnership stakeholders wolwdtihrewe
the program’s structure and implementation affect not only the partnershipdiis als
impact on teaching and possibly learning; this information would be highly behédici
determining the advantages, disadvantages, and the future direction of the program.

Secondly, it could possibly help program facilitators identify strategiesviedo
in creating group cohesion and a community environment at PDS schools. Additionally,
it could indicate a need for school-university partnerships to produce instructional
improvements not only across classrooms but also grade and school levels. Longitudinal
studies on PDSs show gains in student achievement across time (Castle, Arends, and
Rockwood, 2008; Gill & Hove, 2000). Data are needed in terms of gains across schools
as well grade levels. The structure of USCER using feeder schools froenéheyn

middle, and high schools in the same system will allow such analysis. Finakytye



could possibly help identify common variables that make some PDS sites successful
while others fail. Possible variables to a successful PDS partnership eouldhdiw
participants view the benefits they receive to the contributions they make to the
relationship. This study used tlave-Get Mode(Behringer and McLean, 2002) which
has promising implications for program evaluations. The model provides a dractica
approach to ascertain stakeholder perceptions of levels of commitment to thenprogra
The differences in school-university cultures can produce limitations for both
organizations. Establishing clear collaborative goals involving the contmisusind
benefits of the relationship is significant when examining such key factors in the
partnerships.
Background of Professional Development Schools

PDS partnerships are unique and constantly evolving. The concept of the PDS
emerged in the 1980s as a potentially significant approach to revitalizilngteac
education and reforming K- 12 schooling as efforts were made to create higher
educational standards for American public schools (Abdal-Haqqg, 1998; Campoy, 2000).
During 1980s-1990s, professional development school partnerships primarily focused on
establishing programs and seeing how they worked. Now there appears to besusonse
that collaborative efforts should be clearer and have more defined roles. Thely shoul
fully emphasize student learning, quality teaching, and should be organizerhasylea
communities (Holmes Group, 1990; Abdal-Haqq, 1997; Teitel, 2004). Most PDSs
function with three main goals: to improve teaching and learning for P-12 students, f
pre-service teachers, and for in-service educators at both the school and yniversit

(Levine, 1992). Additionally, these partnerships should have overlapping connections



among teacher education, professional development, research and inquiry, and student

learning. See Figure 1.

Hducation Professional Development

Teacher

Student Learning

Figure 1. Functions of a PDS (Levine)

Early indications were that collaborative partnerships between instisudif higher
learning and K-12 schools are important to teacher education and student learnetg (Tei
2004; Castle, Fox & Souder, 2006).

Another major topic in university-school partnerships is whether or not a program
should be labeled a PDS. As a result, numerous educators, program evaluators, and
researchers have constructed their own working definitions. Castle, Fox, and Souder
(2006) define PDSs as clinical field sites where the partners work togethgsrtve
teacher education, the professional development of practicing teachers, student
achievement, and to conduct research. The American Association of CollegescfogrTea
Education (2004) proclaimed that a PDS is a learning organization of schools with

common goals of maximizing the performance and achievement of students, preparing



guality school personnel, and enhancing the professional development of novice and
veteran teachers. Levine (2002) described a PDS as a relationship designed to bett
prepare high- quality teacher candidates. Most agree that the resultsafaberative
relationship should include improved teaching and learning. Peters (2002) defined
collaboration as “a process that utilized resources, power, authority, intacepe@ple
from each organization to create a new organization entity for the purpose ofrarhie
commons goals” (p. 56). The differences typically occur in the structure anitiescbf
each individual program. For the purpose of this study a PDS was defined as a
formalized, collaborative relationship between the college of education and school
system designed to improve teaching and learning. There are several faatbras the
pressure of standardized testing in the school environment and unclear progsathagoal
have been identified as blocking the success of these partnerships and preventing the
from reaching their potential (Johnson, Willeke & Steiner, 1998).
Professional Development School Partnership Standards

Although producing careful documentation and assessment of PDS partnerships is
often difficult, several groups have created guidelines and goals to helpsbstaibéria
for program assessment. The groups tend to agree on several PDS goals ard$standa
Two of the most visible organizations are the Holmes Partnership and NCATE.
The Holmes Partnership

In an effort to reform education through the use of PDSs, the Holmes Group
proposed its vision to help build relationships between schools and teacher training
institutions. In 1986, the Holmes Group set forth their vision of good teaching,

recommending an agenda of actions in the publicdtmnorrow’s TeacherEl986)



The Holmes Group later became the Holmes Partnership, symbolizing mosveacl
membership and mission. Later, in another publicalimmorrow’s School§1990) the
group put forth its recommendation of what should be accomplished by PDSs, which
consisted of six basic principles deemed as central. The principles weleddasai(1)
curriculum and instruction should allow all students to seriously participaterimriga

for understanding, resulting in learning for a lifetime; (2) PDSs should @ttem
organize classrooms and schools as learning communities for the benefitudeits,

(3) A commitment should be made so that teaching and learning is intended for
everybody’s children in an effort to overcome educational and social bafdieAd|

adults involved in the PDSs are expected to go on learning as well as the st&jlents; (
There should be thoughtful long-term inquiry into teaching and learning, whereby the
PDS faculty working as partners promotes reflection and research oicgesct central
aspect of the relationship; and (6) The principles demand profound changesfoalling
the invention of a new institution as a different kind of organization structure, mgsilti
better preparation for school faculty (Holmes Group, 1990).

Despite the Holmes concept about PDSs, no official criteria are bethépuse
justification and determination of whether or not a program should be deemed a PDS
(Reed, Kochan, Ross, & Kunckel, 2001). Additionally, while the concept has had great
appeal for teacher educators, pre-service teachers, and administraicsd)ave raised
serious questions as to its viability (Gardner & Libde, 1995). Most of the iitfi@ism
focused on Holmes’ comparison of teachers to medical doctors. Some argued that
teaching cannot be professionalized to follow medicine’s example becausewf its |

level on the occupational hierarchy (Cornbleth, 1988; Cornbleth & Gottlieb, 1989). Other



critics saw it as elitism for some teachers to be labeled profesammhalot others based
on PDS participation and argued that the notion a school can become a learning
community is naive due to the established roles of PDS stakeholders (Judge, 1988; Barth,
1988).
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)

More recently, NCATE has developed defining characteristics of PDf8ardio
the Holmes concept. Despite the early criticism of comparing PDSs tortg@dudspitals,
NCATE argues that “As practicing professions, both teaching and medicjoea a
sound academic program and intense clinical preparation” (NCATE, 1997-2008, | 2). It
maintains that both classrooms and hospitals provide real-world settings and support i
which practice takes place. NCATE recommends the following characefst PDSs :
(1) They should be learning communities that address unique environments that support
professionals and children’s learning; (2) A PDS should uphold professional standards of
teaching and learning through accountability and quality assurance; (3)shoetd be
collaboration which addresses the development and implementation of a unique
university/school community; (4) PDSs should prepare professionals to meeg¢dseohe
diverse learners; and (5) Structures, resources, and roles should be in phéed, ansl
used so that a PDS partnership can support its work (NCATE, 1997-2008).

Although these guidelines as well as Holmes could help define minimum
standards for PDSs, few of these standards have been applied to existingoavaluat
studies (Teitel, 2001). Utilizing these principles and standards may help diminish the
problems of the lack of a universal PDS partnership definition as well as the ungjuenes

of each program. Within the last few years, however, a significant amouseafch



has started to point to the positive impact PDSs have on students, pre-service and
experienced educators (Teitel, 2004). But each program has a specific miision w
expectations of definite outcomes. Without a measure of accountability PD8rphans
will not survive (Knight, Wiseman, & Conner, 2000).
Background of the Study

University-School Consortium for Educational Renewal

Calls for educational reform to help reduce student achievement gaps and fulfill
the need to provide every student with access to competent, caring, and qualified
teachers, university-school partnerships have been established throughout thys countr
The pseudonym, University-School Consortium for Educational Renewal (USCER) is
being used to ensure anonymity of the actual PDS), a member of the HolnnessRgrt
is one such program. USCER defines a PDS as a public school site that has a formal
partnership with the University’s College of Education. A major goal of USGER i
provide support for renewal and long-term change in school and pre-service programs”
(USCER, 2008). Established in 1997, USCER was developed and jointly funded by the
Rural School System, the Urban School System, and the University, a flagshigpiamsti
Prior to this time, faculty and staff from the school systems and the univerdity ha
collaborated on special projects. Once USCER was formalized, interespiarthership
was open to all pre-K- 12 schools. It first had to be determined that a mutual
collaboration between the schools and university was possible. Then, the faculigffand s
from the two pre-K-12 institutions had to request interest in becoming partnierhevi
university. Eighty percent of the school faculty and staff had to agree to jpateian the

partnership, and the university faculty had to agree to and/or commit to the estafilishme



of the partnership. Originally, two schools became PDSs, a rural high school and an
urban magnet school (USCER, 1997). After 11 years, the rural high school is still a PDS
site, but the magnet school closed in May 2001, and two rural elementary schools were
added. During this time, university faculty taught courses at all the PES sit

professional development workshops were ongoing; university and PDS facudtygtu-t

and developed special projects, research, and national conference presentaG&iz, (US
1997). A few years later, school superintendents decided which schools would be PDS
sites.

Currently, the USCER mission is three-fold:

To promote collaboration among faculty members from [The University] of and

from the public schools; to develop school-university partnerships for the purpose

of simultaneous renewal of the educational programs; and to enhance the success

and achievement of all students (USCER, 2008, | 3).

USCER centers on the shared interest and needs at the school sites and the
university. Throughout its existence and similar to other PDSs, USCER has undergone
several personnel and program changes. Currently, USCER employs arnvexecuti
director (a member of the University faculty) and a program manager. Twaeblolm
Scholars, funded by the College of Education, serve as graduate assistants.

The partnerships extend beyond the placement of teacher candidates in the
classrooms. Through common agreements, university courses are taught iotheite a
partner schools; classroom teachers plan and co-teach courses with unxeustyy f
research projects are conducted; professional development is provided fovpe-ser

teachers, in-service teachers and university faculty; and school teaotarsiversity

10



faculty develop presentations for professional conferences and workshopsRUSCE
2008).

The abovementioned USCER activities appear to play an important role and have
positive impact on stakeholders at the university and the two school systems. To
maintain a constant and continual mutual relationship with common goals, it is important
for USCER stakeholders to agree on its purpose, process, and future. Trachtman (2007)
suggests that the PDS mission mandates partners to take responsibility, make a
commitment, and reallocate resources as necessary to provide the best passiohes
for all participants, especially students. A primary way to achievestiisough program
evaluation and study.

The USCER program is located in a Southeastern city with the average family
income $47,000 in the city and $57,000 in the county. About 27% of the population has a
bachelor’s degree or higher (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007). The Urban School System has a
total of 12 elementary schools, five middle schools, and five high schools while the Rural
School System has 18 elementary schools, eight middle schools, and five high schools.
Currently, the USCER partnerships involve 6 schools— 3 in the rural system and 3 in the
urban system. The feeder schools (elementary, middle, and high schools in each system)
are made up of roughly 4,000 students with similar racial and socioeconomic
backgrounds (State Department of Education, 2008). There are site coordinesmfs at
school. Each coordinator plays a key role in planning and implementing consortium
activities and initiatives. Initially, focus groups of school teachers and umywkasulty
were formed, but within a few years the groups disbanded due to PDS changes. Then in

2007, focus groups were organized along with a coordinating council to enhance

11



partnerships and to more specifically address the unique needs of each inditedual s
(USCER, 2008). The University has an enrollment of approximately 27,000 students and
more than 2600 are enrolled in the College of Education for 2008-2009.

Tablel

PDS Site Demographics

School Student Years in Reduced/ Free
Enrollment PDS Lunch

1 (Rural High) 481 11 55%

2 (Rural Middle) 412 5 2%

3 (Rural Elementary) 492 4 60%

4 (Urban High) 492 4 55%

5 (Urban Middle) 846 3 66%

6 (Urban Elementary 436 7 82%

School 1 (A Rural High School)
School 1 was the first school to become a PDS partner with the University and
continues to participate in numerous USC&fvities. The school has 481 students,
grades 9 through 12, enrolled. Of that number, 297 students receive free or reduced
lunch. African Americans make up 55.9% of the student population with 42% Caucasian,
2% Hispanic, and .46% Asian.
School 2 (A Rural Middle School)
School 2 became a PDS during the 2003-2004 school year. It houses 412 students- grades

6-9. The student population consists of 48.79% African American, 47.57% Caucasian,

12



and 3.16% Hispanic and .24% Asian. Seventy-two percent of the students are on free and
reduced lunch.
School 3 (A Rural Elementary School)

School 3 has a student enroliment of 492 and became a PDS in 2004. Student
enrollment consists of 326 Caucasians, 131 African Americans, 25 Hispanics, and 10
classified as having multiple ethnic backgrounds. Of the almost 500 students, 297 are on
free and reduced lunch.

School 4 (An Urban High School)

Enrolling 913 students- grades 9-12, School 4 has approximately 73% African
Americans, 23% Caucasians, 3% Hispanics, 1% Asians, and .11% Native Americans.
This school became a PDS during the 2004-2005 school year. The school is located in a
community where the socio-economic status ranges from low to middle with 55% of the
students on free and reduced lunch.

School 5 (An Urban Middle School)

School 5 has slowly increased in student enrollment as the population in the
eastern section of the city has grown. There are 846 students: 78% African America
18.5% Caucasian, 2.7% Hispanic/Latino, and .8% Asian and Indian American. Thirty-
two percent of the students are served in special education programs, witbct®%ng
gifted education. Sixty-six percent of the students are on free and reduced lunch. UMS

became a PDS in 2005.
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School 6 (An Urban Elementary School)

Located within the city limits, School 6 became a PDS in 2001. Of the 436 students,
grades preK-8, 88.5% is African American, 7.5 % is Hispanic, 2.75% is Caucasian, and
46% is Asian. Eighty-two percent of the students get free or reduced lunch.

Research Questions

USCER Evaluation

The study is an examination of USCER using a combination of standards and
principles set by the Holmes Group, NCATE, and the USCER program. The members,
structure, goals, resources, and outcome will be included in the study. A major purpose
will be to determine empirically program impact based on the perceptidns of
partnership stakeholders.

The study was guided by the following questions:

Research Question 1s there a difference in the participants’ perceptions of the progress
of the partnership among school staff and university staff? This question was used to
critically examine the core assumptions, purposes, and definitions of the paptiasrshi
perceived by all participants and to examine if the partnerships are greaitgue
learning communities in which all parties feel mutually responsible. lossgbthe
degree to which the participants believe the set national standards and principI@S for
partnerships are important and if being a member of the Holmes Partnersipise
to USCER.
Research Question Are there differences in teaching practices since the partnership
began? Standards guiding PDSs conclude that the partnerships should demonstrate the

ability to affect positive changes in the quality of teaching, which should uétiynat
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improve student achievement (NCATE, 2001; Holmes Group, 1990). This question
examines the perceptions of experienced teachers and administrators anghttigif

any; they believe the collaboration has had on educators.

Research Question Bo stakeholders believe the PDS standards and program goals are
being met as measured by thmfessional Development School Participants’
Perceptions of Program Progresarvey?Assessment of program standards and goals
are important to issues of accountability, quality assurance, professioniaiesst,

and student achievement.

Research Question Are there differences in perceived obstacles to a more successful
relationship among the PDS members? This question adds insight about theeprocess
procedures, roles, expectations, and/or structures that need to be pruned or dlfgrinate
the benefit of the program

Research Question 3s there a difference in beliefs among stakeholders about whether
the relationship has changed the culture and behavior of the school and university
environments? This question examines the extent, if any, to which the P8 séligt

has created a community of educators working collaboratively to reach racaasmic
goals. It provides useful information for decision-making about the PDS.

Research Question & there a difference in program progress perceptions among
USCER stakeholders and other PDS partnership stakeholders? This questiompwill hel
examine the beliefs, attitudes, or opinions about PDS partnerships in generalgévas
USCER patrticipants the opportunity to scrutinize the collaboration using a broader

perspective.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

The 1983 reporA Nation at Riskeleased by the U.S. Department of Education
criticized the country for low standards, loss of academic focus, and loss ohacade
ground to other nations in educating students. It detailed the country’s negledt of hig
academic standards and abandonment of top academic students. Moreover, the widening
academic achievement gap between the economically disadvantaged and edlgnomica
advantaged led to questions about the state of our cities and the interconnectedness of
illiteracy, crime rate, teenage pregnancy, and family and communityedjsition
(Harkavy & Puckett, 1991; Abdal-Haqq, 1998). Failing schools devastated
neighborhoods and questions emerged about whether or not institutions of higher
learning were fulfilling their civic responsibilities (Harkavy & Fett, 1991).

It is generally recognized that universities have done preciousdittielp

collapsing urban communities...Universities have been short-sighted because

they missed an extraordinary opportunity to work with their communities and to

engage in better research, teaching, and service (Harkavy & Puckett, 1991, p.

557).
In an attempt to improve teacher preparation programs, enhance student aattieveme
and establish better university-school relationships, numerous professionapdeed

school partnerships that differed immensely surfaced. Typically, the &8s
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partnerships between colleges of education and school systems. Most focused on pre-
service teachers and little collaborative research were involved. Mostlyitilal goal
was to get the partnership up and running (Judge, 1988).

USCER was initially established “to provide mutual benefits to educators and
students at a public school and a college of education,” (USCER, 1997, 1 1). The group
became a member of the Holmes Partnership and adopted similar proglym goa
objectives, and mission. The partnership was, and still is, an association funded by the
two school systems and the university. Although USCER worked with teacher
candidates, another priority focus was on in-service teachers collagoxatinuniversity
faculty.

PDS Research on Teacher Candidates

Much of the PDS research has focused on teacher candidates. One of the
functions of professional development schools is to prepare knowledgeable and skillful
beginning practitioners (Castle, Fox & Souder, 2006; Teitel, 2004). A common method
used to assess the impact of this training is a comparative study of PDS aridSion-P
teacher candidates (Fountain, 1997; Telese, 1996; Sandhotlz & Wasserman, 2001).
There is growing support suggesting that PDS-based teacher preparatiatent s
teachers produces educators who are more competent in areas of instruction,
management, and assessment.

In a 2006 study, Castle, Fox and Souder compared 91 PDS and non-PDS
elementary teacher candidates from two cohorts. The participants genredeo have
completed a bachelor's degree and have a minimum grade point average of 3.0. The

admission requirements were the same for both PDS and non-PDS applicants, and
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participants were allowed to choose the program. PDS candidates, full-timets}indel
daytime courses and a year-long internship. Non-PDS candidates weimpatddents
with evening courses until the student teaching semester.

Assessment tools included student teaching evaluation forms and tapes of student
teaching portfolio presentations. Using qualitative and quantitative anabsesychers
found that PDS candidates showed higher levels of ability to assess students using a
variety of methods (e.g. observation, communicating with students about their progres
and a variety of assessment methods). Additionally, PDS-trained candictatsd s
higher on content accuracy and clear instructions as well as classroom meamniage
Researchers concluded that these results indicate that PDS teachdates might be
able to spend more time on instruction and less on classroom management than the non-
PDS trained teacher candidates. These results indicate a need forr“prapheation
that is deliberate and systematic in building connectivity between schools andities/ers
so that teacher candidates can build connectivity between theory and pracss,(C
Fox, & Souder, 2006, p. 78).

Recently, more teacher candidate research has focused on empiricalohquir
candidate supervision with PDS teacher mentors. The PDS mentors are described a
experienced teachers who engage in reflective practice and instructiorralsapef
teacher candidates over an extended period of time— typically one year (Heppay,
2007; Castle, Fox, & Sounder, 2006). A study conducted by Yendol-Hoppey (2007)
concluded that teacher education programs benefit when teacher mentoredhdrac

role as school-based educators. The school-based educator was conceptualized as

18



allowing teacher educators to shape and conduct their own work with student teachers a
opposed to university supervisors.

Other studies track the changes in philosophy and attitudes of teacher candidate
toward teaching by using survey questions before and after field experienlese(Te
1996). Others, using a similar design, compare developmental stage differdiateg ut
a teacher needs assessment questionnaire of traditional pre-senheestead PDS
interns within a university’s program (Runyan, Parks & Sagehorn, 2000). For the most
part, these studies are based on self-report data using survey instruments ao focus
self-perceptions of efficacy.

PDS Collaborative Research

Teachers and university faculty are conducting collaborative PD&ctesea
designed to bring about renewal and restructuring of public schools (MebanassiGa
2003). Two criticisms of educational studies, conducted by university reseasebers
the years, have been that the research is oftentimes irrelevant toepaactiis not easily
accessible to practitioners (Galassi, White, Vesilind, & Bryan, 20013rig|¢here are
some noted obstacles in constructing collaborative research. First, thiveséor
participation in collaborative research are different for teachers andsityaculty.
For university faculty the incentives may be potential publication, promotion, or tenure,
and the teacher may feel like the “subject” of the research instead ofarpadner
(Mebane & Galassi, 2003; Galassi, White, Vesilind, & Bryan, 2001; Teitel, 1998). Also,
in some PDS partnerships, the university is viewed as a privileged partnargrénegi
benefits of the research, which is often viewed as irrelevant and of latteéqgal daily

use to practitioners (Milbrandt, 2002). Preferably, collaborative educaticesroh
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should be conducted by both teachers and researchers focused on school-based questions
(Holmes Group, 1990; Galassi, White, Vesilind, & Bryan, 2001). In contrast to
traditional research where university faculty have the primary or egp®nsibility for
research topic and design, collaborative research provides public school persooresl a m
active role. Basically, all phases of the research are shared, althougérnmay have
primary responsibility. At times when collaborative teams have conductedstdaah,
there are few authors who have documented the impact of these studies (Mebane &
Galassi, 2003; Valli, Cooper, & Frankes, 1997). Documented PDS research conducted by
collaborative teams is critical for the improvement of teaching and leai@elgssi,
White, Vesilind, & Bryan, 2001; Metcalf-Turner & Fischetti, 1996).

Researchers (Mebane & Galassi, 2003) investigated the effects oagdoup
task variables on perceived team learning by public school and university parsichsnt
a result they documented the importance of group dynamics, group leadership, and group
process. The participants consisted of school teachers and administratovansityni
faculty members and graduate students. The PDS consisted of book discussions, other
school or program visitations, survey development, and within-school professional
development presentations for professional growth. The participants selectesvtheir
areas for professional development. Both school and university facilitatbrexpértise
were sought to conduct the sessions, but co-leadership was not always pos&ble. Li
similar studies, the findings show a high correlation between feelings pfiteirsg able
to risk sharing thoughts and ideas, and perceived individual growth in the groups.

Mebane and Galassi argued that PDS participants are not aware of the hagleprof
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group dynamics, and educators need to consider the unique characteristics of group
participants, who are mostly school teachers.
PDS Research on Multiple Stakeholders
The input and perceptions of classroom teachers, university faculty and

administrators from participating institutions are important aspectsdasureewhen
examining program impact. Experienced educators play an important role in most PDS
partnerships. “Over the past several years, a new consensus has emétgaditba
quality is one of the most, if not the most, significant factor in students’ achiavem
educational improvement” (Cochran-Smith, 2006, p. 106). Bullough, Kauchak, Crow,
Hobbs, and Stokes (1997) documented the changes in teachers and principals in their
views of their teaching practice and self-reflection using interviewsphuatfonly
moderate changes. Other researchers have combined a Likert- typevatimfellow-up
interviews to measure self-efficacy, empowerment, and participant€gienes of the
PDS impacts on school and students (Campbell et al., 1996; Cole & Knowles, 1993).

Linek, Fleener, Fazio, Raine, Dugan, Bolton, and Williams (2001) documented
gains in student outcomes as a result of changes in teacher behaviors andhbitgeis
professional development, and collaboration associated with being a PDS. The PDS
targeted three areas of focus: improving student achievement, providing faculty
development, and implementing a new program for pre-service teacher ealuthé
study cited the outcomes in all three areas. First, facilitators uses$ scothe Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) to document impact over a period offtieras
schools were rated as low-performing, acceptable, recognized, or exenipka

targeted PDSs were classified as low-performing, the lowest ranking statbeide
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accountability rating prior to program implementation. The schools werdesglec
because of their low performance ratings and highest percentages ofssardéet and
reduced lunch. After a four year period, each of the PDSs improved their ratgiging
an exemplary status.

Secondly, the passing rate of the pre-service teachers on professional
development measures increased by 5% after one year. Using theoryepeantic
context, pre-service teachers were exposed to activities designed to hegstablish
classroom practices and procedures by experiencing multiple roles and tatpessi
required of in-service teachers. Formal ratings were collected atdhaf both the
internship and the residency semesters. After completing the program, gex\pce-
teachers stated that they felt well prepared and confident to enter thieggarofession.
And the schools that helped prepare the teacher candidates were eager to hire them.

Thirdly, researchers cited shifts in the degree of respect experieachére
demonstrated for their students. For example, teachers began extending classroom
discussions with higher level questions and encouraging diverse answerr3 éagan
making comments like, “I expect all students to be successful” (p. 16). Intsraigiv
observations of the same classrooms were made over a two-year period.Actotte
authors, the teachers showed an increased ability and awareness of how to manitor a
meet the needs of individual students.

Linek, Fleener, Fazio, and Rain (2001) concluded that “valuing all participants
from day one, consistently giving all participants voice and choice, teaming,

administrators that are willing to empower their faculty members and facasipublic
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school students and learning” (p. 20) are the characteristics that made tlaenprogr
successful.

Other researchers have developed and applied their own PDS assessments
linking them to specific program formation, structure, organization, and expected
program outcomes. Typically, they utilize four-column models designed to link PDS
activity (e.g. technology integration) with the role it plays in the pesine (e.g.
providing enrichment for reading across the curriculum) (Brown, Natalega&es,

2003). Once again, list all authors.

In professional development partnerships, classroom teachers, university
faculty and administrators typically gain meaningful experiences and issigbugh
collective efforts to improve teaching and learning. But formalized sisseg of
university faculty and school administrators has not been heavily studied nor documented
(Teitel, 2004). Still, measuring the impact of PDSs on experienced educators balfond s
reports has been hard.

To that end, several conceptual models have been designed and most are based on
and assess standards set by the Holmes Group and NCATE. Teitel (20038) thesate
Student Learning Pyramighodel. See Figure 2. His model, aligned with the five NCATE
PDS standards, shows how PDS processes are foundational and is ultimatebfiducces
through changes in teaching, learning, and leadership. Teitel argues that Istaigeng
in a PDS partnership is enhanced in three ways: better pre-service teaphaeatpn and
their enhanced roles with P-12 students inside and outside of the classroom; professional

development and other experiences of faculty, staff, and administrators at seitbols
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universities when engaging and focused on student learning and through student

engagement in an improved learning environment.

tall Desired oucomes, for P-12 Students.
Student Pre-service Educators and Movice
and Exparienced Educators

Partnarship
Foundations

Figure 2. Student Learning Pyramid Model (Teitel, 2003)
PDS Impacts

Using theStudent Learning Pyramjastle, Arends, and Rockwood (2008)
found that PDS impacts may be strongest when their supported initiativesdaiettie
priorities of the school, the needs of the teachers in implementing new teaching
strategies, and the specific needs of the student population. In a six-yeathstudy
researchers examined the impact of a PDS school on student learning. The PDS school
and a control school were matched on variables such as student achievement and
demographics. The control school, chosen by the school district, was considered low-
performing, as was the PDS. Both had a state mandate to increase studenapeefdryn
10%.

The researchers mapped out PDS development and student learning using the
Student Learning PyramidThe researchers sought to connect student impact to the PDS

by examining the systematic approach and implementation of activities asgbdeci
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points. For example, teachers were involved in and a part of the research andaflgecifi
wanted a research agenda that focused on the unique practical needs of the school.
Castle, Arends, and Rockwood found that when compared to the control school,
the PDS increased the percentage of students at master level to a gteateresuced
the percentage of students at the intervention level. The findings indicate alé&ughef
student learning, particularly for low performing students. The authors subggethese
results support a strong case for the need for PDS work in high needs schools.
Similarly to other partnerships, PDSs succeed only when all stakeholders believe
that their investment of financial resources, time, and energy are amplegGenty,
the continuation of university-school partnerships may depend on what partners know
about the impact the collaboration has on students and also how the participants
demonstrate advantages and benefits associated with the partnership (Knight, Fox
Sounder, 2000). Nevertheless, showing PDS impact directly related to student
achievement is somewhat difficult.
Knight, Wiseman, and Conner (2000) argue that field research that measures
student learning is “difficult and fraught with pitfalls” because standaddiests, which
are easy to obtain, may be too far removed from the focus and activities of thgpPDSs
26). The researchers add that it is difficult to isolate specific variabfBSs that can be
directly related to student outcomes. But there are studies outlining thevpdroenefits
for school and university faculty in joint partnerships (Abdal-Haqq, 1998; Darling-
Hammond, 1992; Shroyer, Yahnke, Bennett, & Dunn, 2007). However, studies have
shown that educator individual and collective efficacy is strongly related tanstude

performance (Bandura, 1997; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk, 2000). Using social cognitive
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theory, which suggests the control individuals and groups exert over their lives is
influenced by their perceptions of their capability or efficacy, Goddard (200rpf
support of the theory at the group level. The researcher suggests that colleicthey eff
perceptions are “positively and significantly related to differencemgmchools in
student achievement” (p. 467).

Since the PDS movements of the 1990s, programs have changed and so has the
research documenting school-university impacts on student learning, pre-seoice
service teachers. But if these partnerships are to remain successdatandtable, all
participants must be included in the research. The perceptions, roles, benefits, and
contributions of school administrators and university faculty and staff should be
integrated in the research. Although there is more data linking PDS collabdoat
improved teaching and learning, more research is needed because of the uniqueness of
each program; all PDSs are not created equally. Collecting data on individosiceb
add to the research on program effectiveness.

The study of USCER will add to the existing research on school-university
partnership and can possibly supply data to help shape the decisions made about program
development and partnership structures. As previous research attests, colabtmts
in PDSs should be a commitment that involves input from all stakeholders (Mebane &
Galassi, 2003; NCATE, 2001). This study was designed to examine the partnerships, and
if they are creating unique learning communities in which all particigaatsnutually
responsible. The perceptions of experienced teachers and administrators on¢hefimpa
the partnership were examined. Awareness of program goals and progressl igaat

of that collaboration and commitment.
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For this study the null hypotheses was as follows: There is no difference in
participants’ perceptions of the progress of the partnership among schoahstaff
university staff; there is no difference in stakeholders’ beliefs aboutahes ©f the
program goals; there is no difference in perceptions of cultural and behaviorgéshan
the environments, and there is no difference in program progress perceptions among

USCER stakeholders and similar PDS partnership.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODS

Overview

This chapter addresses the methods used in the study, including the background of
the study and the conceptual framework. To more fully appreciate the study, it is
important that the background and the role of the researcher is described. In addition,
study participants, procedures, data collection tools, and the study desigrcatedes
Finally, the data analysis techniques for each research question arggqatese

Role of the Researcher

The investigator of this study is not only a former teacher but also a Holmes
Scholar and graduate assistant for USCER. This unique position presents thgaitorest
with advantages as well as difficulties. The investigator taught segoladguage arts
for 11 years, worked at one of the USCER schools as an academic counseloafor a ye
and a half, and teaches an orientation to teaching class at the university. #sapar
of USCER, the researcher has worked with and knows many of the partnership
stakeholders. The researcher's USCER duties include helping to plan andtéacili
meetings and workshops, designing surveys, researching various topics, loelpiig t
grants, and serving on a literacy task force. The meetings and workshops havétbeen w
elementary, middle, and high school teachers and administrators, parents and cpmmunit
leaders, USCER staff and university faculty. The Holmes scholar agiinttlude
attending conferences and summer support sessions and networking with othes scholar

and Holmes Alumni. Therefore, the researcher can identify what she knows about
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USCER and educational practices to help elucidate better understanding\ofaheas
of the partnership while accepting the idea that there is also an empnatgical role
which requires looking at the realities and trying to understand the complexities
generated data. The goal was to remain a passive observer rather dhaeraer-
participant.
The Study

This study was designed to explore participants’ perceptions of a school-
university partnership. It used a mixed methods design in that both qualitative and
guantitative methods were employed. Utilizing both methods simultaneously sedres
confirmatory and exploratory questions while providing better inferenaks an
opportunities for a greater variety of divergent views (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009)

A major advantage of mixed methods research is that it enables the researcher

to simultaneously ask confirmatory and exploratory questions and therefore

verify and generate theory in the same study (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 33).
Quantitatively, the survey component of the study containing predetermined questions
that were statistically analyzed. Specifically the study useBrbhiessional
Development School Participants’ Perceptions of Program Prodf&ssth, 2008)
survey. Qualitative analysis of tih&erview Protocol(Smith, 2008) containing open-
ended guestions was used to further investigate the beliefs, opinions, and perceptions of
selected PDS members who were actively involved in a school-university phipner
Background of Study

The Conceptual Framework for Professional Development School Evaluations

(Table 2) was developed using a combination of PDS standards set by PDS experts and
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researchers and based on goals of individual program partnerships (Petrosko & Munoz,
2002; NCATE, 2001; Holmes, 1990). The evaluation components assessed the nature of
the partnership, the establishment of a learning community, equity and tgliV@rsi

teaching and learning, and accountability to stakeholders as well as the pudile afe

four levels of development: beginning, developing, target, and advanced. The survey was
designed to ascertain stakeholders’ perceptions in the four areas with sexefoite

each level. The breakdown of the items and evaluation components helped determine the
perceived levels of the PDS and stakeholders’ view of the partnerships. Thd desire
outcome for a highly functioning school-university partnership was a symbiotic
relationship that creates connections between the institutions that help retaratien
(Trachtman, 2007). The partnership should be a unique environment that fosters student
and professional learning with clear evidence that the program strategjiesetiods

have evolved. An advanced PDS partnership should also prepare professionals to meet
the needs of diverse learners by providing personalized teaching and learmiihg fo
students. And PDS partners should uphold professional standards for teaching and
learning and be accountable to themselves as well as the public (Petrosko & Munoz,
2002; NCATE, 2001; Holmes, 1990). See Table 2. A survey was designed to ascertain

stakeholders’ perceptions in the four areas to examine the level of perca&gesspion.
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Table 2

Conceptual Framework for Professional Development School Evalugiketosko &
Munoz, 2002; NCATE, 2001; Holmes, 1990).

Evaluation Beginning | Developing | Target | Advanced | Desired Outcomes

Component

Nature of Symbiotic Relationship,

Partnership

Learning Unique Environment

Community fostering student and
professional learning

Equity and Personalized teaching

Diversity and learning for all
students

Accountability Partners accountable tp
themselves and the
public for upholding
professional standards
for teaching and
learning

Beginning

Even at the beginning stage of a PDS partnership, all stakeholders should share simi
beliefs, verbal commitments, and plans for the partnership. All participants should be
committed to the key concepts and the desired outcomes as described in the mission
statement and program purpose.

Developing

At the developing stage, the institutions should already be engaged in PO wor
numerous ways. There is evidence of collaboration among institutions. The PDS is
pursuing the mission and objectives.

Target

At this level there is a true partnership where the PDS work is expected and esthjpyort
all participants. There have been procedure and/or policy changes thattheflect

integration of the activities which support the schools and university needs.
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Advanced
At the advanced stage, the PDS partnership has reached its potential impactin seve
areas. The partnership can now be extended to impact the broader education community.
Determining Scales in the Instrument
Participants from the 3 partnerships£ 108) selectedtrongly agree, agree,

disagree, or strongly disagree response to 28 items on tAeofessional Development
School Participants’ Perceptions of Program Prograssdetermine the PDS level of
progression— beginning, developing, target, or advanced. The 28 items were divided into
four scales (Nature of the Partnership, Establishing a Learning Communitty &ogi
Diversity, and Accountability) each with seven items based on the recommenad&@ons
set of judges (see Table 4, Chapter 3). Numeric scores were assigned usingehe r
around the target score (a mean score of 3.5). The range for a beginning &0el \vat
< 1.5; developing ranged from 1.5 — but < 2.5; a range of 2.5 — but < 3.5 constituted a
target level and 3.5 — 4.0 defined an advanced level.
Nature of the Partnership

To study the existence of an established, effective collaborative partnership,
the researcher initially examined the program standards set forth bysialmd NCATE
for an effective partnership. The potential impact of dynamic professiondbgment
school partnerships can strategically create connections between higbatien and
public schools that can reform education (Holmes, 1990; Trachtman, 2007). This
university-school relationship should develop and implement a unique community that

mutually shares responsibility for the program (NCATE, 2001).
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In examining the roles that each party plays in the relationship, the PD& shoul
promote collaboration among faculty members from participating institutionisefor t
purpose of educational renewal (USCER, 1997). Although a PDS partnership should be a
symbiotic relationship, it should include mutual interdependence and reciprocaldbenefit
According to Borthwich, Stirling, Nauman and Cook (2003), the dynamic nature of a
PDS partnership should reveal stages or levels of interdependence, which shod#l incl
cooperation, coordination, and collaboration. “PDSs need to be able to show how they
create contexts for structural, organizational, and cultural changes that sogpoxted
approaches to teaching, learning, and leadership in schools” (Teitel, 2001, p. 61).
Establishment of a Learning Community

A key to developing and maintaining a successful PDS partnership, and perhaps

one of the most complex, is the establishment of a learning community within and
between schools and universities. The partnerships should provide unique environments
that foster student and professional learning (Holmes Group, 1990). Additionally, there
should be clear evidence that distinct approaches, methods or philosophies have evolved
for the teacher preparation activities; that these approaches @gdriiegrated into the
university mainstream; and finally, there must be evidence of a longgastpact with
institutionalized structures in place to support them (Teitel, 2001). Essentiaynang
community must also be an unlearning community, whereby, structures aiteact
should be improved or cut out when they no longer work or cease to meet the program’s
mission.

Part of the complexity of creating a school-university learning comynunit

involves the vastly different environments between schools and universities and possibly
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different perceptions of the value of the partnerships (Wagner, 1997). Individual outcome
expectations of school teachers and administrators, and university facultgffadest
frequently at odds (Teitel, 2001). For example, teachers may see some R&H5-rela
projects as more work for them in addition to the numerous demands on their daily
classroom activities and of little relevance to their teaching practrefessors may feel

the project is important in improving teaching and learning and that teacherd wiaoul

to improve their craft. Without constant and sustained collaborative efforts fréam bot
groups, creating a successful learning community will not be possible.

According to USCER, part of its mission is to provide opportunities for
university and public school teachers to collaborate and develop pre-servicelanrric
and programs, provide chances for teachers to develop leadership skills, aateto cre
classroom settings for pre-service teachers (USCER, 1997). The apparestgoatate
a learning community made up of school and university environments and personnel.

Although the roles may be different for school and university participants, the
goals should be generally the same with a joint commitment to the activitiegand e
stakeholder should feel as if he/she is an integral part of the team and is speisame
the decision-making process. The perceived value of the partnership fronspéqises
is vital and so is an awareness of any obstacles that are preventingssfslicce
relationship.

Equity and Diversity

As part of the design of PDS partnerships, experts agree that it is the

responsibility of the group to prepare professionals to meet the needs of dreensed

so that teaching and learning is personalized and all learners, regafdessl barriers,
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are recipients of school environments that foster effective teaching anihdear
(NCATE, 2001; Holmes Group, 1987). The Holmes Group vehemently advocated
educational change that would address student learning for every child (1987). And
while determining teacher quality is vague at times, a new consensus éattnmsrt
guality is one of the most important factors for student achievement and improvement
(Cochran-Smith, 2006).
Student Learningln 1996 the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future
(NCTAF) challenged the nation to provide every American student his or herdfitthri
which includes access to competent, caring, and qualified teachers to maké stude
success attainable (NCTAF, 1996). But the success of student achievement das not re
solely on the shoulders of teachers, but also on other adults involved in and outside of the
school setting, including administrators, school and university educatoedlasw
policymakers who decide which programs to fund and which ones to cut.
Accountability

The significance of accountability is found throughout the standards and
principles created by Holmes and NCATE, but more directly stated, “PDS saaee
accountable to themselves and to the public for upholding professional standards for
teaching and learning” (NCATE, 2001, p.13). Research and assessment are vital in
showing program accountability. Collaborative research that examinesddtienship
between teachers and university faculty in the PDSs is critical (Mdtcaler &
Fischetti, 1996).

A criticism of educational research is that it is often one-sided with K-12

teachers feeling as if they are the subjects rather than collaboraticgpats in the
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process. Research offers different incentives for teachers and unitecsity. For the
teachers, research can help them learn more about and improve their practasginc
their individual and collective self efficacy, and position them on the cuttingadge
education (Galassi et al., 2001). For the university faculty, research canrplayra
promotion or tenure, publication, and professional development that allows them to use
field-based methodologies (Galassi et al., 2001 and Rafferty, 1994). Regaidles
motivation, “PDS research is seen as a way to resolve some of the tensiombetwee
schools and universalities and is modeled on a collaborative action research flamewo
Research problems are to be mutually defined and collaboratively investi(begef,

1998, p. 46).

Additionally, a theoretical model that recognizes and legitimizes stdketio
involvement will help explain key aspects of the partnership (Behringer andadcLe
2002). TheGive-Get Modebsserts that partnerships should entail extensive involvement
by all parties and provides an organizational framework for examining the invaizeme
(King, Williams, Howard, Profitt, Belcher & McLean., 200Zhe Give-Get Modes a
two step framework approach; the first step is defining and clarifyinghsiber
contributions and the benefits of the partnership. Secondly, it provides a formative and
summative process for program evaluation (McLean and Behringer, 2008). This “model
draws upon social psychology, business practice, and community development theories”

(McLean and Behringer, 2008, p. 4). See Table 3.
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Table 3

The Give-Get Grid Model for University-School PartnersifsLean and Behringer,

2002)
Partner Gives Gets

University University University
Contributions Benefits

City School City School City School
Contributions Benefits

County School County School County School
Contributions Benefits

The contributions (gives) and benefits (gets) were supplied by the stakehaldlers a
ranked based on perceived priority.
Research Design

The study used a cross-sectional survey research method, whereby the data
collected reflect current perceptions, beliefs, or opinions rather than aildingit
approach. Two benefits of this design are the short data collection period and the non-
attrition of the participants (Creswell, 2002). It included both quantitative andajivalit
methods. Each method presents ways of asking questions instead of merely being
different ways to achieve the same end (Hathaway, 1995). A survey can point to a
problem or a need while open-ended questions can help explain why the problem or need
exists (McCracken, 1988).

The instrument was designed to: a) examine the roles and experiences of the
PDS patrticipants, b) to study respondents’ perceptions concerning the assogthtion w

USCER, and c) to determine the perceived level of the partnership and the contributions
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of and benefits to each institution by utilizing thenceptual Framework for
Professional Development School Evaluati¢fi®itel, 2004; NCATE, 2001; Holmes,
1990) and th&ive-Get Mode(McLean and Behringer, 2002). The inquiry examined the
perceived progress in termsie Professional Development School Participants’
Perceptions of Program Progress28-item Likert type instrument, is a researcher
constructed scale using the combined PDS standards set forth by NCATE (2001), the
Holmes Group (1990), and USCER (2007).

Quantitatively, the survey provided numeric descriptions of the perceptions of the
PDS partnership. Qualitative analysis of open-ended questions found in the survey was
used to further probe the answers from the instrument.

In addition, thénterview Protocolvas used. Grounded theory methodology will
be used to develop codes, categories, and themes rather than imposing predetermined
classifications on the data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). The open-ended questions address
issues of changes in teaching practices and obstacles to a better partnership

Method

Participants

The participants were recommended by either a Holmes scholar or amprogr
facilitator and recruited because of their involvement in the three spebfiqgoRograms
located in the Southeastern part of the United States. For the USCER portion,{the stud
included three schools in the urban system, three schools in the rural system, and the
university. The information was gathered via participants from 2 eleme@tarddle,
and 2 high schools as well as the university. The 6 professional development schools’

faculty and staff were considered a part of PDS partnership that included apgisdyi
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300 employees; but only a small fraction (about 70 members) were active irgfapne
activities that included experienced educators rather than teacher canditid@s. O

online surveys sent to this group, 18 were sent to school administrators and the rest were
sent to k-12 teachers. Additionally, 17 surveys were sent to university staéfsgoos,

and administrators. Similarly, university members were recruited lwastheir active
involvement in USCER projects/activities that included experienced educéterfecus

of this study. Various partnership programs provided resources such as yniversst
professional development and collaboration, financial support for projects, ancilsater

and supplies.

The participants were university faculty who are involved or have been in USCER
activities, current and former USCER staff, teachers, school staff, boarders school
site coordinators, members of the coordinating council and the task forcegalsinand
superintendents. Forty-seven teachers, eight school administrators rahdtad
university professors and staff completed the online survey- for a total oftGSpaats.

An additional aspect of the study involved 40 school teachers and administrators
and university personnel from two other PDS locations. The joint venture at Uryiversit
Partnership 2 was formed in the mid- 1980s, but was restructured in 2007. The
partnership consists of the university and four elementary schools. Most of the
collaborative activities involved university pre-service teachers. There four liaisons
with duties ranging from mentoring, training, and advising student teachers tdipgovi
resources to cooperating teachers (University 2 Website; Personalewjeihe
participants adopted the original 6 Holmes Group goals: 1) to teach for student

understanding that will last a lifetime, 2) to organize schools and classroearsiad
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communities, 3) to include learning goals for everybody’s children, 4) th tehdts as

well as children, 5) to focus on reflection and inquiry, and 6) to create a new

organizational structure for the school (Holmes, 1987). The PDS has received several
education grants. Participants were recruited because of their involvientieaischool-
university partnerships. The survey was made available to 260 partners asitinRier
Twenty-five University 2 participants completed the survey. Teacheciparits made

up 76% of the responses; school administrators 18%, and university staff 6%. Seventy-
one percent of the respondents have been with the partnership for less than one year, 24%
between one and two years, and 6% between 3-4 years.

University Partnership 3 was originally formed in 1990 but reestablished the
university-school partnership in 2006. Although much of the work is with pre-service
teachers, the partnership includes work with university staff and school adatarsst
from eight different districts. The group’s mission is to also implement gealsy the
Holmes Group. Out of the 30 surveys sent to this group, 15 members completed the
instrument. School administrators made up 53% of the respondents and university staff
and professors made up 47%. Teaching experience was evenly matched: 25% with 3-5
years, 25% with 6-10 years, 25% for 16-20 years, and 25% with 20+ years. Twenty-five
percent of the group had been involved in the partnership for less than one year, 50%
between 3-4 years, and 25% had ten+ years in the partnership.

Informed Consent

The study protocol was sent to the University’s Internal Review BoaR) (iR

research approval. The researcher received IRB approval and then soughtl &mpnova

the school systems. After obtaining written approval from the two USCER school
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districts, the researcher emailed an information letter containing the sahvey link
address to the principals of each PDS site; the principals then forwarded thi®ema
teachers and other administrators. Prior to the researcher’s email ipgsinihe

assistant superintendents from both school systems notified their principals of the
approved study. Additionally, the researcher obtained signed consent forms from each
USCER patrticipant who completed tieerview Protocoljualitative questionnaire.

Part three of the study involved other PDS programs. The researcher subscribed
to the University of South Carolina’s Professional Development School list server.
Through the list serv, the researcher sent a mass email asking for voluntiaiygisem
in the study from PDS programs in the Southeastern part of the country. Three specifi
programs were then identified and their PDS participants were then notified through
personal emails and by telephone. With the help of Holmes Scholars in three different
PDS partnerships, the researcher sent an additional 260 surveys. Twenty-itveapdst
responded from one program, 15 from another, and only 2 from the third location.
Data Analysis

Data collected using tHeualtrics Surveysand email surveys were downloaded
and entered into SPSS v. 16. Responses to the questionnaire were transcribed and coded
as interviews were completed. The purpose of the survey research was tbzgeinena
a sample to a population so that inferences could be made about characteristics of t
population (Creswell, 2002). For the first part of the study, the dependent variabées w
the items in the four categories on the survey instrument: nature of the paptnersh
establishment of a learning community, equity and diversity, and accountabibty. Th

independent variables were the partnership affiliations: school personnel conapared t
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university employees. For part three, the dependent variables were terizatesurvey
items —same as for part one, but the independent variables were the stakehadeh
of the three PDSs. The researcher ran one way analyses of variar@e&AAM test for
mean differences for Research Questions 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6. The open-ended questionnaire
helped to explain the themes that emerged. These results were contercansilyg
grounded theory for Research Questions 2 and 4.
Procedure
The study consisted of three parts. FirstPttodessional Development School

Participants’ Perceptions of Program Progressrvey was administered to all USCER
participants. This assessment helped measure stakeholders’ opinions on #espbgr
the partnership, if they believe the program goals are being met, andafatienship
has changed the culture and behavior of the school and university environments.
Qualitative data were gathered on school and university demographics and USCER
background information.

Part two of the study involved qualitative data collected to examine a possible
change in teaching practices as a result of the PDS partnership and plevbsieeles to
a more successful relationship. Theacher Interview Protoc@ontains open-ended
guestions and was administered to school and university teachers who have fgtticipa
in the partnership three years or more.

Part three involved comparisons of similar PDS programs. Because of the
uniqueness of each program, the researcher used stakeholders’ perceptionsie tieami
progress of the PDS by using t@enceptual Framework for Professional Development

School EvaluationgPetrosko & Munoz, 2002; NCATE, 2001; Holmes, 1990) and the
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Give-Get Grid Model for University-School Partnershi{pcLean and Behringer, 2002).
The Professional Development School Participants’ Perceptions of Program Progress
was administered to PDS participants from urban and rural areas and mehtbers
Holmes Partnership online list of PDS sites located in the Southeastern partoftéue
States. The researcher obtained information through phone interviews, personal
interviews, and email correspondence. The information included institution tghes| s
types, geographic location, job title, and PDS experience and duration. The sasvey w
self-administered online usir@ualtrics Surveyand surveys completed by e-mail
correspondence.
Preliminary Data Analysis

As a preliminary step to validating tReofessional Development School
Participants’ Perceptions of Program Progressrvey, the researcher selected a panel of
expert judges on Professional Development School partnerships to examine the scale
items, determine if they were appropriate, and fit each item into itsrrafegory. The
four categories are the nature of the partnership, the establishment ofraglearn
community, equity and diversity, and accountability.
Materials
TheProfessional Development School Participants’ Perceptions of Program Progress.
The panel of judges was made up of three former USCER directors, one curreat,direc
a program manager, a former principal, and a site coordinator. The judg&geckthe
Likert-type survey, which contained 46 items. The three objectives werddgodae
the items into one of four areas (nature of the partnership, establishment ofreglearni

community, equity and diversity, and accountability); suggest items that should be
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deleted; and recommend ways to reword unclear items. Additionally, thres jithkge
the items which they perceived as being the best fit for the four catedpases] on
Holmes Partnership guidelines. For example, they all cited the itemsthioel and
university partners share a mutually beneficial relationship” and “Thegvahip helps
provide training to accommodate students with exceptionalities” as beaudi\esf
indicators of PDS goals. These judges were consistent, differing by anlyr dwo

items. The cited items were also those that none or only one judge suggested.deleti
The judges all agreed that the item “I know the goals of the school-university
partnership’should remain on the survey.

If a majority (four judges) recommended deleting an item, that item was
deleted. An example is the statement “I have been involved in collaborativechesgth
the school and university”; four judges commented that this item would be more
beneficial to the research if it were moved toltiterview Protocol where the
participants would be able to give specific and detailed feedback. Although tves judg
suggested deleting the statement “Teaching practice are improvangssit of the
partnership,” the researcher felt that, according to Holmes and NCAT&atkenent
gets to the heart of how a PDS should be assessed. If at least two judgegguggest
rewording an item for clarity, the item was reworded, using the judgggestions.
Several judges suggested changing “The administrators are involvednarglaip
activities designed to improve learning” to “The administrators are involved i
partnership activities.If a majority categorized an item in a different group other than

what was intended, then that item was put into the new category; this wasamhport
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because in deciding on the new scale, the researcher decreased the nuenesriof i
each category- going from 12 to 7 items per category.

The survey used in the study contained 28 items: 7 items for each of the four
categories. The items reflecting the nature of the partnership are sumBe©, 16, 18,
19, and 25; for establishment of a learning community the items are 4, 6, 10, 13, 20, 26,
and 28; items representing equity and diversity are 3, 7, 11, 14, 21, 24, and 27; and
accountability is reflected by Items 2, 8, 12, 15, 17, 22, and 23. Items 9 and 25 are
reverse items: “The structure of the partnership should be updated to meet doent P
needs” and “The partnership has had minimal impact on teaching.” Table 4 shows how
the panel of judges categorized the items by percentages. Two of the judges voted to

delete Items 5 and 9 which equal 14% for each item.

Table 4
Percentages of Panel Categorizing Survey ltems
Survey Nature of Establishment Equity Accountability
ltem # Partnership  of a Learning and

Community Diversity
1 100% 0% 0% 0%
2 14% 0% 0% 86%
3 0% 0% 100% 0%
4 0% 86% 14% 0%
5 72% 14% 0% 0%
6 0% 100% 0% 0%
7 0% 0% 86% 14%
8 0% 0% 0% 100%
9 86% 0% 0% 0%
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Table 4
Percentages of Panel Categorizing SuriteynsContinued

Survey Nature of Establishment Equity Accountability
ltem # Partnership  of a Learning and

Community Diversity
10 0% 86% 0% 14%
11 0% 0% 100% 0%
12 0% 14% 0% 86%
13 0% 86% 14% 0%
14 0% 0% 100% 0%
15 0% 0% 0% 100%
16 72% 28% 0% 0%
17 14% 14% 0% 72%
18 2% 0% 0% 28%
19 86% 0% 0% 14%
20 0% 100% 0% 0%
21 0% 0% 100% 0%
22 0% 0% 0% 100%
23 0% 0% 0% 100%
24 0% 0% 86% 14%
25 72% 14% 0% 14%
26 28% 72% 0% 0%
27 0% 0% 100% 0%
28 0% 100% 0% 0%
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The bolded percentage is the largest response selected for each item. Fortabhée
included in the scale, at least 50% of the judges had to choose the item for theycateg
The scale contains two sections. Section 1 contains 28 quantitative itetirggelici
responses to topics related to @@nceptual Framework for Professional Development
School EvaluationModel ((Teitel, 2004; NCATE, 2001; Holmes, 1990), Gige-Get
Model (McLean and Behringer, 2002), and USCER program goals (2008). The inquiry
compared stakeholders’ perceptions of the PDS partnership in the followisgtheea
nature of the partnership, the establishment of a learning community, the pralsence
equity and diversity, program accountability, institutional contributions, andutistial
benefits. The survey rated items on a 4-point scale ranging frostrargly disagree?
= disagree3 = agree,and 4 =strongly agreeSample items are: | know the goals of the
school- university partnership; the research being generated through thewsthedity
involvement is making a positive impact at my institution; the partnership helps provide
resources to address student learning for every child, including learnespedial
needs; and the collaborative activities of the partnership has improved teacbtimppra
Section 2 was used to gather demographic information, including participanbBDS |
title, years of experience, ethnic and cultural background, age, and gender.
TheInterview Protocol. The researcher interviewed teachers, who will make up the
largest group in the study, and university faculty to gather information abohtrtga
practices. The questions were be used to explain topics in the survey. Theofirst t
interview questions directly addressed perceptions of differences in tepchatiges as
a result of the PDS relationships and perceived obstacles to a more successful

partnership. Questions 3 and 4 were added to elicit specific information on thisbenef
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and contributions to the partnerships. The remaining two questions ask about
collaborative research activities and the partnership impact on student le&anmgje
guestions are: Have teaching practices changed as a result of the schesityni
partnership? If so, how? And, are there obstacles preventing USCER from a more
successful partnership?

Quantitative data from thierofessional Development School Participants’
Perceptions of Program Progresarvey were used to generate descriptive and
inferential statistics about demographics, structural processes, mprognamitment,
collaborative efforts, and goal consensus and clarity. The specific metleabti®us
answer each research question are presented as follows.
Research Question Is there a difference in the participants’ perceptions of the progress
of the partnership among school staff and university staff, as measured by the
Professional Development School Participants’ Perceptions of Program Prégriess
analysis for this question was used to critically examine if the USCERepstnip is
progressing as it should as defined by the nature of the partnership and based on multiple
perceptions. Perceptions of university and school personnel in bith Universityr$tagne
2 and University partnership 3 were also analyzed. Two one way analyses éearia
(ANOVA) were used to analyze these data. The independent variable had twp level
school staff and university personnel. The dependent variables were theycateges
for categories produced by the instrument. The alpha level was set at .05.
Research Question Are there differences in teaching practices since the partnership
began? Both qualitative and quantitative methods were used to examine the analysis for

this question. First, the responses toRhefessional Development School Participants’
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Perceptions of Program Progressrvey of 108 participants were analyzed using a one
way ANOVA. Additionally, one-on-one interviews of 11 USCER participants from the
university, the rural school system, and the urban school system were condsatgd.
grounded theory, the researcher categorized, coded, and interpreted data using six ope
ended questions (Glaser, 2002). The independent variable was the comparison of school
and university personnel. The dependent variables were the respoResgéoch

Question 2.

Research Question Bo stakeholders believe the PDS standards and program goals are
being met as measured by ffessional Development School Participants’

Perceptions of Program Progressrvey? First, the analysis for this question was used to
examine if the USCER partnership standards and program goals are bebagatkon
stakeholders’ perceptions. Secondly, the analysis was used to compare qescepti
among all three PDS programs. Descriptive and inferential analysigatiaered by

running an ANOVA in SPSS. For this question, the independent variable was the
comparison of the school and university personnel in USCER and the total samples for
the three university partnerships groups. The dependent variables were the setgponse
Research Question 3.

Research Question Are there differences in perceived obstacles to a more successful
relationship among the PDS members? This question added more insight into the
perceptions of how the program is progressing and possible challenges hifudéhieg
growth. Interviews of the 11 USCER patrticipants were conducted. Grounded thesory wa

used to interpret the data. The independent variable was the group of USCER
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participants. The dependent variable was the interview responses to questions on the
Interview Protocol.

Research Question & there a difference in beliefs among stakeholders about whether
the relationship has changed the culture and behavior of the school and university
environments? The analysis for this question was used to examine if USCER
stakeholders believe the partnership has changed the culture and behaviorladdhe sc
and university environments. Secondly, the analysis was used to compare beliefs about
the relationship among all three PDS programs. The independent variable was the
comparison of the total samples for the three university partnerships groups. The
dependent variables were the perceptions of how the relationship has changed the culture
and behavior of the school and university environmdi¢sé¢arch Question 5).

Descriptive and inferential analysis of tAefessional Development School

Participants’ Perceptions of Program Progressrvey was gathered by running a one

way ANOVA in SPSS.

Research Question @s there a difference in program progress perceptions among
USCER stakeholders and other PDS partnership stakeholders? The analyss for thi
guestion was used to compare the perceptions about program progress among USCER
stakeholders, University Partnership 2 stakeholders, and those of Universigrétap 3
stakeholders. Information from ti¥ofessional Development School Participants’
Perceptions of Program Progressrvey was used to answer this question. A one way
ANOVA was utilized. For this question, the dependent variables were the resfmnse

Research Question énd the independent variable was the comparison of total samples
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for the three university partnerships groups on their perceptions about the progness of t
programs.
Assumptions

The assumptions for questions 1, 3, 5, and 6 are, using a one way analysis of variance
are as follows: (1), the population distributions are normal; (2) the subgbetsesl are
independent; (3) and the variances of the population are equal.
While these are assumptions are checked, the ANOVA procedure has been shown to be

very robust except for the most egregious of violations (Zar, 1996).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to understand what school-university partners
believe about the PDS partnership and to compare the beliefs, attitudes, or opinions of the
stakeholders. The main part of the study was to address the impact of the school-
university partnership on school culture and possible changes in teaching and learning
The research involved PDS site coordinators, teachers, school staff and adtorsjstr
university professors and university staff. Both qualitative and quantitatisevese
collected and analyzed. TReofessional Development School Participants’ Perceptions
of Program Progress/as administered to 108 school-university participants from three
universities. Eleven USCER participants were interviewed usiniptberiew Protocol
guestionnaire. The results of the USCER partnership will be discussed first.dtudy,
the six professional development school faculty and staff were considerecba &
partnership, but only a small fraction of the personnel were active in parmers
activities. Various programs provided resources such as university tutorssimodées
development and collaboration, financial support for projects, and materials and supplies.
Description of Demographic Characteristics of USCER
Quantitative research utilized a survey to provide numeric descriptions of the
perceptions of the USCER PDS population. Analysis of demographic information was
based om = 68. As discussed in Chapter 2, the majority of the student population in the

USCER PDS partnership is African American. Of the participants who regptmtiee
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survey, 26% were African American and 73% were Caucasian. Twelve of the
respondents were male and 56 female. Thirty-two percent of the educateiseiveeen

the ages of 31-40, and 32% of the participants were between ages 41-50. Professionals
with master’s degrees made up 51% of the sample. Middle and high school teachers, 23%
and 31% respectively, were the largest survey respondents. This aspectudytiveast
expected since teaches made up the largest number of participants. Thirty-sesen per

of the partners had 11-15 years in education while 19% had more than 20 years. Thirty-
four percent of those surveyed had been involved in the PDS between 1-2 years.
Similarly, 34% had 3-4 years involved. Only 3% had been involved in the PDS for 10 or
more years. See Table 5. These numbers do not reflect the involvement of university pr
service teachers because one of USCER'’s current goals is to focus onnexglerie

teachers, administrators, and university personnel.
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Table 5

Description of Demographic Characteristics of USCERSample (N = 68)

Characteristic N %
Ethnicity
African American or Black 17 26
Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0
Caucasian 48 73
Latino/a or Hispanic 0 0
Native American 1 1
Gender
Female 56 82
Male 12 18
Age
<22 0 0
22-30 11 16
31-40 22 32
41-50 22 32
51-60 10 15
60+ 3 5
Highest Degree Attained
Associate’s 1 2
BA/BS 18 27
MA/MS 34 51
EDS 7 10
PhD/EdD 7 10
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Description of Demographic Characteristics of USCEBntinued) K = 68)

Description of Training and Work Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristic N %

PDS Job Title
Elementary Teacher 11 16
Middle School Teacher 15 22
High School Teacher 21 31
School Administrator 6 9
School Staff 2 3
University Professor 5 7
University Administrator 0 0
University Staff 8 12

Teaching Experience
<1 0 0
1-2 4 6
3-5 9 13
6-10 10 15
11-15 25 37
16-20 7 10
20+ 13 19
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Description of Years Involved in PDS €\68) continued

Characteristic N %
<1 6 9
1-2 23 34
3-4 23 34
5-6 10 15
7-8 3 4
9-10 1 1
10+ 2 3

University Partnership 2

Part 3 of the study involved a comparison with two other collaborative
partnerships. Analysis of demographic information on University 2 collaborative
partnership was based o 25. Of the participants who responded to the survey, 6%
were African American and 94% were Caucasian. Thirty-one percent of theaduca
were between the ages of 31-40, 25% were between ages 22-30 and 19% of the
participants were between ages 51-60. Eight percent of the respondents weredmale a
92% female Teacher participants made up 76% of the responses; school adarsistrat
18%, and university staff 6%. Thirty-five % had 20+ years of teaching experiamnd
29% had between 11-15 years. See Table 6. Professionals with master’s uhegieep

88% of the sample. This partnership focuses on pre-service teachers.
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Table 6
Description of Demographic Characteristics of University Partnershi§ample N =
25)

Characteristic %
Ethnicity
African American or Black 6
Caucasian 94
Gender
Female 92
Male 9
Age
<22 0
22-30 25
31-40 31
41-50 13
51-60 19
60+ 13
PDS Job Title
Teachers 76
School Administrators 18
University Personnel 6

University Partnership 3
Of the respondents from University Partnership 3, 47% were African American

and 53% were Caucasian. Females accounted for 75% of the participants and males 25%
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Twenty-five percent were between the ages of 31-40, 50% were between ages 41-50, and
25% were between ages 51-60. School administrators made up 53% of the respondents
and university personnel 47%. Teaching experience was evenly matched: 25%with 3
years, 25% with 6-10 years, 25% for 16-20 years, and 25% with 20+ years. See Table 7.
Twenty-five percent of the group had been involved in the partnership for less than one

year, 50% between 3-4 years, and 25% had ten+ years in the partnership.

T[?eb;?:r?ption of Demographic Characteristics of University PartnershifN3= 15)
Characteristic %
Ethnicity
African American or Black a7
Caucasian 53
Gender
Female 75
Male 25
Age
<22 0
22-30 0
31-40 25
41-50 50
51-60 25
60+ 0
PDS Job Title
Teachers 0
School Administrators 53
University Personnel 47
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Mixed Methods Design

A mixed methods approach to the data was more helpful to gain insight into an
understanding of participants’ beliefs about the PDS partnership. This stratetheh
potential to allow the researcher to build on the strengths of both methods (Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2003). However, one drawback was the lengthy time and feasibilitypafces
to collect and analyze both types of research.
Qualitative Data

A qualitative approach was used to gather data that may not be readily accessible
through the survey design. The qualitative questionnaire was designed to fupthar ex
the survey, and more specifically to addi@ssearch Question Zre there differences
in teaching practices since the partnership beganR&sdarch Questioft Are there
differences in perceived obstacles to a more successful relatioi$t@p@searcher
interviewed eleven USCER participants using the six questions dmdneiew
Protocol. Eleven USCER participants were asked to participate in the study because of
their positions in the partnership. The group consisted of: six school teachers veib ser
as site coordinators in each of the PDS sites, an elementary school teacher who
participated in several collaborative projects including a national pegeentan
assistant principal who was had been involved in the partnership since it was organized in
1997, two assistant school superintendents who are in charge of approving research
projects for the two system, and a university staff member who is the mange€CBRUS
The group was chosen because of their expertise and knowledge of the school-university

partnership.
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Each participant was interviewed on several occasions, including formaliytivaye
responded to the interview protocol, and informally at meetings or for follow or
clarification on research questions.

Using grounded theory and an inductive approach based on immersion in the data,
the researcher sorted codes and categories. “Coding is the pivoting linkrbetwee
collecting data and developing emergent theory to explain these data” (Smith, 2008, p.
92). All transcriptions were analyzed using NVivo 8 computer software’ sitee
structure. The codes were grounded in the data and based on ideas and concepts from
existing literature in the research. A chart was created to show the& datdes. See

Figure 3 below.
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Figure 3. Tree Codes in NVivo 8

The researcher examined and compared data to find similarities and détenenc

the interviewee responses. Initially, six categories were askihemes emerged in
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four different categories: changing instructional strategies, mmggstudent learning,
collaborating in research projects, and overcoming program obstacles. Thelresea
literature argues that these categories should be a part of a successfsityrgghool
relationship (Teitel, 2004; NCATE, 2008; Holmes Group, 1990). A PDS partnership
should involve collaboration between a university and school system and should result in

improved teaching and learning (Teitel, 2003). See Figure 4 below.

changing Instructional

Strategies
Differencesin
Teaching Practices
USCER Impacting Student Learning

Partnership
Perceptions

Collaborating in Research

Perceived Obstacles :
Projects

Figure 4. Emerged Themes in USCER Data
Evaluation of the Professional Development School Participants’ Perceptions of
Program Progres$cale

A panel of judges who had experience with USCER reviewed the original survey
made up of 46 items. The three objectives were to: categorize the items into one of four
areas (nature of the partnership, establishment of a learning community,agwli
diversity, and accountability). From the judges’ responses a 28-item scalecatesic
One issue of consideration in analysis was missing data. Since the missingiitiorm
occurred in less than 4% of the cases, analysis proceeded without the information.
Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine the internal consistency relidiétgnalysis
yielded a .92 reliability rating on the scale. Additionally, Cronbach’s alpha veastois

determine the reliability of each of the four categories, and the ratingsawédollows:
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for the nature of the partnership, the reliability was .82; for equity and divehsty
reliability was .86; the reliability for accountability was .77; and thiabéity for the
establishment of a learning community was .78.

Research questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 were analyzed using a one way ANOVA
design The 28-item survey was broken down into four categories with seven items in
each. The researcher desig@amhceptual Framework for Professional Development
School Evaluatiomodel, which was based on professional development partnership
research, was used to assess each level; the categories are the tiaypartfiership,
establishment of a learning community, equity and diversity, and accountatslitgio
& Munoz, 2002; NCATE, 2001; Holmes, 1990). The categorized survey items were used

to answer five research questions. See Table 8.
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Table 8
Research Questions and Categories

Research Questions PDS Category

Q1. Is there a difference in the participants’ Nature of Partipershi
perceptions of the progress of the partnership
among school staff and university staff?

Q2. Are there differences in teaching Equity and Diversity
practices since the partnership began?

Q3. Do stakeholders believe the PDS Accountability
standards and program goals are being met?

Q5. Is there a difference in beliefs among Establishment of aibhgarn
stakeholders about whether the relationship Community

has changed the culture and behavior of the

school and university environments?

Q6. Is there a difference in program progress Nature of Partnership
perceptions among USCER stakeholders and
other PDS partnership stakeholders?

Quantitative analyses were conducted for research questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6. These
results are addressed in greater details below.
Research Question Results
Research Question 1s there a difference in the participants’ perceptions of the progress
of the partnership among school staff and university staff as measured by the
Professional Development School Participants’ Perceptions of Program Pr@gress

This question was analyzed by examining responses of thel108 participants to the

nature of the partnership items on the Likert-style survey. According tesbarch
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literature, an effective PDS exists when each party in the school-utyvetationship
promotes collaboration for the purpose of educational renewal. It should be a dynamic
symbiotic relationship with levels of interdependence that include cooperation,
coordination, and collaboration (Borthwich et al., 2003; Teitel, 2001). The survey items
for assessment of this area are 1, 5, 9, 16, 18, 19 and 25. To the item “There is
collaboration between faculty members at both the university and the school,” the
partners were in agreement; 69% chose agree while 19% selected stroegly ag
Responses were analyzed using an ANOVA. For all three PDS programs, there
were no significant differences in mean scores between university and sclsooinetr
Analysis failed to show a difference in participants’ perceptions of the psogidtse
partnership among school and university staffs. One way ANOVA results for tire nat
of the partnership, USCER'’s results are as follows: for university persornés,
M =13.50,SD =2.355; for school personnel= 55,M =14.19 SD=.1.920. There is no

significant differenceF (1, 58) = 1.123,p = .294. See Table 9.

Table 9
Research Question 1: Nature of the Partnerdh§CER
Group n Mean SD F P
University 13 13.50 2.355

1.123 294
School 55 14.19 1.920

For this question, University Partnership 2 and University Partnership 3 were als
analyzed to examine the differences of perceptions between the school amsitynive

personnel using a one way ANOVA.
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University Partnership 2 (nature of the partnership) results are asgofor
university personnel = 3, M = 13.8Q SD =1.924; for school personnel= 22,M
=14.25,SD= 1.844. The difference is no significant differenéefl, 19)= .223,p =
.642.

Analysis for University Partnership 3 failed to show a difference in paatits)
perceptions of the progress of the partnership among school and university staffs. O
way ANOVA results for the nature of the partnership for University PatiipeBsare as
follows: for university personnel = 7,M = 12.0Q SD =2.121; for school personnel=
8,M =12.71 SD= 2.138. There is no significant differenéefl, 10) = .328p = .580.
Research 2Are there differences in teaching practices since the partnership began?

Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected to examine this question.
Quantitatively, survey items 3, 7, 11, 14, 21, 24, and 27 were used to study issues of
equity and diversity. A major responsibility of PDS partnerships is to prepare
professionals to meet the needs of diverse learners, including those withanalgjs,
so that teaching and learning is personalized (NCATE, 2001, Teitel, 2003). tdlyima
the outcome of PDS partnerships should be student achievement. Issues of student
learning are often complex and understanding the processes cannot alwaysred gathe
using a survey alone.

Results reveal that stakeholders in the three programs believe that the
collaborative partnership is improving teaching practices in the areasitf and
diversity. Two examples are seen in the participants’ responses to theisemsey-or
Item 7, “The partners encourage practices that support equitable leaB#fgstrongly

agreed, 62% agreed, and 6% disagreed. Similarly, for Item 11, “The parigageen
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learning experiences that allow them to develop skills to support students frone divers
groups,” 31% strongly agreed, 60% agreed, and 8% disagreed.

One way ANOVA results for equity and diversity: USCER'’s results are as
follows: n=65,M = 13.91,SD =3.10. University Partnership 2 results=25, M =
12.0Q SD =2.94. University Partnership 3 results= 13 M =11.85 SD =3.11. See

Table 10 below.

Table 10

Research Question 2: Equity and Diversity

Group n Mean SD
USCER 65 13.91 3.10
University Partnership 2 25 12.00 2.94
University Partnership 3 13 11.85 3.11

F (2, 100) = .4.928p = .009. The p-value is « level (.05), so we reject the null
hypothesis that all the means are equal and look at multiple comparisons by running a
Bonferroni post-hoc test. The results are as follows: the mean differencebéiS8€ER
and University Partnership 2 was 1.9% .028; for USCER and University Partnership

3, the mean difference was 2.@8yalue = .087; and University Partnership 2 and
University Partnership 3 results are a .154 mean differencp arid0. There is no
significant difference in the perceptions of the programs’ equity and diversivgdre
USCER and University Partnership 2, and significant difference between USGQER
University Partnership 3; and there is no significant difference betweenrkityve

Partnership 2 and University Partnership 3.
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A qualitative approach was used to gather data that may not be readily accessible
through the survey design. The qualitative questionnaire was designed to furthier expla
the survey, and more specifically to addi@ssearch Question Zre there differences
in teaching practices since the partnership began? This question direlcysadi
gualitative issues of equity and diversity. On a more minor scale it alsorescathe
nature of the partnership and the establishment of a learning community.
Overwhelmingly, the group perceived positive changes in teaching stsateyl
practices as a result of the partnership; only one participant stated thatsshet sure
but had heard from teachers that there were positive changes. The group cited the
implementation of new programs as being the major changes. One such program wa
student motivation project that was a collaborative venture between the school and the
university. The research examined student motivation as it relates toctui#nac
achievement. After seeing the results, five teachers at the school redqrasted to
help them target proven strategies to increase student motivation and Uftistatéent
achievement. Participant 1, a teacher and site coordinator at Rural High Sited!, s

Yes, there have been positive changes in instruction in terms of goal detting.

assumed that students knew how to set goals, but they didn’t. So | role model goal

setting for my students. | try to give my students more input and more ownership
of their education. | use a process we call checking in. | ask students how their
day is going- red, yellow, or green. Green means everything is gedlatv is

their day is going “so-so,” and red means they are having a bad day.
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Although RHS was the first PDS to implement strategies to increase tstonotvation,

the other partnership schools were made aware of the project. Participlrgt3;esar

site coordinator at Rural Elementary School stated:
My school’s partnership with the [University] has positively impacted the
instructional practices of our faculty. Through our school’s partnership with
[USER] we learned that student motivation is directly related to the amount of
hope that students possess. With this knowledge in mind, we re-evaluated our
positive behavior plan. One factor that has changed is the manner in which some
teachers greet and respond to the actions of students. Our faculty consdesusly tr
to facilitate lessons that allow us to be more positive and open to students’ ideas.
This simple change makes students feel that their ideas and opinions are valuable
and respected.

Other PDS activities involved: 1) establishing male and female student goouide

them with additional community resources and academic support; 2) family nigérts w

school teachers, university pre-service teachers, and university prefeqaqy parents

with ideas and resources to work with their children at home, and 3) community

initiatives where schools and communities partner to improve education.
The interviewed participants stated beliefs that the partnership hastiydire

affected student achievement. See Table 11 below for participant comments on student

achievement. The comments range from resources such as tutors and classroes suppli

to improved teaching practices.
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Table 11

PDS Participants’ Comments

Participant Student Achievement
Comment
1 (University) Tutors have helped impact student learning. Th

Teacher RHS

have had a positive impact on helping some students pass

graduate exam- students who wouldn’'t have passed before|

ey
the

2 to

2 | believe it (the partnership) to be a very positive impact dug
Teacher RMS the fact that our test scores continue to improve.
3 This program (family night) also was a help to parents in thg

Teacher RES

they were shown easy ways to encourage and continue the
children’s academic growth at home. This experience was
invaluable to our parents because many of them want o hel
their children but just do not know how. This family night
sponsored by USCER provided them with ideas and inexpe
resources.

At
ir

P

nsive

5
Teacher UMS

The impact of our partnership with the university on student
learning has been wonderful. As a result of our collaboratio
we have been able to provide struggling learners with help.

=)

6
Teacher UES

The impact on student learning is directly tied to the benefit
being in a partnership with the University. Because our facu
is kept up to date and motivated by University professors al
students in our building, teaching is better.

s of

Ity
nd

8
Asst. Principal RHS

At this moment, we are unsure of the impact of the partners
in regards to our testing results. We have seen a positive
reaction in our students to the relationships they have built
the mentors from the university. The major impact has beer
creation of the community partnership.

hip

with
1 the

10
Asst. Superintendent
Urban School System

The practices provide change for teachers. The changes ca
seen in the way students are perceived in learning. The rolé
students now is seen as more acceptable to practice. Teac
look at how students learn and how their motivation has
increased.

in be
b of
hers

The before mentioned findings are aligned with the quantitative data. Just as

Castle, Arends, and Rockwood (2008) found usindgstindent Learning ModéT eitel,

2003), PDS impacts may be strongest when the supported initiatives are tied to the

priorities of individual schools, the needs of the teachers, and the specific needs of the

student population.
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Research Question B0 stakeholders believe the PDS standards and program goals are
being met, as measured by fP®fessional Development School Participants’
Perceptions of Program Progress?

This question examined the perceptions of participants about program standards
and goals. More specifically, it examined accountability (Items 2, 8, 12, 15, 17, 22, and
23). A school-university partnership should hold partners accountable to themselves and
the public for upholding professional standards for teaching and learning (Petrosko &
Munoz, 2002; NCATE, 2001; Holmes, 1998dditionally, PDS partners should adhere
to common standards and mutually set program goals and should change the structure of
the partnership as needelixamples of survey items examining accountability are Item
2, “Research supports the goals of the school and university;” Teaching gractice
improving as a result of the partnership,” Item 8, and Item 23, “The collalmrati
activities have enhanced teaching practices” both assessed the acdbuofdbg

partnership. See Figure 5.
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T
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Figure 5. Collaborative Activities Enhancing Teaching Practices

Sixteen percent of USCER partners strongly agreed that teachinggsaauie
being enhanced by the partnership. Sixty-nine percent agreed, and 15% disagreed. As
Knight et al. (2000) concluded, without a measure of accountability PDS partnerships
will not survive.

One way ANOVA results for accountability: USCER’s results are déavisln =
61, M= 13.89,SD =2.46. University Partnership 2 results= 24,M = 12.08,SD =

2.41. University Partnership 3 results= 13,M = 12.92,SD =3.01. See Table 12.

Table 12

Research Question 3: Accountability

Group n Mean SD
USCER 61 13.89 2.46
University Partnership 2 24 12.08 2.41
University Partnership 3 13 12.92 3.01
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F (2, 95) = 4.573, p = .013. The p-value is.fevel (.05) so we reject the null

hypothesis that all the means are equal and look at multiple comparisons by running a

Bonferroni post-hoc test. The results were as follows: the mean diffdretweeen

USCER and University Partnership 2 was 180alue = .012; for USCER and

University Partnership 3, the mean difference was .962,645; and University

Partnership 2 and University Partnership 3 results are -.840 mean differenre artD.

There is a significant difference in the perceptions of the programs’ acbiityta

between USCER and University Partnership 2, and no significant differenceshetw

USCER and University Partnership 3 and University Partnership 2 and University

Partnership 3.

ResearclQuestiom: Are there differences in perceived obstacles to a more successful

relationship, both relate to the contributions and benefits of the program.
Qualitatively, Question 4 was used to help understand not only the nature of the

partnership but also program accountability. Three participants stated theidmey

see any obstacles to a more successful partnership. Participant anasegerintendent

in the rural school system, stated, “l don’t see any obstacles. It has improvédeover

years. The organization itself is betteknd Participant 2, teacher at RMS, said, “I feel

we both do a good job.” However, others cited time, different agendas, individual

differences, and teachers’ unwillingness to be actively involved in the paipass

challenging for the partnership. During the interviewing process, maig @rticipant

s stated that getting research approved was difficult. This came up during thieunte

and it was not always when they were asked about obstacles to the partnership but

appeared to be part of the overall conversation. Participant 4, teacher at UHS, said,
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“Central office is a big obstacle. So much bureaucracy, red tape, and politicsmé&ny

the students are involved, it shows the process down. It makes it hard to do research.”
And Patrticipant 11, a university representative, stated, “The policies and ittt
schools are sometimes hard in terms of doing research.” Of the sevengeacher
interviewed only two had been involved in collaborative research. The lack of more
collaborative research was cited as one of the major obstacles preventing a m
successful partnership. Participant 4, teacher and site coordinator at Btd&, “$t

would like to see more collaboration and more togetherness. There’s a lot that can be
done if we do research together.” Despite the obstacles, these teachatsdritiiat they
felt more empowered to do their jobs because of the collaborative partnership.

To address questions 3 and 4 ofltiterview Protocoldealing with partnership
benefits and contributions, the researcher utilizedihe-Get Model for University-
School Partnershipas outlined by McLean and Behringer (2008). The rural and urban
school systems and the university make financial contributions to the partnership. The
perceptions of the partnership “gives and gets” are shown in TabAMtliGugh the
benefits and contributions are different for the university and the school systems
interviewed members of all three organizations believe that they aredg@iaohgetting”
from the partnership. This relates to the nature of the partnership and exReseasch
Questionl: Is there a difference in the participants’ perceptions of the progress of the
partnership among school staff and university staff? The survey results shotttea
items pertaining to the nature of the partnership, Item 18 “Both the school and the
university make contributions to the partnership” was disagreed with moréhthanyt

other item in that category. Twenty percent of the participants disagréethisi
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statement. Teachers disagreed with the statement more than any aiipeTtrs

information is somewhat contradictory when compared to the responses from the

personal interviews. One reason for the discrepancy could be that the wtewvigave

participated in more partnership activities than the overall gRepearch Question 3:

Do stakeholders believe the PDS standards and program goals are being met, and
Research Questioft Are there differences in perceived obstacles to a more successful

relationship, both relate to the contributions and benefits of the program. Table 13 shows

a summary of the perceived benefits and contributions of the organizations.

Table 13.

USCERParticipantPerceptions of Partnership Contributions and Benefits

Partner Gives Gets
Contributions Benefits
University Finances, Mentors, Tutors, Training for Pre-Service

Professional Development Through
Workshops and Seminars,
Professional Collaboration

Teachers, Help with Research
Projects, Experience with K-12
Students, Opportunity to Give

Education Students hands-on

Experiences

Urban School

Finances, Site Coordinators to help
facilitate school-university activities
Help with Program Policies and
Goals, Help Maintain Positive
Partnership Relationships, Approve
University Research Projects

Resources, Latest Research,
Professional Collaboration,
Professional Development, Pre-
Service Teachers, Tutors,
Professional Conversation

Rural School

Finances, Liaisons to Help with
Partnership Communication, Help
Maintain Positive Partnership

Relationship, Help Motivate

Activities

Teachers to Participate in PartnersT

Tutors, Materials, Resources,
Help with Parental Involvement,
Mentoring, Collaboration, New
Ideas, Latest Research, Tutors

p

Research Question s there a difference in beliefs among stakeholders about whether

the relationship has changed the culture and behavior of the school and university

environments?
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Establishing a learning community is important for the success of any PDS
partnership. And although schools and universities operate in vastly different
environments, it is important for both organizations to believe that the partnership is
valuable and creates an effective learning environment (Wagner, 1997). Semeyi]t
6, 10, 13, 20, 26 and 28 were designed to address this area. The partnership should
provide a unique environment that fosters student and professional learning (NCATE,
2002). For survey Item 4, “The school and university partners share a mutualigibenef
relationship,” 65% chose agree, 31% strongly agree, and 4% disagree. And for Item 6,
“There is a sense of community between the school and the university,” 58% of the
participants selected agree, 30% disagree, and 12% agree with a mean score of 1.82.

The one way ANOVA results for the establishment of a learning community
USCER'’s results are as follows= 65,M = 13.57,SD =2.68. University Partnership 2
results:n=23,M =12.61,SD =2.17. University Partnership 3 results: 12,M = 12.83,

SD =2.98 See Table 14.

Table 14
Research Question 5: Establishment of a Learning Community

Group n Mean SD

USCER 65 13.57 2.68
University P 2 23 12.61 2.17
University P 3 12 12.83 2.98

There is no significant differencE:(2, 95)= 1.348,p= .264.
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From the responses to statements about the four PDS categories, we can conclude
that there is no significant difference in USCER stakeholders’ percetmnms
participants in University Partnership 2 and University Partnership 3 in thecdrbas
nature of the partnership and the establishment of a learning community. Howereer, the
is a significant difference between USCER and University Partnership eptiens of
equity and diversity and differences between USCER and University 2onraability.
Research Question & there a difference in program progress perceptions among
USCER stakeholders and similar PDS partnerships?

The analysis of this question was similaR@search Questionit that the nature
of the partnership was examined. Each partnership has unique characteristics. One
measurement of the success of individual programs, other than student achievement,
would be the beliefs of partnership members.

Likely, the perception that members of a social system hold about other members’

behavior are very important in determining the beliefs people hold about the

efficacy of the social system as a whole (Caprara, Barbarad@ijogni, &

Petitta, 2003, p. 26).

Indeed, collective efficacy beliefs exert notable influence on individudetafe
commitment and job satisfaction. And when educators feel supported the more confident
they have in their ability to be successful (Bandura, 1997).

One way ANOVA results for the nature of the partnership, USCER’s results are
as follows:n=68,M = 13.97,SD =2.13; University Partnership 2 results: 25,M =

14.05,SD =1.83. University Partnership 3 results: 15,M =12.54,SD =2.03. There
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is no significant difference in perceptions of PDS partnerships by stakehéld2r94)

=2.819,p = .065. See Table 15.

Table 15

Research Question 6: Nature of the Partnership

Group n Mean SD
USCER 62 13.97 2.13
University Partnership 2 22 14.05 1.83
University Partnership 3 13 12.54 2.03

When comparing the partnerships based on perceptions, participants have siraflar beli
about the status of the nature of the partnership.
Scales Results in the Instrument

All 108 participants were asked their perceptions of the level of progress in each
of the four categories: Nature of Partnership, Establishment of a Learning @iy
Equity and Diversity, and Accountability. The levels were defined as hiegin
developing, target, and advanced. The range for a beginning level was 0 — 1.5;
developing ranged from 1.5 — 2.5; a range of 2.5 — 3.5 constituted a target level and 3.5 —
4.0 defined an advanced level. All of the programs were reported on target inesach ar
with a score of 3.4 for the Nature of the Partnership; 2.6 for the Establishment of a
Learning Community; 3.0 for Equity and Diversity; and 3.3 for Accountability. SééeT
16. Overall, both the quantitative and the qualitative data helped to examine the beliefs
that participants had about the partnership. Being on target implies that thedADIS
supported by all participants and that the policies and procedures change to meet the

needs of the all partners. However, the USCER interviewees expressechs@imart
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establishment of a learning community due to the lack of collaborative resadrofoee

extensive educator involvement.

Table 16

PDS Levels of Progress

Category Advanced Target Developing Beginning
Nature of Partnership 3.4

Establishment of 2.6

Learning Community
Equity and Diversity 3.0

Accountability 3.3

Based on the responses to the survey and interviews, there was no significant
perceived differences among the school staff and university staff in déthns nature of
the partnership. The perceptions were that positive changes have been madenig teachi
practices due to the partnership. Additionally, the stakeholders believed thainprog
standards and goals are being, and the relationship has changed the culturevamd beha
of the institutions in a positive way. For USCER the perceived obstacles to a more
successful partnership were policies and procedures that halt or preventdhehrese
process.

The perceived obstacles to a more successful partnership were not assessed for
the other two PDS partnerships. There is no significant difference amongoaautsci
perceptions about the nature of the partnership and the establishment of a learning
community. However, there is a significant difference in equity and divensity

accountability between USCER and University Partnership 2.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
In this study, the researcher was concerned with the perceptions of PDS
participants from different levels and stages of the USCER program ang bélie
stakeholders in the University Partnership 2 and University Partnership 3. Group
dynamics and structures accounted for stakeholders’ perceptions indiviauzhliry
groups and were based on several variables such as task factors and leadership
orientation. For this study, a PDS was defined as a formalized, relationshgebehe
college of education and school system designed to improve teaching and learning.
According to Peters (2002), this collaborative effort should be a process thaescl
authority, people, power, and resources from each institution to achieve common goals.
Similarly, the participants of this study indicated that the PDS collakeratitivities are
directly improving teaching strategies and indirectly enhancing studentrig. These
results are consistent with those of Linek et al. (2001) who found that changesher tea
behaviors and beliefs, shifts in professional development, and collaboration askociat
with a PDS partnership resulted in gains in student academic achievement.
Although the study did not show a direct connection to student achievement, the
indirect associations are perceived to be invaluable to student success.afée gre
teachers believe in their self-efficacy the greater they wilkagnce affective

commitment to teaching and job satisfaction. “Just as self-efficacydiglflience
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individual choices, motivation, actions, and performance, the sense of collectiveyeffica
influences the nature of collective actions” (Caprara, BarbaranelloBor, & Petitta,
2003, p. 17).

Developing a successful school-university partnership is believed to becsighifi
concerning issues of teaching and learning. PDSs succeed only when all siadsehol
believe that their investment of financial resources, time, and energynple. a
Examining how stakeholders perceive their role in and their contribution and benefit to
the partnership can determine whether a program is a failure or a success.

This study sought to show the importance of individual and group beliefs about
their PDS partnerships. Furthermore, an instrument was designed to: &)eekanroles
and experiences of the PDS participants, b) to study respondents’ perceptions mgncerni
the association with USCER, and c) to determine the perceived level of thegrapine
and the contributions of and benefits to each institution. Based on the responses to the
survey and interviews, there was no significant perceived differences in pensepti
among the school and university personnel or in PDS programs.

Evaluation Component

USCER participants’ perceptions of their program were significanthyehiop the
areas of equity and diversity and in accountability when compared to the parsicipant
University Partnership 2 and University Partnership 3. The effect size wadereds
moderate and more than likely meaningful (McLean, 1995). If the absolute diffesence
maintained with a larger sample size, this would suggest that the sigeéfican

meaningful and should be explored more in future research.
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Chapter 3 highlighted four levels of progression for PDS partnerships. The
beginning level indicates that while the participants are committed to kegptsrand
program goals, significant collaborative activities have not begun. Level A¢deg
suggests that institutions are engaged in some activities, but particigastii aursuing
the mission and objectives. PDS partnerships that are supported by the participants, m
the needs of its members, but have room for improvement, are at the target level.
Advanced partnerships have reached their potential impact in several areasraow ar
ready to extend into the broader education community. In this study, participants’
perception indicated that their individual programs are at the target levehdjbety of
the survey responses, along with interviews, reveal that the participant® bledethe
partnership is supported by participants in both the schools and the universities. The
perceptions were that procedures and /or policy changes reflect thetiategfahe
activities which support the schools and university needs.

The researcher expected significant differences in program successnesitand
accountability perceptions when comparing the partners, based on their lagtVef
participation, teachers to university faculty to USCER staff and to schoohisthatiors.
There was no significant difference in perceptions between university and school
personnel about the nature of the partnership. One reason for this could be that the nature
of the partnership was defined as an examination of the collaborative roles ggch pa
plays in the relationship that should include mutual interdependent and reciprocal
benefits. The responses in this category allowed participants to examine thei

contributions to and benefits of the partnerships. This focus usually allows respondents to
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see the partnership from two angles instead of one; and consequently, they are more
likely to use a broader approach to their assessment of the partnership.

On the other hand, the study showed significant differences among participants’
perceptions of equity and diversity and accountability. A closer compahsoved that
the differences were significant among USCER and University Pdrip&rsn the
accountability category and University Partnership 3 in equity and diversigy. O
explanation could be that the 3 programs are vastly different. USCER is made up of 2
school systems for a total of 6 schools (2 elementary, 2 middle, and 2 high schools) and a
university. The partnerships extend beyond the placement of teacher canditiages i
classrooms. University courses are taught on site; classroom tepleimeasid co-teach
courses with university faculty; research projects are conducted; poofss
development is provided for pre-service teachers, in-service teachers andiynive
faculty; and school teachers and university faculty develop presentations &sgwohl
conferences and workshops (USCER, 2008). In addition, the 3 institutions equally
contribute to the operating cost of the program. University Partnership 2 wastiesd
in 2007 and now includes 4 elementary schools and a university. The main focus is
collaborative activities for pre-service teachers. The activitiesstayfanentoring,
training and advising student teachers and providing resources to cooperatiorsteacher
(University 2 Website). Education grants provide most of the funding for the program.
University Partnership 3 activities include work with university staff ahoaic
administrators from eight different districts and some work with pre-geteachers.
There is little to no cost attached to the partnership. The collaborative woily dexds

with stakeholders’ time and energy.
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The mean scores show that USCER participants’ perceptions were higher when
compared to participants in the other partnerships. On average, more USCERgpéstici
had similar beliefs about the partnership. There could be at least 2 possibtesriea
the differences. First, USCER has more collaborative activities that involve
administrators, teachers, and university personnel. There is more ovaradrglap
interaction within and between the PDS sites. These activities oftentimegsinvol
collaborative efforts between a school and the university and also with otheck@ffss
as well as the university. University Partnership 2 activities mostlyvevahe specific
school and a university rather than collaborative efforts among PDS sites.diypiver
Partnership 3 collaborative activities include work with university staff ahdad
administrators from eight different districts and some minimum work witis@néce
teachers. Secondly, the equal financial contributions of USCER stakeholders could be an
incentive for more collaborative participation and to ensure that the partnerstegdsic
Program Goals

The sample groups indicated that they are aware of program goals and PDS
standards. Personal interviews indicated that the goals have changed oversthe yea
meet the needs of the organizations and that the USCER program is headed in the right
direction. It was also clear that the participants felt that the programrmbesvied
teaching practices and methods. The overall perception of USCER’s active stakehol
is that the partnership is working and several of the goals and standards arediesg m
it appears to be a good time for stakeholders to examine ways to get more of the

educators involved in partnership activities. When a majority of the members make
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commitments to and take ownership of the collaborative efforts, the more likgsotne
is to see positive improvements at all levels.
Obstacles

USCER patrticipants cited policy difficulties as being an obstacle to codii®
research activities which they believe is a hindrance to a more sucqessfam.
Although the participants felt that teaching practices have changed, tdyhob
conclude that the change is having a positive impact on student achievement. Without
evidence of student achievement, it is difficult to adequately determine progcagess.
Additionally, participants thought that more of their colleagues should be involved in the
partnership. In most of the USCER schools, only a few teachers had directipptatl
in collaborative activities. While some leaders of PDS programs make acti
participation mandatory for teachers and school staff, it is not the mostweffeety to
get PDS participation. This method could possibly backfire because teachemsfiand st
may feel resentment for being forced to perform an additional responsibiéippears
that the best way to get more active PDS patrticipation is to operate anptbgta
effectively supports the needs and goals of experienced teachers and ymeessihnel,
and then run a successful public relations campaign to promote the program.
Establishment of a Learning Community

Establishing a learning community within the partnership is important to any
PDS. USCER participants concluded that time seemed to help resolve differences i
institutions and allow members to earn each other’s trust. The active pappeaseal at
ease and had a willingness to work together. Turning school environments into learning

communities has been documented to be highly related to improved student achievement
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and higher teacher retention (Bandura, 1997). However, participants recopeireed
to implement new strategies in this category. The issues of conducting cdllabora
research should be discussed by representatives of each organization. Perlggssichan
policies and procedures should be discussed and implemented. Research diredtly relate
to student achievement is the only way to show the full impact of the program. And if
policies and/or procedures halt or stop this process, the progress of the partnership could
be hindered. Also, research could help partners identify specific acaperbiems and
implement ways to address them.
Equity and Diversity

Although numerically equity and diversity were seen as evident in the
partnerships, interviews did not reveal any supportive data. There have been supportive
groups formed, but for the most part the goals are more focused on social and emotional
needs rather than academic. Those interviewed said that they believe thecgratigsa
will have an indirect effect on students’ academic achievement. Common &iiarsis
and goals identified in the areas of equity and diversity cite quality tepahthequal
opportunities for all students to learn as ways to make educational improvements. As
discussed in Chapter 3, the success of student achievement does not rest solely on the
shoulders of teachers, but also on other adults involved in and outside of the school
setting, including administrators, school and university educators as weli@sakers
who decide which programs to fund and which ones to cut.
Accountability

Accountability did not appear to be an obstacle in the PDSs. Stakeholders equally

agreed that all institutions were contributing and benefiting from tagaeship. And
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although the contributions are different, it seemed to be balanced by the stredgths a
weaknesses of the each institution.
Implications

The results of this study show that collaborative participants perceivedashi
teaching and learning as a result of the partnership. Overall, the teagpeased to have
more confidence due to the partnership. There were several variables conttibthisg
finding. First, teachers felt that they were benefiting from the pahipetsirough
collaborative activities and initiatives. Secondly, they perceived the paripers
providing additional resources in terms of materials, tutors for their studeeis;ates
information, professional development, and a lowered feeling of teacher isolation. And
thirdly, the teachers wanted to have more involvement from colleagues. Overwgiglmin
the participants felt that the culture of their institution was changiniipéobetter because
of the partnership and will eventually result in improved student achievement. §imilar
other studies have suggested he authors suggest that these results suppgrtassr
for the need for PDS work in high needs schools. . Consequently, the continuation of
university-school partnerships may depend on what partners know about the impact the
collaboration has on students and also how the participants demonstrate advantages and
benefits associated with the partnership (Knight, Fox, & Sounder, 2000).

Clearly, for this study, the type of PDS was not the most important faatioey y
it was the commonalities that linked their perceptions. The commonalitiestivere:
development of a partnership by representatives of both the school systems and the
universities; the equal contributions and benefits from the relationship; and tlestdesi

establish a better collaborative partnership.
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Bringing practitioners and researchers together with a cleangédcset of goals,
specially designed for improved student academic achievement, is a mainrfact
reducing the achievement gap. Empowering educators leads to improved teacher
retention and higher student expectation (Ingeroll & Kralik, 2004). However, a major
problem is the low numbers of participants in the PDS partnerships. When compared to
the total number of educators at the institutions, only a small number voluntarily
participant in collaborative efforts. Out the number of participants, positive owcamaie
expectations are expressed.

Limitations

Using a self-administered survey and educators’ beliefs can been seen as
limitation of the study. Sometimes, people completing surveys grow wedrg of t
guestions or tend to choose the middle response. To adjust for the latter, the researcher
used a four-point survey scale that did not include a neutral response. Another limitation
to this study was the low number of active PDS participants. Although entire sahdols
colleges of education are said to be a part of the partnership, only a few edaieators
fully aware of the school-university relationship. Perhaps choosing to intermgtw a
survey the most active participants, the researcher missed an opportunayninesand
fully understand the lack of more educator involvement.

Future Research

This study was a first step and follow-up research should continue. Future
research should include PDS educator involvement, educator efficacy a$ telate
university-school partnerships, and longitudinal data comparing teachingissateg

this study, the active members made up a small number in comparison to the total number
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of educators who were included in the partnership. If teachers, educationadlresea
and administrators are not actively participating, research cannot gerenats that are
useful to schools or universities (Wagner, 1997). Along those lines, more research
examining individual and collective efficacy of experienced teachers involvetiools
university collaboration could provide important information that could help improve
teaching and learning. Furthermore, a longitudinal study of a cohort of beg8thamg
9" graders could be beneficial in tracking the progress of student achievement by
comparing the effects of the teaching strategies and resources uskataipes involved
in PDS activities and of educators not actively involved in collaborative efforts.
Conclusion

Documentation and examination of school-university partnerships are important
when considering the possible impact on students through improved teaching and
learning. A beginning is to clearly find the advantages and benefits of thempragra
well as the disadvantages and possible changes needed. By understanding the impact of
USCER, the institutions can then determine if structural or organizationaduwas
need to be updated. The assessment of USCER will involve more than just trying to
ascertain whether or not it should call itself a PDS; but it will involve credipgematic
documentation of its impact.

This first assessment should only be a beginning. Ultimately, the measure of
USCER, as with any PDS, will be its success when it comes to improvementshingea
and student achievement. For the continued existence of PDS partnerships, there has to

be a measure of accountability that can only be shown through program ewvaluati
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Professional Development School Participants’

Section 1: Participants’ Perceptions Survey

This survey is designed to get information about the school-university parmefshr
opinions and beliefs are important and appreciated. Thank you for taking the time to
complete the survey.

Directions: Please circle the number that indicates your level of agreement with each
statement.

1 — Strongly Disagree 2 — Disagree
3 — Agree 4 — Strongly Agree
Strongly | Disagree| Agree | Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 | I know the goals of the school- 1 2 3 4
university partnership.

2 | Research supports the goals of the | 1 2 3 4
school and university.

3 | The partnership helps provide trainind 2 3 4
to accommodate students with
exceptionalities.

4 | The school and university partners | 1 2 3 4
share a mutually beneficial
relationship.

5 | The partnership has reached its goald 2 3 4
and objectives in several areas.

6 | There is a sense of community 1 2 3 4
between the school and the university.

7 | The partners encourage practices that 2 3 4
support equitable learning.

8 | Teaching practices are improving as 4 2 3 4
result of the partnership.

9 | The structure of the partnership shoutd 2 3 4
be updated to meet current PDS needs.

10 | The partnership fosters an 1 2 3 4
environment of student learning.

11 | The partners engage in learning 1 2 3 4
experiences that allow them to
develop skills to support students fram
diverse groups.

12 | The administrators are involved in | 1 2 3 4
partnership activities.
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Strongly Strongly
Disagree | Disagree| Agree | Agree

14 | The school-university relationship | 1 2 3 4
enhances educators’ ability to meet the
needs of diverse learners.

15 | Student academic achievement has| 1 2 3 4
improved because of the school-
university relationship.

16 | There is collaboration between facultyl 2 3 4
members at both the university and the
school.

17 | The program changes to meet the |1 2 3 4
needs of the school and the university.

18 | Both the school and the university |1 2 3 4
make contributions to the partnership.

19 | There are several benefits to being a 1 2 3 4
member of the partnership.

20 | The school culture has changed for the 2 3 4
better because of the partnership.

21 | The partnership helps provide 1 2 3 4
resources to address student learnirg
for every child, including learners
with special needs.

22 | The partnership has resulted in more 1 2 3 4
educator confidence.

23 | The collaborative activities have 1 2 3 4
enhanced teaching practices.

24 | The partners recruit and support 1 2 3 4
diverse participants.

25 | The partnership has had minimal 1 2 3 4
impact on teaching.

26 | The partnership has provided 1 2 3 4
enrichment activities and resources for
teachers.

27 | The partnership goals include a 1 2 3 4
multicultural perspective.

28 | The partnership is now ready to 1 2 3 4

extend its impact to the broader
community.
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Section 2: Demographic Information
Please provide the following demographic information by marking the approlpliaates.

2.1.  Ethnic and Cultural Background

____African American or Black ____Asian or Pacific Islander
____Latino/a or Hispanic ____Native American ____Caucasian
2.2. Gender
____Female ____ Male
2.3. Age
_<KL2 2230 3140 ___ 4150 ___ 51-50 60+

2.4. Education
Highest degree obtained
____Associate’s _ Bachelor's _ Master's  EDS __ PhD/EdD

2.5. Teaching Experience
Number of years teaching

<1 12 _ 35 _ 610 __  11-15 __  16-20 ___ 20+
PDS Position
2.6. What is your job title?
____elementary teacher __ middle school teacher __ high school teacher
____school administrator __ school staff ____university professor
____university administrator ____ university staff

2.7.  How many years have you been a part of the PDS partnership?
<1 12 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 10+

2.8. Have you changed PDS sites since becoming a participant in the parthérship
so, where?
____from school to school within the same system
____from school to school outside of the system
____from school to university
____from university to school
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1. Have teaching practices changed as a result of the school-universigrelag? If
so, how?

2. Are there obstacles preventing the school and university from a more successful
partnership?

3. What are the benefits of being a participant of the school-university sio@r

4. What are your contributions to the partnership?

5. Have you been involved in collaborative research activities? If so, what dojewli
play?

6. What has been the impact of the partnership on student learning?
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