
  211 
 

Table 5.3 

Comparison of ECE and Program Standards. Note. Side by side comparison of CEC Content 

standards (Faculty publication, 2008, p., 10, emphasis added) and program learning outcomes 

(ECE Student Handbook, 2012, p. 5, emphasis added). 

 

CEC Content Standard Program Learning Outcome  

 

Special educators possess a repertoire of 

evidence-based 

instructional strategies to individualize 

instruction for individuals with exceptional 

learning needs. 

 

Successful early childhood educators 

demonstrate the ability to design and implement 

developmentally appropriate curricula and 

create effective learning environments for 

young children. They understand and are able 

to implement a repertoire of evidence-based, 

child-focused, culturally responsive 

instructional strategies to individualize 

instruction for all children, including those 

with special needs and those whose primary 

language is not English.  

 

 

Special educators understand the similarities 

and differences in human development and 

the characteristics between and among 

individuals with and without exceptional 

learning needs. 

 

Successful early childhood educators 

demonstrate knowledge of child growth and 

development and individual learning 

differences between and among young 

children with and without special needs.  
 

 

 

faculty at this university, this presented a dramatic shift in focus from the previous programmatic 

content and processes of teacher education within the university (K-12 Faculty publication, 

2007).  

The shift toward performance based assessments led directly to the development of the 

Performance Based Assessments or PBAs specific to the early childhood program. As they have 

become a valued and institutionalized component of the program they will also be discussed later 

as a cultural tool. However, the PBAs are important here as they were designed to meet 

CEC/DEC content standards and demonstrate teacher candidate knowledge, skills, and 
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dispositions therefore demonstrating a direct influence of the personnel development standards. 

Performance based assessments are found across the program and were developed by a team 

comprised of the ECE program faculty, exemplary graduates currently working in a variety of 

early childhood settings and roles, university practicum faculty, and employers of graduates 

(Faculty publication, 2008).  

Originally, nine fully performance based assessments requiring teacher candidates to 

demonstrate proficiency on specific teaching tasks within authentic settings were developed and 

embedded within the practica (Faculty publication, 2008). Originally, the PBAs covered a range 

of topics including: assessment, challenging behavior, curriculum, intervention, literacy, 

mathematics, primary literacy, primary mathematics, and professional practice (Faculty 

publication, 2008). Currently, the ECE Student Handbook (2012) indicates that candidates in the 

ECSE licensure option complete the following seven PBAs:  

 Assessment (Infant/Toddler and Preschool)  

 Challenging Behaviors (2 out of 3 practica)  

 Curriculum (Preschool)  

 Intervention (Infant/Toddler and Preschool)  

 Literacy and Mathematics (Preschool)  

 Primary Special Educator (Primary)  

 Professional Practice (p. 8).  

 Additionally, candidates in this program option must demonstrate proficiency in regards 

to state licensure standards and requirements, and state performance-based standards for 

teachers. These highly correlate with those of NAEYC and CEC/DEC. In 2001, CEC and 

NAEYC began NCATE program reviews of blended EC/ECSE teacher education programs 
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using both sets of standards and the CEC common core (Pugach et al., 2011). While this program 

did not ever actually apply for NCATE accreditation as a blended program, faculty both 

historical and current shared that they have always attended to the related standards.  

Taken together, the state licensure requirements, state standards for teachers, and 

standards from these national professional organizations are infused throughout the program and 

are present within the course syllabi, course assignments, and PBAs completed in the context of 

practica.  

Summary 

This chapter completes the analytic description of the program as an activity system. 

When combined with chapter four, the parameters inherent to an activity system have each been 

reviewed through the lens of collaborative teacher education. As noted, these parameters are 

inherently interrelated and highly influential of each other. These interactions illuminate areas of 

harmony where alignment is high and congruence can be seen as well as tensions where various 

elements of parameters are not aligned and therefore lack congruence per activity theory 

(Engeström, 1987; 1999). These areas of harmony and tension will be discussed in the next 

chapter along with a final discussion of the collaborative nature of the program.  
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Chapter 6 

Conclusions, Implications, and Needs for Future Research 

Collaborative models of teacher education have grown out of a belief that through 

collaboration across traditionally discrete programs of teacher education we can improve the 

quality and availability of inclusive opportunities for children of diverse abilities and their 

families. Little is known, however, as to the extent collaborative models are capable of 

influencing inclusive service delivery or in terms of their efficacy to impact the relative inclusive 

practice of their graduates as compared to other models of teacher education. As an important 

first step toward examination of the relative worth and efficacy of collaborative models, this case 

study applied a conceptual framework derived from activity systems theory (Engeström, 1987; 

1999) and the recommended research framework for investigation into collaborative models of 

teacher education (Pugach & Blanton, 2009) to consider one such teacher education program as a 

system.  Doing so produced a description of one program’s parameters of practice as they relate 

to collaboration and efforts to produce effective, inclusive teachers and leaders through a 

collaborative approach; something that was previously lacking in the literature base.  

This chapter provides discussion of the study findings by contextualizing the program in 

the analytical framework (Wolcott, 1994) and discussing conclusions regarding its operation as a 

system of collaborative teacher education.  First, the program is examined further as a system of 

collaborative teacher education by first classifying the program’s collaborative nature per the 

continuum of collaboration proposed by Blanton and Pugach (2011) and second by probing 
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elements of harmony and tension per activity theory observed within the program. Then, a 

summary of the program’s key tenets and characteristics as perceived by study participants is 

presented and critiqued. Subsequently, implications gleaned for current and future applications 

of collaborative teacher education in early childhood and recommendations for future research 

are shared. 

The Program as a System of Collaborative Teacher Education 

Analysis of this program through application of the conceptual framework provided 

insight related to current and future collaborative teacher education efforts and teacher education 

reform. First, the collaborative nature of the program is classified along the continuum of 

collaboration (Blanton & Pugach, 2011; Pugach & Blanton, 2009).  Then, discussion of 

harmonies and tension per activity theory (Engeström, 1999) follows. 

Characterizing the collaborative nature of the program. Throughout this study, the 

Pugach and Blanton (2009) research framework for inquiry into collaborative models of teacher 

education has been used as a lens to examine and understand the early childhood teacher 

education program. Considering each of the five dimensions of collaborative models in a 

summative manner helped complete this analysis and supports a tentative description and 

classification of the nature of collaborative model employed. 

Curricular coherence. The core philosophies identified by this program were indicative 

of programmatic efforts embedded in the design of the program to blend the two fields.  Faculty 

felt strongly that curricular coherence was promoted through the fact that these core philosophies 

were a part of every class.    Learning outcomes were also identified which were developed from 

personnel preparation standards from both CEC/DEC and NAEYC.  Performance based 

assessments (PBAs) were also developed using national preparation standards and state licensure 
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requirements and embedded into the three practica courses taken by candidates pursuing ECSE 

licensure.  Learning activities were found to be infused throughout coursework relating to and 

preparing candidates to demonstrate proficiency of knowledge and skills through the PBAs. In 

turn, these PBAs supported another tool of coherence, the focus and use of practical, authentic, 

and developmental learning opportunities, which was identified previously as an apparent 

cultural tool within the program. The use of the PBAs to support this developmental trajectory of 

knowledge and skill development appeared to be used as a central learning path woven 

throughout the entire program. Issues surfaced, however, regarding the enactment of this 

espoused design. The lack of a cohort model, coupled with admission of new candidates each 

semester and limited program capacity which resulted in the fact that each specific course can 

only be offered once a year, all complicated candidates’ ability to follow the espoused course 

sequence.  

Faculty collaboration. As discussed previously, Miller and Stayton (1998; 2006) 

conducted two national survey studies which resulted in recommendations for interdisciplinary 

practice within collaborative models of early childhood teacher education.  Several of these 

recommendations helped further examine the interdisciplinary practices within this program. 

Barbara described the context in which the program was originally changed to a collaborative 

model as a "highly collaborative culture" which was fueled by a “synergy” of knowledge and 

innovation across the country. This synergy was initiated by the 1986 amendments to IDEA, 

increasing the presence of children with special needs in typical early childhood settings coupled 

with a lack of qualified personnel in such settings, licensing changes, and increased collaboration 

between CEC/DEC and NAEYC.  
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The early design was constructed by a team of both program (teaching) and research 

faculty representing the fields of educational psychology, early childhood special education, and 

early childhood education.  Adjunct faculty were also involved in early course development, 

including Betty, who added speech and language pathology and infant perspectives to the team. 

The professional identities of these individuals across various professional designations were 

also factors as they too were marked by experiences with and value for inclusive practice.  

Faculty designed the program together, worked together to deliver it, and developed research and 

published together. The core element of collaborative teacher preparation has been identified as 

the interdisciplinary faculty team (Hyson, 2003; Mellin & Winton, 2003; Miller & Stayton, 

1998).  Given Barbara’s description, it appears that this crucial element was present at the time 

of the original work toward the blended design. 

Today, the program is administered and maintained by two full time faculty. Barbara 

shared that administrative decisions based on budgetary issues led to a separation from the 

research faculty who had previously been involved. The two core faculty meet on a monthly 

basis to discuss and coordinate the day to day function of the program.  As noted, the entire team 

responsible for delivery of the program rarely if ever meets. This leads to a lack of opportunity to 

ensure curricular cohesion across all elements of the program or for the group to think critically 

about the purpose and nature of their collaboration or of the blended nature of the program as a 

whole. The two core faculty have recently worked together to revise the student handbook, 

which helped them establish a common knowledge, understanding, and terminology--a 

recommendation of the Miller and Stayton (2006) findings. Of note, the mission and program 

philosophies stop short of explicitly labeling the program as collaborative, blended, or unified.  

They do however stress that the program prepares candidates to work with children both with 
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and without special needs in urban, diverse settings. Additionally, it is notable that some 

elements in the mission and program description contain instances of discrete professional 

designations. 

The handbook is relied upon as a means to promote program coherence as it is shared 

with all program participants.  However, this does not represent sufficient faculty collaboration, 

as it is used with adjuncts or field supervisors only at the beginning of their relationships with the 

program. This initial introduction might help the program enact its commitment to working only 

with individuals who share the program philosophy and help screen candidates. However, there 

was no evidence of ongoing whole group exploration of the program philosophy or collaboration 

as faculty do not currently engage in planning and delivery of the program in a collaborative or 

interdisciplinary manner.  As this was identified as a key tenet to collaborative teacher education 

in early childhood education (Miller & Stayton, 1998, 2001), its absence in the program is 

particularly problematic. 

 Seeking administrative support is also a recommendation from Miller and Stayton (1998; 

2006) and program faculty reported a sense of isolation from the other functions of the school of 

education.  The program has a long history of being considered an independent, stand-alone 

program, which seems to have persisted.  Program faculty appear to be lacking systemic support 

to fully deliver the program. Overall the program and adjunct faculty described a lack of 

resources to do all that needs to be done within the program.  Specifically, due to its size relative 

to the number of full time faculty, the program relies heavily on adjuncts to deliver the program 

across course and field components.  Further, participants expressed a need for better 

compensation for field supervisors and sites and time and resources for coordination of program. 

Again, while this identifies an issue inherent to teacher education in general, these factors limit 
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the ability of the program’s faculty to fully collaborate around philosophy and purpose which has 

been documented as particularly essential for successful collaborative practice (Miller & Stayton, 

1998; 2006; Piper, 2007; Pugach & Blanton, 2009). 

 Further, instructional design and delivery was found to be a relatively independent 

venture completed by the specific instructor of a course.  No shared delivery of program 

components was evident, which prevented candidates from observing faculty collaboration 

which is seen as one way to prepare them for collaborative roles after completing the program 

(Blanton & Pugach, 2011; Miller & Stayton, 2006). However, faculty reported being cognizant 

of details pertaining to their colleagues’ courses and candidates and graduates shared related 

observations. 

 In terms of candidate advising, program faculty share some responsibility by discussing 

candidates collaboratively.  However, each is the primary advisor for individual students, with 

Gina working with candidates designated as ECSE, based on the fact that they are pursuing the 

ECSE licensure option. Mary works with those designated ECE.  When numbers are unequal, 

Mary takes some candidates labeled ECSE. In general advising and other tasks were discussed in 

program meetings but delegated to individual members for completion rather than completed in a 

collaborative manner. Candidate reports also seemed to indicate that each faculty member had 

distinct responsibilities as opposed to a sense of shared leadership.   

Depth of Knowledge. A central issue for collaborative models is related to what 

constitutes the respective expertise for general and for special educators (Blanton & Pugach, 

2011). This program operates from a shared, core program of study which is designed to be 

reflective of both fields and which all candidates complete, regardless of whether they are 

pursuing ECE or ECSE solely or dually. The program currently identifies two courses as specific 
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to ECSE and therefore beyond this core set of coursework. Therefore, it can be argued that the 

shared coursework represents what is seen as crucial expertise for ECE, while the additional 

courses are seen as ECSE specific expertise beyond that which early childhood general educators 

need to know and be able to do. This demonstrates that the program recognizes a distinct and 

value-added role for special education, with specialized knowledge and skills beyond what every 

early childhood educator needs (Blanton & Pugach, 2011). Faculty indicated the program best 

prepares candidates for two discrete roles, primarily those of inclusive classroom teacher/leader 

or ECSE specialist. Overall, participant report pointed to a strong focus on preparation for the 

role of classroom teacher.  

Blanton and Pugach (2011) state that another central issue related to depth of knowledge 

is related to whether there is sufficient program space to fully address all aspects seen as 

necessary for preparation in the two fields.  The graduate level nature of this program appears to 

pose a significant issue here, as it does not afford the same program space as an initial 

undergraduate teacher education program.  Yet, this program serves as both an initial licensure 

program and as an endorsement program.  Therefore, some candidates enter the program with 

little to no experience with teaching young children, or pedagogical training to do so.  

The undergraduate program, which is under development, is intended to serve as a feeder 

program. This may help alleviate pressure on the graduate level program as graduate candidates 

would enter the program having completed an initial teacher education program and thereby 

possessing initial pedagogical training.  The undergraduate program is intended to offer a degree 

and licensure in ECE only, albeit from a blended philosophy. The graduate level program, then, 

would remain as it is and serve as a means for graduates to further their preparation in early 

childhood special education and/or for leadership roles.  
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Performance/portfolio assessments. State licensure and national accreditation standards 

propelled the development and use of performance based assessments within this program. The 

PBAs are a strong feature and valued highly by faculty, adjuncts, candidates and graduates alike. 

Faculty see the PBAs as strengthening the preparation of all candidates and learning experiences 

are embedded throughout program of study to bolster a developmental pathway culminating in 

the demonstration of proficiency through completion of the PBAs in practica.  While all 

candidates experience the related learning activities embedded in the coursework, only those 

pursuing the ECSE licensure complete the PBAs.  Candidates pursuing only the MA in ECE 

complete individualized practica and are not required to complete the PBAs.   

Demonstration of the PBAs is in the form of practicum portfolios.  Of interest in relation 

to collaborative models, assessment of these portfolios is the responsibility of the field 

supervisors, who have little contact with the rest of the program.  Cooperating teachers are asked 

to grade the portfolios as well.  However, that does not always occur and even if it does, the field 

supervisors “regrade the work and their grading trumps that of the cooperating teacher” 

according to Mary.  Therefore, the program does not currently possess shared assessment of 

candidate performance.  Further, grading of the earlier learning activities are the sole 

responsibility of the instructor of respective courses. The design of candidate performance 

assessments has potential implications for collaborative models as they will reflect how faculty 

consider the relationship between special and general education (Blanton & Pugach, 2011). 

Blanton and Pugach (2011) assert that redesigning preservice teacher education as collaborative 

models necessitates reconsideration of performance assessments with particular attention to what 

constitutes adequate or appropriate depth of knowledge from each field. The absence of faculty 
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collaboration around the design and assessment of candidate performance prevents deep analysis 

of how this is planned and enacted in the program. 

PK-12 partnerships. The program faculty describes itself as committed to having “close 

relationships” with field sites. Several sites used have longstanding relationships with the 

program and individual faculty members, particularly Mary who worked at one site as a child 

development specialist and currently sits on the advisory board of another.  Many sites were 

reported to send newly hired staff to the program for licensure as a means to help them obtain 

temporary licensure status. Another site is closely associated with a research center at the 

University.  Therefore, potential exists to develop relationships more indicative of clinically- rich 

teacher education as recommended in the literature (Blanton & Pugach, 2011; Holmes Group, 

1986; 1990; NCATE, 2010, Pugach & Blanton, 2009). However, the program does not currently 

employ such a structure for the clinical components of the program which compromises its 

ability to fulfill a fundamental espoused outcome of collaborative models; simultaneous renewal 

marked by education and teacher education reform.   

All candidates are allowed to complete one practicum in their own work site but based on 

participant report, focus remains on their individual practice, not on systematic or program-wide 

practice. Other practicum sites for individual candidates are selected by Mary and Abby based on 

candidate career aspirations and related needs. Both described the process of finding appropriate 

settings matching the program’s philosophies as problematic particularly for infant/toddler and 

primary settings. Further, supervision and support of candidates in the field is weakened by the 

lack of resources allotted to this important program aspect. These aspects represent a significant 

issue related to the program’s capacity to fulfill its goal of producing leaders who are prepared to 

advocate for inclusion and other best practices for young children and their families.  Candidates 
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may not be exposed to examples of roles and responsibilities required of inclusive practice nor 

authentic settings in which to practice and develop related knowledge and skill.  

Program and adjunct faculty appear hesitant to challenge practice at field sites out of fear 

of not being able to continue to secure practicum placements for candidates or due to 

relationships between sites and other faculty. Faculty in general seem disempowered and at the 

mercy of what is available. Therefore, critical examination of field sites and collaborative 

discourse on the topic is avoided, which creates an additional issue related to candidates’ support 

and space within the program to critically analyze practice. This represents an unfulfilled 

promise of the collaborative design. 

Collaborative nature of the program. As discussed in chapter 2, Blanton and Pugach 

(2011) propose a conceptual framework for understanding the nature of collaboration in teacher 

education programs and developed a typology of collaborative models including three designated 

models: discrete, integrated, and merged. These teacher education models are described by 

Pugach and Blanton (2009) as differentiated along a continuum based on the degree to which 

faculty collaborate and the degree of curricular integration in existence. To aid in the utility of 

the framework for research in this area, Blanton and Pugach (2011) developed indicators of 

practice at each level. The following section explicates the program according to these indicators 

to classify and more adequately describe the nature of the collaborative teacher education 

program at the center of this study. 

Classification of this program as a discrete model would not be appropriate due to the 

fact that it is a single program as opposed to two distinct teacher education programs which 

collaborate with each other. The merged model is not a match to this program either, as merged 

models prepare all candidates to work in both general and special education through a 
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completely integrated curriculum (Blanton & Pugach, 2011). This program operates from a core 

curriculum for all candidates that is shared across multiple program outcome options: ECE only, 

ECSE license only, or both the MA licensure options.  To obtain both the ECSE license and the 

MA in ECE, students are required to take additional courses pertaining to ECSE content (i.e., 

Screening and Assessment and Intervention Strategies). An important aspect of depth of 

knowledge in integrated models is related to how much knowledge regarding working with 

students who have disabilities is considered appropriate for every teacher and where the 

demarcation point is located regarding how the knowledge of special educators is distinguished 

from the role and work of general educators (Pugach & Blanton, 2009).  

This program has identified this delineation. Therefore, it can be classified as an 

integrated model of collaborative teacher education, as it demonstrates acknowledgment that 

there is a “distinct and value-added role for special educators – a role that requires specialized 

knowledge and skills beyond what every teacher should know and be able to do” (Blanton & 

Pugach, 2011, p. 225). Additional alignment with the indicators for integrated programs is also 

evident in that the program adheres to the following aspects outlined in the typology of 

collaborative models pertaining to integrated models (Blanton & Pugach, 2011).  Curricular 

design facilitates obtaining both a degree in ECE and license in ECSE for students who chose to 

do so. ECE and ECSE teacher candidates study together for much of their initial preparation. The 

core assumption of integrated models is that the redesign of both general and special education 

programs can link and integrate curricula to better prepare all teachers by providing a solid 

foundation for teaching all children. Additional coursework/time is required for a special 

education license. Common performance and portfolio assessments exist in both areas (i.e., 

special and general) based on the portions of the program students complete together in the form 
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of embedded learning activities. Further, integrated models of teacher preparation are 

characterized by intentional and systematic efforts by faculty across general and special 

education to coordinate aspects of their programs including coursework and clinical experiences. 

However, the classification of this program as an integrated model of collaborative 

teacher education is not without question. This particular program differs perhaps from the 

majority of programs for which this conceptual framework was intended as it is a solo program 

offering a degree in one field (ECE) and a license in the other (ECSE) through the various 

combinations described earlier. Therefore, coordination across different programs is not at play. 

Additionally, significant issues were identified related to the level of actual collaboration and 

interdisciplinary worth within the program and between the program and field sites. These 

compromise the classification of the program as collaborative as date pointed to a culture of 

delegation born out of sheer necessity and desperation to deliver the program given the reality of 

significantly scarce resources. This reality affords little opportunity for faculty to collaborate not 

to mention for candidates to observe or practice collaborative skills.  However, data in this study 

points to clear and intentional coordination across the various program outcome options and 

therefore to the designation of this program as an integrated model.  

 This section has provided rational for characterizing the program according to research 

on collaborative models of teacher education based on examination of the description of the 

program’s parameters of practice presenting in chapters four and five.  To further analyze the 

program as a system of such practice, the interactions of these parameters of practice were 

examined to identify elements of harmony and tension.  The next section details that analysis. 

Harmony and tension within the system. To focus the analysis on collaborative teacher 

education, issues of congruence from the perspective of the conceptual framework were 
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examined to identify elements of harmony as well as tensions specific to the research questions 

(Engeström, 1987; 1999). Therefore, the descriptive analysis detailed in chapters four and five 

was examined to investigate how all of the parameters of practice within the program worked 

together as a system.  This section will discuss themes of balance related to elements of harmony 

and tension within the program. These issues of balance relate to: (1) depth of knowledge across 

ages; (2) depth of knowledge across roles and professional identities; (3) the espoused focus on 

practical, authentic, developmental learning and the nature of PK-12 partnerships; and (4) 

interdisciplinary, collaborative practice within a culture of delegation and attainment of the 

espoused outcome of “moving the field.” 

Depth of knowledge across ages. Early childhood education is marked by three distinct 

age groups:  birth to three years (infant/toddler), 3 years to 5 years (preschool), and kindergarten 

through third grade (primary). As noted previously, study participants indicated that much of the 

program targets preparation for working with the preschool population for reasons including 

concern for meeting candidate needs in relation to career aspirations and the availability of field 

sites in which to complete practica.  In sum, participants indicated that most candidates enter the 

program already working in and/or planning to work with the preschool population, with very 

few being interested in primary settings.   

An element of harmony exists in that the program faculty describe the preschool 

practicum sites available for candidates to be the most robust and of the highest quality and level 

of alignment with the program philosophy as illustrated in previous chapters.  Therefore, 

harmony appears to exist between candidate desires, program philosophy, and available 

resources in the case of available clinical settings. 
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However, the ECSE licensure for which candidates are prepared covers the full early 

childhood age range of birth to eight years, and therefore all three age groups. Interviews with 

participants in all categories (faculty, adjunct, candidates, and graduates) reflected an imbalance 

toward the preschool age group and therefore a lack of depth of knowledge related to other age 

groups, both in coursework and in clinical aspects of the program. Therefore, tensions are 

evident within the system in relation to this issue.  

Only two of the seven graduates and six candidate participants described the program as 

balanced across the three age ranges. The graduate spoke of coursework rather than field 

experiences, expressing confidence that she could “look in her books and notes and figure it 

out.”  Specifically, she shared that, 

I definitely think there was the balance between the three age groups. For the infant to 

toddlers, I felt that we learned a lot of how to work with the family and about 

developmental milestones. Then with early childhood and pre-school there was a lot 

more of the lesson planning, setting up your classroom. Then the curriculum course 

covered all areas too, especially for the elementary ages. Yeah, I do feel like there was a 

really good balance. 

Although this graduate felt confident that she had been exposed to knowledge across the age 

ranges, her comments do not show that she had opportunities to development related knowledge 

and skill across all ages. The one candidate who described the program as relatively balanced 

added that, “more information regarding the infant/toddler age group might be needed.” 

All other graduate and candidate participants described a heavy focus on the preschool 

age range.  For example, one graduate stated that in her opinion she, “would definitely say that 

preschool was the focus.”  Another indicated that, “preschool got the most focus, no question. 
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And there was definitely very little about infants. I felt like I got close to zero or very little about 

school age children.” The following comments from a candidate are quite similar, 

It’s very preschool oriented. I feel in my element in my preschool practicum, but I felt 

very lost in the primary practicum because I think we even talk more about the toddlers 

than we do primary. I feel I have way more tools for preschool than the other groups. 

Yet another candidate shared additional information about the impact of this imbalance for 

practicum experiences when she stated that when she “started my infant/toddler practicum I felt 

naked!! What am I going to do!! So yeah I think the program offers more at the preschool level 

than for the other two.”  

As noted in earlier chapters, faculty also acknowledged that the program was geared 

more toward preschool ages and settings.  Gina stated that, “It’s definitely viewed as geared 

toward classroom teaching and preschool.  I mean it’s just the way it is.”  Further, Abby added 

that she believed, “preschool gets a ton and next is infant/toddler and third is primary.” 

As shown here, interview data strongly suggest the dominance of the preschool age range 

across the program.  Further, document analysis confirmed what Mary had shared regarding the 

fact that the preschool practicum contains more performance based assessments than the other 

two practica which target the other two age ranges. This represents various tensions within the 

program when considered an activity system and therefore affects the program’s ability to 

achieve its object of preparing early childhood educators for the full range of the ECSE licensure 

and range of settings considered to be part of the early childhood landscape. This presents 

significant challenge for the program in relation to its espoused design and outcomes. Not only 

are candidates potentially not fully prepared for existing roles, their understanding and critical 

reflection on the current status of the field and practice is incomplete with such narrow focus on 
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the part of the program.  This may limit their ability to serve as the change agents and leaders the 

program hopes that they become.  

Depth of knowledge across professional designations and related roles. Early 

Childhood Education also includes a variety of roles and responsibilities for early childhood 

educators and early childhood special educators. One graduate expressed an aspect of harmony 

between her perceived needs demonstrated by this program in that her search for a preparation 

program came up with very few programs that focused on children younger than kindergarten 

and offered curricula across early childhood and early childhood special education. 

That’s what I was looking for was a Master’s that was early childhood and also special 

education, and one that had a focus that was really preschool, because many of the other 

programs I looked at had early childhood Master’s programs that were really focused on 

K through three, and that’s what they called early childhood.  You couldn’t find a 

program that really included birth to six, so that was one of the things that attracted me to 

the program, is that I would get the early childhood but also get that special education 

piece [and focus on the preschool age group]. 

This quotation obviously illustrates a perceived benefit of the focus on the preschool age range 

discussed above, but also that of a perceived benefit of the collaborative nature of this program 

and others like it which offer candidates an opportunity to expand their knowledge and skills 

across early childhood education and early childhood special education.  Further, this graduate’s 

apparent difficulty finding a program that approached teacher education from a collaborative 

stance and focused on younger (non-school age) children and contexts indicates an issue specific 

to collaborative teacher education in the early childhood context. Given the fact that the 

personnel preparation requirements and standards for teachers and caretakers of our youngest 
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children are often quite minimal, much of the ECE workforce is simply not prepared in the same 

academic contexts as ECSE professionals.  Nonetheless, this program represents an attempt to 

provide collaborative preparation across the two disciplines and with a focus on younger ages.  

This is indicative of harmony between the espoused design of producing leaders in the field of 

early childhood, as defined as birth to five years, who are seen as requiring knowledge across 

ECE and ECSE, and the blended curricula which forms the foundation for the program design. 

Professional designations. Other aspects of harmony within the program pertaining to the 

two fields were related to the program dimensions of community and curricular coherence. An 

example illustrating curricular coherence across professional designations (i.e., ECE and ECSE) 

is evident in the following graduate comments. 

Even though it took me longer to get through the program, I had a cohort of students 

pretty much that I went through with that were in the classes.  Some of them were, they 

called it “Master’s only” and some were the ECSE.  I never really knew, because I saw 

the same people, every once in a while I would go, “Are you going to be in this class?” 

but it wasn’t an assumption that I could make. I’m pretty sure there was a class that I took 

called “Managing challenging behaviors” and everybody was in that class.  That’s just 

one example.  I couldn’t even tell you now which ones the special education classes 

were.  I couldn’t single out which were the students who were ECSE either. 

This particular interview segment illustrates not only that the coursework was blended and 

coherent, but also that the community of learners was blended and coherent. Therefore, the core, 

shared program of study employed by the program can be considered an aspect of harmony 

within this system of collaborative teacher education.   Further, despite the fact that the program 

does not employ a cohort model, students expressed that they developed close, supportive 
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relationships as evidenced in the following candidate stated, “we are pretty close a lot of 

us…We're texting and calling and emailing all the time to support each other.” While the 

majority of candidate and graduate participants shared that they had developed relationships with 

peers as well, one graduate interview illustrated a shared reflection across that majority that the 

graduate nature of the program, coupled with the fact that candidates are typically working full 

time, created barriers to the development of a sense of community as individuals only saw each 

other for class sessions. 

One candidate, who had come to the program with previous special education experience, 

expressed a key benefit to the blended (across ECE and ECSE professional identities) nature of 

the candidate population when she acknowledged,  

I was surprised that the program included such basic, entry level special education 

content but it was okay. I guess it has helped me see that ECE teachers don’t have that 

special education background and now it is easier for me to collaborate with ECE 

teachers now that I have had classmates who did not have that background.  

This highlights harmony within the program related directly to its design as a collaborative 

program which brings together individuals who might identify as ECE or ECSE discretely. 

Further, as this candidate shared that she feels more prepared to collaborate now that she has a 

better understanding of the knowledge of her colleagues, this shows evidence that the program’s 

espoused outcome related to promoting inclusion is at least partially addressed when candidates 

feel they are more prepared to work collaboratively with professionals from other fields.  

While this shows promise to promote a culture where all professionals take a shared 

approach to responsibility for all children (Murawski & Hughes, 2009; NAEYC, CEC, & NHSA, 

2012) which is seen as an important element in regards to successful inclusion (Walther-Thomas, 
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Korinek, McLaughlin, & Williams, 2000), little evidence was uncovered in this study pointing to 

opportunities within the program design or enactment for candidates to attain specific skills to 

collaborate in authentic, inclusive contexts. This particular candidate described her 

understanding of what colleagues knew to have increased, but did not detail further information 

as to her own increased skills related to working with others.  

 However, data pointed to a related area of tension due to imbalance in regards to the 

depth of knowledge pertaining to ECE and ECSE across the program. Current candidates and 

graduates who participated in this study expressed mixed perceptions regarding cohesion across 

the program in terms of the disciplines, with most expressing a heavier focus on ECSE. This 

echoes findings from Miller & Stayton (1998). Some current candidates, however, felt that 

cohesion did exist across the program in regards to the disciplines.  For example one candidate 

shared, 

I think it is pretty balanced actually. I think you can go either way especially since I have 

seen in the assignments that there is always an ECE piece that you do for everybody and 

then you have this additional piece related to how would you accommodate for a child 

with special needs. So there is always a piece from both and so I think it is pretty 

balanced so far. 

This particular comment seems to illustrate a perception that the content pertaining to ECE and 

ECSE is blended at least to some degree at the course and assignment level of the program. 

However, another candidate shared the following insight, 

I think that the entire time it's just been so blended that I haven't noticed much of a   

difference and I have talked to other students who are just getting their masters and they 
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have said there’s so much special education that has nothing to do with what they want to 

do that they feel that it is so blended it’s just not relevant. 

Despite the fact that this comment illustrates a disconnect between a candidate’s apparent lack of 

value in the blended content and the program’s collaborative approach, the speaker appears to 

highlight how the program includes ECE and ECSE content in all courses, including those 

targeting students only pursuing the ECE outcome option. However, the balance of attention 

across the two seems to be out of balance according to most participants with more consideration 

for ECSE reported most frequently.  This has also been documented as a finding in other work 

(i.e., Miller & Stayton, 1998).   

Miller and Losardo (2002), however, detailed findings showing the opposite, that 

graduates of unified programs perceived themselves to possess more knowledge and skill related 

to ECE than ECSE. This seems evident for this program as well when considering the finding 

that most participants also expressed a heavier focus on the role of the classroom teacher than 

other roles.  Taken together these two findings from this study seem to contradict each other as 

they suggests that while participants perceived content to be more heavily weighted toward 

ECSE, overall preparation was most heavily weighted toward the role of ECE classroom teacher.  

While the focus was detailed as preparation for the role of inclusive classroom teacher, the role 

was still considered primarily that of an ECE professional as opposed to an ECSE professional.  

Relatedly, Mary shared a concern that, “there's still some perception that those kids are 

not my main responsibility as a general education teacher.”  She acknowledged that this is an 

issue with candidates, field sites, and cooperating teachers. This is indicative of the reality 

programs are faced with related to dispositions, values, and beliefs candidates possess and which 

are expressed in the field.  The difficulty for teacher education to adequately assess and change 
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candidate dispositions and attitudes is well documented (Floden & Meniketti, 2005). Given the 

espoused outcomes of this particular program, which are similar to many other collaborative 

models of teacher education, changing attitudes and dispositions is particularly important 

especially if graduates are to embrace and promote renegotiated roles and responsibility through 

reform and change agent activity. 

 Other current candidates and graduates expressed a sense that the overall program 

contained more early childhood special education content than early childhood education.  For 

example, one candidate who was in her last semester pursuing the dual program option described 

the relationship between ECE and ECSE in the program as follows. 

I think there's far more special education than there's general education.  There are times 

that I am just like I would like to do an assignment that is for typically developing 

children. I think I have a far better understanding of how to help children who have 

disabilities than who don't. 

None of those interviewed shared the opposite view, which would have held that the program 

was more heavily weighted to ECE.  In fact across all current candidates (6) and graduates (7) 

interviews, a belief was expressed that the program was either relatively balanced in terms of 

ECE and ECSE focus or if one was felt to be more dominant, ECSE was named.  Abby also 

indicated a perception that the program seemed to include more ECSE than ECE. She expressed 

a related concern. 

I think the program is far more special education heavy. So I think you could take 

somebody who’s really more identified with that general education perspective and they 

could do a lot of those special education things [as a result of completing the program].  

Where my question remains is could you take someone who is very special education 
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focused and they get all this ECE stuff but can they make the leap to understanding 

children and families and where children go in the bigger picture of the educational 

system. 

Her concern seemed related to a potential issue regarding depth of knowledge (Pugach & 

Blanton, 2009) pertaining specifically to general teaching and ECE. When considering the depth 

of knowledge in a collaborative teacher education program, the expectation is for adequate depth 

to be included in the program from both fields is of particular importance and the concern raised 

here around teaching in general highlights tension and incapacity for the program to achieve 

goals related to preparing individuals in either field, not to mention both.   

 Further, adequate preparation across both fields necessitates examination of competencies 

required by professionals in various roles.  For example, Gettinger et al (1999) identified 

competencies seen as essential for inclusion specialists. The next section will detail harmony and 

tension observed regarding balance across professional roles for which the program attempts to 

and is charged to prepare candidates for. 

Professional roles. This study also illuminated tensions related to preparation across the 

various roles and professional identities inherent to ECE and ECSE. Examples of the variety of 

professional roles within early childhood education and early childhood special education 

include lead classroom teachers, reading and literacy specialists, early childhood special 

educators who teach in segregated settings for children with special needs, ECSE who work as 

itinerant service providers and/or consultants, early intervention providers, resource teachers in 

primary education settings, ECE and ECSE teachers who work as co-teaching partners, and 

many more.  Further, the settings in which ECE and ECSE professionals work vary considerably 

including home and community based settings for infants and toddlers, Head Start and School 
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District preschool settings, private preschools, schools specifically for children with disabilities, 

and public and private schools providing primary education, to name a few.  

Therefore, the breadth of preparation a collaborative early childhood teacher education 

program needs to address is vast and tensions will undoubtedly be present based on program 

resources such as appropriate field sites for clinical components and relative expertise and 

experiences of faculty. While this is an issue for teacher education programs in general, it is of 

increased importance for collaborative models in early childhood education as that particular 

context is marked by a higher variance of roles and settings.  Therefore, there are simply more 

content areas and experiences to attempt to cover within a program. 

While this program is charged with preparing individuals for the various roles and 

settings associated with a birth to age 8 year ECSE license and a master’s degree in ECE, 

tensions were seen to exist between various aspects of the program as a system related to depth 

of knowledge and practical experience afforded to candidates across the various roles and 

responsibilities through coursework and clinical practice.  The program appeared to demonstrate 

a primary focus on the roles of the inclusive preschool classroom teacher/leader and that of a 

specialist in ECSE. Four of the six current candidates who participated shared a perception that 

the role of classroom teacher dominated their preparation.  For example, one candidate shared, 

I would say the classroom is the main one and then the ECSE consult is the second.  It 

depends on the class a bit...the curriculum course is for classroom and social behavior is 

more for the consultant role. 

This may indicate that the program spreads knowledge and skills related to various roles and 

settings across the program by making them more central in particular courses. When Gina was 
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asked whether one type of professional role was afforded more attention due to the structure and 

availability of learning opportunities she replied, “well classroom teacher, yeah, absolutely.” 

In terms of exposure to a range of roles in a range of settings and across age groups, Gina 

added that, “students have to do an infant/toddler, preschool and K-2 practicum…but it’s not 

always as extensive as we want them to be.” She also indicated that alternatives to classroom 

teaching for practica are reserved for candidates who already possess experience as a classroom 

teacher, as evidenced in the following quotation.  

For the most part, 99% of the time, they are placed as a classroom teacher for practicum 

except for the cases where they want a different experience based on career aspirations.  

For example, if they want to be a part of an assessment team we might do that but only if 

they had extensive experience as a classroom teacher as that is primary. 

Gina and Mary both shared that this practice was derived from a belief that in order to be 

successful in non-teaching roles, graduates would need to have a deep understanding of and 

extensive experience with teaching, as non-teaching roles often require a foundational 

understanding of classroom teaching in order for an individual to be successful.  

Further discussion revealed that infant/toddler experiences are most often in center-based 

child care settings as classroom teachers for toddlers, as opposed to early intervention programs 

marked by home and community based itinerant service delivery by ECSE professionals. 

Therefore, the capacity of the program to prepare candidates for professional roles as early 

intervention providers is significantly reduced. In fact, few students receive any experience with 

home visiting, which further complicates candidates’ ability to develop knowledge and skills 

related to not just home visiting but also related to working with families.  While home visiting 

experiences were not discussed often during interviews, one graduate shared the following. 
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I didn’t actually get really to do any home-type things. There was definitely bits and 

pieces talked about throughout our courses, what that might look like, but I did not get to 

experience or shadow anybody doing that. Therefore I am not as confident in that area 

but definitely I can look through the books and all my notes that I took, and probably 

figure it out. I learn by doing or learn by watching first, so being able if I were to be in 

that position, I would love to be able to shadow someone for a week or something. I 

wouldn’t shy away from taking a position like that if it were offered, but I don’t know if I 

know as much about it as the rest. 

This graduate’s comments speak directly to a systemic tension between the program’s rules, 

tools, and object.  This program demonstrates a value and strong focus on practical, authentic 

learning experiences, yet this graduate was not afforded authentic experiences with this 

professional role or related skill.   

 An interview with Abby helped to look at this issue more broadly.  When considering the 

range of roles and settings which characterize early childhood education/special education and 

the associated learning opportunities embedded within the program, she stated, 

I think that learning about them is step one and I'm not even sure that we do that all that 

well…But I think  we are getting better at teaching them the knowledge piece of it but in 

terms of experience the practicum sites are so limited in terms of what they [the 

candidates] can do...there are occasionally situations where we can start to influence a 

little as to what candidates get to do and be exposed to as we continue to build 

relationships with those practicum folks and the longer we hold onto those folks the more 

we can do that. 
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Abby’s comments relate directly to the program dimension of PK-12 partnerships (Pugach & 

Blanton, 2009) as she indicates that through deepening relationships with clinical sites the 

program might be able to better influence the nature of experiences candidates are exposed to. As 

noted, document analysis of program planning meeting minutes revealed that faculty are 

interested in developing more robust relationships with the field.  This interest demonstrates an 

additional area of harmony.  The lack of related resources for developing such relationships as 

well as for appropriate mentoring and support of candidates, faculty and field sites as discussed 

previously marks a related tension which will be explored next. 

Depth of knowledge regarding practical, authentic, developmental learning. Earlier 

discussions illustrated that the program highly values a model of teacher education which is well-

grounded in practical, authentic learning experiences.  Further, the program strives to offer these 

learning experiences on a developmental trajectory that affords candidates early and ongoing 

opportunities to develop knowledge and skills related to being a teacher, ECSE specialist, and 

leader for the field first in coursework and later in practicum. However, this analysis has also 

illuminated that the program’s work toward these goals is significantly compromised by the 

nature of the relationships the programs have with field sites. 

Faculty expressed challenge related to securing field experiences for candidates that 

include examples of the full range of the early childhood context including ages, roles, and 

professional designations. Further, current relationships with and availability of systemic models 

of collaborative practice are few as the program is forced at times to use less than ideal sites in 

order to find sites at all. Pugach and Blanton (2009) detail that the availability of quality field 

placements and the degree to which teacher and program practice in the field match what 

preservice students are learning, is a consistent challenge in teacher education.  
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 This challenge surfaced in this study as participants described how the disparity 

experienced between what was disseminated by the program and what was observed in field sites 

was significantly difficult. This illustrates a lack of congruence between what the program 

promotes in coursework and what the candidates experience in the field. Securing quality field 

sites is of particular importance in regards to preparing teachers for inclusive contexts, as is the 

degree to which programs have access to sites where collaboration among general and special 

education teachers is practiced (Pugach & Blanton, 2009). Further, research has documented that 

historically, field experiences, and other program components have not been well connected, 

resulting in fragmentation and therefore a lack of congruence (Clift & Brady, 2005).   

The fact that relationships with field sites cannot always be relied upon and do not afford 

the program the ability to provide all candidates with experiences matching the program’s 

mission and goals related to promoting quality, inclusive, and evidence-based practice does not 

align with recommendations regarding the nature of university-field relationships in general or 

within collaborative teacher education models (NCATE, 2010; Pugach & Blanton, 2009). Past 

lessons, such as those from the Holmes Group (1986) have illustrated that reform of teaching and 

of teacher education must occur simultaneously, with both higher education and local 

educational programs relying on and assisting each other to improve the outcomes of their 

respective work (Pugach & Blanton, 2009). Further, a key lesson from the Holmes Group (1986) 

is that relationships should be a central focus in design of university-field agreements.  The 

NCATE 2010 Blue Ribbon Report on clinical preparation and partnerships for improved student 

learning suggests that to, 

prepare effective teachers for 21st century classrooms, teacher education must shift away 

from a norm which emphasizes academic preparation and course work loosely linked to 
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school-based experiences. Rather, it must move to programs that are fully grounded in 

clinical practice and interwoven with academic content and professional courses (p. ii).  

Capraro, Capraro, & Helfeldt (2010) share that in order for field experiences to create a 

bridge between theory and practice clinical experiences need to be anchored in school-university 

partnerships which include:  

(a) explicit purposes that are clearly explained to teacher candidates, and mutually 

supported and understood by field-based practitioners and campus-based instructors; (b) 

periodic evaluation that ensures that the purposes are being accomplished; (c) field-based 

learning is developmentally sequenced and integrated over the entire teacher education 

curriculum to avoid redundancy or creating conditions for assumptive teaching; (d) 

provisions exist for altering the quantity and duration of the field experience to fit 

individual differences among groups of novice teachers; and (e) cadres of exemplary 

models of field based teacher educators (mentor teachers) are identified and cultivated 

(Cruickshank & Armaline, 1986; Erdman, 1983; Goodman, 1985; Grisham, Berg, Jacobs, 

& Mathison, 2002) (p. 133). 

These recommendations help examine the field based elements of this program.  Specifically, 

comparison of the program to these recommendations helped illuminate areas of harmony, such 

as the developmentally sequenced design of the program, which has explicitly explained 

connections to performance based assessments in practicum. Tensions also are illustrated in this 

comparison, including the focus on cultivating cadres of exemplary field based teacher educators 

as the roles of the field and cooperating teachers were found to be minimal in this program. 

Further, as illustrated in comments made by Abby and Mary regarding finding practicum 

placements, the faculty seem empowered and at the mercy of what is available. 
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We've struggled to find quality sites for all of our practicum students and it makes a 

dilemma for our students because they are faced with us saying this is how it should be 

and then what’s actually happening out there.  

Graduates and candidates also shared concerns and reflections on being confronted by a 

disparity between what they hear in coursework and see in the field. One candidate reflected on 

the nature of particular settings as compared to what was presented as best practice in 

coursework that mirrors Mary’s comments. 

We’re learning so much about what best practice and evidence based is. However, we see 

that's not the reality.  Then as an individual professional in a setting there will be 

limitations, there will be guidelines, what can I do?. 

This interview segment touches on the availability of authentic learning experiences related to 

the knowledge, skills, and dispositions the program desires for candidates within the field sites in 

which candidates work and complete practica. Further, as this candidate alludes to, not all 

candidates are afforded supportive opportunities to apply the knowledge or skills they learn 

about in coursework when the nature of field sites is not aligned with or demonstrating those 

skills. 

In another example, one recent graduate who works in an inclusive preschool setting as a 

lead ECE teacher shared the following. 

Collaboration was a huge piece of the program and learning about it really helped me to 

realize that the school that I am at really is not good at it at all. It is something I strive for 

but it is really hard when you are at a place where it is not the culture and it is hard as a 

lowly preschool teacher. I am the only preschool teacher in a K-5 school. And with 
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inclusion…that was also a huge part of the program but once again I found that in the real 

world a lot of people are not good at that either. 

This excerpt also illustrates this graduate’s apparent lack of agency to change the practices she 

observed and perceives as inappropriate.  She clearly expresses the difficulty she sees in 

implementing much of what she learned in the program in regards to collaboration and inclusion 

within the reality of her work.  Further, her comments reflect a feeling of powerlessness to 

impact change.  This is certainly in contrast to the program’s espoused outcome of preparing 

leaders who act as change agents who support system reform. 

 This relates directly to recommendations such as those of The Holmes Group and 

highlighted by Capraro, Capraro, and Helfeldt (2010), who explain that partnerships between 

teacher education programs and field sites should promote rethinking and reinventing schools 

that not only promote development of quality teachers, but also the renewal of the field sites 

themselves.  The nature of the relationships between this program and its field sites has been 

characterized as far from such a situation. Both Mary and Abby work hard to build a network of 

practicum sites and cooperating teachers, yet often securing sites involves compromising 

program ideals. 

 Inherent structural and administrative aspects may be barriers related to this tension.  

Faculty are thinly stretched and are not afforded time or other resources necessary to fully 

support all candidates in the field not to mention develop and maintain robust mutually beneficial 

PK-12 partnerships that would align with the recommendations from the literature such as 

NCATE’s Report of the Blue Ribbon Panel on Clinical Preparation and Partnerships for 

Improved Student Learning (2010). This report calls for “programs that are fully grounded in 

clinical practice and interwoven with academic content and professional courses” (p. II).  
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Grossman and McDonald (2008) argue that research that will help move teacher education 

forward will be such that reconnects to the field of teaching.  This necessitates teacher education 

faculty to practice engaged scholarship (Boyer, 1990) and become embedded in the field while 

sharing the responsibility of preparing candidates with field practitioners (Yendol-Hoppey et al., 

2013).  Current structural and resource deficiencies currently prevent this program, as with many 

others, from achieving or even fully attempting this conception of teacher education.  

As noted earlier, an essence of harmony within this program exists in its espoused 

developmental design.  This design is intended to afford candidates early opportunities to 

develop knowledge and skills that build through a developmental trajectory supported by a 

recommended course sequence. However, the fact that the program does not employ a cohort 

model, that it accepts new candidates each semester, and can only offer each program course 

once a year, result in the reality that candidates are often not following that recommended 

sequence. This compromises the developmental intention and leads to candidates feeling that the 

program is fragmented and at times overly repetitive.  For example, one current candidate 

expressed, “there is a lot of overlap and I'm doing some of the same assignments in this class as I 

did in others and I'm fine with doing that...but at the same time when you have so much other 

stuff it feels like a waste of time.  But this might be because I was supposed to take this class at 

the beginning. I’m not sure how I missed it.”  This is indicative of issues of overall curricular 

coherence. 

Despite the fact that the program does not employ a cohort model for the traditional, 

campus-based program, students expressed that they developed close, supportive relationships as 

evidenced in the following candidate stated, “we are pretty close a lot of us…We're texting and 

calling and emailing all the time to support each other.” While the majority of candidate and 
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graduate participants shared that they had developed relationships with peers as well, as noted 

earlier, one graduate expressed that the graduate nature of the program, coupled with the fact that 

candidates are typically working full time, created barriers to the development of a sense of 

community as individuals only saw each other for class sessions. 

Interdisciplinary, collaborative practice within a culture of delegation and implications 

for graduate agency as change agents.  As mentioned previously, the program possesses a 

faculty that is interdisciplinary in composition but not in interaction or work.  Indeed, the entire 

group responsible for delivering the program, which includes the program and adjunct faculty, 

field supervisors, and cooperating teachers, does not have the opportunity to meet on a regular 

basis. Competing priorities for faculty time and other resources affect the capacity for 

interdisciplinary and shared responsibility for the program delivery which has created an 

environment where tasks are assigned and delegated rather than conducted through collaborative 

means. This is in sharp contrast to recommendations from the literature (Miler & Stayton 1998; 

2006; Piper, 2007; Pugach & Blanton, 2009) on successful and meaningful collaboration in 

teacher education. For this particular program, this creates a particular challenge related to 

promoting inclusive, collaborative practice and leaders who help propel educational reform.  

Candidates are not exposed to models of interdisciplinary work or collaboration and therefore are 

at a disadvantage when needing to demonstrate related skills. In particular, this compromises 

graduates ability to promote reform.  

Mary indicated that perhaps one of the most difficult challenges for candidates was the 

confrontation between best practice explored in coursework and observations in the field. 

It’s a dilemma for our students because they are faced with us saying this is how it should 

be and then what’s actually happening out there and so I think another thing that we have 
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as a primary principle of our program is that you need to be an advocate and you need to 

be careful and you need to recognize your position as a practicum student but certainly 

once you are hired some place you need to be an advocate for best practice.  

This depiction of community and school settings in which candidates are placed for 

practicum and/or working demonstrates what was discussed earlier regarding an ongoing 

challenge related to the clinical components of this program.  It is clear that candidates are often 

confronted with sites which do not demonstrate the practices they learn about in the program as 

is the case with many programs of teacher education.  Most importantly, however, candidates are 

not afforded opportunities to explore how best to confront disparities in efforts to change 

practice. Indeed, graduates interviewed for this study expressed a lack of self-efficacy for such a 

task. Graduates and current candidates interviewed in this study were asked to describe their 

sense of self-efficacy for inclusive practice as a result of participation in the program and 

interviews often exposed significant concerns regarding their sense of empowerment or agency 

related to their ability to impact or change the field. 

Previous chapters have used the parameters of practice from activity theory (Engeström, 

1987; 1999) as a framework to examine and describe this teacher education program.  Embedded 

throughout this framework has been further application of the analytic framework from the 

perspective of collaborative models of teacher education (i.e., Pugach & Blanton, 2009). When 

the above sections of this chapter are examined collectively, examination of the parameters of 

practice and the five program dimensions illustrate how this program can be conceptualized as a 

system. The examination of this program from the standpoint of collaborative teacher education 

was conducted as a means to not only describe and understand the nature of this particular 
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program, but also to begin to better understand collaborative teacher education in general.  

Therefore, implications for current and future collaboration teacher education are discussed next. 

A Summary of the Program: Key Tenets and Characteristics 

To develop a summative description of the program, a list of descriptors comprised of 

sentiments and aspects that continually surfaced during data collection and analysis was 

compiled.  This list was then shared with the program and adjunct faculty.  Through 

collaboration with Gina, the list was finalized and she then indicated that it provided an 

“excellent summary” of the program.  The final list is presented in Appendix H. This summary 

helped illustrate aspects of the program’s core philosophies and values in relation to its 

enactment toward its espoused outcomes providing a venue for examination of its function as a 

system and greater implications. First, elements of the summative list regarding foundational 

philosophies and the principle curricular tenets of the program is discussed.  Then the program’s 

commitment to inclusive practice is examined.  Lastly, the list supported analysis of the faculty 

composition and interaction both within its membership and with students before a discussion of 

enduring characteristics and general concerns conclude this section. 

Foundational philosophies and principle curricular tenets. Study participants 

described the program as one which draws foundational philosophies from both the ECE and 

ECSE fields and encourages students to complete a program of study that leads to both a degree 

in ECE and a license in ECSE. The program has historically approached the blending of ECE 

and ECSE content at the course level and all programs of study related to the various program 

outcome options share a core set of coursework. This central design element is seen as helping 

the program embrace a state wide and broader overall goal focused on producing leaders who 

will help move the field by advocating for best practices on behalf of children and families. 
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In terms of principal curricular tenets, participants stressed attention to alignment of the 

program design and curriculum to the national and state standards for ECE and ECSE from 

NAEYC and CEC/DEC. This is expressed through attention to these standards at the course level 

and work has been done to ensure all are covered at some point in the program. Further, study 

participants described a centrality of social emotional development. Indeed, data analysis 

illuminated a programmatic focus on social emotional development as fundamental to teaching 

both children with and without disabilities. Of note is the presence of a research agenda focused 

on positive behavior supports located at the University.  When asked about the influence of these 

factors on the program, Barbara had indicated that research faculty engaged in related work had 

been central participants in the original design and curriculum development for the program.  

Document review and faculty interview helped illustrate that the research activities related to 

social emotional development and positive behavior support continue and are thriving at the 

university. Therefore, it seems evident that the program draws from this contextual aspect to 

consider classroom management from a positive behavior support framework.  The philosophical 

foundations and curricula are delivered through a combination of university and field based 

courses and experiences.  Throughout, the program faculty are committed to promoting inclusive 

practice with is discussed next. 

Commitment to inclusive practice. While acknowledging significant issues around 

securing adequate and appropriate field sites for candidates, program faculty stressed an ongoing 

focus on the use of practical, natural and inclusive settings to allow candidates to engage in 

realistic, authentic learning experiences throughout the program. However, an ongoing challenge 

exists related to securing quality, inclusive practicum placements where candidates have 

opportunities to observe and practice quality, inclusive and evidenced based practice. Gina 
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shared that many sites don't have early childhood special educators on site to serve as mentors 

and authentic models of ECSE roles and responsibilities. Truly inclusive sites, as defined by 

program faculty, were described as rare particularly at the primary level. Nonetheless, the 

program design remains centered on the use of authentic, performance-based learning 

opportunities that are seen as a developmental progression of skill and knowledge development 

with earlier experiences serving as a means for students to build skills which are ultimately 

demonstrated fully in practicum.  Participants across groups in this study confirmed this intention 

and the enactment of related course and practica assignments/experiences.  

Additionally, the program design is intended to promote a value for children with and 

without special needs being cared for and educated together in inclusive settings and there is a 

focus on embedded instruction as a key skill area to promote inclusion. Indeed, the promotion of 

the use of evidence-based practices and the ability to understand, use and conduct research as 

ECE/ECSE professionals is seen as a heavy focus and described as discussed extensively in the 

courses specific to the ECSE licensure. However, faculty identified another ongoing key 

challenge for candidates related to the disconnect between program content and the reality of 

practice in the field, a common issue across teacher education (NCATE, 2010). However, this is 

particularly problematic for the collaborative nature and espoused aspirations of the program 

related to producing leaders that will promote inclusive practice as little evidence that more than 

acknowledgment of this disconnect was embedded in the program curricula.  One adjunct faculty 

in particular lamented the lack of space within the program for candidates to critically examine 

observed practice in relation to what the program deemed was best practice. 

As noted in previous chapters, an inherent assumption of collaborative models of teacher 

education is that collaboration across general and special education at the preservice level will 
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lead to graduates who are better prepared to address the wide diversity of students, including 

those with disabilities, they will teach (Pugach, Blanton, & Boveda, in press). This program also 

holds this assumption.  The program’s philosophy of inclusion and diversity is marked by a 

philosophy of diversity that holds that all children and families are unique and that strategies are 

universal in that they are seen as applicable to a wide range of children and situations. Cultural 

responsivity was described as the lens through which diversity was viewed.  While this 

represents some attention to the intersection of disability and broader notions of diversity, it 

neglects to fully and deeply explore what it truly means to consider and meet the needs of 

children across the full range of diversity or to investigate and critically analyze related roles and 

responsibilities in an inclusive context that would embody such ideals. Pugach and Blanton 

(2012) have suggested that for collaborative programs of teacher education to demonstrate 

transformed curricula related to this issue, the relationships between special and general 

education as well as between disability and broader notions of diversity need to be explored.  

Indeed, they state, 

In moving toward transformation, the curricula of such programs will need to move away 

from an additive approach, where special education content has simply been placed 

within or appended to an existing curriculum (Pugach & Blanton , 2009), and address 

more fully how to situate content related to disability within multiple, intersecting 

diversity communities.  This requires a more thorough rethinking of the curriculum’s 

underpinnings. 

Such rethinking has not fully occurred in this program.  Both ECE and ECSE content is present 

at the course level, but not necessarily redefined into something new and often the discourse of 

study participants denoted that individuals designated particular courses and/or other program 
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components as one field or the other. As noted, the program has an enduring philosophy which 

holds that all children are unique and knowledge and skills within the curriculum can apply to 

work with all children.  This focus stresses individualization and responsiveness to cultural 

aspects; both considered to be “best practices” for ECE/ECSE.  However, this represents neglect 

of how the preparation of teachers should be structured to ensure candidates’ abilities to meet the 

needs of all children in such diverse groups. Perhaps most importantly, little evidence was 

identified suggesting the program fully addresses preparation for candidates to serve as members 

of teams of professionals who work together to meet the needs of all and reform practice. The 

lack of truly inclusive settings possessing such teams of professionals poses another issue 

pertaining to the program’s ability to fully prepare candidates for such work. 

Specific attention to critical analysis of related roles and responsibilities is lacking in this 

program. Therefore, the program’s ability to produce leaders or change agents to help with 

reform of the field is again limited as attention to the full impact increasing diversity is having on 

educational systems as well as the specific intersection of diversity and disability and the related 

implications for teaching, teacher roles and responsibilities, and educational systems in general is 

not afforded space for examination in the program curriculum. An additional aspect affecting the 

program’s ability to achieve its espoused outcome of producing change agents and leaders in the 

field relates to the composition of the program faculty who delivery the program and their 

interactions with each other and candidates. This is of particular importance given the value 

placed in interdisciplinary practice by faculty by those historically and currently embracing 

collaborative models of early childhood teacher education (Miller & Stayton, 1998; 2006). 

Faculty composition and interactions. To carry out its mission and work, the program 

possesses a faculty that is interdisciplinary in composition including individuals with 
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backgrounds pertaining to ECE, ECSE, OT and SLP as well as two primary general education 

practitioners.  However, the interaction of this group is not interdisciplinary in nature.  Rather, 

individual members operate in relative isolation which is in contradiction to key findings from 

the literature in support of the absolute necessity of interdisciplinary, shared work by faculty 

(Mellin & Winton, 2003; Miller & Stayton, 1998; 2006).  While the two program faculty meet at 

least once per month, they shared that they do not meet as often as they would like and the vast 

majority of their interaction is via email.  Further, the entire group responsible for delivering the 

program, which includes the program and adjunct faculty, field supervisors, and cooperating 

teachers, does not have the opportunity to meet on a regular basis. Program faculty shared that 

they don't meet with adjuncts as often as they would like and in fact they rarely, if ever, meet as 

a whole group. Competing priorities for faculty time and other resources affect the capacity for 

interdisciplinary and shared responsibility for the program delivery which has created an 

environment where tasks are assigned and delegated rather than conducted through collaborative 

means.  

In an effort to promote program congruence in spite of the lack of interdisciplinary, 

shared work and responsibility, program faculty share a commitment to soliciting adjunct and 

field based team members who are perceived to share the philosophies of the program.  

Therefore, a reliance on and trust in past graduates both in the field as cooperating teachers and 

as field supervisors and adjuncts was observed as a means to better support current candidates 

and establish placements. This is seen as additional means of ensuring program/curricular 

coherence.  

Historical and current faculty also expressed a commitment to fostering relationships 

between the faculty and the candidates as well as working to be very individualized and 
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responsive to candidate and community needs. While individual candidates develop relationships 

with individual faculty and other candidates, the traditional program does not follow a cohort 

model which results in course composition variation across an individual’s experience.  Despite 

the lack of a cohort model, some candidates follow a similar program path and therefore develop 

peer relationships that were described as beneficial and supportive. Elements of the program 

design work to meet the perceived and expressed needs of candidates related to their current 

work and career aspirations. Faculty also shared that the program is dedicated and designed to 

allow for individual flexibility and choice through multiple program outcome options. The 

program also embraces a philosophy that particularly stresses family and community centered 

practice including a historical use of community, candidate, and graduate needs and perceptions 

as guidance for the program design and delivery. However, capacity issues make this philosophy 

difficult to enact and the historical avenues through which this was done (i.e., advisory 

council/board) have not been possible in recent years. 

The focus on candidate needs both perceived and voiced, has steered the program 

delivery to a primary focus on the preschool age level and the role of classroom teacher and 

leader and/or the role of ECSE specialist.  Other age groups and professional roles are a part of 

the program to various degrees and are stressed more for certain individuals based again on their 

individual needs. While this could certainly be seen as responsive to candidates’ needs, it raises 

further important questions in regards to the program’s capacity to effectively prepare candidates 

for the full range of roles and settings which comprise the ECE/ECSE context and for which 

graduates become licensed for.  Further, this also affects capacity toward attainment of the 

espoused outcome of producing leaders and moving the field through reform.  The focus on 

community and candidates’ current expressed desires and needs limits the program’s ability to 
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demonstrate the future needs of candidates or of the field in general from a reform standpoint 

which would recognize the need for renegotiated roles and responsibilities (Blanton et al., 2011).  

Again as noted above, little critical analysis of current practice, roles, and responsibilities was 

observed or described by participants.  

However, a challenge persists due to limited program resources related to adequate 

support for faculty, candidates, and community practicum sites.  This leads to instability and lack 

of alignment between the program, its goals, and the opportunities and nature of relationships 

with clinical sites and practice. While misalignment between program and field sites represents a 

common issue in teacher education (Darling-Hammond, 2010; NCATE, 2010), it is particularly 

problematic for collaborative models of early childhood teacher education due to the fact that the 

literature has shown interdisciplinary practice and faculty collaboration to be of utmost 

importance to successful collaborative teacher education models. Further, as such programs 

operate from core values and assumptions relating to inclusive education and reform, the lack of 

strong relationships with the field undoubtedly limits the program’s ability to fully enact its 

espoused program as candidates are not afforded opportunities to experience reconceptualized 

roles and responsibilities. Further, the program’s ability to reach its espoused outcomes of 

producing leaders who are fully prepared to support reform in the field is compromised as 

tenuous relationships with field sites do not support shared commitment to simultaneous renewal 

and therefore do not expose candidates to important systems change aspects and experiences that 

would help them explicitly develop the specific skills necessary to be such leaders and 

collaborators. 

Enduring characteristics and general concerns. This list of key tenets and 

characteristics provides a summative view of the program. When compared to the list 
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collaboratively generated with Barbara regarding the original blended design, similarities can be 

seen.  These include an ongoing attention to standards and commitment to inclusive practice. 

Further, the foci of practical, authentic learning experiences for candidates as well as a focus on 

the social-emotional needs of children as central have both endured as key aspects in the 

program today. Perhaps most relevant to teacher education reform, is the historical and 

continuing attention to a grander goal of producing change agents in the field which has 

remained a central goal of the program. 

However, capacity issues lead to a lack of community in general and an absence of 

interdisciplinary practice within the program.  These voids create a significant barrier for the 

program in pursuit of its goals as candidates, faculty, and field partners are not afforded the 

benefits of a community of practice which could enhance the collaborative enterprise.  Further, 

while standards from both ECE and ECSE are addressed in the espoused program design, little 

current, active work exists to examine the enactment of these standards or the interaction of 

standards within the program.  The program’s ability to fully prepare candidates for work in 

inclusive settings is also compromised by the limited availability of such sites for authentic, 

clinical based learning. Additionally, the program lacks attention to critical examination and 

negotiation of roles and responsibilities across the two fields and participant discourse indicates a 

division within the program in that some courses are deemed the ECSE courses and others the 

ECE courses.  Beyond exploration of the intersection of general and special education, the 

philosophy of diversity which focuses on how all kids are unique represents a surface level focus 

on diversity and deeper analysis of diversity and disability are missing from the program 

enactment and design. Not surprisingly, deeper critical analysis of systems change related to the 
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espoused outcome of producing leaders who move the field is not possible within the current 

structure. 

Implications  

Although it remains a contested practice without clear and consistent definitions, 

inclusion is widely seen as beneficial to all children, especially at the early childhood level 

(Bailey et al, 1998; Jones, 1995; Odom, 1998, 2011).  Professional organizations have increased 

support and recommendations for inclusion.  Recent policy recommendations have included an 

increased focus on the importance of adequately preparing all teachers to work with diverse 

children in inclusive contexts (i.e., Blanton, Pugach, and Florian, 2010; Darling-Hammond & 

Bransford, 2005; NCATE Blue Ribbon Report, 2010). At the early childhood level there has 

been a movement to unify the fields of early childhood education and early childhood special 

education (Miller, 1992; Odom & Wolery, 2003).    The Division of Early Childhood (DEC) of 

the Council of Exceptional Children (CEC) and the National Association for the Education of 

Young Children (NAEYC) have issued joint position statements on inclusion and personnel 

preparation standards (DEC/NAEYC, 2009).  Licensing structures have also been observed to 

show support for inclusive practice as unified certifications have emerged in several states 

(Stayton & McCollum, 2002; Piper, 2007).  Indeed, there is much policy support for inclusive 

practice (Chandler et al, 2011).   

A collaborative culture has been touted as an essential element of successful diverse and 

inclusive education (Walther-Thomas et al, 2000).  Yet, general and special education teachers 

have been traditionally been trained in isolation of each other (Gargiulo et al, 1997).    It is of no 

wonder that research continues to show that educators do not feel adequately prepared for 

inclusive contexts (Chang et al, 2005) or for collaborative work in general (McKenzie, 2009).  
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Regardless of whether teachers feel prepared, initiatives which necessitate a high level of 

collaboration including RtI, PBS and inclusion itself continue to be implemented in schools.  

Such initiatives and other changes described here have led to the need for new and expanded 

roles and responsibilities and a related identity crisis in special education (Buysse & Wesley, 

1993). 

This instrumental case study (Merriam, 2009; Stake, 1995) was conducted in an effort to 

inform broader teacher education reform efforts related to collaborative models of teacher 

education.  Implications garnered from this study relate to themes including:  (1) Understanding 

collaborative models of teacher education; (2) Faculty supports and program resources; and (3) 

Consideration of appropriate depth and breadth for individual programs. 

Moving toward greater understanding of collaborative models of teacher education.  

The need for greater understanding and clarity regarding collaborative models of teacher 

education has been established (Blanton & Pugach, 2011). As the practice continues to become 

more prevalent, the field remains marked by vast differences in practice and terminology that 

while all relate to this same phenomenon, tell us little about the true nature of various 

“collaborative” programs. The application of the Pugach/Blanton (2009) research framework in 

this study helps begin to develop greater understanding through the use of proposed, common 

terminology as well as examination of common program dimensions.  Therefore, not only does 

this study provide an analytic description of one program, it also creates potential for further 

comparative analysis between and within programs. 

Further, this analysis of an entire teacher education program through the conceptual 

framework based on activity theory and collaboration in teacher education, offers a program-

wide consideration of systemic collaboration which is missing in the literature to date.  This 
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program-wide view of one instance of collaborative teacher education moves the field one step 

closer to better understanding how such programs work and operate. By garnering a deeper 

understanding of how collaborative models of teacher education operate as systems, the field 

moves towards the study and understanding of their relative worth, utility, and effectiveness for 

preparing teachers for inclusive practice in diverse settings.  

Additionally, the use of activity theory (Engeström, 1987; 1999) has also begun the 

process of identifying key cultural tools utilized by this program.  Relatedly, the core 

philosophies and learning outcomes described here help illuminate how licensure, accreditation, 

and personnel preparation standards are embedded in program design and used to create specific 

cultural tools, such as the performance based assessments embraced by this program. Analysis of 

cultural tools employed by this program in its efforts to deliver a collaborative design may be of 

great worth to related teacher education practice and reform. 

While much more is needed to develop richer understanding of this phenomenon as it 

occurs more broadly and frequently, the process of developing a rich description of one program 

also illuminated implications for other programs currently working from a collaborative design, 

as well as for related educational and teacher education reform efforts including issues around 

support for faculty and programs to fully engage in valued elements of this work and 

considerations as to what is appropriate in regards to depth and breadth of individual programs 

with undoubtedly all relate to broader educational and teacher education reform efforts. 

Faculty and program supports and resources. Specific to faculty supports and 

resources for collaboration in teacher education, this study illustrated many of the issues that 

have been identified in the field.  Two notable issues relate to the importance of administrative 

and programmatic support for collaborative, interdisciplinary practice and for the development 
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and maintenance of robust, clinically-rich teacher education. Both of these aspects of teacher 

education have been documented in the literature as persistently problematic (Miller & Stayton, 

2006; Yendol-Hoppey, Hoppey, Morewood, Hayes, & Sherrill-Graham, 2012).  Further, related 

work by faculty has been documented as not well supported by traditional structures in academia 

(Boyer, 1990; 1996). The following will discuss implications related to faculty and program 

supports and resources pertaining to interdisciplinary, collaborative practice and engaged 

scholarship. 

Supports and resources for interdisciplinary, collaborative practice. While this program 

is structured as a solo program rather than a collaboration across two departments or teacher 

education program as described by its program faculty, it does rely on a cadre of satellite 

professionals (i.e., adjuncts, field supervisors) in the delivery of the program.  While this 

community of professionals responsible for delivery of the program is representative of many of 

the interdisciplinary professional roles seen in the early childhood educational context, the 

individuals within the group do not collaborate as a team around the program goals.  Therefore, 

little interdisciplinary teaming, highlighted as a key tenet of collaborative teacher education 

(Miller & Stayton, 1998; 2006; Pugach & Blanton, 2009), occurs.   

As noted previously, this represents a missed opportunity for all faculty to have deep 

awareness of all components of the program and intentionally work collaboratively to ensure the 

curriculum is designed and delivered in a meaningful, relevant way (Pugach & Blanton, 2009). 

In the absence of such collaboration several important arenas including ensuring program 

coherence, deeply exploring the nature of collaborative practice within the program, and the 

impact the program has on candidates and the greater field, do not receive adequate attention. 

Therefore, the program is at a disadvantage regarding its ability to explore how its collaborative 
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nature achieves greater curricular coherence and clarity particularly as which relates to the most 

critical issues in education, including issues of diversity and disability (Pugach & Blanton, 2009; 

Pugach & Seidl, 1998). 

 Implications related to this observance exist.  If collaborative programs of teacher 

education are to fully enact their purpose and collaborative nature, a high level of faculty 

collaboration needs to occur and that interaction needs to be supported by administrative and 

structural factors (Miller & Stayton, 2006; Pugach & Blanton, 2009). In the same way that we 

cannot expect inclusive service delivery to be meaningful or effective simply based on the fact 

that children with and without disabilities are in the same physical setting, we cannot expect 

faculty members to practice interdisciplinary practice and share responsibility across a teacher 

education program merely by the fact that they come from diverse professional backgrounds. 

Miller and Stayton (2006) revealed that a significant obstruction to interdisciplinary 

teacher education appeared to be the traditional administrative structure of higher education. 

Study participants in the Miller and Stayton (2006) research indicated that these persistent 

challenges to their interdisciplinary and collaborative work were caused by “traditional faculty 

assignments, FTE limitations with department-specific workload assignments, lack of incentives 

to participate in demanding interdisciplinary work, no credit toward tenure and promotion 

decisions, challenging interpersonal issues, and a general absence of administrative support. 

(Miller & Stayton, 2006, p. 64). Miller and Stayton also compiled several recommendations from 

faculty of collaborative early childhood teacher education program regarding soliciting 

administrative support.  These include: 

 Meet with administrators in the very beginning stages of program development to share 

the knowledge base and secure formal statements of support for interdisciplinary 
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teaming. Determine whether lobbying efforts may need to take place with accrediting 

agencies to establish expectations for interdisciplinary teaming. Draft agreements across 

administrative levels related to faculty incentives for interdisciplinary work. 

 Engage administrators in the work of the team. Share minutes of meetings, engage in 

regular conversations, and solicit administrator input at all levels. 

 Work with administrators to design faculty workload assignments that include 

interdisciplinary work and opportunities for collaborative teaching (Miller & Stayton, p. 

66). 

Faculty of this program described administrative aspects neutrally, without strong feelings of 

barriers or supports, and the program was described as independent, indicating a lack of 

administrative support or possibly of awareness.  Administration did not appear to be engaged 

with the program as these recommendations assert as important to the success. Administrative 

awareness of the features of faculty work necessary to conduct collaborative, interdisciplinary 

work well may be the first step toward garnering more support.  

Administrative support might help promote collaboration not only within the program but 

also between the program and the other teacher education programs at the University.  One 

particular area might be related to the clinical aspects of the program.  Participants described an 

ongoing challenge related to securing quality, appropriate field settings, particularly for the 

primary grades.  The university’s other teacher education programs embrace a professional 

development school model and dedication to clinically rich teacher education. One particularly 

relevant example lies in the elementary teacher education program which possesses a dual-

certification option and represents an example of missed opportunities to collaborate and 
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enhance the existing program. The following section will further discussion the supports and 

resources for clinically-rich teacher education which emerged as another theme. 

Supports and resources for clinically-rich teacher education. Faculty within this 

program note that practicum coordination and supervision was extremely resource dependent and 

that the clinical aspects of the program were not currently aligned fully with their ideals.  

Resources both within the community and within the structure of the program and university 

were identified as a factors.  Therefore, a second area of implication regarding faculty and 

program supports and resources relates to a program’s ability to develop and maintain clinically-

rich teacher education. 

 This program and the field of teacher education in general have placed increasing value 

on the clinical elements of teacher education.  Indeed a potential cultural tool within this program 

was found to be its attention to practical, authentic learning experiences as central to candidate 

development. This programmatic attention was considered a cultural tool due to its valued status 

and institutionalized status within the program structure. However, as demonstrated in this case 

study, the structure and staffing of the program do not include sufficient resources to develop or 

sustain meaningful, mutually beneficial relationships with community and school settings.   

The importance of clinical aspects of teacher education is well established (NCATE, 

2010).  As noted, it is of utmost importance for collaborative models of teacher education, 

particularly those such as this one that espouse to promote reform. This is due to the fact that 

through rich relationships with field sites candidates will ideally be exposed to and have 

opportunities to develop knowledge, skills, and dispositions for acting as true change agents.  

Further, the literature proclaims the importance of authentic preparation for clinical skills for 

early childhood special educators (Clifford et al, 2005) as well as for interdisciplinary (Stayton et 
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al, 2001) and transdiciplinary work (Silverman et al, 2010) if educational reform is going to 

progress. 

This particular study highlighted the common problem within teacher education related to 

faculty and program support for engagement in clinically-rich models. Engaged scholarship 

(Boyer, 1990) is one recommendation for reform of the professoriate to better support clinically 

rich teacher education. Engaged scholarship is defined by Boyer (1990) as combining 

conceptions of scholarship including: (a) the scholarship of discovery, which focuses on 

collaborative inquiry in the search for new knowledge; (b) the scholarship  of integration, 

marked by making connections across contexts and disciplines; (c) the scholarship of application 

in which faculty investigate how knowledge can be applied from a practical sense to address 

educational dilemmas and develop and test theory; and (d) the scholarship of teaching which not 

only relates to traditional conceptions of teaching candidates but also to working to create and 

maintain partnerships in the field create, transform, and extend knowledge of teaching outside of 

the university (Yendol-Hoppey, et al., 2013). This is in sharp contrast to traditional academic 

settings where the most value is typically placed in research (scholarship of discovery) with 

much less structural motivation for excellence in the other areas of scholarship proposed by 

Boyer (1990).  

This particular program places significant value in authentic, field-based learning for 

teacher education.  However, it lacks institutional and administrative support for faculty to 

initiate and maintain robust relationships with clinical sites that embrace a model of clinically 

rich teacher preparation where the relationship is one of mutual benefit. As noted, Mary’s status 

as a clinical professor assigns her a heavy teaching load and Gina’s tenure-earning status places a 

higher expectation on research productivity reflecting traditional conceptions. Community 
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colleagues and past graduates are relied upon for field supervision but do not possess full 

membership to the program team and are not compensated or trained adequately to ensure robust 

clinical experiences and mentorship for candidates. Neither are they included in program design 

nor planning processes. 

Of importance, therefore, is consideration of the mentorship triad inherent to clinical 

aspects of teacher education which includes the candidates, a field-cooperating teacher, and a 

university supervisor.  The character of this triad in terms of the relationships and interactions of 

its members is of critical importance to the effectiveness and meaning of field work. Feiman-

Nemser and Buchmann (1987) suggest that work between members of the triad should be 

designed so as to produce scaffolded, experiential learning opportunities for candidates. 

Valencia, Martin, Place, and Grossman (2009) recognized that practice does not always 

lead to learning and that candidates must be provided not only with opportunities to practice but 

also to learn about that practice which is an important responsibility of field supervisors.  Due to 

the importance of this area of candidate learning, recommendations exist for university faculty to 

themselves be deeply engaged in field supervision (Yendol-Hoppey et al., 2013).  However, 

Wilson (2006) highlighted the fact that field supervisors are typically individuals with little to no 

training in how to be a supervisor and cooperating teachers are often isolated and lacking full 

awareness of the parameters and expectations of the teacher education program. When faculty 

are themselves engaged in the field, this work is often delegated to early career faculty who are 

then significantly challenged to meet both the requirements to engage meaningfully with the 

field and that of the tenure and promotion process (Yendol-Hoppey et al., 2013).  

Current calls (e.g., NCATE, 2010) to reform teacher education promote enhancing 

clinical practice to be marked by collaboration between school and university faculty around 
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educational renewal and improved teaching practice. The recent NCATE Blue Ribbon Report 

Panel (NCATE, 2010) has revitalized calls for making clinical practice central to teacher 

education. Referencing earlier work such as that of the Holmes Group, the Holmes Partnership, 

the National Network for Educational Renewal, the National Association of Professional 

Development Schools, and initiatives of the American Federation of Teachers, the National 

Education Association, the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, 

Association of Teacher Educators, and the American Association of Colleges of Teacher 

Education, the NCATE Blue Ribbon report calls increased focus on creation of clinical 

preparation that tightly couples theory and practice, engages faculty in school settings, and 

enhances the use of master teachers within those settings in the education of teacher candidates 

and research on and efforts to improve teaching itself (Yendol-Hoppey et al., 2013).  

For collaborative teacher education to be successful, this is of particular importance as an 

inherent fundamental goal of such work is to examine and reconceptualize roles and 

responsibilities of both general and special educators.  This cannot happen in isolation from the 

field and if graduates are to realize the espoused desires of collaborative teacher education by 

entering into and promoting these reconceptualized roles universities and PK-12 educational 

settings must work together to explore and create such roles which in turn show promise for 

promoting simultaneous renewal of both education and teacher preparation.  This related directly 

to the Pugach/Blanton (2009) dimension of PK-12 partnerships. The nature of the relationship 

between the university and community for the early childhood programs in this case study do not 

promote simultaneous renewal. 

While faculty interviews in this study certainly illustrated an expectation that graduates 

will advocate, it may also indicate less optimism in their ability to explore, create and promote 
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reconceptualized roles as change agents as espoused by the original intentions of the blended 

design as described by Barbara. Examination of roles assumed by graduates of the program 

illuminated two instances of graduates who were in reconceptualized roles for this early 

childhood community. One graduate has continued in her existing employment setting upon 

completion of the program, but with half of her time now devoted to a newly created role of 

inclusion specialist. In this role she consults and provides support to other teachers around 

inclusion and embedded instruction for children with special needs.  Another graduate described 

how the school district where she works began serving some preschool children through an 

itinerant model, which is new for the district, and she has entered that role after previously 

serving as a member of a child find evaluation team. If collaborative early childhood education is 

really reaching its espoused outcomes however, this will be the norm, not the exception, as it is 

in this case.  

Consideration of appropriate breadth and depth for individual programs: Can one 

program be everything for everyone? As noted in the discussion regarding tensions, this 

program currently struggles to provide balanced learning opportunities across various aspects of 

ECE/ECSE including the three distinct age ranges and the professional roles and responsibilities 

associated with ECE and ECSE.  This brings to light another implication related to the breadth 

and depth individual collaborative teacher education programs can be expected to achieve, 

especially within the highly variable early childhood context.  Clearly, this particularly program 

was described by participants as not providing equal depth across the various age ranges and 

roles within early childhood.  Some participants also expressed concern that pedagogical training 

for teaching in general was lacking due to the graduate level status of the program.   
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This raises questions as to whether it is appropriate or even possible for one program to 

be everything for everyone.  For example, in terms of preparation for teaching in general, this 

particular program attempts to provide both initial teacher education for those who enroll with 

bachelor degrees in unrelated fields as well as an endorsement program for those already 

possessing a teaching license.  Further, the program attempts to provide preparation for a wide 

variety of roles including classroom teachers, leaders, and ECSE specialists who typically 

provide more itinerant services. Yet the nature of the program clearly privileges the role of an 

inclusive classroom teacher and the preschool age range due to the fact that it provides more 

depth in those areas than in others. The likely outcome is that in trying to be everything for 

everyone and offering so many options, the program falls short of adequately providing for the 

needs of any one group.  

This implication regarding breadth and depth also relates to a global tension regarding 

collaborative models in the early childhood context.  State licensure structures in early childhood 

education coupled with the industry’s standards in terms of requirements for early childhood 

professionals work together to make university level programs in early childhood education that 

address the birth to kindergarten age range rare. Many professionals working in ECE with birth 

to five year age span do so in early care and education settings commonly known as child care.  

State child care regulations typically require very the minimal standards and few requirements 

related to teacher education (Early & Winton, 2001). In several states, being 18 years old, having 

a driver’s license, and having no criminal record is all that is required to care for and teach young 

children (Azer, Clifford, Morgan, & Crawford, 2002).  Relatedly, wages and benefits for 

teachers in such settings remain extremely minimal (Early & Winton, 2001) making working at 

that level quite unattractive to an individual who possesses an undergraduate degree and the 
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ability to work for a school district program with dramatically better wages.  Therefore, 

undergraduate level programs in early childhood education attend to the needs of their 

constituents, who typically target K-3rd grade positions. Further, licensure and industry 

standards regarding early childhood and K-12 special education lead many early childhood 

special education programs to focus primarily on the birth to five year age span, as primary 

settings often employ individuals with a special education license spanning the K-12th grade age 

span which is commonly the licensure structure across the country.  

This illuminates a disconnect leading to difficulties for collaboration across the full range 

of early childhood special education, which is typically most focused on birth to five, and early 

childhood education at the undergraduate level, which is typically focused on K-3rd grade.  

Overlap exists in that many states offer ECE licensure covering the preschool age group, which 

may be one reason for the imbalance toward preschool seen in this program. However, most 

individuals pursuing a degree and license in ECE do so with intentions to work in school 

settings, not preschool or other community-based settings. Further influence may be related to 

the graduate level status of the program which is attractive to ECE professionals who are 

working in the preschool age range as with advanced degrees they can leave the classroom where 

wages are low and obtain higher paying administration positions or become community college 

instructors. This fact was acknowledged by program faculty in this study as one element related 

to the focus on preparing leaders. Overall, the differences in licensure and industry expectations 

regarding preparation requirements for early childhood professionals present a particularly 

difficult situation for programs who wish to fully blend undergraduate level early childhood 

education and early childhood special education.   



  269 
 

At the core of all of these issues is the philosophical difference that exists across 

members of both fields as to what special education is and whether or not it can be achieved 

within the context of general education.  The field is currently exploring how to provide 

intensive services to all children who need them, not only those with identified special needs, 

within the general education framework (Fuchs et al, 2010). A core question is whether it is 

instruction or children which should be expected and required to change.  It appears that the two 

sides of this debate have different foci, one being more idealistic and focused on what should be, 

and one perhaps more practical and focused more on current reality.  Notably, this is the same 

issue voiced by Ayres and Wallin in the early 1900s. Wallin’s notions of abandoning inflexible 

instruction and moving toward differentiated instruction has been embraced by some but the 

push for universals in education threatens to lead the system to reductionist notions of 

achievement and further exclude anyone who doesn’t fit or conform to an ever narrowing notion 

of “normal” (Hulgin & Drake, 2011).  

While more empirical research is still needed into the effectiveness of inclusive education 

(Zigmond, 2003), Jackson, Lewis, Ryndak, and Wehmeyer (2008) presented inclusion as a 

“research supported practice.”  Further, the roles and responsibility of professionals within an 

inclusive context need further exploration.  Lamar-Dukes and Dukes (2005) discuss that both 

general and special education teachers must take on different and novel roles and responsibilities 

when working in inclusive schools. In particular, while special educators have a long history of 

working with other professionals they have historically conducted their work from the role of 

classroom teacher, inclusive education dictates that special educators function in a variety of 

new, non-classroom roles while working with a diverse collection of professionals (Lamar-

Dukes & Dukes, 2005).  
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In 1993, Buysse and Wesley identified an identity crisis in ECSE as the field moved 

toward a multiplicity of roles and responsibilities necessitated by increasing complexity in 

service contexts. They highlighted how traditional means by which to conceptualize roles for 

ECSE and EI professionals focused almost exclusively on the direct service element of ECSE 

professional’s responsibilities.  The failure of the field to address how professionals could be 

supported and prepared to balance multiple roles was also raised as a concern (Buysse & Wesley, 

1993). This study has illuminated how this program explicates how this identity crisis persists in 

the absence of direct examination of the intersections and relationships between early childhood 

educators and early childhood special educators. Without such direct renegotiation of roles, 

responsibilities, and relationships coupled with explicit attention to preparation of candidates to 

succeed in multiple, reconceptualized roles, the promise and original intentions of early 

childhood collaborative models of teacher education remain unfulfilled. 

Future Research 

 As with any research endeavor, the end result of this case study is marked by additional 

questions related to collaborative models of teacher education in general and for the early 

childhood context. Themes related to future research needs illuminated here include: (1) more 

systematic views of entire programs; (2) more in-depth studies of program dimensions and 

parameters of practice; (3) longitudinal studies of programs; and (4) investigations into the future 

purpose and nature of collaborative programs. 

More systematic views of whole programs.  As illustrated in chapter two, the literature 

to date around collaborative teacher education does not include comprehensive examinations of 

collaborative teacher education programs as systems. This study offers one such examination and 

uses a conceptual framework specifically chosen not just to analyze the program as a system of 
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collaborative teacher education, but also to respond to the proposal to utilize common study 

terminology and variables in an effort to promote greater understanding of collaborative models 

of teacher education programs as well as the variety of models which exist.  Further, through the 

use of common terminology, variables, and structure comparative studies within and between 

collaborative teacher education programs are made possible. Many more studies on complete 

programs are needed to garner a more complete picture of this phenomenon and how it may 

impact and represent educational and teacher education reform.  Generation of a data base of 

comprehensive studies of collaborative teacher education will take the field one step closer to 

establishing their relative worth and validation (Brownell et al, 2011).  

The process of a teacher education program can therefore be considered to be the 

interactions of the various activities or elements which are organized as systems as this study 

illustrated. These interactions can either be marked by coherence or disjointedness. Teacher 

education scholars (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 2002; 2006a; 2006b) have argued for the 

importance of program coherence to the effectiveness of teacher education programs. 

Developing and maintaining coherence in teacher education, however, is not a process operating 

in isolation. Indeed coherence in teacher education has been challenged by aspects of the larger 

context in which teacher education programs operate. Examples include departmental divides, 

individualistic norms, and the hiring process which often lead to faculty who are not full 

members of teams (Darling-Hammond, 2006). System or program wide studies would be useful 

for the examination of program congruence and other markers of quality, effective teacher 

education (Darling-Hammond, 2006a). 

Further, the application of common conceptual frameworks to structure analysis should 

be employed to provide a means to engage in comparative analysis. The frameworks of activity 
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theory and collaborative teacher education proved very useful in this endeavor and show promise 

for future, related work toward the goals listed here. 

More in-depth analysis of program dimensions and parameters of practice. While 

more  broad, program wide studies such as this one are sorely needed, more in-depth analysis of 

collaborative program dimensions (Pugach & Blanton, 2009) and parameters of practice 

pertaining to programs as activity systems (Engeström, 1987) are also in great need. Further, 

each parameter of practice, while impossible to define independent of the others, could be 

investigated thoroughly.  Doing so could help broaden our understanding of how collaborative 

models operate but fully exposing the cultural aspects and components of programs and the 

cultural tools they employ to meet their espoused outcomes.  This in turn may help the field 

understand more regarding the enactment of collaboration in programs.   

Examining the enactment and culture of programs might include discourse analysis to 

examine the language used which could help illuminate how the language used and modeled 

within programs perpetuates or challenges the status quo. Further, cultural tools which might be 

considered signature pedagogies (Shulman, 2005) that may prove useful across the field might be 

developed or at minimum disseminated. Of particular importance is examining of the relative 

effectiveness and appropriateness of particular program dimensions and parameters of practice in 

relation to effective models of collaborative teacher education and the attainment of espoused 

outcomes. The use of CHAT as a research method can aid in this exploration as well as support 

the examination of intersecting activity systems within and across programs. These are important 

missing elements as the field continues to see an increase in collaborative models. 

 Longitudinal studies. To truly validate and understand the impact of collaborative 

models of teacher education, longitudinal studies of programs are needed.  Foci of such 
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longitudinal inquiry may include: (1) maintenance of programs; (2) graduate and child/family 

outcomes, and (3) systems change.   

 First, the literature provides numerous descriptions of the initiation of and rationale for 

collaborative models of teacher education, there are fewer examples of longitudinal studies that 

provide pictures of how programs are sustained.  Doing so will support other longitudinal studies 

which could focus on graduate and child/family outcomes related to the collaborative approach 

to preparation.  Further, in today’s educational landscape, accountability has increasingly come 

to the forefront.  Longitudinal studies might help garner information regarding the efficacy of 

collaborative models and therefore such studies can help the field to understand the relative 

efficacy, depth, and quality of preparation of candidates for diverse settings and roles.  

Outcome studies pertaining to child and family outcomes are also increasingly called for 

in the field.  While I believe much is yet to learn about linking a teacher’s preparation program to 

the educational success of children graduates teach before endorsing such linkages as valid, 

longitudinal studies of programs as well as graduates related to child and family outcomes is 

important if we are to meet the promise of early intervention (Bruder, 2010).  Further, studies are 

needed to explore the attainment of the espoused outcome of promoting inclusion through 

collaborative teacher education (Stayton & McCollum, 2002; Piper, 2007; Pugach, Blanton, & 

Correa, 2011) by examining outcomes pertaining to practice across general and special education 

within educational systems.  

Investigation of the future purpose and nature of collaborative models. Brownell et 

al (2011) concluded that collaborative teacher education research needs to garner more clarity as 

to what collaborative models of teacher education are trying to accomplish and how those efforts 

relate to quality inclusive practice.  Many years ago the first collaborative early childhood 
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teacher education programs grew out of a need to respond to greater numbers of children with 

special needs entering preschool classrooms after the 1986 reauthorization of IDEA granted 

FAPE to three to five year olds.  Focused on inclusion then, the field called for unification and 

blending of the two fields (e.g., Gargiulo et al, 1997; Miller, 1992). Lowenthal (1992) and others 

(e.g., Apple, 1995; Kemple et al., 1994; McCollum, et al., 1992) recognized the similarities 

between ECE and ECSE and noted that, 

…what is good early childhood practice for typical children in most cases appears to be 

good for those who have special needs.  The presence of children with disabilities does 

not require a different style of teaching from that which is appropriate for other young 

children (p. 123, as quoted in Gargiulo et al., p. 138). 

While many teachers would hold this sentiment as true, the field of ECSE and that of special 

education in general recognizes the importance of individualized, embedded intervention marked 

by evidence based practice to ensure the needs of children with special needs are adequately met 

in inclusive settings. Further, there is a longstanding value in inter- and transdiciplinary work 

with young children and their families within EI/ECSE.   

 Therefore, when examining the future purpose of collaborative teacher education, for the 

early childhood context in particular, it will be important to embrace this focus on 

interdisciplinary practice and investigate how collaborative teacher education can be 

reconceptualized to fully mirror and provide learning opportunities related to interdisciplinary 

work in diverse settings. Investigation into how to conceptualize personnel preparation across all 

related professional disciplines charged with collaborating around meeting the needs of young 

children is sorely needed if we are to realize the intentions for interdisciplinary work as best 

practice. Within ECE and ECSE, reconceptualization of preparation should also include 
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examination of how to bring the preparation of ECE professionals at 2 and 4-year colleges and 

universities together in addition to combining ECE and ECSE at the University level. Further, 

models must afford candidates with authentic learning opportunities to learn how to collaborate 

within interdisciplinary teams across all disciplines and serve as change agents and advocates so 

that best practice becomes increasingly prevalent in our realities. This is particularly important to 

understanding how collaboration in teacher education and personnel preparation can represent 

and inform systemic reform.  Lastly, the needs of faculty to design, deliver, and adapt 

collaborative models of early childhood education as members of interdisciplinary faculty teams 

is of great importance should the movement toward collaborative models evolve to meet the 

needs of candidates and the field. 

Grossman and McDonald (2008) assert that for research in teacher education to move 

forward, a stronger relationship to research on organizations and policy implementation could 

focus attention on the organizational contexts in which the work takes shape. This view helps 

illuminate the importance of recognizing a teacher education program as a nested system which 

operates in a broader contextual system. Ultimately studies are needed into how roles and 

responsibilities in the greater educational landscape can and should be reconceptualized to help 

the field evolve and therefore truly reform practice. Conceptions of engaged scholarship (Boyer, 

1990) are of great importance if we are to achieve these goals and therefore the needs of faculty 

who desire to engage in this important work should be of high priority for research and reform of 

the professoriate (Yendol-Hoppey et al., 2013). 

What may be of greatest importance is examination as to why initial and historical reform 

efforts that resulted in changes within early childhood teacher education have not produced 

change in educational settings for young children in regards to reconceptualization of 
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professional roles and identities. The initial synergy described by Barbara which propelled this 

program toward collaboration evaporated across the field.  While the number of collaborative 

early childhood teacher education programs, and collaborative programs in general, has 

increased, the nature of the practice within them may represent a failure to evolve.  As noted, 

Buysse and Wesley first identified an identity crisis in ECSE in 1993.  To date the fields of ECE 

and ECSE and general and special education for school-age children have not fully renegotiated 

roles and responsibilities. It seems that the field is avoiding the courageous conversations, rather 

dancing around the core issues related to professional territory, identity, and roles and 

responsibilities really required to meet the needs of all children in diverse settings. What results 

appears to be surface level attention to these issues failure for teacher education to evolve and 

represent reform. Examination through respectful and courageous conversations is needed to 

promote a next generation of collaborative teacher education.  Kozleski (2011) recommends the 

creation of a “third space” for such exploration to occur for members of both fields.  

Critical examination of the fields must also include the identification and implementation 

of competencies related to the espoused outcomes and roles for graduates and the field. It has 

been suggested that there exist a level of consensus as to what constitutes quality early childhood 

inclusion and that those qualities be used to inform the design of teacher education (Buysse & 

Hollingsworth, 2009). The National Professional Development Center on Inclusion (NPDCI, 

2011) also discusses competencies needed for successful early childhood inclusion through 

examination of unified national standards and the emphasis on integrated complex early 

childhood systems which have resulted in increased variety of roles and responsibilities (NPDCI, 

2011).  These notions of what it takes to create quality inclusion and act as an inclusive teacher 

can be used to plan teacher preparation through “backward-mapping” (Winton, 2000).   
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Additionally, inclusive school reform, and collaboration between school and university 

partners should be conceptualized to help address issues of diversity and inclusion and reduce the 

research to practice gap that exists between higher education and PK-12 educational contexts.   

Notions of collaboration must move beyond the general and special education dichotomy to 

address a broader landscape of stakeholders.  Collaboration between all players in a school and 

in a greater community can further inclusive practice as well as promote simultaneous renewal of 

both schools and teacher education.  As posited by the Holmes group in 1986, schools and 

universities can work seamlessly to education the new workforce while providing professional 

development to existing staff.  This is of utmost importance if teacher education is truly going to 

promote increased collaboration and inclusive practice.  There is a dearth of quality, inclusive 

field sites available to teacher preparation programs in which teacher candidates can not only see 

quality inclusive practice in action but also practice and develop the necessary skills for 

successful inclusion (Macy et al).  Collaboration between schools and universities may be one 

way to address this issue. 

Additionally, teacher preparation must address the need to train teachers in the use of 

evidence-based practices (EBPs) as members of collaborative teams within inclusive contexts.  

As context increasing focuses on access to quality in the form of universal standards and equal 

outcomes accountability for such outcomes has become paramount, the importance of EBPs has 

surfaced.  Research is needed to explore how to tie accountability to implementation of 

evidence-based practice.  Implementation science shows promise in doing so (Fixen, Blase, 

Naoom, & Wallace, 2009; Odom, 2011).   

Clearly, the reconceptualization of professional roles and responsibilities across early 

childhood contexts must be at the forefront of future endeavors of early childhood teacher 
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education. In doing so, the professional fields that comprise the early childhood education and 

intervention landscape must shift from viewing professionals as “sole guardians of exclusive sets 

of knowledge” (Edwards, 2010, p. 1) to a focus on interdisciplinary work.  This is the promise 

and heart of early childhood and necessitated by the increasingly complex and diverse settings in 

which early childhood professionals carry out their work. Edwards (2010) makes the argument 

that as these settings have increased in complexity, the need to cross disciplinary boundaries has 

also increased.  Further, she states,  

As professionals work increasingly across professional boundaries on complex problems 

with other practitioners and with clients, they operate outside the safety net of their 

organisations’ bureaucratic procedures. Consequently, rather than following established 

institutional practices, they have to rely on their specialist knowledge and their expertise 

in working with others while they negotiate the accomplishment of complex tasks. This 

kind of relational practice means that practitioners need to be able to label their own 

expertise; recognize, draw on and contribute to the funds of expertise available; and 

demonstrate a strong sense of their own identities as practitioners whose actions can 

make a difference in the world. 

Edwards also highlights how professionals’ work with clients further enhances their practice. 

Her central argument is based on the notion that professional expertise must no longer be 

assumed, rather it should be negotiated in the context of authentic work (Edwards, 2010). For 

such negotiations to be successful, each profession needs to identify and articulate what matters 

most from their perspective so that it is made visible to others. Edwards labels this process of 

negotiation, “relational agency” (Edwards, 2010; Edwards & Mackenzie, 2005).  Relational 

agency is an area of expertise necessary in today’s complex contexts and involves “offering 
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one’s professional resources to collaborating practitioners and to clients, and working with what 

they have to offer” (Edwards, 2010, p. 2).  

What Edwards describes here is necessary should graduates of any program be in a 

position to “move the field” as espoused originally by the program examined in this study. 

Before an individual can push boundaries of practice, they must develop a sound foundation 

from which to begin. Further, if professionals are to succeed in providing truly individualized, 

family-centered, and culturally responsive services to all children and families, they must 

embrace this notion of relational agency. By doing so they are in a position to confidently offer 

what their own professional preparation and experience have afforded them as well as adapt to 

the resources provided by other professionals and children and families.  

While the fields of ECE and ECSE have engaged in historic examination of their relative 

similarity and difference, there is a clear need for explicit exploration of what constitutes the 

professional identities, roles, and responsibilities for each. Establishing clear identities for the 

fields as well as for individuals could help create such a foundation of practice and confidence 

from which individuals and collective could act as true change agents in teacher education and 

educational reform. The program studied here is potentially in an excellent position to move 

toward this process given that it embraces the development of multiple professional identities 

across candidates as supported by the program outcome options. Generally speaking, both ECE 

and ECE share the same espoused object and outcome of delivering best practice to children and 

families. We are all focused on the same horizon, albeit with different notions of how that 

horizon is defined and by which particular path it is to be reached. Relational practice across 

professional roles and identities may be the key to our collective success and true educational 
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and teacher education reform as it affords the opportunity to redefine our shared goals through 

collaboration. 

A key lesson here is that it is not enough to simply expose both ECE and ECSE 

candidates to what has been traditionally considered to be the key tenets of each. Rather, there is 

a need for professionals from each perspective to fully and deeply understand their own 

discipline and how it relates to the other so that they set forth from a strong confident foundation 

in their own professional knowledge and skills to support adaptive, innovative work with other 

professionals and families.  Only then can we truly say we are collaborating across fields and 

practicing truly interdisciplinary practice. Exploration of relational agency is well suited to be the 

central purpose of future endeavors of collaborative early childhood teacher education and 

preparation for early childhood/early intervention across all related fields.  

In summary, while collaboration in higher education is becoming more supported and 

common, many questions remain as to how best to design, implement and assess collaboration as 

well as what the potential outcomes of collaborative programs may be in terms of inclusion.  The 

research base must be significantly strengthened.  Brownell et al (2010) suggest analyzing the 

current research to emphasize connections between theory and outcomes and to identify how 

collaboration might influence elements of inclusive teaching.  Kozleski (2010) suggests we 

create a “third space” where we can honor our differences and understand our multiple 

perspectives as we pursue improvements in our work.  The common language posited by Pugach 

and Blanton (2009) and related research framework also show promise for furthering this 

endeavor. Further, a focus on relational agency as a locus of work within the boundaries of the 

professionals should be a central focus of collaborative models of preparation.  
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However, it will be vital that collaboration be considered broadly to encompass not only 

children with and without disabilities and not only general and special education.  Disability 

must be recognized as nested within diversity (Pugach, personal communication) if inclusive and 

collaborative work is to meet the needs of the increasing diverse and complex educational 

landscape. As Artiles (2003) suggests, researchers and practitioners must “surface their 

assumptions” about difference or the educational system will continue to marginalized some 

students.  We must also “surface our assumptions” regarding teacher preparation and its impact 

on inclusion. Segregated preparation can only serve to perpetuate segregated education.  We 

must strive to find ways to respect our differences, yet also recognize our similarities in practice 

and desire for meeting the needs of all children and learn to embrace relational agency as a 

means by which to maximize our interdisciplinary practice and ability to promote positive, 

meaningful outcomes for children and families. 

What may be of greatest importance is examination as to why initial and historical reform 

efforts that resulted in changes within early childhood teacher education have not produced 

change in educational settings for young children in regards to reconceptualization of 

professional roles and identities. Perhaps through defining a future purpose for collaborative 

models of teacher education focused more explicitly on application of the ideals that led to the 

original blending of programs and moving toward embracing relational agency (Edwards, 2010) 

we may come to realize and fully value the inherent existence and importance of discrete 

knowledge and skills related to the various professional disciplines.  Perhaps the early focus on 

unification and blending of the two fields is at issue here.  Collaboration typically connotes 

differences between collaborators that when brought together through collaboration may finally 

help the field achieve its grander goals. Perhaps most central to our future success will be a 
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realization that rather than blending fields together into one,  we need to focus on developing  

diverse, interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary teams to meet the diverse needs of all children 

and families.  Therefore, teacher education and preparation for related services personnel should 

focus on preparing candidates for work as members of such teams that embrace flexibility and 

evolution as a natural aspect of our work. In the end, perhaps the most important message for 

faculty of such programs as well as for candidates is, 

"I can do things you cannot, you can do things I cannot; together we can do great things." 

- Mother Teresa 
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Appendix B 

Semi-Structured Interview/Focus Group Protocol 

Faculty – Espoused Program 

1. Describe the overall purpose, mission, and vision of this teacher education program. 

a. Would you personally consider it to be a blended or collaborative program?  Why 

or why not? 

b. How does the program define the knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary 

for effective inclusive, collaborative teaching? 

c. What are the goals or hopes for program graduates? 

i. What types of roles/responsibilities does the program attempt to prepare 

graduates for? 

2. Describe the program’s curriculum and overall structure as it is intended. 

a. What are the key characteristics? 

b. Are there intended connections between any aspects of the program including 

special, general, multicultural, and foundational?  Describe. 

c. In what ways is the intended structure made known to faculty?  Students?  

3. Describe intentions as to how various faculty interact regarding planning, delivery, and 

evaluation of the program. 

a. Who is responsible for what? What are the roles and responsibilities of various 

individuals?  
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b. What are intentions pertaining to how other stakeholders (families, community 

members/partners, field sites, others at the university, etc) are to be involved in 

the planning, delivery, and evaluation of the program? 

4. Describe what influences (barriers or supports) the design of the program? 

a. Describe the involvement and/or support of administrative and other structures in 

the design of the program. 

b. Departmental, college or university aspects? 

c. State or regional aspects? 

d. Licensure?  Accreditation? 

e. Other stakeholders (families, community members/partners, etc)? 

5. What content and/or experiences are most crucial for candidates to obtain? 

a. Describe how special education content is designed to be situated in the program. 

b. Describe how early childhood education content is designed to be situated in the 

program.   

c. What are the graduation requirements? 

6. What are the intentions/ideals regarding how candidates are assessed? 

a. What types of assessments would ideally be used to measure graduates’ 

knowledge, skills and dispositions for teaching? 

b. How does the program intend to measure whether candidates are adequately 

prepared for roles in early childhood education? 

c. How does the program intend to measure whether candidates are adequately 

prepared for roles in early childhood special education? 
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d. How does the program intend to measure whether candidates are adequately 

prepared for inclusive teaching? 

7. Describe the desired relationship between the program and field sites. 

a. How are field sites selected? 

i. Is there a set of criteria?  If so what does it entail? 

ii. What are the characteristics or examples of ideal field sites? 

1. Inclusion? 

2. Collaboration?  

iii. What is the ideal role of university faculty within the field sites? 

1. What is the ideal role of the mentor teacher? 

 

8. What else would you like to share about the program and how it is designed? 
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Appendix C 

Semi-Structured Interview/Focus Group Protocol 

Faculty – Enacted Program 

1. Describe how the overall purpose, mission, and vision of this teacher education program 

are seen in its activities. 

a. Would you personally consider it to be a blended or collaborative program as it is 

enacted?  Why or why not? 

b. What types of roles/responsibilities does the program fully prepare graduates for 

in your opinion? 

i. How does the enacted program define the knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions necessary for effective inclusive, collaborative teaching? 

c. What influences your perceptions of how the program is being enacted and how 

well it is functioning as compared to its design and intentions? 

i. How does this impact design?  Enactment? 

d. Do you feel the design and enactment are congruent?  Why or why not? 

2. Describe the program’s curriculum and overall structure as it is enacted. 

a. What are the key characteristics? 

b. Are there realized connections between any aspects of the program including 

special, general, multicultural, and foundational?  Describe. 

c. Do you personally have awareness of all components of the program and how 

they interrelate?  Explain. 
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d. In what ways do you think the intended structure or nature is understood by 

faculty?  By students? By graduates?  

3. Describe how various faculty interact regarding planning and delivery of the program. 

a. How often are meetings held? 

b. What is their purpose? 

c. Who is responsible for what? What are the roles and responsibilities of various 

individuals?  

d. In what ways do you work collaboratively with other faculty to plan the 

curriculum? To deliver the curriculum? To assess the curriculum?  Explain and 

describe. 

e. How are other stakeholders (families, community members/partners, field sites, 

others at the university, etc) involved in the planning, delivery, and evaluation of 

the program? 

4. Describe what influences (barriers or supports) the design of the program? 

a. Describe the involvement and/or support of administrative and other structures in 

the design of the program. 

b. Departmental, college or university aspects? 

c. State or regional aspects? 

d. Licensure?  Accreditation? 

e. Other stakeholders? 

f. How do they create supports or barriers to collaboration? To delivery of the 

program? To mission/vision of the program? 

5. What content and/or experiences are most crucial for candidates to obtain? 
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a. Describe how special education content is situated in the program. 

b. Describe how early childhood education content is situated in the program.   

c. What are the graduation requirements? 

6. How are candidates assessed? 

a. What types of assessments are used to measure graduates’ knowledge, skills and 

dispositions for teaching? 

b. How does the program measure whether candidates are adequately prepared for 

roles in early childhood education? 

c. How does the program measure whether candidates are adequately prepared for 

roles in early childhood special education? 

d. For inclusive teaching? 

7. How is the delivery of the program assessed? 

a. Program level? Course level?   

8. Describe the relationship between the program and field sites. 

a. How are field sites selected? 

i. Is there a set of criteria?  If so what does it entail? 

b. Describe the nature of available field sites. 

i. Do the available field sites fully meet the needs of the program’s 

mission/vision?  Why or why not? 

ii. Do candidates see examples of quality, effective inclusion?  Why or why 

not?  Describe. 

iii. Do candidates see examples of effective collaboration?  Why or why not?  

Describe. 
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c. What is the ideal role of university faculty within the field sites? 

i. What is the ideal role of the mentor teacher? 

9. What else would you like to share about the program as it is enacted? 
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Appendix D 

Semi-Structured Interview/Focus Group Protocol 

Current Candidates – Enacted Program 

1. Tell me about your teacher education program. 

a. Why did you decide to pursue this program? 

b. What are your goals related to career post graduation? 

i. Do you see this program as supportive of these goals?  Why or why not? 

c. What do you see as the key characteristics of your program? 

i. Preparation for what? Infants, preschool, primary, families, collaboration? 

d. What are the main experiences you have had? 

i. In relation to key characteristics? 

e. Tell me about what you see as the most meaningful aspects of the program.  

About the least meaningful. 

2. How do the faculty seem to organize and present the curriculum? 

a. Do you see faculty working together?  Explain. 

b. If you have a question about the program, who do you go to? 

i. About a specific class? 

ii. Can all faculty answer your questions?  Explain. 

3. Are there connections between your classes? 

a. Between classes and your field work? 

b. Assignments, content, faculty support, materials, etc. 
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4. What are you learning about being an early childhood special educator or about early 

childhood special education in general? 

a. Where/In what experiences does this take place? 

b. Interdisciplinary/collaborative work? Direct service? Working with families? 

5. What are you learning about early childhood educator or about early childhood education 

in general? 

a. Where/In what experiences does this take place? 

b. Content? Assessment?  Collaborative work?  Working with families? 

6. Describe the field sites you have worked in. 

a. What were the teachers’ roles, titles, and responsibilities? 

b. What were yours? 

c. Who were the children? 

d. Describe your relationship with your collaborating teachers.  With other 

professionals at the site? 

e. Describe your view of the relationship between your collaborating teacher(s) and 

your faculty. 

7. Describe how you have had to demonstrate knowledge, skills, or dispositions regarding 

early childhood education. 

a. Regarding early childhood special education? 

b. In coursework? 

c. In fieldwork? 

8. What teaching contexts and/or teaching roles is your program best preparing you for?  

Why?   
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a. What teaching contexts and teaching roles is your program least preparing you 

for?  Explain.   

b. Do you feel your program is preparing you to work in inclusive settings?   

i. Why or why not? 

ii. What roles and responsibilities in an inclusive setting are you being 

prepared for?  How? Explain.  

9. Do you feel confident in your effectiveness as an inclusive teacher?  Why or why not?  

How does this relate to your preparation? 

 

10. Is there anything else you can tell me about your program? 
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Appendix E 

Semi-Structured Interview/Focus Group Protocol 

Graduates – Enacted Program 

1. Tell me about your teacher education program. 

a. Why did you decide to pursue this particular program?   

b. What were your goals related to career post graduation when you were in the 

program?  Did they change during your preparation?  Why or why not? What are 

they now? 

i. Do you think this program was supportive of these goals?  Why or why 

not? 

c. What were the key characteristics of your program? 

i. Preparation for what? Infants, preschool, primary, families, collaboration? 

d. What are the main experiences you have had? 

i. In relation to key characteristics? 

e. Tell me about what you saw as the most meaningful aspects of the program. 

i. About the least meaningful. 

2. How did the faculty seem to organize and present the curriculum? 

a. Did you see faculty working together?  Explain. 

b. If you had a question about the program, who did you go to? 

i. About a specific class? 
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ii. Do you think that all of the faculty would have been able to answer all of 

your questions?  Explain. 

3. Did you see connections between your classes?  Explain. 

a. Between classes and your field work? 

b. Assignments, content, faculty support, materials, etc. 

c. If needed, revisit key characteristics and main experiences. 

4. What did you learn about being an early childhood special educator or about early 

childhood special education in general? 

a. Where/In what experiences did that take place? 

5. What did you learn about being an early childhood educator or about early childhood 

education in general? 

a. Where/In what experiences did that take place? 

6. Describe the field sites you worked in as part of the program. 

a. What were the teachers’ roles, titles, and responsibilities? 

b. What were yours? 

c. Who were the children? 

d. Describe your relationship with your collaborating teachers.  With other 

professionals at the site? 

e. Describe your view of the relationship between your collaborating teacher(s) and 

your faculty. 

7. Describe how you were asked to demonstrate knowledge, skills, or dispositions regarding 

early childhood education. 

a. Regarding early childhood special education? 
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b. In coursework? 

c. In fieldwork? 

8. What teaching contexts and/or teaching roles did your program best prepare you for?  

Why?   

a. What teaching contexts and teaching roles did your program least prepare you 

for?  Explain.   

b. Did your program prepare you to work in inclusive settings?   

i. Why or why not? 

ii. What roles and responsibilities in an inclusive setting were you prepared 

for?  Explain.  

9. Do you feel confident in your effectiveness as an inclusive teacher?  Why or why not?  

How does this relate to your preparation? 

10. Is there anything else you can tell me about your program? 
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Appendix F 

Document Review Protocol 
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Initial Analysis 

Program dimensions Facts/Observations 

What? Who? Where? 

Analysis 

Why? 

Follow up? 

Next Steps? 

Curricular coherence;  

 

  

Faculty collaboration  

 

  

Depth of knowledge  

 

  

Performance/portfolio 

assessments 

 

 

  

PK-12 partnerships.    
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Appendix G 

Programs of Study 

 

Program Option 1: Master’s Degree in ECE  
 

Classes are listed in approximate order of when they will be taken by students.       
 

Course Cr 

Advanced Child Growth and Development (complete during first or second semester in 

program) 

3 

RSEM 5100 Basic Statistics (suggested for second fall in program) 

 

3 

Approaches to Young Children's Learning 

 

3 

Language and Literacy in Young Children  

 

3 

Curriculum and Program Development in ECE  

 

3 

Administrative Seminar 

 

3 

Working with Parents and Families 

 

3 

Medical and Physiological Aspects of Developmental Disabilities 3 

Social Competence and Classroom Supports 3 

 

Single Subject Research Design 

 

3 

Literacy and Mathematics K-2 

 

3 

 

Elective—choose one of the following UCD courses:  

Advanced Infant Toddler Development (meets Director qualification) 

Foundation and Organization of Coaching* (part of Coaching Early Childhood 

Professionals series) 

Autism and Early Intervention  (online)* (part of Applied 

     Behavior Analysis series) 

Collaborating in Schools and Communities 

EPSY—Educational Psychology course of choice relevant to ECE 

LCRT early literacy course of choice* 

Independent study—Research and data analysis (graduate research assistant to faculty)  

*may be taken as stand-alone class or part of a certificate program 

3 

Practicum in Early Childhood Education 

 

3 

Total Credit Hours 39 

Comprehensive Exams  
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Program Option 2: Early Childhood Special Education Specialist License 
 

Classes are listed in approximate order of when they will be taken by students.       

   
Course Cr 

Advanced Child Growth and Development (complete during first or second semester in 

program) 

3 

Medical and Physiological Aspects of Developmental Disabilities 3 

Approaches to Young Children’s Learning 

 

3 

Language and Literacy in Young Children 

 

3 

Curriculum and Program Development in ECE 

 

3 

Working with Parents and Families 

 

3 

Administrative Seminar 

 

3 

Screening and Assessment of Young Children 

 

3 

Intervention Strategies 

 

3 

Social Competence and Classroom Supports 

 

3 

Literacy and Mathematics K-2 

 

3 

Infant/Toddler Practicum 

 

2 

Preschool Practicum 

 

2 

Primary Practicum 

 

2 

Total Credit Hours 39 

ECSE State exam  
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Program Option 3: Early Childhood Special Education Specialist License and Master’s 

Degree in ECE 

Classes are listed in approximate order of when they will be taken by students.       

 

Course Cr 

Advanced Child Growth and Development (complete during first or second semester in 

program) 

3 

Basic Statistics (complete within first 2 semesters) 

 

3 

Medical and Physiological Aspects of Developmental Disabilities 3 

Approaches to Young Children's Learning 

 

3 

Language and Literacy in Young Children  

 

3 

Curriculum and Program Development in ECE  

 

3 

Administrative Seminar  

 

3 

 

Working with Parents and Families 

 

3 

Screening and Assessment of Young Children  

                                                  

3 

Intervention Strategies 

 

3 

Social Competence and Classroom Supports 

 

3 

Single Subject Research Design 

  

3 

Literacy and Mathematics in K-2 

 

3 

Elective—take towards end of program 

 

3 

Infant/Toddler Practicum 2 

Preschool Practicum 2 

Primary Practicum 2 

Total Credit Hours 48 

ECSE STATE  Exam  

Comprehensive Exam  
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Program Options 4 and 5: Added Endorsement in Early Childhood Special Education 

Specialist 
For Teachers holding a current Early Childhood, Elementary, or Special Education (K-12) License 

 

Classes are listed in approximate order of when they will be taken by students.       
                   

Course Cr 

Medical and Physiological Aspects of Developmental Disabilities 3 

Language and Literacy in Young Children 
 

3 

Curriculum and Program Development in ECE 
 

3 

Screening and Assessment  
 

3 

Intervention Strategies 
 

3 

Social Competence and Classroom Supports 
  

3 

Infant/Toddler Practicum 2 

Preschool Practicum 
 

2 

Primary Practicum 2 

Total Credit Hours 24 

ECSE State Exam  

Requirements for MA plus ECSE added endorsement  

Elective—take towards end of program 

 

3 

Single Subject Research Design 
 

3 

Basic Statistics  
 

3 

Comprehensive Exam  

Choose 2 of the following with faculty advisors approval  

Approaches to Young Children’s Learning 3 
 

Administrative Seminar 3 
 

Working with Parents and Families 3 
 

Total Credit Hours for MA plus ECSE added Endorsement 39 
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Appendix H 

Key Tenets and Characteristics of the Program 

 Embracing a state wide and a broader overall goal focusing on producing leaders who 

will help move the field by advocating for best practices on behalf of children and 

families. 

 A program design that draws from the foundational philosophies from both the ECE and 

ECSE fields and encourages students to complete a program of study that leads to both a 

degree in ECE and a license in ECSE while allowing for individual flexibility and choice 

through multiple program outcome options. 

o The program has historically approached the blending of ECE and ECSE content 

at the course level and all programs of study related to the various program 

outcome options share a core set of coursework. 

 A program faculty (core and adjunct) that is interdisciplinary in nature including ECE, 

ECSE, OT and SLP as well as two primary practitioners. 

o Core faculty meet frequently and regularly. – Gina indicated that faculty try but 

don't get to meet as often as we like. They meet at least once per month.  

o The entire group responsible for delivering the program (core, adjunct and field 

faculty) does not have opportunities to meet on a regular basis. Gina shared that 

they don't meet with adjuncts as often as they would like either and rarely meet as 

a group. Rather they meet individually more often.  A commitment to soliciting 
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team members who share the philosophies of the program exists in an attempt to 

ensure program/curricular coherence. 

 A reliance on and trust in past graduates both in the field as site supervisors and as 

University Practicum Faculty as a means to better support current candidates and 

establish placements. 

o A second challenge persists regarding program resources to adequately support 

candidates and community practicum sites.  

 An ongoing focus on the use of practical, natural and inclusive settings which allow 

candidates to engage in realistic, authentic learning experiences throughout the program 

(during courses and leading up to practicum.   

o This is seen as a developmental progression of skill and knowledge development 

with earlier experiences serving as a means for students to build skills which are 

ultimately demonstrated fully in practicum. 

o Promoting a value for children with and without special needs being cared for and 

educated together in inclusive settings.  

 A promotion of embedded instruction to promote inclusion. 

o Commitment to using only inclusive sites for practicum experiences. 

o An ongoing challenge exists related to securing quality, inclusive practicum 

placements where candidates have opportunities to observe and practice quality, 

inclusive and evidenced based practice.  Gina added that many sites don't have 

ECSEs on site. True inclusive sites are rare and even more difficult to secure at 

the primary level.  
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 Commitment to fostering relationships between the faculty and the candidates as well as 

working to be very individualized and responsive to candidate and community needs. 

o Working to meet the perceived and expressed needs of candidates related to their 

current work and career aspirations.  This focus helps to steer the program 

delivery to a primary focus on the preschool age level and the role of classroom 

teacher and leader and specialist in ECSE.  However, other age groups and 

professional roles are a part of the program to various degrees and are stressed 

more for certain individuals based again on their individual needs. 

 Attention to alignment to the national and state standards for ECE and ECSE (NAEYC 

and CEC/DEC) in the program design. 

 A philosophy that particularly stresses family and community centered practice including 

a historical use of community, candidate, and graduate needs and perceptions as guidance 

for the program design and delivery. 

 A philosophy that sees social-emotional development as central to child development and 

therefore adoption of a positive-behavior support philosophy toward behavior/classroom 

management.   

 A philosophy of diversity that all children and families are unique and diverse and that 

strategies are universal (can be applied to a wide variety of children demonstrating 

various aspects of diversity including disability). Cultural responsivity is the focus  

 Adhering to a strength-based philosophy towards candidates and children as well as a 

value for children with identified needs. 
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 Promoting the use of evidence-based practices and the ability to understand, use and 

conduct research as ECE/ECSE professionals. There is a heavy focus on use of Evidence 

Based Practices (EBPs).  These are discussed extensively in ECSE licensure courses.  

 


