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Abstract

What defines a strong connection between university and school-based experiences for a small teacher education program?  This paper explores the creation of “intentional partnerships,” which involve the systematic crossing of multiple voices (pre-service, mentor, university professor, principal, supervisor) to build mutual understandings institutions, to generate new thinking about teacher development, and to better support the transition pre-service teachers must make into schools.  In this paper, we document our early efforts to create intentional partnerships—describing our conceptual model and aims, identifying the complications of selected partnership features, and describing a recent partnership meeting.  Our purpose is to spark discussion about the ways in which small teacher education programs like ours might enact capacity-building relationships with schools – in ways that support mutual growth and programmatic re-thinking about the learning needs of pre-service teachers.  

It was a pre-service teacher who first made the point, indirectly. Various members of our partnership group were gathering for an initial morning meeting in a local classroom – at a school in which this pre-service teacher was an observer.  Two mentor teachers entered the room, followed by a couple of education professors, the school principal, and a university instructional supervisor.  Soon two more teachers from the school walked in, followed by two more pre-service teachers, two more professors, and another instructional supervisor.  Our student looked around and remarked:  “This is so weird to have this group of people together.”

Intersections of Universities and Schools

Feiman-Nemser and Buchmann (1985) articulated long ago that pre-service teachers often experience some version of having separated parents:   “The two worlds pitfall,” they claim, “arises from the fact that teacher education goes on in two distinct settings” (p. 63, emphasis added).  Curriculum and instruction courses typically occur at the university, where professors may have limited connection with the daily, changing practice of the schools -- even if those professors were once school-teachers or administrators themselves.  Practical teaching experience occurs in the schools, with teachers who are invested in different forces and problems than those emphasized by pre-service professors.  As one mentor teacher related to us at a recent meeting: “When you enter the schools, your priorities change.”  Even coming together to understand one another remains problematic; individuals working hard in schools and universities simply and practically may not have the time.  As our student’s comment indicates above, there is essentially no expectation that members of such disparate realms even get together in the same room. 

Pre-service teachers stand at the crossroads of these two worlds, traversing back and forth, experiencing a dual reality that is not immediately present to either professors or mentoring teachers.  Yet, we see in this reality both pitfall and promise, taking hope from a recent comment by Cochran-Smith (2005), namely, that “…many goals of teacher preparation are best met in the intersections of universities, schools, and communities” (p. 13, emphasis added).  Exploring intersections differs somewhat from the assumption that the lines between schools and colleges will increasingly “blur” in the future, a claim made recently in a special report by The Chronicle of Higher Education (Hickok, 2006, p. B48).  For us, the term “intersection” assumes differences and tensions between existing institutional worlds, as well as opportunities and locations where professionals in different contexts hold mutual investment and good will toward one another.  Thus, we do agree with the Chronicle report which states: “The academy and the public school need to spend more time together” (p. B49), and with the asserted point that “we are not working in silos” (Schmidt, 2006, p. B6).  In general, the notion of intersection has helped us re-approach the two-world problem and to see within it renewed opportunities for teacher learning and university program growth.  

Describing Intentional Partnerships

An “intentional partnership” is our name for a planned, generative relationship with a select school, characterized by two-way communication between university and school-based professionals.  In such partnerships, we occasionally and selectively fill the space of a specific intersection, so that the crossing of multiple voices is made possible.  In our model, such interaction occurs through a purposeful set of meetings where teacher development and classroom artifacts are the center of discussion.  Our partnership goal is, in the words of Cochran-Smith (2000), to “help make visible and accessible everyday events and practices and the ways they are differently understood by different stakeholders in the educational process” (p. 167).  We are particularly interested in how the crossing of voices (pre-service, principal, professor, mentor, dean, principal, supervisor) generates new thinking about teacher development and challenges the usual institutional lines we place around the process called “learning to teach.”  
In this paper, we document our early efforts to create an intentional partnership with one local elementary school, describing our conceptual model and aims, identifying the complications of selected features, and describing a recent partnership meeting.  Our purpose is to spark discussion about the ways in which small teacher education programs like ours might enact capacity-building relationships with schools – in ways that support programmatic re-thinking about the learning needs of pre-service teachers.  
Developing a New Model
Intentional partnerships are not professional development schools, but provide
focused opportunities for shared work and conversation across institutions.  In this sense, an intentional partnership is a capacity-building structure – aimed at expanding dialogue between teacher educators, mentors, principals, and pre-service teachers, where we hear more and see more than we otherwise might.  An intentional partnership model attempts to first make visible selected intersections.  However, through partner interactions, we aim to support not just selected partnership schools but overall program growth within our school of education.

For us, developing intentional partnerships has been largely a practical affair.  We are a 5th year MAT program within a small liberal arts university, graduating roughly 50 students each year.  As a faculty, we have six full time professors, most of whom play multiple roles in the program and across campus.  We employ three full time instructional supervisors who do the vast majority of supervision in the schools.  Students spend about 27 weeks of our 14 month program in three school-based internships across 25 – 30 local school sites.  Roughly 50 – 60 mentor teachers work with our interns daily throughout the school year.  Fifteen weeks are devoted to student teaching.  

The idea for an intentional partnership began as university teacher educators acknowledged unique features of our program structure and relationship with local schools.  We understood that we have informal partnerships with several schools, where a history of positive placements connects us with many principals and teachers who choose to work with our program.  Such informality has been beneficial, as it allows both university and school to moderate participation year to year based on our small numbers, teacher interest, staffing, and candidate endorsement areas.  Flexibility is crucial and, along with our small faculty, has led us away from attempting a more formal professional development school arrangement. 
Our small size is both negative and positive in terms of school-university relationships.  We do not believe we have the capacity to develop a more fully integrated professional development school.  Yet, smallness supports cooperation within our program.  Faculty members share the same students and often coordinate assignments.  Those who play multiple roles (secondary/elementary; general/subject-specific) can perceive program issues from varied perspectives.  A smaller cohort also makes it possible for us to work with fewer schools, where less guesswork is involved in making placements.    

Still, we characterize our school-university relationship as a persistent “two-worlds” model, characterized in Figure 1.  In this model, “teachers” and “professors” exist in largely different worlds, even as they understand that their work is intimately connected to those on the other side.  The critical feature of this model is that pre-service teachers and instructional supervisors do the work of moving back and forth, translating 

Figure 1:                                       Two Worlds Model
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and connecting from one setting to the other.  In other words, while interaction and communication occur actively across settings, the intersection points are narrow and the range of intersecting players few.  Beginning teacher education students and instructional supervisors carry the load of “translation” across settings – and while connections are celebrated, the dissonances experienced between school practice and university expectation are many, and sometimes treated as surreptitious, hidden knowledge – not easily or openly discussed.  
Teacher educators in our program express a high interest in better connections with the “field,” and directed efforts are made toward this end.  University courses include discussion of school-based experiences, use of classroom-based artifacts, and examination of mandated curriculum in the local district.  Moreover, individual professors have relationships with particular teachers, engaging with local classrooms for research, volunteer, or class-assignment purposes.  These positive efforts, however, fall short of relationships that are systematic in terms of program growth.  We have thus looked for practical and realistic ways, within our resources, to create intentional moments of what can be called “co-habitation” – where diverse stakeholders in our pre-service teacher education process come together to share the same space, to listen, and to discuss issues and questions around teacher development.  

Figure 2 illustrates our intentional partnership model from a university perspective.  In this model, we expand the aperture between the university and the intentional partner school, so that more members have an opportunity to move between the two-worlds and to interact together.  As an example, this year at our elementary intentional partnership school, we invited: 


· mentor teachers actively working with interns at the school

· partner school interns 

· university professors teaching elementary curriculum and instruction courses to these interns (one of these professors is also dean of our School of Education)
· school principal

· all of our instructional supervisors 
· other interested university or school faculty 
Figure 2:                             Intentional Partnership Model
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We believe that the interaction of these multiple members enhances our ability to understand mentor and intern experiences and to ask better questions about pre-service learning needs across our entire program.  The added concentric circles in the diagram thus represent the ideal of increased vision and revised understandings by university faculty.  The dotted lines proceeding outward toward the remaining schools represent our intention and ability to leverage what we learn from intentional partner relationships, that is, to distribute that learning toward, or in relation to, the rest of our school-based program.  Finally, we have narrowed the boundary line in the diagram between institutions to suggest that while the two worlds of teacher education do not disappear, intentional partnerships help us experience the barrier as less formidable.  
Selected Features
We emphasize that the new model does not replace the first model or eliminate the ongoing work/movement back and forth of instructional supervisors and student teachers shown in Figure 1.  Rather our intentional partnership model adds dimensions to our repertoire of connections with schools and, we hope, builds capacity for those connections.  Three further aspects of this model are significant:   
Purposefully Selected Schools  
In this model we do not pretend to enhance directly our relationship with every school with whom we work.  Instead, we focus on two schools, where we believe collaborative, productive working relationships can be achieved.  Our goal is to work within our capacity to build capacity – not to bite off more than we can digest.  In our case, we have selected one elementary and one secondary site.  

Our selections have been purposefully grounded in existing relationships.  In considering schools, we thought first about schools where our student teachers and supervisors have worked successfully for several years and where mentor teachers have already made an investment in our program.  We thought hard about school leadership: Which principals are positive about our program goals, work well with our students and supervisors, are committed early teacher learning, and work closely with mentors in their own buildings?  
We considered individual mentor teachers.  We wanted quality mentors (highly rated by our students and supervisors), but we also leaned toward schools in which mentors had some existing connection to our university program beyond mentoring (graduated from our university, collaborated on a project, etc.).  In our elementary school partner above, for example, five mentor teachers have worked exclusively with students from our university for several years.  One mentor had recently completed our elementary program after having been certified in secondary education with us many years before and had presented with one of our professors at a conference.  Another teacher participates in a mentor advisory council which gives advice to our internship program.  The principal, also, is a graduate of our university.  Overall, such relationships with our program ranged from thin to more substantial, but they allowed for a foundation of initial trust.
Pros & Cons.  Our purposeful selection allows us to limit our focus, work within our capacity, and start from an existing foundation.  These aspects have made the initiation of an active partnership less daunting, reducing fears of “commitment overload” and general guardedness across institutions.  However, our approach also limits our partner experience to school contexts with strong leadership and to teachers more open to university-based teaching philosophies.  We are less likely to interact with teachers or school contexts where perspectives are more rigid or even opposed to what we believe.  Thus interactions at our partner elementary school, for example, may not make visible the kinds of issues and complications pre-service interns experience in other elementary settings.  Although we believe our capacity is enhanced, our ability to extrapolate from a single positive setting cannot be overdrawn. 
Two-way communication  
The bi-directional arrows between partner schools and university indicate that we 
assume that information and perspective-sharing will flow both ways – e.g. not simply from the university to the school, or vice versa.  We believe each institution has much to learn about the other, including the practical work, underlying assumptions, and the outside pressures/forces we experience.  We thus negotiate our meeting agenda, and university professors, principal, teachers, and student teachers have all had turns at leading/facilitating meetings.  As we discuss issues, we look to hear from a variety of voices rather than assume a single authoritative answer or line of expertise.  

We have been especially interested in developing collaborative practices that allow for mutual thinking and exchange about teaching.  In this sense, we have opted for artifact-based discussions as a central practice.  As Deborah Ball (1997) suggests, one of the best things teachers can do to develop their thinking about students is to “look together” at student work.  Ball writes:

All too rarely do teachers have sustained opportunities to work with colleagues to 

examine student papers or clips of videotapes from classroom lessons….  By 

listening together to one another’s interpretations, even by disagreeing… we can 
extend our individual capacities to hear and make sense of our own students

 (p.736).    

Our meetings have thus moved toward discussion of concrete classroom artifacts as a medium for shared communication.  For example, this year we have observed and discussed a videotaped writing lesson co-taught by two partnership members (a 5th grade teacher and a university professor), observed and discussed a math observation videotape shared by the principal of our partner school (she had videotaped one of her teachers who was completing National Board requirements), and examined student artifacts gathered by one student teacher.  
Such artifact-based discussions have allowed for multiple sources of expertise.  For example, participants bring differing levels of knowledge of the children, classroom dynamics, the curriculum, building dynamics, research, district policies, instructional perspectives, and pedagogical content knowledge.  We explicitly invite contributions from all members, working toward an environment where no one kind of knowledge holds the most power.  
Complications.   Two-way communication creates a democratic space where all members have a voice and all must listen.  Yet, attempts to maintain such a space are not without difficulty.   Two-way communication means that our direction and goals tend to be more tentative, open to change and negotiation.  We are less driven toward explicit, pre-determined outcomes, less able to be efficient.  Negotiating meeting agendas, for example, may take time, and we have not always agreed on what the focus of the partnership meeting should be.  At a mid-year meeting, for example, one mentor suggested that we were spending too much time discussing issues relevant to experienced teachers but not relevant enough to student teachers.  
In addition, no group functions without power.  Even as we aim for two-way communication, we are not all equal members.  Partnership activities have been driven by a university faculty member who, with the building principal, takes initiative in setting up meetings, making the agenda, and often facilitating.  Various participating members hold positions that may give them more of a voice (e.g., university subject matter specialist, national board applicant, principal, etc.).  Experienced teachers and professors, we have seen, often feel more able to talk openly at meetings than interning student teachers.   This reality raises questions for us:  What does it mean to have “two-way communication” when some members hold less power, and/or when all participants rely on someone to be organizing and planning partnership activities?
Finally, we must be mindful about discourse norms.  Shared talk about actual classroom teaching is unusual in American schools, and educators often steer away from explicit critique when a colleague’s work is being shared.  Trust is crucial, yet, individuals may have different expectations about how we might talk about teaching, and about the relative importance of “critique,” “politeness,” and/or “support.”  Such hidden norms must become topics for discussion.  One of our jobs has been to be aware of such norms and build simple structures that allow for both generosity and skepticism, support and questioning.  
Multiple Memberships
As seen in Figure 2, we aim to create a wider channel to our selected locations and to populate these intersections with more stakeholders.  An intersection, in our view, is represented concretely by our teaching interns and the mutual investment we (mentors, supervisors, principals, and professors) have in their growth.  Thus, at partnership sites, we invite a wider range of players to gather.  
However, “multiple membership” has come to have two meanings for us.  On the one hand, multiple membership means that more stakeholders, especially those not always expected to do so, come together in the same place.  On the other hand, we have come to realize that multiple membership is an “individual” phenomenon as well.  That is, our shared interaction has helped to reinforce for us that our memberships are not simply exclusive (school-based or university-based) but plural—especially if we think about our own educational and life histories.  School-based mentors have significant roots in university culture, identify with their subject area specialties, and sometimes work on continuing projects with individual professors or participate in other university activities.   In addition, some participate in district boards as leaders, interacting with a range of professionals and community members.  Some participate in professional organizations and work on community-based boards.  Our university-based faculty, on the other hand, each have extensive history in the schools, have taught and worked as administrators, and are often invited to work on district-based initiatives.  Some, again, have working relationships with individual teachers or local classrooms. 

Such activities are no surprise.  Yet, by making our multiple activities and histories explicit, we have come to see our own individual “multiple memberships” and that it is too simplistic to claim that each of us is exclusively “school-based” or “university-based.”  We believe that partnership activities help to awaken a sense of diverse or hybrid history, which helps members find more commonality than we otherwise might – and also previously invisible differences.  Alsup (2006), for example, highlights that teacher identity is complex and “ . . .establishing such a rich, multifaceted identity is difficult—it requires the acceptance of ambiguity, multiple subjectivities, shifting contexts, and uncomfortable tension among ideological perspectives” (p. 192).  Without being naïve to the forces that create the two-worlds reality, the notion of multiple membership challenges simple versions of our teacher identities – especially the dichotomies of teacher/professor or school-based / university-based -- and renders them as social constructs.  We thus speak explicitly about multiple memberships in partnership meetings, even if we have cannot deny how a particular institutional “home” shapes us now.  Such discourse adds complexity to a beginning teachers’ identity development and helps us re-think the assumed rigidity of the two-worlds reality.  
The Partnership Meeting Experience

In this next section of the paper we describe a typical partnership meeting which took place seven months into the partnership. For this meeting there were three items on the agenda: 1) teaching issues, 2) student artifacts, and 3) feedback on the partnership. By taking a zoom-lens look at one meeting we demonstrate how meeting time is organized and share how participants come to see teaching and learning in new ways.

Figure 3 shows the participants’ seating arrangements in an elementary school classroom; pre-service teachers, mentor teachers, the school principal, instructional supervisors and university professors sit in a circle.  Typically around 15 partnership members attend.  Student teachers are shown with gray shading below to highlight that they are a central intersection between school and university.  Although meetings do not simply focus on student teaching, we gather in this circle because of them.
Teaching Issues
The meeting began with a 20 minute conversation of teaching issues. Although the events shared were particular to the context of the school (e.g., parents questioning a teacher’s attendance pattern, a call to police when a primary grade student fled the building, interaction with a parent about a student note found in the classroom) each event raised larger issues for consideration of the whole group—such as the role of parents in a child’s education and the differential power that student teachers, mentor teachers and parents have within schools.  This type of sharing provides an opportunity 

Figure 3: Partnership Seating Arrangement


for outsiders to become a part of the daily life of the school and for insiders to consider the dilemmas of teaching.
Student Artifacts  
As previously described, one central feature of our practice is the analysis of artifacts. 

Based our ongoing experience both in university classrooms and at two partnership schools, we have developed the following protocol to guide our sharing of artifacts:

1) Teacher gives background (assignment & context)

2) Teacher provides “provocative pairing” of artifacts to group

3) Teacher identifies a question

4) Examine artifacts in groups of 2 or 3

5) Discuss as whole group

6) Ask for take-aways from a range of perspectives

At this particular meeting, the facilitator (one of the participating professors) began by reading a brief excerpt from an article by Deborah Ball (1997) to set purposes for looking at student work together.  The pre-service teacher, who was in her twelfth week of student teaching at this elementary school, then talked about artifacts she’d selected from a 3rd grade math unit, entitled “Fair Shares,” in the district adopted curriculum (Investigations in Number, Data, and Space).  The student learning artifacts were taken from the end-of-unit assessment task.  Figure 4 shows the provocative pairing of artifacts presented by the pre-service teacher. 
Figure 4: Artifact Pairing Presented by Pre-Service Teacher

	Imagine that you have 7 brownies to share equally among 5 people. How many brownies will each person get? Explain how you got your answer.

	[image: image3.jpg]1. Imagine that you have 7 brownies to share equally
among 5 people. How many brownies will each
person gef? Explain how you got your answer.

p<_ vple

Ly
One person's share is RN

Eigh Petson Gets | whol e

X brcwﬂ/z,j—’of' 2 ém;/w'e,aﬂd
TG s ;

LCarys l's H’/ﬁ




	[image: image4.jpg]1. Imagine that you have 7 brownies to share equally
among 5 people. How many brownies will each
person get? Explain how you got your answer.

|
I 2% N1
T* )\
: s
o,
Ay

i J
paf
+ 3 8
I;A One person’s share is LZH%_L
U{“ﬁ' P o mrf’fl

an /‘/ dm/ﬂ

__L magde. [/ Zn e v
% sz;é{ fgr‘or _Mc[uu(ic;(c/))kc






	One person’s share is 1/1, 1/3, and 1/9
Each person gets 1 whole brownie, 1/3 of a brownie, and 1/9 of a brownie wich is this.
	One person’s share is 1, ¼, 1/8, a forth of a forth

I made 7 brownes and gave 1 to each person then diviedded like the picture.


The student teacher began by providing background and context.  She noted that the class had not studied fifths and that during the assessment a number of students said in frustration, “but there is no such thing as fifths!”  However, students had spent many weeks examining relationships between halves, fourths, eights, and sixteenths, as well as thirds and sixths.  She said she was puzzled by these student responses.  Before the small group discussions began, she said that the only question she wanted to pose was:  “What were they thinking?”  

Small groups discussed the two artifacts for ten minutes before the whole group came back together to share findings. The whole group discussion began with a sharing about the patterns noticed—both students used visual diagrams to explain their thinking, and believing there is no such thing as fifths, both students begin the partitioning process with fraction values they had previously studied (thirds and fourths). The whole group discussion led to a number of questions about the curriculum materials, and student thinking, which were then discussed:  What are the pros and cons of assessment tasks that involve fractional units that students have not yet studied?  Is partitioning easier when fraction values result in an equal number of parts?  Is the ability to erase important to students?

After the discussion a range of participants shared their insights. For example, the pre-service teacher related that the conversation had helped her see all that the students were doing, rather than what they were not doing.  An instructional supervisor highlighted that although she is in classrooms observing pre-service teachers on a regular basis, she cannot see student work, thus she felt she had learned about the expectations of the district curriculum.  One professor noted how it was fascinating to use collegial conversation to go from confusion about the artifacts to “a semblance of understanding” of how these two students were thinking mathematically.  “There’s a distinct pattern here!” he noted. 
Feedback on the Partnership  
At this meeting (our last of the academic year) we concluded with a feedback prompt, “What benefits or positive outcomes have you experienced in this partnership?” A sampling of the responses written on 3”x5” cards follows. The pre-service teacher saw herself as a peer in a professional conversation and specifically noted how hearing different perspectives helped her overcome the two-worlds pitfall, “For me just being in a partnership with so many people who I respect so much, and usually only get to relate to in a professor-student, or experienced teacher-novice teacher way, this time in more of a peer way has been very positive. I love getting to hear the many different perspectives on the same issues. It really helps to get over the two-worlds pitfall.”  This student saw shifts in her power relationships with professional others, and felt empowered when given a specific leadership role at a meeting.  A university professor identified the ongoing and reciprocal nature of learning, “The benefits? The richness of reciprocal conversations centered on our learning about student learning—across our roles. I like that we reflect on our own learning as we learn.”  Mentor teachers felt that shared experiences put everyone on an equal playing field:  “Sharing teaching issues and students’ work gave all of us an avenue to relate and share in a meaningful way” and “I appreciated the specific structure of today’s meeting.  It kept us better focused and able to dive deeper into a specific issue.  These studies are valuable because they have such relevance across all levels of education, and they allow us common experiences upon which to discuss, learn and refer back to in the future.”
Common themes expressed by participants were that the partnership meetings facilitated the sharing of professional and personal perspectives, promoted ongoing professional development for all group members, and was a setting that built trust among team members.
Discussion/Conclusion

We conclude with varied (university-based and school-based) perspectives on the partnership experience.  
University-Based Perspectives

Professor/Teacher Educator Perspective   (Fred Hamel & Amy Ryken)

Our approach to intentional partnerships relies on Cochran-Smith’s (2005) notion of “intersections” as a productive re-framing of the two-worlds reality in teacher education.  The language of intersections helps us see possibilities that we otherwise miss if we consider only boundaries or differences between the two-worlds.   Our approach is also distinguished by its focus on programmatic growth rather than simply enhancing a particular location.  Intentional partnerships differ conceptually, in other words, from individual collaborations with particular teachers, principals, or classrooms, as important as these kinds of collaborations are.  In our approach, we aim for multiple membership and to work productively with the friction that occurs at intersections.  An important byproduct of such friction is something we call “generative sparks”—i.e. new thoughts, conversations, questions, or activities that emerge because we have entered into an intersection space with multiple members.  
For instance, partner meetings have led directly to spontaneous, whole group discussions in methods classes at the university (on whether we should allow more afternoon observations in the Fall), unsolicited pre-service teacher writing on the impact of a partner meetings, faculty interaction about ways of using student artifacts with teachers, individual teacher/professor initiatives, and even a shared conference presentation by the authors listed on this paper.  

In addition, our process has been served by developing visual representations.  Such representations have been crucial to our learning and offer another concrete example of generative sparks that emerge from our partnership.  Model-building has helped us see program intersections in new ways, has made existing assumptions explicit, helps us identify and manipulate particular features of our work, and provides for possibility.  Making visual representations and re-presenting them in alternative formats is central to communication, we believe.  In the words of McGinn & Roite (1999), “re-presentations enlist the participation of others in their creation, and provide shared interactional spaces to talk over and about the re-presentations” (p. 21).  Our models are thus open to change.  They may evolve or look very different as we continue to develop and consider our intentional partnerships.  Visual images are also useful to communicate within our program – among faculty, students, and mentor teachers.  New and experimental representations help our vested members see that we are actively engaged with the two-worlds reality and invites them to reconstruct with us new images of possibility.    


Finally, partnership meetings have confirmed for us the value of investigating classroom-based artifacts as vehicles for professional development.   We have found artifacts as valuable media for conversation.  They are natural problem-solving texts, they are contextualized within a particular building’s own practice/curriculum, and they make student thinking central to teachers’ talk and professional growth.   We also find that artifacts allow for needed safety.   Sharing exhibits of students’ math thinking was far less risky for our student teacher, for example, than showing a videotape excerpt of her own teaching.  The artifact activity above allowed us to bring a student teacher’s classroom practice, questioning, and personal voice to the center of the partnership in ways that alleviated unproductive discomfort.    After this activity, we see potential to complete such artifact-sharing activities earlier in the year – where our beginning students (in an observing role) might co-select and co-present artifacts with mentor teachers.   
Intructional Supervisor Perspective  (Jennice King)

In addition to the supervision and evaluation of the student teacher, my role as instructional supervisor is to facilitate communication between and student teacher and mentor teacher as well as to be a liaison between the university and the cooperating school.  This includes defining and communicating the purposes and expectations to be fulfilled by the student teacher to mentor teachers and administrators, and in turn, communicating teaching concerns and issues in the schools back to the university.  The intentional partnership has increased our knowledge and understanding of one another in our differing roles and has illuminated many of the commonalities we share.  Pre-service and mentor teachers, principal, instructional supervisors, and university professors spending time together in a level playing field setting where we worked collaboratively on agreed upon endeavors resulted in an increased feeling of connectedness, support, and trust as well as a deeper understanding of what each of us does and what we believe about our work in the preparation of teachers.  Communication, mutual growth, and program improvements are facilitated as a result of this intentional intersection of public school and university professionals.   
School-Based Perspectives
Teacher Perspective  (Mary Kokich)
Where else will you find a collaboration of university professors and instructional supervisors, classroom teachers, a principal, and student teachers working together to learn, grow, and best meet the needs of their students?  It has been a gift to be involved in the Intentional Partnership created between Point Defiance Elementary and the University of Puget Sound.

Since I left my Master’s in Teaching program 8 years ago, I have been thirsting for the environment that it provided: a place to analyze and discuss best practices, with a group of committed educators.  This partnership combines the expertise of all involved, whose perspectives are both intriguing and enlightening.  Through our time together, I have found that experience is relative.  I have learned a great deal from both student teachers and professors, alike.

Though each meeting has merit, two particular experiences were notable for me.  First, I was able to collaborate with one of the university professors to team-teach a writing lesson with my fifth graders.  The experience was quite powerful in my classroom.  As the students engaged with our “guest writer,” their approaches and efforts were valued, and they were validated as writers.  In addition, we videotaped our lesson to share at our next intentional partnership meeting.  This meeting was beneficial for me because it allowed others a glimpse into my classroom, which we seldom get as teachers.  We also had the opportunity to discuss the pros and cons of our lesson, and its impact on student learning, which I was able to implement my classroom.  

The second experience that stands out is a lesson in which one of the third grade student teachers brought samples of student work from a particular math lesson.  We collaborated in small groups, identifying mathematical understandings in 3 or 4 samples of student work.  Then we convened as a whole group to discuss our findings.  This meeting influenced my approach to student work and assessment in my classroom.  After modeling this strategy of looking at work with my own students, I am now hearing them notice similar understandings in their own and each other’s work.

What has been perhaps the most rewarding is that I am able to collaborate regularly with such a wonderful range of people in education.  Our different experiences and perspectives, regardless of our individual histories in education, have been instrumental in opening my eyes to new ideas and approaches to the practice of teaching and learning.   
Principal Perspective  (Olga Lay)
What a wonderful opportunity for our school to have the chance to work so closely with the University of Puget Sound!  Fred Hamel, Director of School-Based Experiences, contacted Point Defiance last Spring (2005) with the idea of working in connection with Point Defiance Elementary.  The goal was to have the University work with Point Defiance Elementary and meet three to four times a year to discuss education together as a collaborative team.  Student teachers who came from the University of Puget Sound for the fall experience and/or their student teaching saw many successes working in our school.  This “Intentional Partnership” seemed like a way to build the connections between the University and our elementary school, for the success of future educational leaders.  

University professors, instructional supervisors, teachers, student teachers and principal all sit together for the purpose of discussing best practices in order to meet the needs of our students.  This intentional partnership has strengthened the communication and relationship between our school and the university, to the benefit of all involved.  For example, in the event of a situation or celebration that involves the student teacher, communication with the supervisor is easier because of the foundation that has been created by the partnership. 

The exchange of information between our school and the university has grown as we better understand the uniqueness of each of our worlds.  The student teacher travels back and forth between these worlds during their time in our school.  It only makes sense to have a partnership where we can converse freely.  Unfortunately, with other universities, this does not exist within the student teaching experience and conversation generally happens when we “catch” the field supervisor in our school.

Having been a member of this intentional partnership, it makes a difference in our school.  The experience of students teachers who are actively involved in the partnership with educators, act as a team and invest in their growth of preparation and learning.  The value and impact for student teaching is huge when all collaborate.  It is only natural that it begins in a teacher preparation program.   

The “Intentional Partnership” with the University of Puget Sound has been one of the most successful endeavors this year at Point Defiance.  It has been a gift to watch our new educators, teaching staff and university grow and learn together.   
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