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Abstract. The present forms of school-university/institute partnership are largely
based on the interests of experts in this field. The aim of this study is to research
teachers’ and school counsellors’ perceptions of both the existing and desired forms
of the partnership. Based on the qualitative content analysis of the materials from the
interviews, four dimensions of partnership were mapped: systematicity, practicality,
equality and initiative. The study has shown that the current partnership is somewhat
sporadic and initiated more by the research needs of experts rather than the practical
needs of teachers. The desired partnership would imply the creation of an organised
and continuous relationship, whereby the experts would take on the role of a mentor,
thus proposing practical solutions and initiating forms of cooperation. Such expecta-
tions lead to controversy, and these issues are discussed in the study.

Key words: school-university/institute partnership, in-service teacher education,
qualitative content analysis.

Introduction

Cooperation between school practitioners and university/institute experts is
presently regarded as one of the key resources for fostering changes in edu-
cation. For that reason, the establishment of a strong partnership between
schools and universities/institutes is seen as an imperative task (Darling-
Hammond, 1994). The following important aims have been set before this
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partnership: (a) enhancing the quality of students’ learning and knowledge;
(b) the change of teachers’ pre-service and in-service education, aimed at
better adaptation to the practical needs of the profession; (c) the improvement
of school research practice, aimed at encouraging teachers to base their prac-
tice on research (Callahan & Martin, 2007; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999;
McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins, 2004; Sandholtz, 2002). However, in order
to fulfil those aims, it is essential to depart from the traditional model of
school- university/institute relation, in which the university/institute experts
are presented as ‘knowledge deliverers’ and the teachers are consumers and
executors (Day, 1998; Sandholtz, 2002). In that respect, the trend towards
an increased school involvement in shaping teacher’s initial education and
professional development, along with the implementation of action research
projects, has been strongly apparent in the last twenty years (Bartholomew &
Sandholtz, 2009; Day, 1998, 1999).

Cooperation between schools and universities/institutes covers a wide
area, from enrolling teacher students in schools to founding professional
development schools (Bartholomew & Sandholtz, 2009). Several models of
school-university/institute partnership have emerged from the present prac-
tice, all belonging to three basic types: service providing, coalition and collab-
orative partnership (Callahan & Martin, 2007; Cornelissen, Swetb, Beijaarda
& Bergen, 2011; Tushnet, 1993). In the service type of partnership, one of the
partners provides the other with the expert services necessary for the realisa-
tion of his/her professional plans. Schools are generally interested in service
type partnerships with universities and institutes, with the aim of receiving
teacher training, while universities and institutes mostly expect schools to
provide them with research data collection. In coalitions, partners mutually
co-ordinate their professional plans and objectives, creating a limited partner-
ship in the process of their implementation. Collaboration entails a high level
of co-ordination and negotiation between the partners in all phases of a joint
project. Nonetheless, a rejecting type of collaboration has been perceived in
the analysis of partnership between teachers and university/institute experts,
in which one partner considers the other’s knowledge irrelevant, unfeasible or
opposed to his/her professional perceptions (Nelson, 2005).

School-university/institute partnership:
the Serbian context

School-university/institute partnership in Serbia is mainly reduced to the pro-
vision of in-service seminars to school practitioners (Kovach-Cerovi¢, 2006).
It concerns the programmes accredited by the Ministry of Education, Sci-
ence and Technological Development, which schools select according to their
professional needs and plans, and whose attendance is included in the com-
pulsory teachers’ professional development agenda. Individual schools are
involved in international cooperation and professional development projects,
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collaborating with partner schools from the EU countries and international
experts. There is no formal school-university/institute cooperation in pre-
service teacher education. Pre-service teacher education, in which universi-
ties traditionally occupy the main role, involves practical education at schools,
but is unsystematic and based on the voluntary placement of teacher students
in schools. Additionally, there is no formal curriculum according to which
teacher students’ practical education at schools is conducted, or any financial
resources for that practice (Kovach-Cerovi¢, 2006).

Schools in Serbia also cooperate with experts outside universities. These
are experts employed in scientific institutes whose research projects are fi-
nanced by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development
of the Republic of Serbia. Their partnership with schools mainly involves
research activities ‘in the field”. This form of partnership fits the ‘profile’ as
being both sporadic and occasional, including individuals or small groups
of associates in schools. As in the case of university colleagues, coopera-
tion between institutes and schools takes place through the establishment of
personal contacts between the institute experts and school practitioners. The
most significant ‘contact persons’ within schools are the school counsellors.
School counsellors are experts in the field of psychology and education, em-
ployed at primary and secondary schools as advisors. School counsellors are
often the link between schools and university/institute experts, because they
are actively involved in addressing practical issues and providing support in
teachers’ professional development. They are, consequently, the persons re-
searchers most frequently address for help when the need arises to organise
research projects in schools.

We need to ask teachers if we want
to cooperate with them

School-university/institute cooperation is not developing without difficulties,
despite the manifestly expressed readiness and interest in it. It has been proved
evident that the key obstacles to cooperation are: (a) differences in organisa-
tional cultures — schools and universities/institutes differ in the opinion about
the nature of knowledge, often set different professional values and have dif-
ferent styles of work, as well as different viewpoints with respect to the coop-
eration aims and their role in partnership; (b) the difference in power between
universities and schools — in most realised cooperation activities, teachers still
retain the role of listeners, followers and ‘work executors’, which creates the
notion of being marginalised and a lack of agency among them; (c) logistics
problems — there are limitations in terms of the time required for cooperation,
there is a lack of support and acknowledgement as the motivational factors of
cooperation, along with the lack of financial resources for the realisation of
cooperation projects (Bartholomew & Sandholtz, 2009; Bullough et al., 1999;
Day, 1999; de Vries & Pieters, 2007; McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins, 2004;
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Nelson, 2005; Powell & McGowan, 1996; Trent & Lim, 2010; Tsui & Law,
2007; Zeichner, 2010).

As we can see, the unequal position of teachers compared with that of
university/institute experts is one of the starkest characteristics of their coop-
eration. Such a state shows that the cooperation between the aforementioned
partners suits the interests of institutions of higher education and educational
science more than those of schools. Namely, cooperation is mostly initiated
by university/institute experts, who retain the role of ‘the brains of the op-
eration’, which enables them to adapt the cooperative activities in schools to
their own research agendas. In addition, such cooperation is rarely based on
any previous research into teachers’ needs and expectations, thus silencing
their authentic voices and replacing them with a general decontextualized and
desirable voice ‘in the name of teachers’ (Hargreaves, 1996). Such expert-
oriented cooperation enables university/institute experts to publish results in
scientific journals but the published data are of very low relevance for school
practitioners (Vanderlinde & van Braak, 2010). The possibility of satisfying
teachers’ needs in Serbia is further reduced through cooperation in which
they are mainly given the role of subjects in ad hoc research projects or the
opportunity to participate in occasional seminars. That means that the cur-
rent position of teachers in comparison with university/institute experts is out
of step with the prevailing discourse about teachers as reflective practition-
ers, researchers of their own practice, leaders in education and professionals.
Educational experts seem to be more willing to accept teachers as the agents
of change in their theoretical works than in any concrete relations with them.
In view of the insufficient respect for teachers’ voices in the cases of the co-
operation with university/institute experts, we wanted to enable those voices
to become more transparent. Hence, the contribution of our study will be
more profound understanding of how the school-university/institute partner-
ship looks like from the perspective of school practitioners as well as what
kind of the partnership they prefer. In other words, the goal of our research is
to gain insight into how school practitioners see the current cooperation with
universities and institutes and what this cooperation should be like in order to
meet their professional needs.

METHODOLOGY

Participants. The participants in this study were teachers (N=26) and school
counsellors (N=17) from four primary schools and five secondary schools in
a large urban area belonging to the same school district (Belgrade). The sam-
ple of the participants was purposive. Namely, the authors of this paper had
the opportunity to carry out research and seminars with the aforementioned
schools over the past five years. The teachers and school counsellors who
participated in this research were individuals who were involved in the issues
concerning the cooperation with the experts and thus represented “the key in-
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formants”. We contacted them and proposed the participation in the research
which would be the first phase of a more structured and practice-oriented co-
operation between their schools and our research institution. The participants
gave the oral agreement to participate in the study about their experiences
and expectations from the cooperation with universities and institutes. The
interviews were conducted in the participants’ working environment (their
schools). Data about the teachers and counsellors’ work experience, as well as
the subjects they teach are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: The profile of the participants

School Years of tea-
ching/counselling Subject taught (f)
primary secondary experience (f)
Hematology (5)
Serbian (4)
Physics (3)
Chemistry(3)
History(3)
0-5(6) . .
Teachers 10 16 5-20(12) lg’[.“’rl‘q’b“’.l"gy 2)
20-30 (8) iochemistry (2)
French (2)
Technology (1)
Physical
Education (1)
0-50)
Sgllzﬁsel:llors 8 9 > =20 () /
20-30(7)

Data collection. The research questions we asked are the following: (a) How
do teachers and school counsellors view the current cooperation with experts
from faculties and institutes? (b) What should cooperation which suits teach-
ers’ needs more be like? We chose the interview as the qualitative approach to
data gathering, since it enables familiarity and consideration of the meanings
the actors attribute to the research themes and allows us to hear their lively
and rich stories (Fontana & Frey, 2005; King, 2004; Willig, 2008). In addi-
tion, the qualitative interview provides the participants in the study with the
possibility to actively contribute to the ‘creation of the plot’ in the dialogue
with the researchers, as meaning makers and not merely passive respondents
(Holstein & Gubrium, 2004). The interviews were semi-structured and car-
ried out on the basis of an interviewing agenda whereby the themes followed
the research questions. We asked the participants, for example: “What are the
specific examples of good cooperation between school and the experts from
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universities and institutes? Why is it a good collaboration?’, ‘How would you
describe the current role of experts in the improvement of teacher practice?’,
or ‘Try to imagine the cooperation between school and university/institute
for 10 years from now. Let your imagination be free, but also think about the
sustainability of these ideas.” The interviews lasted for 90 minutes each and
were conducted in the school environment.

After interviewing all of the participants, the authors held reflexive dia-
logue about their research constructions. The goal of this dialogue was to
analyse the meanings which the authors assigned to the research themes and
to highlight changes in the ways the authors constructed these themes during
the research. Audio recordings of the interviews and the authors’ reflexive
conversation were made, and the materials from the interviews were tran-
scribed.

Data analysis. We conducted the qualitative content analysis, which ena-
bles the interpretation of the obtained data through the step-by-step procedure
of coding and identifying thematic patterns (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Elo &
Kyngis, 2008; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). In order to avoid imposed meaning
on the part of the researchers, we selected the inductive category development
(Mayring, 2000), which means that the coding and creating of categories was
carried out relying on data from the interviews and not theoretical construc-
tions given in advance. We firstly familiarised ourselves with the content of
the transcripts in order to gain a wider picture of how the teachers and school
counsellors viewed cooperation between schools and experts from univer-
sities and institutes. Then the analytical procedure continued by separating
smaller units in the text made up of several lines or sentences which referred
to a particular subject. Afterwards we coded the separated subjects so that the
codes retained the basic message or meaning of the subject. Thus created ini-
tial codes were gathered into the first order categories on the basis of thematic
closeness. The first order categories were then thematically unified in four
broad themes which represented the second order categories in our analysis.
During the construction of the categories we took care to ensure that they fit
the thematic units which we had noticed in the conversations with the par-
ticipants in the study. In addition, on the basis of the consecutive comparison
of the narrative and categories, the initial (working) version of the thematic
categorisation of the material was corrected several times. In the first phase
of the process of coding and categorization the first author, whose field of
expertise was qualitative analysis, conducted the coding and construction of
the initial categories. Then, two other authors performed individual codings
using the list of the initial codes provided by the first author. In the next phase
of the analysis, the authors discussed the individual codings and created the
final matrix of the initial codes consensually. The first and the second order
categories were created in the reflexive dialogue among the authors. The table
showing the codes and categories is provided in Appendix I.
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RESULTS

On the basis of the research participants’ narratives we created four second
order general categories, which represent the main dimensions of cooperation
between teachers and university/institute experts with respect to teachers’
professional development (Figure 1). Each dimension refers to the actual as
well as desired cooperation.

Figure I: First order and second order categories

Second order

. First order categories
categories

Seminars are systematic but formal type of cooperation with the experts

Systematicity =~ <= Cooperation with experts is unsystematic

Continuous and compulsory cooperation with experts is needed

Experts as theoreticians
Practicality <
Experts should provide useful knowledge and skills

Experts (should) dominate the cooperation

Cooperation suits the experts’ needs

/IN

Equality

Experts should be partners with teachers

Experts should be the initiators of cooperation
Initiative <

Schools should be the initiators of cooperation

Systematicity of the cooperation

The current cooperation between teachers and university/institute experts is
mainly unsystematic due to the lack of institutionalised and continuous part-
nership. This means that cooperation is pursued sporadically, based on the
personal initiative of individual teachers or the experts and mainly reduced
to occasional consultations with university lecturers at the home faculty. The
only systematic form of cooperation is teachers’ participation in in-service
seminars. Consequently, for the majority of teachers in primary and second-
ary schools, attending seminars is the only form of cooperation with univer-
sity/institute experts they ever experience. However, the participants’ narra-
tives of such in-service seminars are construed in a negative fashion, since the
activities in the programmes are predominantly perceived as being reduced
to the formal fulfilment of the necessary criteria for obtaining the teacher’s
licence.

Bearing in mind the sporadic contact with university/institute experts,
which can barely be termed cooperation, as well as the fact that seminars are
occasional and for the most part reduced to a form of ‘ritual’, it comes as no
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surprise that one of the most significant expectations of the participants in
this study was for cooperation to be continuous and reliable:

1 think that [the cooperation] should really be continuous and systematic,
Just to know to whom to apply at the right time and to count on the assist-
ance. (An excerpt from an interview with a primary school teacher)

One of the more frequent themes in the interviews, which also refers to the
systematicity of cooperation, is the expectation of both the teachers and school
counsellors that the cooperation with university/institute experts should be
compulsory for teachers. Namely, the idea of somebody ‘forcing’ teachers
into systematic partnership with university/institute experts is surprisingly
close to that held by our interlocutors. Their argument is that cooperation
which is regulated as obligatory has greater chances to become systematic.

Practicality of the cooperation

One of most frequent themes in the research participants’ narratives refers
to the experts’ role in providing teachers with new and practical knowledge.
So far university/institute experts have played the role of ‘windows’ into in-
novations in certain scientific disciplines, informing teachers about new sci-
entific results, ideas, educational trends and changes. Such a role was, for the
most part, positively appraised by the research participants, because it fits
the experts’ image as ‘people of science’. However, the basic problem with
the previous delivery of ready-made knowledge is that such knowledge is too
academic. The feeling that they are ‘left without answers’ and left alone to
face the problems from practice is highly present in the research participants’
narratives.

The teachers’ key expectations from university/institute experts are to
offer, through cooperation, directly useful knowledge, know-how for those
themes the teachers consider to be vitally important. The interviewed teach-
ers and school counsellors believe that the best way to implement practical
training is to organise expert seminars at which teachers could gain new skills
for teaching specific subjects:

I'd like to have some of them [the experts] here to explain to us how an
inclusive lesson should be taught in 45 minutes. I've got an individual
educational plan for one child and thirty-five others. How can I realise
his plan in 45 minutes? It would mean a great deal to me if someone
taught that class with such a child in it on the spot. (An excerpt from an
interview with a secondary school teacher)
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Equality of the cooperation

The research participants feel there is no equality in the cooperation between
schools and experts from universities and institutes, which they see as one of
the greatest weaknesses of this partnership. In the participants’ conversations
the cooperation is mainly construed as being led by the academic interests
of the experts. More specifically, the participants perceive the experts
as theoreticians who are distanced from practical and ‘real life’ issues in
schools:

1t seems as if we were simply some sort of practitioners, which we re-
ally are, while they [university/institute experts] are one step above
us. I wonder whether they are dealing with the problems that occur at
schools, the problems that people encounter, or whether they are sim-
ply involved in something that is interesting for scientific institutions
at a particular moment, interesting for themselves, so they realise it on
their own initiative. Based on what I have experienced so far, I think it
is their offer to us. We can either accept it or not. (An excerpt from an
interview with a school counsellor in a primary school)

Teachers expect the cooperation with university/institute experts to be based
on equal respect for the interests of all actors. A partnership relationship,
from teachers’ point of view, means that the school has some influence on
the selection of the themes and goals of the cooperation. The teachers expect
their professional needs and experiences to be respected in the cooperation,
and that would move its focus to easing their work in school. Those school
counsellors who participated in the interviews see equality in cooperation as
university/institute experts and teachers mutually designing and carrying out
research projects in schools as well as teachers being the co-authors of scien-
tific publications.

However, when they consider what the experts’ desirable role in their
professional development would be, the teachers seem to expect somebody
who would be ‘older’ in that partnership. The university/institute expert as a
mentor is seen by most participants as the role with the highest potential for
the future of teachers’ professional development, since it would provide the
practitioners with permanent professional guidance and support throughout
their whole careers:

1t would be very helpful to have someone there, or to know that, if
needed, I can contact someone who can provide assistance for the spe-
cific problems [ may have — someone who will continually monitor my
work and point me in the right direction. Someone I can rely on. (An
excerpt from an interview with a secondary school teacher)
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University/institute experts are expected to be more than just mentors. Teach-
ers expect them to ‘take matters into their own hands’ and address the issues,
such as discipline and students’ lack of motivation, that teachers are not able
(or do not want) to resolve.

Initiative in the cooperation

Initiative is the theme which is particularly important in the school coun-
sellors’ narratives. The school counsellors describe teachers as passive and
insufficiently competent to initiate cooperation with university/institute ex-
perts regarding their professional development. According to them, this is
why initiative on the part of university/institute experts is necessary in order
to achieve productive cooperation and provide teachers with the opportunity
to master the required skills. The aspect of cooperation, where, in the view
of the school counsellors, the experts’ initiative is particularly desirable, con-
cerns joint research projects in schools. Conducting research is viewed as a
skill in which university/institute experts have a distinctive advantage over
teachers, therefore the ‘natural’ need for them to manage collaborative re-
search projects in education has been enforced. The experts are expected to
be familiar with the problems in schools:

Let the experts listen to how things are in practice, to what bothers
people, and then, on the basis of that knowledge and what that in-
stitution can achieve, let them solve those problems, i.e. offer some
solutions. (An excerpt from an interview with a school counsellor in a
secondary school)

However, certain teachers also considered the subject of initiative in their
talks with us and, in contrast to the school counsellors, emphasised the need
for schools to establish contact with experts from universities and institutes
and propose specific themes for cooperation. Indeed, nine of them (out of the
twenty-six) discussed the subject of initiative with us while, on the other hand,
a slight majority of school counsellors (ten out of the seventeen interviewed)
debated this theme with us. It is possible that the ‘silent majority’ of teachers
in fact accept initiative from the experts and only the most enthusiastic among
them insist on their own. Those rare teachers think that school practitioners
should be aware of their own professional needs and initiate contacts with ap-
propriate partners outside the school.

Conclusion and discussion

On the basis of the research participants’ narratives, we set aside four dimen-
sions of cooperation between schools and universities/institutes: systematic-
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ity, practicality, equality and initiative. The current cooperation is said to be
sporadic, based on personal acquaintances, left to the individuals’ enthusiasm
and mainly led by the research interests of the experts. This is the message
that cooperation with university/institute experts is rare and insufficiently rec-
ognised as a resource for professional development in schools. These percep-
tions correspond to the experiences of school practitioners in other countries
(Bartholomew & Sandholtz, 2009; Bullough et al., 1999; Cochran-Smith &
Lytle, 2001; Craft, 2000; Eraut, 1995; Powell & McGowan, 1996). For the ma-
jority of teachers the cooperation with university/institute experts exists only
at in-service seminars. Sadly, in-service seminars are predominately nega-
tively assessed due to their failure to provide adequate assistance and sup-
port in addressing practical problems in education as demonstrated in other
research studies (Borko, 2004; Day, 1999; Sandholtz, 2002). Such a situation
is the result of the fact that these seminars usually fail to satisfy the character-
istics shown in research studies to be necessary in order for some professional
development programmes to be effective (Borko, 2004; Higgins & Parsons,
2009; Kennedy, 1999; Males, Otten & Herbel-Eisenmann, 2010; Males, 2009;
Penuel, Fishman, Yamaguchi & Gallagher, 2007; Supovitz & Turner 2000).
The ‘model’ of cooperation between teachers and university/institute
experts, which would be desirable from the research participants’ point of
view, entails the institutionalisation of ‘good examples’, which refers to the
already existing individual cases of cooperation. Namely, the message is that
what individuals have done so far on their own initiative and sporadically,
should become a planned, continuous and compulsory practice. The research
participants expect university/institute experts to take on the role of mentors,
who react to the ‘orders’ given by teachers in the interest of better teaching.
These expectations are in line with the findings of other studies and point to
the common culture of school practitioners, which is oriented towards the
practical benefits from the school-university partnership (Bartholomew &
Sandholtz, 2009; Trent & Lim, 2010; Vanderlinde & van Braak, 2010). The
teachers’ expectations regarding the equality of the cooperation are ambiva-
lent. While they complain that the experts are above teachers, at the same
time they expect to be equal with experts in the initial phases of coopera-
tion, when they negotiate its goals and leave the further management of such
cooperation and the realisation of its goals to the experts. This suggests that
teachers are more interested in the products of the experts’ knowledge than
in mastering the same knowledge and skills because, in a professional sense,
they see themselves as the consumers of the experts’ knowledge and skills.
Moreover, the school counsellors insist that the experts take on the initiative
and leadership in cooperation because they see the teachers as passive and
insufficiently competent to manage partnership projects. Therefore, the most
elementary form of cooperation between teachers and university/institute
experts (Callahan & Martin, 2007; Cornelissen et al., 2011; Tushnet, 1993)
seems to be the most desirable for teachers and school counsellors in Serbia.
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It is interesting that some other research studies have also shown that teachers
expect prescriptive models of cooperation (Bartholomew & Sandholtz, 2009;
Everton, Galton & Pell, 2000), which can be linked to the findings that the
participation of teachers in partnership with university/institute experts is of
peripheral importance for teachers and involves a significant professional and
personal engagement on the part of the actors, serious commitment and skills
(methodological and organisational), which are all resources that are lack-
ing in schools (McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins, 2004; Miller, 2001). However,
there are different experiences, as shown in the research carried out by Trent
and Lim (2010).

In the reflexive discussions which we, as researchers, held between us
after the interviews, a dilemma emerged as to the extent to which our under-
standing of the teachers’ positions brought us closer to them as partners or
whether it further distanced us from them. Our experiences from the inter-
views with the teachers and school counsellors pointed out deeper differences
in the perception of cooperation and the values which ‘both sides’ ascribe
to it. Namely, when we think about cooperation with schools, our expecta-
tions are close to theoretical models in the field of professional development
— the reflective practice model (Schon, 1983), the model of the teacher as a re-
searcher of his own practice and the agent of change (Campbell, McNamara &
Gilroy, 2004; Day, 1999; Hargreaves, 1999), the models of social and organi-
zational learning (Day et al., 2007; Engestrom, 1999; Wenger, 1998) and pro-
fessional communities (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001; Stoll & Louis, 2007).
In other words, we view partnership as the potential for the development of a
professional community in school, in which teachers have the opportunity to
develop new roles as researchers, innovators and leaders in education. On the
other hand, the experts would have an opportunity to look into the ‘live’ con-
text of school narratives and dynamics of professional community in school,
which would provide research data for publication and dissemination. At the
same time, they would have the chance to improve teacher practice through
creating practice-oriented knowledge. Thus, the twofold function of educa-
tional research — providing scientific knowledge and developing educational
practice (Pollard, 2008; Vanderlinde & van Braak, 2010) would be realized by
positioning university/institute experts and teachers as members of the school
professional community. Also, creating new roles for teachers and experts
in such partnership is the way to meet the goals set before school-university/
institute partnership. However, as the insight into the research participants’
expectations showed, school practitioners in Serbia see their role as well as
the experts’ role in future partnership rather differently.

This research has enhanced the lesson of the differences in the professional
cultures between university/institute experts and school practitioners as a bar-
rier to more successful cooperation, but it also indicates a pathway to overcome
those differences. Our findings suggest the need to make the expectations of the
partners explicit and to establish clear goals of the cooperation which would be
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the result of negotiation between them. This approach to the resolution of the
problem of the differences in professional values is supported by the recom-
mendations that are given by other studies (Day, 1998; Lefever-Davis, John-
son & Pearman, 2007). In other words, the parties in the partnership need to
reconsider their own goals and the purpose of cooperation in order to bring
their perspectives closer together. In our case, redefining these positions entails
respecting the local context in which the cooperation between schools and uni-
versities/institutes is undeveloped, elemental and not recognised as a significant
resource for teachers’ professional development. Starting from that, it is too
ambitious to expect school practitioners to share our vision of partnership. On
the other hand, just as the instrumentalisation of teachers by university/institute
experts is not the solution for successful cooperation, the instrumentalisation of
experts by teachers is not a sustainable solution either. In that sense, it is neces-
sary to design a new partnership model which would include greater sensitivity
for teachers’ practical needs on the part of university/institute experts and, at
the same time, a more active engagement of teachers in changing their own
practice. In such a model, the culture of continuous professional development
would be brought closer to teachers, and it would be the responsibility of the
experts to promote this culture and its main goals as some empirical data sug-
gest (Powell & McGowan, 1996).

The data about the expectations of school practitioners from the school-
university/institute cooperation that are mapped in this research are highly
relevant for other educational settings. They point to the challenges of that
cooperation which has been structured in a similar way in different national
educational systems. Our findings are the lesson that the school-university/
institute partnership is an uncertain venture since it is an encounter of two
different “species” whose interests are mismatched and even contrasted. This
encounter is harder to accomplish for the university and institute experts than
they might imagine because they are challenged to overcome the alternatives
of being “the service” or “the exploiter” in the partnership. On the other side,
it is much harder for the school practitioners than they expect because they
are trapped by the alternatives of being either “the consumer” or “the research
subject”. Therefore, the findings in this study point to the necessity of con-
ducting an action research which would offer some clues for the key actors
how to create more convenient and sustainable roles in future partnerships.



499 The Challenges of School Practitioners’ Expectations

References

Bartholomew, S. S. & Sandholtz, J. H. (2009). Competing views of teaching in school-univer-
sity partnership. Teaching and Teacher Education, Vol. 25, No. 1, 155-165.

Bullough, R. V., Birrell, J. R., Young, J., Clark, D. C., Erickson, L., Earle, R. S., Campbell,
J. F., Hansen, L. & Egan, M. W. (1999). Paradise unrealized: Teacher educators and the
costs and benefits of school/university partnerships. Journal of Teacher Education, Vol.
50, No. 5, 381-390.

Burley, S. & Pomphrey, C. (2011). Mentoring and coaching in schools: Professional learning
through collaborative inquiry. London: Routledge.

Borko, H. (2004). Professional development and teacher learning: Mapping the terrain. Edu-
cational Researcher, Vol. 33, No. 8, 3—15.

Braun, V. & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research
in Psychology, Vol. 3, No. 2, 77-101.

Callahan, J. L. & Martin, D. (2007). The spectrum of school—university partnerships: A ty-
pology of organizational learning systems. Teaching and Teacher Education, Vol. 23,
No. 2, 136-145.

Campbell, A., McNamara, O. & Gilroy, P. (2004). Practitioner research and professional
development in education. London: Paul Chapman Publishing.

Cochran-Smith, M. & Lytle, S. L. (1999). The teacher research movement: A decade later.
Educational Researcher, Vol. 28, No. 7, 15-25.

Cochran-Smith, M. & Lytle, S. L. (2001). Beyond Certainty: Taking an inquiry stance on
practice. In A. Lieberman & L. Miller (Eds.), Teachers caught in the Action: Profes-
sional Development that Matters (pp. 45—58). New York: Teachers College Press.

Cornelissen, F., van Swetb, J., Beijaarda, D. & Bergen, T. (2011). Aspects of school—university
research networks that play a role in developing, sharing and using knowledge based on
teacher research. Teaching and Teacher Education, Vol. 27, No. 1, 147-156.

Craft, A. (2000). Continuing professional development: A practical guide for teachers and
schools. London and New York: Routledge Falmer.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1994). Professional development schools: Schools for developing a
profession. New York: Teachers College Press.

Day, C. (1998). Re-thinking school-university partnerships: A Swedish case study. Teaching
and Teacher Education, Vol. 14, No. 8, 807—819.

Day, C. (1999). Developing teachers: The challenges of lifelong leraning. London: Falmer Press.

Day, C., Sammons, P., Stobart, G., Kington, A. & Gu, Q. (2007). Teachers matter: Connecting
work, lives and effectiveness. Maidenhead: Open University Press.

de Vries, B. & Pieters, J. (2007). Knowledge sharing at conferences. Educational Research
Evaluation, Vol. 13, No. 3, 237-247.

Elo, S. & Kyngds, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced
Nursing, Vol. 62, No. 1, 107-115.

Engestrom, Y. (1999). Activity theory and individual and social transformation. In Y.
Engestrom, R. Miettinen & R. L. Punaméki (Eds.), Perspectives on activity theory (pp.
19-38). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Eraut, M. (1995). Developing professional knowledge within a client-centered orientation.
In T. R. Guskey & M. Huberman (Eds.), Professional development in education (pp.
227-252). New York and London: Teachers College, Columbia University.

Everton, T., Galton, M. & Pell, T. (2000). Teachers’ perspectives on educational research:
Knowledge and context, Journal of Education for Teaching, Vol. 26, 167-182.

Fontana, A. & Frey, J. H. (2005). The interview: From neutral stance to political involvement.
In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative research: third
edition (pp. 695-727). London: SAGE Publications.

Hargreaves, A. (1996). Revisiting voice. Educational Researcher, Vol. 25, No. 1, 12—-19.



Vladimir Dzinovié, Nikoleta Gutvajn and Rajka Devic¢ 500

Hargreaves, D. (1999). The knowledge-creating school. British Journal of Educational Stud-
ies, Vol. 47, No. 2, 122—-144.

Higgins, J. & Parsons, R. (2009). A successful professional development model in mathematics: A
system-wide New Zealand case. Journal of Teacher Education, Vol. 60, No. 3, 231-242.

Holstein, J. A. & Gubrium, J. F. (2004). The active interview. In D. Silverman (Ed.), Quali-
tative research: Theory, method and practice (pp. 140—161). London: SAGE Publica-
tions.

Hsieh, H. F. & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Quali-
tative Health Research, Vol. 15, No. 9, 1277-1288.

Kennedy, M. (1999). Formand substancein mathematics and science professional develop-
ment (NISE Brief No.3[2]). Madison, WI: National Center for Improving Science Edu-
cation.

King, N. (2004). Using interviews in qualitative research. In C. Cassell & G. Symon (Eds.),
Essential guide to qualitative methods in organizational research (pp. 11-22). London:
SAGE Publications.

Kovacs-Cerovi¢, T. (2006). National report — Serbia. In P. Zgaga (Ed.), The prospects of
teacher education in south-est Europe (pp. 487-526). Ljubljana: Pedagoska fakulteta
Univerze v Ljubljani.

Lefever-Davis, S., Johnson, C. & Pearman, C. (2007). Two sides of a partnership: Egalitarian-
ism and empowerment in school-university partnerships. The Journal of Educational
Research, Vol. 100, No. 4, 204-210.

Males, L. M. (2009). Confronting practice: Critical colleagueship in amathematics teacher
study group. In S. L. Swars, D. W. Stinson & S. Lemons-Smith (Eds.), Proceedings
of the 3I*' Annual meeting of the North American chapter of the international group for
the psychology of mathematics education. Atlanta, GA: Georgia State University.

Males, L. M., Otten, S. & Herbel-Eisenmann, B. A. (2010). Challenges of critical colleague-
ship: Examining and reflecting on mathematics teacher study group interactions. Jour-
nal of Mathematics Teacher Education, Vol. 13, No. 6, 459—471.

Mayring, P. (2000). Qualitative content analysis. forum qualitative sozialforschung/forum:
qualitative social research. Retrieved Jun, 12, 2013 for World Wide Web http://nbn-
resolving.de/um:nbn:de:0114-fqs0002204 (accessed 12 Jun 2013).

McLaughlin, M. W. & Talbert, J. E. (2001). Professional communities and the work of high
school teaching. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

McLaughlin, C. & Black-Hawkins, K. (2004). A school-university research partnership: Un-
derstandings, models and complexities. Journal of In-Service Education, Vol. 30, No.
2,265-284.

Miller, L. (2001). School-university partnership as a venue for professional development. In
A. Lieberman & L. Miller (Eds.), Teachers caught in the action: Professional develop-
ment that matters. New York: Teachers College Press.

Nelson, T. H. (2005). Knowledge interactions in teacher-scientist partnerships: Negotiation,
consultation, and rejection. Journal of Teacher Education, Vol. 56, No. 4, 382-395.
Penuel, W. R., Fishman, B. J., Yamaguchi, R. & Gallagher, L. P. (2007). What makes profes-
sional development effective? Strategies that foster curriculum implementation. Ameri-

can Educational Research Journal, Vol. 44, No. 4, 921-958.

Pollard, A. (2008). Towards new strategic initiatives for research capacity in education: A
discussion paper. Building Research Capacity. Retrieved September 3, 2013 from the
World Wide Web http://www.tlrp.org/capacity/issuel3.pdf

Powell, J. H. & McGowan, T. M. (1996). In search of autonomy: Teachers’ aspirations and
expectations from a school-university collaborative. Teaching and Teacher Education,
Vol. 12, No. 3, 249-260.



501 The Challenges of School Practitioners’ Expectations

Sandholtz, J. H. (2002). Inservice training or professional development: Contrasting oppor-
tunities in a school/university partnership. Teaching and Teacher Education, Vol. 18,
No. 7, 815-830.

Schon, D. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. Basic Books:
New York.

Supovitz, J. A. & Turner, H. M. (2000). The effects of professional development on science
teaching practices and classroom culture. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, Vol.
37, No. 9, 963-980.

Stoll, L. & Louis, K. S. (2007). Professional learning communities: Divergence, depth and
dilemmas. Maidenhead: Open University Press.

Trent, J. & Lim, J. (2010). Teacher identity construction in school-university partnerships:
Discourse and practice. Teaching and Teacher Education, Vol. 26, No. 8, 1609-1618.

Tsui, A. B. M. & Law, D. Y. K. (2007). Learning as boundary-crossing in school-university
partnership. Teaching and Teacher Education, Vol. 23, No. 8, 1289-1301.

Tushnet, N. C. (1993). 4 guide to developing educational partnerships. Washington, DC: Of-
fice of Educational Research and Improvement.

Vanderlinde, R. & van Braak, J. (2010). The gap between educational research and practice:
views of teachers, school leaders, intermediaries and researchers. British Educational
Research Journal, Vol. 36, No. 2, 299-316.

Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: Learning, meaning and identity. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Willig, C. (2008). Introducing qualitative research in psychology: Adventures in theory and
method, second edition. Maidenhead: Open University Press.

Zeichner, K. (2010). Rethinking the connections between campus courses and field experi-
ences in college and university-based teacher education. Journal of Teacher Education,
Vol. 61, No. 1-2, 89-99.

[pumibeno 15.04.2014; npuxsaheno 3a mrammy 28.08.2014.



Vladimir Dzinovié, Nikoleta Gutvajn and Rajka Devic¢

502

Appendix 1

The cases of coding and categorisation of the transcribed material obtained
from interviews with teachers and school counsellors

Second order
categories

First order
categories

Initial codes

Transcripts

1. Systematicity

1.1 Seminars are a
systematic but
fformal type of
cooperation with the
lexperts

1.2 Cooperation with
the experts is
unsystematic

1.1.1 Seminars are
the only form of
cooperation between
the experts and
school

1.1.2 The
lcooperation is not
icontinued after
seminars

1.2.1 The teacher
lasks the experts for
help when he/she
encounters a
problem

[ cannot say for now that some faculty
upports us. Only in the form of
seminars, say that it was a College of
lelectrical science, they have some
computer literacy seminar. (A school
counsellor)

Interviewer: So, there aren 't many people
ho work at institutes and faculties in
our school, you do not cooperate much
ith them. Possibly through a seminar. [
know that, because I was in your school,
ou had two of our seminars.

Teacher: Yes.

Interviewer: So we came, held a seminar
land this cooperation has not...

Teacher: Well, it has not been continued.
A secondary school teacher)

You must go around without being
invited and ask. No one will tell you that
ou have to do this or that, but when you
lexperience a problem or uncertainty,
then you have to go and knock on that
door and say that you have that sort of
problem. (A secondary school teacher)

Teacher: It [the cooperation] all seems
elatively disorganised, it's not

continuous.

Interviewer: It's not systematic?

Teacher: It's not systematic, in the sense

that one has some established

procedures.

Interviewer: [t seems sporadic, when the
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1.3 Continuous and
compulsory
cooperation with the
lexperts is needed

1.2.2 The
cooperation is
sporadic

1.3.1 The seminars
lare too short to
facilitate change

1.3.2 Continuous
support to teacher
professional
development needed

1.3.3 Need to offer
teachers more
lopportunities for the
cooperation but the
choice to be
obligatory

need arises.
Teacher: Exactly, when the need arises!
A primary school teacher)

The problem is that the seminars last for
two, maybe three days. It's not possible
to learn anything in two or three days,
because you need much longer to change
the practice. In two or three days you
lcan get some ideas, which you might
implement sometimes, if you remember,

r you will try to do something in the
first week and then forget about it. (A
ischool counsellor)

V wish there was a program or anything
that would provide continuous support to
hat I think are some weaknesses in my
ork, what I should upgrade. (A
secondary school teacher)

\Firstly, cooperation needs to be made
icompulsory. All scientific institutes, and
us as well, should be obliged to propose
themes which are connected with all
chools... and we must choose some. 1
keep saying: ‘We must, we must’.
Changes cannot be introduced if they are
eft open as a possibility which teachers

ight not make use of. (A school
counsellor)

2. Practicality

2.1 The experts
should provide
useful knowledge
and skills

2.1.1 The experts
provide literature
land participation at
scientific meetings

2.1.2 The experts as

Il received a great deal of literature from
ou [the institute associates)... Then, I
iked the meeting you organised. There
vou do get new ideas and the practitioner
igets new possibilities, he/she will use
ome of them for sure. (A school
icounsellor)

I think that the representatives of the

scientific community should be the
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2.2 The experts as
theoreticians

la source of new
information

2.1.3 Practical
knowledge in school
needed

2.1.4 A minority of
seminars related to
pedagogical content
knowledge

2.2.1 The authors of

practical answers

2.2.2 Teachers see
the experts as
theorists

people who bring new information to
Ischool... All pieces of information that
lare relevant and new to arrive at school.
(A secondary school teacher)

INo matter it [a seminar] is giving a
lesson. However, some specific
lexperience in the classroom is needed
imore, something very concrete. (A
secondary school teacher)

\Eighty percent of seminars have
pedagogical themes and only twenty
percent, as you can see, involve some
lexpert themes. And whoever collected
100 points, I believe that over eighty
percent of those points came from some
pedagogical part and very few from the
lexpert seminars. (A secondary school
teacher)

When you have a talk at the end of a
lseminar and pose questions that bother
vou, it usually ends up with the message:
"We understand you, understand your
problems, we understand all that, but we

seminars do not offerican t give you an answer.’ It simply ends

lat that point. (A primary school teacher)

The theorists’ approach is still prevalent.
ISo they [teachers] watch them as
theorists. Someone who will provide
them with some knowledge and it may be
interesting, but it does not mean that it
will be effective and that it can work in
leveryday practice. (A school counsellor)

B. Equality

3.1 The experts
should) dominate
the cooperation

3.1.1 Teachers need
imentorship

There should be constant cooperation in
lall possible directions, a mentor who
ould, for instance, help teachers, who
icould then in turn address him and say:
'This year I have a child with this or that
problem. Can you help me with some
concrete suggestions about how to deal
ith this problem?’ (A primary school
teacher)
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3.2 Cooperation suits|
the experts’ needs

3.3 Experts should
be partners with
teachers

3.1.2 The experts
prescribe what
teachers should do

3.2.1 The experts
visit schools for
iconducting research

3.2.2 The experts
lgive presentations on|
their faculties at
ischool

B.3.1 Practice knows
better than theory the]
problems in school

B.3.2 The
icooperation for the
imutual benefit
meeded

B.3.3 The experts
land teachers should
be partners

They [experts] serve to us what to teach
pupils, and that is ridiculous. They have
never entered a secondary school and
they are supposed to tell me what pupils
should learn in physics or chemistry or
some other specific subjects. (A
secondary school teacher)

\People from faculties come to our
Serbian lessons and we always let them
teach a lesson. Those people are usually

orking on their own thesis and they
need to poll pupils. Therefore, they do
that for their own needs, not to train
teachers or teach pupils. (A secondary
school teacher)

Lecturers, some assistant lecturers and
some students come every year, and give
presentations on their faculties through
talks, brochures, texts, and materials on
the projector. (A secondary school
teacher)

INow, after so many years it seems to me
that the school, i.e. life, defines the
themes of cooperation and that life is
much richer than science. (A school
counsellor)

The real thing is to see what those
lexperts offer, what the benefit would be
for the school and what the school can
offer them. (A school counsellor)

Interviewer: How would you call it
[preferred cooperation]?
Teacher: I would call it a partnership,
cooperation. It's crucial to me that we
lare partners, that we are equal. Someone
ho is a representative of the scientific
icommunity will provide some ideas, and
they are good, and teachers will provide
their expertise in working with students,
iso that there would be some kind of
symbiosis. (A primary school teacher)

4. Initiative

4.1 Experts should

be the initiators of

4.1.1 Teachers need

Il don't believe that they [teachers] would

to be pushed in the

be independent in their professional
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lcooperation

4.2 Schools should
be the initiators of
cooperation

professional
development

4.1.2 Schools
reluctant to
icooperate with each
lother without the
linitiative of the
lexperts

4.1.3 It needs the
lexperts to initiate
laction research in
ischool

4.1.4 The experts are
meeded to collect
data on the basis of
residence at school

4.2.1 Teachers to
define their needs
land contact the
lexperts

development. It is always necessary to
lhave someone who is going to 'push' and
iterally organise that. Few people are
able to be independent and
individualistic enough for self-
improvement. (A school counsellor)

Interviewer: Do you see how the experts
can help when it comes to the
cooperation among schools?

School counsellor: 7o suggest, as did the
[European institutions, connecting of
schools, because we are not ready to do
0. (A school counsellor)

To start with the expert has to design
some project. Simply, to design

omething that would be interesting for
teachers, to suggest some research, to
find out what the current school needs
lare. Now inclusive teaching is interesting
for all schools. That has priority,
teachers should be given help with that.

A school counsellor)

I think it would be very useful for a
esearcher to have the experience from
chool. To be present at classes, and to

attend the meetings, to hear people. (A

secondary school teacher)

We would have to be the initiators. So,

they [the experts] will not offer any

cooperation, but we'll be looking for
ome cooperation. This way or another,

but we would be the ones [who are

looking for the cooperation], which is

OK. How do they know what we need?
A secondary school teacher)
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Bnanumup [Iunosuh, Hukonera I'yrBaju u Pajka Besnh
N3A30BHA OYEKNBABA TTPAKTUYAPA YV IIKOJIAMA
O/1 CAPAALE CA YHUBEP3UTETUMA U UHCTUTYTUMA
Ancmpaxm

TpenyTHH 00U MAPTHEPCTBA LIKOJIE Ca YHUBEP3UTETHMA U HHCTUTYTHMA yTJIaB-
HOM CY 3aCHOBaHU Ha HHTEPECOBABIMA CTPYUkbhaka y oBoj ooiactu. Llusbs ucrpaxu-
Bama jECTC Jla CC aHAIM3UPAjy TEPICHIIje HACTABHUKA U MIKOJCKUX CABCTHUKA O
nocTojehM 1 KeJbeHUM 00IHiIMMa TapTHepcTBa. Ha OCHOBY KBaNuTaTHBHE aHAIH-
3¢ caaprKaja MaTepujaia, Koju je JoOHjeH IMyTeM HHTEPBjya, fe(hUHHUCAHE Cy YeTHPH
IUMEH3HMje TApTHEPCTBA: CHCTEMAaTUIHOCT, MPAKTHYHOCT, jeTHAKOCT ¥ MHHUIIHjaTH-
Ba. McTpaxuBame je mokas3alo a ce TpeHyTHA capaiiba OflBHja JJOHEKJIe CIopa -
HO ¥ Jia je y Behoj Mepu MHMLMpaHa UCTPaKMBAYKUM MOoTpedama excriepara Hero
MPaKTUYHUM MOTpebdaMa HacTaBHUKA. JKeJbeHn 00K MapTHEPCTBA M0pa3syMeBao
01 ycriocTaB/bakbe OPraHM30BAHOT M TPAJHOT OJIHOCA, IIPU YeMy OM €KCIepTH Ipe-
y3€IU yIOry MEHTOpa, Ipeiaxyhu IpakTHYHa pelieha U HHUIKUPajyhu pa3indu-
Te BHJIOBE capajiibe. TakBa OUeKMBama JOBOJE 10 KOHTPOBEP3H, 300T 4era ce 0 OBUM
MIUTalkIMa JUCKYTYje Y pany.

Kwyune peuu: mapTHEpCTBO ILIKOJIE Ca MHCTHUTYTUMa M YHUBEP3UTETOM, CTPY4HO
ycaBplllaBame HACTaBHUKA, KBaJIUTAaTHBHA aHAJKM3a cajpxKaja.
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Buagumup /xxunosuu, Hukonerra I'yrrBeitn u Paiika [{xxeBuu
OXUNITAHNMA [TPAKTHUKOB B IIIKOJIAX
OT COTPYJHUYECTBA C YHUBEPCUTETAMU U UHCTUTYTAMU
Peziome

Nmeroniuecs: hopMbl TAPTHEPCTBA IIKOJIbI C YHUBEPCUTETAMHU M MHCTUTYTAMH TJ1aB-
HBIM 00pa30M OCHOBBIBAIOTCSI HA HHTEPECax CICIMAINCTOB B TaHHOM obsacTu. Lleins
HCCIIEIOBAHUS - POBECTH aHAJU3 MO3UIUN YUUTENEeH U MIKOJIbHBIX COBETHUKOB O
CYIECTBYIOIINX U KEJATeIbHBIX (popMax MmapTHepcTBa. Ha OCHOBaHWH Ka4eCTBEH-
HOT'O aHaJIh3a COACPIKAHMS MaTepraja, MOJIYUYCHHOTO ITyTEM HHTEPBHIOMPOBAHUS,
OTIpe/ICTICHBI YeThIPe U3MEPEHHS MapTHEPCTBA: CHCTEMAaTHYHOCTD, TIPAKTHIHOCTH,
paBeHCTBO M MHUNHMATHBA. ccnenoBanme moka3ano, 4TO COTPYIHUYECTBO B HACTO-
ST MOMEHT BEIETCS CIIOPAAMYECKH M UTO OHO B OOJIbIIIEH Mepe BHI3BAHO HCCIIe-
JIOBATEIbCKUMH MOTPEOHOCTSIMH SKCIEPTOB, UM IPAKTUICCKUMHU MOTPEOHOCTIMU
yuuteneil. JXKenatenpHas popma mapTHEpPCTBA MOAPa3yMEBACT YCTAHOBIICHUE Op-
TaHU30BAHHOT'O W MPOYHOTO COTPYIHUYECTBA, IPUUYEM IKCIIEPTHI MTOTYyYar0T POIb
MEHTOPOB, TpeIaras NPakKTHICCKUE PEIICHUS U WHUIINPYS pa3IMIHbBIC BUIBI CO-
TpyaHu4ecTBa. Takue OXXUTaHUS IPUBOAAT K KOHTPOBEP3aM, BCISICTBUE YETO JaH-
HbIE BOIIPOCHI pacCMaTPHUBAIOTCS B HACTOsIIIEH padoTe.

Kniouegvie cnosa: mapTHEPCTBO HIKOJIBI C UHCTUTYTAMH U YHUBEPCUTETOM, MOBBI-
[ICHUE KBATH(HUKAIIUN YIUTEICH, KAUeCTBCHHBIN aHAIN3 COCPIKAHUS.



