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A Longitudinal Case Study of a School-
University Partnership for Training 

Teachers 

ple contexts,” which include schools, classrooms, fami-
lies, universities, and communities; 2) “identity is 
formed in relationships with others and involves emo-
tions”; 3) “identity is shifting, unstable, and multiple”; 
and 4) “identity involves the construction and recon-
struction of meaning through stories over time” (p. 
733).  Given the importance of these assumptions, fur-
ther exploration is needed, especially in the context of 
school-university partnerships. 

The impact of context on teacher identity is com-
plex, varied, and changing.  It also can seem contra-
dictory, but numerous contexts must be negotiated for 
a teacher candidate to be empowered as both current-
ly effective and open to change and growth.  For ex-
ample, a teacher candidate may believe s/he taught a 
creative, caring, and innovative lesson on social jus-
tice, yet may come to have conflict with a school ad-
ministration that may hold differing yet valid perspec-
tives on the topic.  The developmental task for teacher 
candidates here is to hold a personal identity that al-
lows for multiple ways to interact within social, cul-
tural, religious, familial, political, and other contexts 
while preserving their integrity or “conscious weaving 
together” (Palmer, 1998; Rodgers & Scott, 2008, p. 738) 
of complex and diverging milieus.   

It follows that teacher candidates, who are placed 
in various contexts, are in deep and meaningful rela-
tionships with their master teachers, university instruc-
tors, fellow teacher candidates, students, other teach-
ers, principals, parents, and many others, all while 
they are trying to grow and prove themselves.  It also 
follows that they will have emotional reactions in 
these relationships.  Hargreaves (2001) referred to 
these relationships as “emotional geographies” (p. 
1061).  As a result of these relationships during teach-
er training, identity is co-constructed (Smagorinsky et 
al., 2004), and the importance of facilitating bonding 

It can be argued that the basic charge of teacher edu-

cation programs is to help each prospective candidate 
develop an identity as a teacher (Beauchamp & Thom-
as, 2009; Freese, 2006; Hammerness, Darling-
Hammond, & Bransford, 2005; Smagorinsky, Cook, 
Moore, Jackson & Fry, 2004).  This maturing identity 
changes as a young person contemplates a career as a 
teacher; earns an undergraduate degree and matricu-
lates through a teacher education program and a stu-
dent teaching experience; embarks on a vocation as a 
novice teacher; and evolves into an experienced, effec-
tive teacher who can complete the cycle by assisting 
the profession with the induction of new teachers.  
Rodgers and Scott (2008) posited that various teacher 
identity constructs share four basic assumptions: 1) 
“identity is dependent upon and formed within multi-
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and eliminating destructive emotional experiences 
cannot be overemphasized (Rodgers & Scott, 2008).  
Emotional distance, lack of administrative communi-
cation and support, and lack of collaborative network-
ing may even be causes for high rates of teacher attri-
tion (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Futernick, 2007).   

The fact that identity constantly changes and re-
flects multiple roles is a compelling reason for institut-
ing teacher education programs, which can guide that 
development.  When the teacher candidate assumes a 
particular role and his/her identity aligns, that person 
experiences a sense of congruity, but when roles and 
identities are misaligned, discord ensues (Sexton, 
2008).  Besides gaining emotional maturity by success-
fully juggling multiple, changing roles and mastering 
skills like classroom management and effective lesson 
creation, teacher candidates are also expected to culti-
vate a professional identity (Beauchamp & Thomas, 
2009; Freese, 2006).  The professional knowledge 
teachers craft and acquire includes subject matter 
knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and didactical 
knowledge, and all are necessary for successful teach-
ing (Beijaard, Verloop & Vermunt, 2000).  In the midst 
of overload from gaining new knowledge and concep-
tualizations and practicing skills in ever-changing 
classrooms, the process of negotiating a fluid and dy-
namic identity depends on a teacher candidates’ abil-
ity to reflect and find his/her own unique voice 
(Rodgers & Scott, 2008). 

Despite, or perhaps because of, the varied con-
texts, emotional relationships, and multiple roles that 
teacher candidates experience in their induction, the 
construction of stories allows for the emergence of 
voice and also contributes to the development of 
agency (Rodgers & Scott, 2008; Sexton, 2008).  Stories 
are created from identity, and conversely, identity is 
formed by stories.  These stories or narratives allow 
teachers to process their identities or employ a type of 
formative self-evaluation, which is facilitated by self 
reflection over multiple, changing professional and 
emotional contexts.  Not surprisingly, most literature 
on teacher identity centers on the identity of the self.  
However, discourse arising from storytelling is a form 
of social or collective engagement, and teaching is a 
public and collaborative endeavor––especially at part-
nership schools––so the impact of the collective voice 
or the community of the school calls to be examined as 
an aspect of identity and teacher training.  Wenger 
(1998) discussed the pervasive effects of community 
on identity.  Sfard and Prusak (2005) wrote that story-
telling is collective and powerful, and this sense of the 
collective community continues to be crucial as teach-
ers develop through their careers (Hold, 1997).  

Despite the unique characteristics of these four 
assumptions about teacher identity, they are inextrica-
bly intertwined, and the challenge for teacher prepara-
tion programs is to provide contexts that offer sup-
portive opportunities and fertile ground for teacher 
candidates to reflect and develop their own stories, 
voices, and agencies.  Smagorinsky et al. (2004) called 
for teacher induction programs to place students in 
situations that would challenge them to question their 
identities and beliefs.  Daloz (1999) postulated that 
both support and challenges are necessary for positive 
change to occur.  The author explained that low chal-
lenge coupled with low support results in stasis, while 
low challenge coupled with high support ends in con-
firmation, and high challenge with low support cre-
ates retreat.  It is only the combination of high chal-
lenge and high support that brings about growth 
(Daloz, 1999).  But the real question is not about the 
identity that each teacher candidates will assume; it is 
“the black box of how” candidates will become teach-
ers and how teacher education programs can 
“facilitate this process” that is important (Rodgers & 
Scott, 2008, p. 733).  

Most teacher preparation programs follow a simi-
lar sequence of activities related to degree, license, or 
credential requirements.  These include earning a 
bachelor’s degree, which is done either in conjunction 
with taking a series of teacher education courses or 
immediately followed by a post-baccalaureate experi-
ence consisting of approximately the same series of 
education courses that culminates in student teaching 
(National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Educa-
tion [NCATE], 2010).  While covering pedagogical and 
subject matter knowledge, many teacher education 
programs offer these courses as separate entities that 
are only weakly connected to each other and involve 
little actual work in schools until student teaching.  

However, the traditional view of university facul-
ty as experts guiding the work of school practitioners 
is long past (Heafner, McIntyre, & Spooner, 2014).  
Beauchamp and Thomas (2009) argued that “alternate 
forms of interaction within educational contexts need 
to be promoted” (p. 186).  School-university partner-
ships constitute such an alternative.  Well-integrated 
clinical work taught in the context of schools creates 
field-based learning that challenges candidates to re-
think deep-seated pedagogical and content orienta-
tions, bridges methods course content with practice 
through aligned school–university partnerships, and 
emphasizes a more in-depth understanding of teach-
ing and learning (Cole & Knowles, 1993).  Partners 
design clinical experiences of sufficient depth, 
breadth, diversity, coherence, and duration to ensure 
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that candidates demonstrate their developing effec-
tiveness and positive impact on all students’ learning 
and development. 

In 2010, the National Council for the Accreditation 
for Teacher Education (NCATE, 2010) published its 
report Transforming Teacher Education Through Clinical 
Practice, calling for dramatic changes in teacher prepa-
ration.  The report urged a move from academic 
courses loosely linked to school-based experiences to 
programs fully grounded in clinical practice that are 
interwoven with academic content and professional 
courses.  Teacher education programs are asked to 
redesign their offerings in partnership with school 
districts and to have shared decision-making and 
oversight on candidate selection and completion.  
NCATE was recently replaced by the Council for the 
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP, 2013), 
which calls for even stronger partnerships with explic-
it language in its standards.   

The accreditation agencies are not alone in calling 
for more partnerships, with both national teachers 
unions (American Federation of Teachers, 2012; Na-
tional Education Association, 2014) and the Council of 
Chief State School Officers (2012) advocating for 
stronger clinical preparation.  The National Research 
Council (2010) noted that research points to strong 
field experiences as a critical ingredient needed to pre-
pare effective teachers.  

There is still a need for research to document ef-
fective practices in clinical partnerships (Larson & 
Kyle, 2014) and determine what factors lead to their 
success.  Improvements can manifest themselves in a 
variety of ways including improved student achieve-
ment, powerful professional development opportuni-
ties for classroom teachers, and unique opportunities 
for undergraduate teacher candidates to learn their 
craft in a nurturing environment (Darling-Hammond 
& Baratz-Snowden, 2005).  School principals, district 
leaders, university professors, and candidates, howev-
er, have differing ideas on why partnerships are suc-
cessful and what should go into such collaborations.  
Building and sustaining quality professional develop-
ment schools can be a challenge, thus valid models for 
such practice are needed (Doolittle, Sudeck, & Ratti-
gan, 2008).  Echoing Rodgers and Scott’s (2008) call to 
answer the more general question of “how,” Cbulka 
(2014) wrote that the challenge is to identify how spe-
cific clinical practices and features of preparation pro-
grams produce effective teachers for today’s diverse 
learners.  A research agenda is needed to identify the 
attributes of strong partnerships so they can be repli-
cated and the field of teacher preparation can be im-
proved.  

Purpose 

Therefore, the purpose of this longitudinal case study 
was to document and describe stakeholder reactions 
to and beliefs about a school-university partnership 
and its evolution from its inception to its current oper-
ation.  To do so, this research utilized a pragmatist 
theoretical framework.  Pragmatism seeks to identify 
what is effective rather than the abstract concept of 
what is true (Mertens, 2005; Patton, 2002; Tashakkore 
& Teddlie, 2003), and this research sought to learn 
what stakeholders believed was effective for this part-
nership. 

Methods 

Design 

This longitudinal case study research consisted of two 
phases of data collection.  The initial or early phase of 
data collection took place nearly 10 years ago, which 
was shortly after the partnership was created but after 
its expansion beyond the first cohort.  The later or es-
tablished phase of data collection occurred between 
seven and eight years later.   

Context of Location and Partnership 

Central State University (pseudonym, CSU) is located 
in a relatively large city in the United States, but this 
location is also a very economically challenged city 
with one of the lowest median family incomes in the 
nation (Kurtzleben, 2011).  The Brookings Institute 
ranked the city as one of the highest in the U.S. for 
concentrated urban poverty (Simmons, 2005).  The 
city’s population is around 50% Hispanic, 30% White, 
10% Asian, and 5% Black (Brookings Institute, 2015).  
Nearly 30% of the residents are foreign born.  

The elementary teacher preparation program at 
CSU is both state and NCATE accredited. The current 
34-semester unit program is sequenced so it may be 
completed in a calendar year (summer, fall, spring), 
but it is typically completed in 1½ years (e.g., fall, 
spring, fall).  The classes were designed to meet state 
and national standards, researched practices and theo-
ries, state teacher expectations, dispositional attrib-
utes, and skills identified by local districts as critical to 
professional success.  Each course syllabus may be 
enhanced but not changed by faculty.  Required 
courses include:  

  Understanding the Learner,  

  Instructional Design and Assessment,  

  Cultural and Language Contexts of the Class-
room,  

  Teaching Reading and Social Studies in Grades 
4-8,  
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  Field Study A (10 hours per week, 15 weeks),  

  Science Instruction and Applied Technology,  

  Math Instruction and Applied Assessment,  

  Teaching Reading and the Arts in Grades K-3,  

  Field Study B (15 hours per week, 18 weeks),  

  Differentiated Instruction and Classroom Man-
agement, and  

  Field Study C Final Student Teaching (full time, 
18 weeks).  

The three fieldwork courses are embedded, re-
quiring candidates to turn theory into practice 
through implementation of new strategies and peda-
gogical skills each semester.  Candidates are placed in 
three settings crossing both primary and upper ele-
mentary grade placements, and all are placed in 
schools with a significant population of English Learn-
ers and high levels of poverty.   

Central School-University Partnership Program 
(CSUPP)   

CSUPP is a partnership between CSU and eventually 
five local school districts of varying sizes.  University 
coursework for a cohort of student teachers is com-
pleted onsite in a dedicated classroom at a lead part-
ner school, and cohort members branch out to com-
plete fieldwork experiences in classrooms in other 
partner schools in that district.  The university and 
participating districts serve as partners striving to af-
fect student learning, educator preparation, profes-
sional development, curriculum development, and 
research.  University faculty teaching at CSUPP are 
paired with district staff who assist in aligning creden-
tial courses to procedures and methods used in the 
district.  They are encouraged to team to present 
coursework and model effective practices in the K-12 
classroom. 

The candidates attend the same professional de-
velopment activities as district teachers during the 
year and start the experience with a day of outdoor 
team building activities.  Each partnership school has 
an assigned university faculty liaison who receives 
one course release to work with teachers and candi-
dates at the partner schools, handle logistical difficul-
ties, and assure strong communication between the 
district and the university.  Liaisons teach one course 
in the program and provide some, but not all, univer-
sity supervision of candidates.   

Currently all students matriculate through the 
partnership program, but at its inception, only one 
cohort was formed.  Before the partnership creation, 
fieldwork experiences were minimal, unconnected to 
courses, and different across sections.  At that time, all 
teacher education courses were taught on the univer-

sity campus.  Table 1 compares major logistical and 
curricular differences between former on-campus and 
current partnership courses of study. 

Participants 

This study began once the partnership expanded be-
yond a single cohort.  In the first phase of data collec-
tion, an effort was made to interview the population 
of all partnership stakeholders.  Not all of those stu-
dent teachers, master teachers, or principals were able 
to attend focus groups scheduled by school liaisons, 
but most did.  In the second phase of data collection, 
volunteers were approached from the same districts 
that participated in the initial data collection.  This 
was done to enable an accurate description of the long
-term development of the partnership.  Again, all 
stakeholders were invited to participate in focus 
groups scheduled by liaisons, though not all volun-
teered to do so.  Table 2 provides information on types 
and numbers of participants, districts, and focus 
groups and interviews.  A total of 94 student teachers, 
master teachers, principals, and university partner-
ship directors were interviewed for this case study 
research.  Student teachers were representative of 
CSU’s demographics, which was 35% English learners 
when they attended K-12, 66% first generation college 
students, 70% from an under-represented group, and 
66% with a high school GPA under 3.0.   

Instrumentation 

Separate semi-structured interview protocols were 
used for student teachers, master teachers, principals, 
and directors.  In an effort to document the changes 
that occurred in the partnership, the same protocols 
were used for initial and later data collection phases.  
These are summarized in Table 3.  Questions attempt-
ed to gather information about participant experiences 
in the partnership, partnership effects on teacher 
training, and partnership logistics.   

Data Collection and Analysis 

The data source consisted of fifteen participant focus 
groups and one interview.  The initial or early phase 
of data collection took place in the second semester 
after the partnership was established.  The later or 
established phase of data collection occurred over 
three semesters seven to eight years later.   

This study went through the IRB process.  The 
participants were contacted by the university liaison 
and asked if they would agree to be interviewed.   All 
student teachers, master teachers, principals, and di-
rectors completed consent forms indicating they 
agreed to be interviewed and audio-recorded.  Master 
teachers were each given a $20 gift card after the focus  



      Journal of School Administration Research and Development                                                                    Summer 2018 

         Volume 3 ▪ Number 1 ▪ Summer 2018  The Journal of School Administration Research and Development  46       

groups were completed, but they did not know about 
this token of appreciation prior to the interviews.  The 
director in the later phase is an author on this paper.  

 The focus groups were planned by the university 
liaisons to fit the schedules of the student teachers, 
teachers, and principals.  The interviews lasted be-
tween 45 and 110 minutes, and all were recorded.  All 
interviews took place at school sites in classrooms or 
common rooms, such as the teacher’s lounge, with 
those involved sitting comfortably around tables.  The 
first author conducted all interviews and frequently 
went off protocol to probe deeper into topics of inter-
est.  All recordings were transcribed to provide text 
data for this study. 

The constant comparison and analytic induction 
methods were used to identify emerging themes 
(LeCompte & Preissle, 1993; Merriam, 2009).   First, 
separate coding was done for text data from student 
teachers, master teachers, principals, and directors.  
Later, coding across participant types was collated.  
This process served as a type of triangulation as re-
sponses from different categories of participants were 
compared.  Responses were generally consistent.  To 
establish trustworthiness, member checking was done 
with teachers, principals, and directors, who agreed 
with the themes and conclusions.  Member checking 
was not done with the student teachers.  Although all 
student teachers signed informed consent forms, in an 
effort to elicit accurate information that was not in-

 Table 1 

Logistical and Curricular Adaptations of Credential Program for CSUPP Teacher Candidates 

Campus based (Prior to partnership) Partnership 

Logistical adaptations 

Not sequenced 

  

Sequenced courses, tied to fieldwork and peda-
gogy classes 

Classes on campus All classes on site in partnership school 

Course taught with faculty lens Course taught with district lens 

Single professor plans and teaches course 

  

P12 and University faculty co-plan course and 
deliver through team-teaching 

Candidates not assigned to PLC for the year Candidates part of PLC for the year 

Field work in as many as three districts Field work in one district 

Co-teaching utilized as model for clinical prac-
tice 

Co-teaching utilized as model for clinical prac-
tice 

Master teacher for each field experience 

  

Clinical fieldwork team includes Liaison teach-
er from University and Mentor teacher from 
district in addition to master teachers 

University only  interviewing and selection for 
the program 

Joint P12 and University interviewing and se-
lection for the program 

N/A Special programs to meet target needs of dis-
tricts 

Recruitment by University Recruitment by districts and University 

Candidates present when University is in ses-
sion 

Candidates present at beginning and end of 
school year 

Curricular applications 

Department only approves syllabi Joint planning and approval of syllabi 

N/A University faculty teach model lessons in the 
partnership schools 

N/A Shared professional development 

N/A University and P12 faculty rounds 
(walkthroughs) 
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tended to impress the interviewer, the researcher did 
not ask for names during interviews and did not con-
nect names of individual student teachers with specif-
ic transcribed text.  Since data was collected late in 
their programs, these student teachers could not be 
contacted later for the member checking process. 

Results 

All participants offered important insights about the 
development and implementation of the partnership 
and its effects on them and their students.  Five inter-
locking themes were identified: 1) change from indi-
vidualistic to collective perspectives, 2) family-like, 
emotional support and collaboration, 3) intensive stu-
dent teacher initiation, 4) professional development 
and reward systems, and 5) accountability to multiple 
persons and non-supervisors.  These themes included 
many aspects related to the assumptions about teacher 
identity as will be discussed below. 

After these five themes emerged, they were dis-
covered to match with Hord’s (1997) system of profes-
sional learning communities.  This information is pre-
sented in Table 4.  An important finding of this study 
is that establishing partnerships with schools for train-
ing student teachers parallels the establishment of 
professional learning communities for teachers.   

Change of Individualistic to Collective Perspectives 

One of the trends notable in the partnership over time 
from its inception to its current modus operandi is the 

change from individualistic to collective perspectives 
for all stakeholders.  This change toward collectivist 
and collaborative teaching approaches is probably 
attributable at least in part to establishment of profes-
sional learning communities (PLCs) at each of the par-
ticipating schools, which was bookended by the two 
data collection timeframes, rather than the partnership 
exclusively.  However, mutually agreed upon practic-
es and logistics decided on for the partnership rein-
forced that spirit of collaboration.  The transfor-
mations in teachers and their relationships with each 
other and their profession at each school began with 
development of PLCs, and it continued to include stu-
dent teachers as viable and active members of the 
school culture. 

Both early and later directors reported that the 
university dean, who is an author of this paper, was 
the genesis of the idea and the vision of the partner-
ship, along with the driving force in its establishment.  
The dean initiated talks with several local school dis-
trict superintendents who were receptive to the con-
cept.  Like-minded faculty were included in these dis-
cussions, and later a consultant was brought in to help 
develop goals and a memorandum of understanding.  
As superintendents and principals saw the value of 
the partnership, demand for more partnership schools 
grew.  One partnership director stated, 

The vision is this bigger picture of collaboration 
and trying to find ways to access resources from  

 Table 2 

Focus Group and Interview, Participant, and District Information 

Early data gathering Later data gathering 

Student Teachers 
6 focus groups 
3 districts 
26 student teachers 

Student Teachers 
3 focus groups 
3 districts 
32 student teachers 

  
Master Teachers 

2 focus groups 
2 districts 
13 master teachers 

Master Teachers 
2 focus groups 
2 districts 
13 master teachers 

  
Principals 

1 focus group 
2 districts 
3 principals 

Principals 
1 focus group 
1 district 
4 principals 

  
University Director 

1 focus group 
2 co-directors 

University Director 
1 interview 
1 director 
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 Table 3 

Focus Group/Interview Protocol Questions/Content by Student Teachers (ST), Teachers (T), Principals (P), 
and Directors (D)          

Questions/Content  ST T P D 

1. Why choose Central School-University Partnership Program? 
       Would you choose to be in CSUPP again? 

X 
X 

      

2. Expectations about CSUPP 
       Hope/fear about CSUPP; Expectations match/differ placement 

X X X   

X       

3.  Level of Student Teacher preparation 
       Well-prepared for own classroom & classroom management 
       Well-prepared to teach English Learners 

  X X   

X       

X X X   

4.  CSUPP effects on student teaching 
       Feedback ST got during student teaching;  Other help for ST 
       Teacher contributions to ST preparation 
       Time & quality of teacher & ST feedback & communication 

X       

X       

  X     

    X   

5.  ST schedules & assignments; pulling students out of class   X X   

6.  Teacher topics/concerns 
       Teacher knowledge of CSUPP expectations; teacher orientation 
       Additional training teachers would find helpful 
       Meeting teacher needs; Incentives for teachers 
       Teacher recruitment; qualities looked for in teachers 

    X X 

    X   

    X   

      X 

      X 

7.  Benefits 
       Benefits of having a ST, being in CSUPP 
       CPET district, principal & district administrator benefits 

  X X X 

  X X   

      X 

8.  Challenges/hindrances 
       Challenges/hindrances of having a ST, being in CSUPP 
       CPET district, principal & district administrator challenges/ 
       hindrances 

  X X X 

  X X   

      X 

9.  Support 
       Support teachers and principals want from university 
       Support university gains from teachers, schools & districts 

  X X   

  X X   

  X X   

10.  State of CSUPP 
        Current state of CSUPP 
        How can CSUPP change/improve? “Long haul” needs? 

    X X 

      X 

    X X 

11. Director topics/concerns 
        Guiding ideas and principles for initiating CSUPP 
        Choosing CSUPP districts; qualities looked for in districts 
        Logistical challenges in starting the partnership 
        CSUPP progress toward NCATE Partnership School Standards 

      X 

      X 

      X 

      X 

      X 
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multiple areas including the community, the dis-
trict, and the university . . . [because] it was going 
to be beneficial to the school district and the uni-
versity to have those kinds of connections includ-
ing working with our teaching candidates.  

During the time between the initiation of the part-
nership when data were first collected and the later 
phase of data collection, all partnership schools inde-
pendently began PLCs as a form of professional devel-
opment with the ultimate goal of improving student 
learning.  The PLCs fostered a remarkable shift from 
individualistic towards collective perspectives, which 
was dramatically evident in the changes in teacher 
language.  Initially, teachers spoke in first person sin-
gular.  For example, one teacher remarked, “I have an 
hour to do science and history.”  Also, teachers initial-
ly spoke about autonomy in their classrooms, stating, 
“I made my student teachers do everything.  I made 
them come on Fridays sometimes.  I made them take 
over the morning work.  I made them just do lessons.  
I would model it, and I would watch them do it.”   

Later teachers spoke in first person plural to ex-
press their newfound collective identity and indicated 
their collective responsibility for all students.  One 
teacher’s commented, “We’ll be there to help them,” 
and another added, “I know all the 3rd graders.  We 
[3rd grade teachers] all take care of them.”  The im-
portance in the shift in language usage from singular 
to collective pronouns cannot be overestimated, as it 
was pervasive and illustrates a profound sharing of 
values, vision, identity, and purpose.   

This collective duty of teachers for students and 
for work on instruction expanded to their expectations 
for student teachers.  Teachers used military meta-
phors to describe how they viewed their work as col-
lectively accomplishing goals, declaring, “When we 
have assemblies, we deploy the student teachers 

where we need them, even if they have assignments in 
other grades.”  As a result, student teachers learned 
not only to take responsibility for all students, but also 
that they collectively could expect caring support 
from all teachers.  An appreciative student teacher 
remarked, “We feel comfortable.  So I’m comfortable 
asking any teacher around here for help with anything 
[and] not just to go to my master teacher.”  This shar-
ing of responsibilities for students and student teach-
ers is indicative of PLC work.  It provides foreshad-
owing of co-teaching and represents an example of 
educators assuming multiple roles and a real shift in 
the identities and values of teachers. 

Family-like, Emotional Support and Collaboration  

Hord (1997) and Hord, Bradley, and Roy (2013) de-
scribed supportive conditions as having two compo-
nents.  The first involves structural and physical con-
ditions for support, such as having time and a place to 
meet.  The second is relational and involves teamwork 
and human capacity, much like the assumption about 
meaningful relationships (Rodgers & Scott, 2008).  As 
the partnership schools were started and developed, 
logistic issues arose, as happens with any organiza-
tion, and they were dealt with in a cooperative and 
inclusive manner that enhanced the trust, collabora-
tion, and support between all parties. 

After the initial agreements were reached, the lo-
gistics of this program needed to be worked out.  Alt-
hough close relationships between the dean and the 
superintendents were the seeds of this collaboration, it 
was recognized that buy-in was needed from princi-
pals, teachers, and faculty members.  The sought-after 
qualities for inclusion in the partnership were vision, 
openness, flexibility, and sensitivity.  But at times dis-
tricts chose particular schools to participate due to the 
characteristics of those schools.   

 Table 4 

Comparison Between the Themes from This Partnership Study and Hord’s Professional Learning Commu-
nities 

Themes from Partnership Study Hord’s PLCs 

Change from individualistic to collective perspectives Shared values and vision 

Family-like, emotional support and collaboration Supportive conditions 

Intensive student teacher initiation Shared practices 

Professional development and reward systems Collective learning 

Accountability to multiple persons and non-supervisors Shared leadership 

Source: Hord, S. M.  (1997). Professional learning communities:  Communities of continuous inquiry and 
improvement. Austin, TX:  Southwest Educational Development Laboratory. 
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Once schools were chosen, other logistical matters 
needed to be worked out.  Since classes were to be 
offered on school campuses, space, which is always at 
a premium, needed to be provided by the school.  One 
student teacher expressed concern: “I just didn’t know 
how we were all going to fit into that tiny room.”  The 
director summarized the space issues by noting, 
“Initially we were looking for them to be open to hav-
ing us on their campus and partnering to allow us to 
use their space.”   

A critical component in the partnership was the 
assignment of a university director and a university 
liaison to coordinate other logistical concerns such as 
rooms, schedules, student assignments, and teacher 
participation.  As roles became clear and teachers and 
all participants learned expectations of themselves 
and others, mutual trust grew.  For example, teachers 
learned that the liaison would tell student teachers 
what to wear if their attire was inappropriate, and the 
teachers appreciated this, as they did not think that 
type of communication was part of their job.  Like-
wise, university faculty appreciated the opportunity 
to have access to classrooms to give demonstration 
lessons, which teachers also welcomed.   

The family-like, emotional support and profes-
sional collaboration that occurred in the partnership 
was instrumental in the development of student 
teacher skills and their teacher identities as well as the 
program’s success.  When the partnership was initiat-
ed, it was a top-down model that required the recruit-
ment of student teachers to become viable.  Early 
phase student teachers, when asked, offered multiple 
reasons for enrolling in the partnership program.  
These were usually logistical reasons, such as the con-
venience of the location or a schedule that allowed 
them to keep their jobs or pick up their own children 
after school.  In fact, initial student teachers often did 
not know what to expect of this new arrangement, 
and some were apprehensive.  One student teacher 
stated, “I just came in blindfolded.”  Another com-
mented, “I was just open for anything.  I knew it was 
new, so I knew we were going to kind of be guinea 
pigs, so I don’t think I really had any expectations.”  
Other student teachers were concerned that cohort 
members might not get along or might get into a 
“high school mentality.”  A student teacher anxiously 
questioned, “I’m going to be with these people for 
three semesters, and what if we don’t get along?”   

By the later phase, student teachers gave very dif-
ferent reasons for choosing to be in the partnership 
program.  They described the experiences of non-
partnership student teachers as just going to classes 
on the university campus in the evenings and leaving 

when class was done with no time to interact with 
other student teachers or develop relationships with 
them.  One student teacher described, “It’s not like 
you’re at a [partnership] school, you do your stuff, 
and you leave, and you never associate with anybody 
else.  It’s like it’s really a community that we’ve built 
[at the partnership School].”   

In fact, later student teachers cited strong emo-
tional “camaraderie” and “support” as the predomi-
nant reasons for choosing to be in the partnership.  
Study participants, including student teachers, master 
teachers, and principals, all described themselves as 
being so close that they were part of a “family.”  One 
student teacher said, “We’ve bonded.  We’ve grown 
as one big family.  We’re all here to help each other,” 
and a master teacher added, “These student teachers 
have lunch together every day, and they’re just like a 
big family.”  A principal explained the “family” phe-
nomenon: 

You see them taking that ownership of being part 
of the school family and environment, showing 
up to carnivals and Friday night movie nights 
with their families, and they’re part of that school.  
That’s something they’re not asked to do or have 
to do, but they take pride and when they come 
back and their duties are over, those kids model 
them like they’re rock stars.   

It may be that the strong, emotionally supportive 
relationships built among all participants in partner-
ship schools can foster a collaborative teacher identity 
and serve as a buffer against isolation and thoughts 
about leaving the profession that lead to the high attri-
tion rates for new teachers.  One student teacher de-
clared, “If we hadn’t had a cohort, I think probably I 
would have quit.”  

In another instance that the researcher only 
learned after much probing, a student teacher de-
scribed a difficult situation involving a child with nu-
merous behavioral problems and the child’s parent.  
In her narrative, she explained that it was the emo-
tional support from her master teacher and her fellow 
student teachers that stopped her from “dropping 
out” of the profession and that helped her to learn 
from this experience, thus chronicling how her voice 
and sense of agency evolved and improved.  The stu-
dent teacher recounted, 

I’ve had a behavior issue with a kid all semester 
long . . . but at a meeting with mom, the boy and 
mom blamed it on me and said I’m the reason he 
sits there and doesn’t do his work because “I hate 
him.” . . . [but] I joke with him.  I’ll complement 
him on his outfits or anything positive . . . It was 
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just so bizarre because he claims to not have prob-
lems with the master teacher, when the master 
teacher pointed out that he’s the one who’s writ-
ten him on the contract every time . . .  yet it’s all 
my fault for some reason, so having to deal with 
these issues, that really put me down, and I really 
didn’t want to do this anymore, but I was remind-
ed by my master teacher and the others why I’m 
here, and the last two semesters, I had the most 
amazing experiences . . . I felt I learned so much 
from that and then to go to this experience for me, 
it was so negative, but now I’m turning it around 
to a positive learning experience.   

By the established phase of this study, the reasons 
that student teachers gave for choosing to be in the 
partnership all centered on the intensive, emotional, 
and academic support they received and the superior 
learning they had as a result.  A student teacher ex-
pressed a common reaction:  

It was very positive because . . . we knew each 
other personally inside and outside the classroom, 
which I think really helped a lot seeing as this pro-
gram is pretty strenuous and we kind of needed 
each other to lean on.   

Another student teacher added, 

I feel like we’re getting support from the teachers 
here as well, but not only are we getting support 
from each other, not only are we getting support 
from our faculty, from our teachers, but we’re get-
ting support from our master teacher and all of 
the other teachers.  I am getting support from eve-
ryone in second grade, right.  You know, all the 
second grade teachers, I kind of feel like I need to 
go and buy all of them a gift when I leave because 
everyone’s been so helpful . . . just tons and tons 
of extra help and support and concern and care.   

Interestingly, this environment of academic sup-
port and emotional care led student teachers to ques-
tion the viability of other systems for training teach-
ers.  A student teacher explained the difference be-
tween the partnership and other teacher training expe-
riences: 

Because I had two friends.  One didn’t do a part-
nership and one did. That was just a whole big 
deal of difference, all the things that they experi-
enced.  And you notice it once you’re done, once 
you look back on it.  Like, ‘What did I learn?  
What did I take from it?’ And I can say that when 
I was in the partnership cohort, I took out more, 
had more to say, had more to look back on posi-
tively.  And the friend, I mean I’ve never seen him 

teach or anything, but he just regrets it.  He wish-
es he could have done the partnership because 
there was that time when he had questions, and 
none were answered . . . And he succeeded, but 
not the way he wanted.   

Intensive Student Teacher Initiation 

The immersion and initiation of student teachers into 
the profession and the school culture is a ritual that 
most teachers remember for their entire lives.  The 
purpose of initiation rites is to guide the initiate into a 
new identity, and the partnership serves as an inten-
sive initiation and immersion into school culture and 
practices that aids student teachers in the develop-
ment of their new identity as a teacher.  The typical 
student teacher day starts when school starts.  In the 
mornings, student teachers are in classrooms observ-
ing at first, then performing supporting duties, and 
finally taking over the classroom completely.  Partner-
ship student teachers all have lunch together, usually 
engaging in constant discourse about their experienc-
es of the day or working together on assignments for 
the courses they are taking.  These courses are also 
held at the school site and are part of the embedded 
fieldwork, which adds to the intensive engagement 
within the school culture.  In addition, the student 
teachers must work individually with elementary 
school students for their course assignments, prepare 
their teaching materials, conference with their master 
teachers and university faculty, and help with other 
services as needed.  It is intense and demanding. 

Because the student teachers did everything to-
gether, they learned from their own experiences and 
from each other.  Student teachers were vicariously 
exposed to multiple teachers’ approaches, skills, and 
resources because they shared ideas, experiences, and 
materials with each other.  The growth that student 
teachers experienced was accelerated because they 
were exposed to ideas from multiple teachers and 
guidance was provided in an intensive context.  Con-
sequently, collaboration, networking, and professional 
sharing were internalized more quickly and at a much 
deeper level.  Several student teachers provided posi-
tive comments: 

We learned a lot from each other.  We just took 
each other’s ideas and strategies, and we imple-
mented it in our own work and classroom, and 
that really helped us.  We would have conversa-
tions about ‘What to do with this kid? What 
should I do with this project?’ and so we really 
collaborated even outside of class.  [We] emailed 
each other: ‘Hey, can you help me with this?’ 
We’ve all learned to work with each other, and I 
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feel like just having this positive experience is go-
ing to benefit us.   

Another remarked, 

We’re actually, you could say, placed in a lot of 
different classrooms because we were able to 
share our experiences . . . because some things 
that happened in the classroom are similar and 
some of it is different, and then to know that the 
teachers were different themselves . . . hearing 
how other teachers, other master teachers would 
handle a classroom management situation. ‘My 
teacher did the best thing today,’ and then we’d 
tell everybody, and then we’d all make a little 
note, and we have this list of good classroom ide-
as, and it’s impossible for me to go sit in 20 differ-
ent classrooms, but I got to observe what other 
teachers did.    

Yet another student teacher stated,  

If I had a problem in my classroom, I can go to 
one of us and ask, ‘How does your teacher handle 
this?  This is how my teacher handled it.’ Even 
though we were only in one placement, we’re ac-
tually getting experience from all the other place-
ments and teachers because we had the time to 
share and talk about it.   

Current partnership practices, which exemplify 
synergistic sharing and collective discourse and posit 
that multiple teaching practices are viable, sharply 
contrast with previous, isolationist methods for train-
ing student teachers.  One principal commented, 
“When I did student teachers before, they just went to 
the classroom and the university.  They were more 
isolated.  You just closed the door and taught.  That 
was it.”  Another principal discussed more current 
procedures:   

Five years ago, the way we’d support a student 
teacher would be fairly basic compared to today, 
but I think that is because of the capacity of our 
teachers and our district has grown so much, not 
to just internalize innovative instruction, but be-
ing a part of a PLC, and how to respond when 
kids aren’t learning.   

In the years from the initial data collection to the 
later collection, partnership schools went from having 
no PLCs to all having active and productive PLCs.  
This new professional practice gave teachers another 
venue for sharing their knowledge and practices.  
However, as in traditional student teacher assign-
ments, partnership student teachers continued to have 
close working relationships with their master teachers.  
A strong recurring belief expressed by the master 

teachers as part of their evolving teacher identity was 
that they had a “responsibility” to help train the next 
generation of teachers, and they were serious and rig-
orous about this duty.  The theme of sharing their 
knowledge of teaching and passing that knowledge 
on to the next generation was also enhanced as stu-
dent teachers became members of the PLCs. 

In one of the most exuberant descriptions of a pos-
itive educational experience, a student teacher de-
scribed how she shared an idea for teaching a lesson 
with other grade level teachers at a PLC meeting, they 
all discussed the idea, and then all the teachers decid-
ed to teach the same lesson using the student teacher’s 
ideas.  The student teacher voiced a strong sense of 
humility at her status as a novice along with a sense of 
honor that the other teachers recognized the value of 
her lesson ideas.  They all shared their practice and 
the lesson was highly successful.  The student teach-
er’s initiation into the profession reached a new level 
of acceptance and completion with a high degree of 
satisfaction, which was made possible by supportive 
conditions. 

Professional Development and Reward Systems  

In initial interviews, teachers and principals viewed 
rewards and incentives as something necessarily ex-
ternal.  Teachers expected monetary payment for serv-
ing as master teachers, but principals were opposed to 
this idea, believing that paying master teacher posi-
tions would result in a seniority system that would 
not necessarily result in the best or most capable 
teachers serving as master teachers.  Partnership di-
rectors shared the principals’ views on this point, and 
they also were aware of the university’s limited ability 
to pay master teachers.  University personnel hoped 
that offering teachers coursework for reduced cost 
would incentivize teachers to enroll in the university 
and ultimately continue their coursework and earn 
master’s degrees.   

By the time that the later data was collected, a 
mindset shift had taken place.  Whether this was due 
to the partnership or not was unclear, but rewards 
became more internalized and student-focused for 
student teachers, teachers, and principals alike.  Indi-
cating how important knowledge and effective prac-
tice was to her, one teacher explained, “I don’t want a 
pat on the back.  I want to know, ‘OK, How can I 
make this better?  How can it make me a better teach-
er?’ Because that’s my goal.”   

Sharing was also viewed as rewarding.  Sharing 
included assets like time, knowledge, resources, prac-
tices, constructive criticism, and recognition for stu-
dent gains.  Sharing was evident in multiple ways  
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that led to forms of professional development.  Teach-
ers found university modeling of lessons and the most 
current ideas and information that student teachers 
provided to be highly valuable.  One teacher stated, “I 
also like the ideas that she [student teacher] has.  We 
always try to stay fresh and on top of things.”  A stu-
dent teacher further explained, “Because we’re togeth-
er all the time, we’ve learned who is strong in what 
and who is weak in what, and so we were able to 
pair . . . You’re good in doing this and I am good in 
doing this so we can work together.”  Teachers also 
appreciated the extra help of having several student 
teachers in classrooms, which both exhibited a more 
collaborative teaching practice and anticipated current 
co-teaching initiatives.  A master teacher elaborated, 
“I’m walking around helping and then I have sudden-
ly 10 hands in the air.  It helped to have three adults 
walking around answering questions, giving that indi-
vidual help.”  Not only were rewards internal, they 
were affective rewards, and quality of teaching prac-
tices and student outcomes led to a sense of pride and 
collegiality that was palpable for all. 

Interconnectedness and Accountability to Multiple 
Persons and Supervisors 

One unique component of the partnership is the dif-
ferent system of accountability that evolved and flat-
tened the hierarchy of leadership, placing student 
learning at the forefront.  Most stakeholders in the 
partnership system are accountable to people other 
than their direct supervisors, and this situation about 
responsibility was pervasive.  Student teachers are 
accountable to everyone including principals, their 
master teachers, other teachers, university faculty, and 
liaisons, even if they are not grading or hiring them.  
Teachers feel responsible for training all student 
teachers and to university liaisons even if they are not 
their master teachers or enrolled in university pro-
grams.  Principals feel accountable to the university 
for being selected, as being a partnership school is 
both an honor and responsibility.  Finally, university 
directors, liaisons, and faculty are answerable to dis-
trict administrators, principals, and teachers, as the 
gains in achievement for K-12 students must continue 
despite all the extra activity of simultaneously training 
student teachers.   

Discussion 

From the stakeholder descriptions of their schools, 
there can be no argument that these were challenging 
places where teachers had to work hard for their stu-
dents to learn.  From the stakeholder descriptions of 
the partnership, it is apparent that these were support-
ive, joyful, and demanding environments.  It is also 

evident that the positive reactions to the partnership 
only grew and intensified over time.  According to 
Daloz (1999), challenges and supports are both neces-
sary for growth to occur, and all stakeholders would 
likely agree that this was the case in the partnership.  
This partnership fulfilled all the assumptions needed 
for candidates to develop positive teacher identities: 
multiple contexts, supportive emotional relationships, 
integration of shifting and varied roles, and the oppor-
tunity to tell stories that helped them develop voice 
and agency (Rodgers & Scott, 2008).  In fact, answer-
ing “how” teacher education programs (Cbulka, 2004; 
Rodgers & Scott, 2008) can foster development of a 
teacher identity may be done by studying the charac-
teristics of partnerships as described by the themes of 
this study. 

The themes that emerged in this study shed light 
on the process of developing a teacher identity in a 
positive way.  In schools and school culture, collabora-
tion and collective perspectives are essential, and they 
are the backbone of the support and common goals 
felt by all stakeholders.  This is especially true for stu-
dent teachers, whose teacher identity is in its forma-
tive and vulnerable infancy.  Being surrounded by 
professionals with a collective perspective who speak 
in terms of “we” instead of “I” is not only empower-
ing and uplifting, but it also makes student teachers 
feel they belong.  Student teachers, master teachers, 
and principals alike described the support in the vari-
ous partnership school contexts as “family-like,” 
demonstrating the schools were a place like home and 
the people could be depended upon.  The student 
teachers needed this support because the initiation 
process was intensive and not everything they did 
was successful.  Being immersed in a school context 
where students teachers were at a field site from early 
in the morning, were in classes all day, ate lunch while 
sharing experiences and ideas, and went home to pre-
pare for the next day was highly demanding.  While 
being positioned in schools to question their identities 
and beliefs (Smagorinsky, et al., 2004), student teach-
ers in partnership schools had the advantage of con-
stantly interacting and talking about their experiences, 
their master teachers, their lessons, their classroom 
management issues, other master teachers, K-6 stu-
dents, and various other topics.  Their situation was so 
intensive that they vicariously experienced and 
learned from their colleagues by telling their own sto-
ries and hearing those of others.  This was a unique 
form of professional development for both student 
and master teachers.  Finally, growth in teacher identi-
ty began to come full circle, and student teachers grew 
to feel responsible to serve their own students and 
many others like all those in the profession that they 



      Journal of School Administration Research and Development                                                                    Summer 2018 

         Volume 3 ▪ Number 1 ▪ Summer 2018  The Journal of School Administration Research and Development  54       

were modeling.  What is important to recognize is that 
this interconnectedness and synergy came from the 
fieldwork situations that the partnership created, such 
as on-site coursework, intensive integration into 
school culture, and collaboration with fellow student 
teachers. 

It is interesting to recognize that the five themes 
that emerged in this research parallel the five aspects 
of professional learning communities identified by 
Hord (1997).  Hord wrote that “comprehensive rede-
sign of schools including decentralization, shared de-
cision making, schools within schools, teacher teams 
and/or professional communities of staff can improve 
student learning” (p. 30).  She also argued that schools 
that have these characteristics are noted for less isola-
tion of teachers, more commitment to missions and 
goals, shared responsibility, greater ability of teachers 
to inspire students, and better student outcomes.  Per-
haps the collaborative conditions that facilitate suc-
cessful teacher preparation in partnership schools can 
enable veteran teachers and university personnel to 
continually evolve and grow along with the changing 
times.  

Conclusion 

Linda Darling-Hammond (2006), when writing about 
her earliest teaching experiences, pointed out what 
everyone who teaches knows: “How incredibly diffi-
cult teaching is if you actually want to reach every 
single student” (pp. ix-x).  In the biographical preface, 
Darling-Hammond continued to discuss her experi-
ences with two different teachers of her first grade 
daughter.  The first teacher classified students as 
“good” and “bad” and proceeded to impose impossi-
ble rules on the bad ones.  The second teacher diag-
nosed her daughter with dyslexia and provided her 
with a series of interventions that were successfully 
accomplished without her daughter “ever really 
knowing that she had a disability” (p. xi).  Though 
both of these teachers were first year teachers, one 
came from a high quality university teacher training 
program, and the other did not.  This distinction 
served as the impetus for Darling-Hammond to learn 
what effective teacher education programs were like 
and to support the quality training of as many teach-
ers candidates as possible. 

Despite arguments that teacher education pro-
grams are ineffective and unnecessary, evidence to the 
contrary is plentiful (Darling-Hammond, 2006).  The 
challenge is to find those programs and program com-
ponents and to implement them as widely as possible.  
The CSUPP program is one such effective partnership 
that promotes development of strong and efficacious 

teacher identities, supports the acquisition of quality 
pedagogical and subject content knowledge, and nur-
tures collaborative practices that sustain teachers over 
the long haul.      
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