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December 10, 2005

	TO:
	Participants in the summer work session of the Coalition for Connecting Teaching, Teacher Preparation and K-12 Learning (the CCTPL Coalition) and interested others



	FROM:
	Del Schalock, Mark Girod, Mark Schalock, Ella Taylor



	RE:
	Preparation for our next work session, Sunday January 29, 9 AM to 4 PM (Carol Smith is securing work space in the AACTE Conference hotel)



You will find attached several items that are preparatory to the January 29th work session. In order of appearance they are

1) a CTPL planning guide for next steps and beyond;

2) a framework for thinking about the “universe of applications” open to the theory framing maps adopted in the Portland work session this past summer when formulated through the concept of clinical teaching tutorials. This page carries with accompanying notes on the need to carry out theory development and testing within the realities of practice and why clinical teaching tutorials provide an appropriate structure for doing so;

3) a description of, and related rationale for the selection of pilot CTPL theory development and application targets from the universe of application targets possible, (a rationale for targets selected is provided in ATTACHMENT A);

4) two pilot CTPL theory application models that reflect two markedly different reality demands for the design and implementation of clinical teaching tutorials;

5) two concept cluster charts illustrative of the kind and level of concept articulation we will need to do as points of departure in addressing each pilot application target we decide to pursue.

As you make your way through these items please view them as first approximations to the bridging frameworks we need to create in moving from the broad, general theory anchoring discussions pursued last summer to the concrete configuration(s) of variables to be explored within particular theory development and testing applications (see page 1 attached).


The problem we struggled with in this regard was one of deciding how, and on what, to focus the specifics of our theory building and testing effort. It seemed reasonably clear that we did not want to tackle the “universe” of applications possible from the ground laying work of last summer (see page 2 attached), and that we needed to frame our work within the context of specific applications (see footnote 1 on page 2). Staying with the concept of “clinical teaching tutorials” as the vehicle to carry these applications, as outlined in the NSF pre-proposal shared last summer, also remained as a promising idea (see footnote 2 on page 2). Deciding which teacher preparation context within which to center the work, however, was not clear.


So, arbitrarily, we identified three teacher preparation targets that we thought would work reasonably well as pilot CTPL theory development and testing contexts (see page 3 attached). They vary in important ways across the spectrum of possible application contexts and, collectively, represent lines of theory development and application that vary appreciably in their demands. A rationale for the selection of the targets proposed is outlined in ATTACHMENT A, but whether these arguments are sufficiently strong and convincing to warrant pursuing one or all three of the targets proposed, or substituting other targets, will be an early focus for discussion in January.


The frameworks that evolved from our attempt to sort through all the above may be wrongheaded on several counts. First, they start from the view that we want to build and test theory that connects to (informs?) teacher licensing decisions. This may or may not be the case and, perhaps, should not be the case if we are only in the theory development and testing business. Second, by anchoring the frameworks to traditional licensing distinctions, for example, elementary vs secondary teachers and initial (generalist) vs advanced (specialist) preparation, we thought we should incorporate within the frameworks proposed teacher roles and responsibilities beyond the facilitation of student learning in classrooms, for example, working with parents and support personnel. While sensible from a licensing point of view, and from the perspective of thinking broadly about teacher work in today’s standards-based school environment, it would move us away from a “laser sharp” focus on CTPL connections to the broader spectrum of teacher work within which these connections rest. We may or may not want to take this broader perspective, but this is clearly another decision we will need to make in January.


With this as background we think you will be able to make sense of the remaining pages attached. They flow from, and are reasonably straightforward extensions of the far-from-straightforward decisions described above. Pages 4 and 5 provide a first cut at “generic models” for orchestrating the focus and content of teaching tutorials that support the professional development of teachers as clinicians. The model on page 4 is designed from the perspective of the INITIAL preparation of teachers; the model on page 5 is designed from the perspective of their CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT as specialists. For illustrative purposes each of these are played out in greater detail on pages 6 through 8, with model I applied to proposed pilot CTPL target A (elementary teachers as generalists), and model II to proposed pilot CTPL target B1 (elementary science teaching specialists). Model II also would apply to proposed pilot CTPL target B2, but since this target has been proposed largely for discussion purposes we did not give attention at this point to its conceptual properties. ATTACHMENT B provides one line of argument for treating teaching as a clinical profession that is not often encountered and recommend these few pages as foundation reading for the work ahead.

NOTE: We had planned to include one or two concept elaboration maps as illustrative of the next level of detail we will need to get to by way of further preparation for the January meeting, but we ran out of time and easy access to good ideas. We will continue to push on this level of detail, however, and will bring a selected set of such maps to review and revise when we are in San Diego. As envisioned at this point a concept elaboration map will need to be developed for each of the concept clusters listed on each of the two cluster charts attached.


We also recommend that the Coalition consider endorsing the following paragraph as the vision we share for the learning of students in our schools. While we have framed all of our work thus far within the context of today’s standards orientation to schooling, and those of us at Western believe we should continue to do so, we have never taken a stance against the narrowness such an orientation can bring to the teaching/learning process if not implemented with great care. By adopting the position sketched below we would make clear to all concerned that our work is intended to further the highest aims of the nation’s educational heritage. The paragraph is taken from the introductory page to a 2005 working draft by Bank Street faculty and partners on a CONTINUUM OF TEACHING they are developing for use as a Teacher for a New Era institution.


“As an advocate for children, the teacher studies how children learn and grow and strives to understand the families and communities in which they live. The teacher is also well versed in the appropriate subject matter content and has a rich repertoire of pedagogical practices. The teacher uses this knowledge base to construct with the children a classroom community that promotes each child’s cognitive, linguistic, affective, social, aesthetic and physical development. The teacher brings knowledge, passion, ethics, creativity, discipline and flexibility to her work and strives to nurture these qualities in children. School is a major part of children’s lives and should provide equitable opportunities for children to build knowledge and skills, experience pleasure and enjoy learning, and develop competence. The classroom provides a context for becoming a member of a community. Learning to respect others and resolve conflicts in positive ways are fundamental to the communal learning environment. Collectively, the classroom community works to develop and promote the ideals of democracy, citizenship, respect for differences, justice and equality.”

NOTE: Adopting this view as a touchstone to our work provides an argument for staying with proposed pilot CTPL target B2 (elementary “learning coaches”). The work of Oser and Baeriswyl address all of the dimensions of learning pointed to in the paragraph, and however or whenever incorporated into the preparation of teachers would in time build within a school faculty the knowledge, skills and commitments needed to address these multiple dimensions of learning.

Given all the above here is a preliminary listing of tasks we hope to get to in San Diego:

1. Discuss and decide upon the positions we want to take around the various issues outlined in preceding paragraphs;

2. In light of decisions made, revise as needed the organizing pages included in this mailing;

3. Critique illustrative CONCEPT ELABORATION MAPS (dimensional analyses) to be distributed at the meeting for pilot CTPL target 1 that represent a necessary level of detail before proceeding with linguistic and operational definitions.

4. Critique a CONCEPT CLUSTER CHART distributed at the meeting for pilot CTPL target 2b (early childhood and elementary “learning coaches”), and decide whether we wish to proceed with this line of work or put it on hold until a later time. An alternative would be to focus on middle or high school science teacherss as a point of contrast to elementary science teaching specialists.

If we can make our way through most of these we should be ready to begin the “heavy lifting” for next summer’s work session: agreement on format and procedure for assigning concept definitions -- both linguistically (words, phrases, sentences) and operationally (indicators, measures, evidence) -- and how the definitional work is to be carried out. Once we get all this in place we will not be far from the fun side of the work we have projected for ourselves: starting to build and test causal connections among selected sets of variables framed within a particular level of teaching tutorial, or across tutorials.

Looking forward to seeing you in January. We will forward a draft agenda for the meeting, room location, etc. by January 20. Please email, FAX or call if you have questions or comments -- OR POST A MESSAGE ON OUR AS YET TO BE USED DISCUSSION BOARD -- and find joy and rest in the holidays.





Cheers,





~Del Schalock, Mark Girod, Mark Schalock, Ella Taylor

CC: 
Meredith Brodsky


Hilda Rosselli


Carol Smith

Attachments

Work documents

Attachment A

Attachment B

CCTPL PLANNING GUIDE FOR NEXT STEPS AND BEYOND

Mapping next steps toward coherence among theory, measures, programs, policies and related research that meaningfully connect teaching, teacher preparation and pK-12 learning (CTPL connections)

	ORGANIZING STRUCTURE AND LANGUAGE
	Commentary

	Theory framing maps



	Established tentatively in summer 2005 work session (see CCTPL.org website)



	Universe of applications



	See page 2 attached

	Pilot CTPL theory development and application targets, 

and the rationale for their selection



	See page 3 attached, and ATTACHMENT A

	Pilot CTPL theory application models



	A system of developmentally sequenced clinical teaching tutorials linked to practicum experiences (see pages 4 and 5 attached)



	Illustrative parameters of pilot CTPL theory development tasks



	See pages 6 through 8 attached 



	CONCEPTUAL CLARIFICATION
	The focus of the January 2006 work session, with continuation into the summer 2006 work session



	Categorical
	Definitional
	Measurement



	Exploration started in the summer 2006 work session


AS COLLECTIVE WORK PROGRESSES, EACH COALITION MEMBER WILL PURSUE

CTPL

CONNECTIONS

AND

PERFORMANCE

STANDARDS

OF THEIR OWN

INTEREST



	PREDICTED RELATIONSHIPS
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and

dimensional
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measures, evidence)
	

	
	

	
	

	EMPIRICAL TESTING


	

	Descriptive

studies
	Planned
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studies
	Experimental

studies
	



 SOME PLACEHOLDERS FOR THINKING ABOUT THE UNIVERSE OF APPLICATIONS POSSIBLE, VIA CLINICAL TEACHING TUTORIALS, FOR THE THEORY FRAMING MAPS ADOPTED IN JULY, 2005
,
  

	INITIAL PREPARATION LINKED TO LICENSURE
	Early childhood and elementary teachers preparing as subject area generalists
	Middle school teachers preparing as subject area specialists
	High school teachers preparing as subject area specialists
	Staff development programs implemented within a school or district to enhance the effectiveness of teachers within any of these roles and responsibilities in a standards based learning environment 

	
	
	
	
	

	ADVANCED PREPARATION LINKED TO LICENSURE
	Any core subject area offered in a school’s curriculum

(
“Learning” specialists
	Any core subject area offered in a school’s curriculum

(
“Learning” specialists
	Any core subject area offered in a school’s curriculum

(
“Learning” specialists

(
Vocational Education


	

	
	
	Special Education


	
	

	
	
	Music, Art, Health and Physical Education


	
	

	
	
	Counseling, Library, Media and Technology


	
	

	
	
	
	
	


PROPOSED PILOT CTPL THEORY DEVELOPMENT AND APPLICATION TARGETS

Target A

	
	The initial preparation of elementary teachers to work as pK-5 generalists in a standards-

based school environment

	

	
Target B1
The continued professional development of pK-5 generalists to work as elementary science teaching specialists in a standards-based school environment

	
Target B2
The continued professional development of pK-5 generalists to work as early childhood and elementary school learning coaches in a standards-based school environment



PILOT CTPL THEORY APPLICATION MODEL I

The Initial Professional Development of Teachers to Work in Standards-Based Schools

	Tutorial Focus
	Parameters of a CTPL Clinical Teaching Tutorial

	
	
	
	

	One of four hypothesized stages in the initial professional development of teachers, with stage-level requirements differentiated for 

· Early childhood and elementary teachers (grades pK-5)

· Middle school teachers (grades 6-8)

· High school teachers (grades 9-12)
	
Opportunities to master and verify the ENABLING KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND DISPOSITIONS assumed to be needed to demonstrate proficiency in the performance of functions required of teachers in a standards-based school environment


Stage I: INITIATE


Stage II: NOVICE

Stage III: ADVANCED BEGINNER


Stage IV: PROFESSION ENTRY COMPETENCE
	

Opportunities to hone the developmental and contextual sensitivities needed to adapt one’s teaching practices appropriately to meet the learning needs of students in each subject area for which one is responsible 
	Opportunities to develop and demonstrate GRADUATED LEVELS OF PROFICIENCY in integrating, aligning and applying one’s accumulated body of enabling knowledge and skills in the performance of functions required of teachers in a standards-based school environment

Stage I: INITIATE

Stage II: NOVICE

Stage III: ADVANCED BEGINNER

Stage IV: PROFESSION ENTRY COMPETENCE


PILOT CTPL THEORY APPLICATION MODEL II

The Continued Professional Development of Teachers to Work as Specialists in Standards-Based Schools

	Tutorial Focus
	Parameters of a CTPL Clinical Teaching Tutorial

	
	
	
	

	One of two hypothesized stages in the continued professional development of teachers gaining specialist status with stages differentiated for

· Content areas, e.g., literacy, mathematics, science

· Student characteristics and interests, e.g., 

Special Education, Vocational education, Music or Art 

· Specialized teacher roles and responsibilities, e.g.,

Counselor, Curriculum and evaluation,

Learning coach, Athletic coach
	
Opportunities to master and verify the ENABLING KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND DISPOSITIONS needed to demonstrate proficiency in performing functions expected of a particular category of specialist in a standards-based school environment


Stage V: INTERN



Stage VI: ENTRY COMPETENCE  EXPECTED OF A SPECIALIST 
	

Opportunities to hone the developmental and contextual sensitivities needed to adapt one’s teaching practice and work with others in a manner that reflects the level of expertise expected from a particular category of specialist working in a standards-based school environment
	Opportunities to develop and demonstrate GRADUATED LEVELS OF PROFICIENCY in integrating, aligning and applying one’s accumulated body of enabling knowledge and skills in performing the functions expected of a particular category of specialist in a standards-based school environment

Stage V: INTERN


Stage VI: ENTRY COMPETENCE  EXPECTED OF A SPECIALIST

	
	
	
	


PARAMETERS OF A CTPL CLINICAL TEACHING TUTORIAL FOR THE CLASSROOM FOCUSED COMPONENT OF THEIR INITIAL PREPARATION AS ELEMENTARY TEACHER GENERALISTS

(prepared to teach all academic subjects offered in a school’s pK-2 and 3-5 curriculum)

	Coursework and 

Independent Study
	
	Supervised Clinical 

Practice

	Progressive mastery of enabling knowledge and skills, with particular attention to

· the nature of teaching and learning in today’s standards-based schools;

· the nature and role of assessment in a standards-based school environment;

· K-12 standards for learning in subject areas to be taught;

· current knowledge with respect to human development and learning, and the learning of students who are educationally handicapped;

· current knowledge with respect to brain development and its implications for school-based learning

· standards related curriculum development, implementation and improvement when needed;

· the integration of curriculum, instruction and assessment required in standards-based teaching and learning;

· subject matter background teachers need to foster standards-related learning;

· instructional strategies and procedures teachers need to foster standards-related learning;

· classroom management and disciplinary skills teachers need to create environments supportive of standards-based learning;


	

DEVELOPMENTALLY AND CONTEXTUALLY APPROPRIATE ADAPTATIONS TO MEET THE LEARNING NEEDS OF STUDENTS IN A STANDARDS-BASED SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT


	Progressive levels of proficiency in knowledge and skill integration, alignment and application, with particular attention to

· the planning of lessons and 2 to 5 week units of instruction that are embedded within a school’s ongoing curriculum;

· the learning outcomes expected from the lessons and instructional units planned;

· the measures to be used in assessing these outcomes;

· the pre-instruction version of these measures to be used in determining where students are with respect to targeted outcomes for learning;

· use made of pre-instructional assessment information in modifying initial instructional plans, re-target learning outcomes, etc;

· implementing instructional units as modified, and the quality of teaching and classroom management observed during the course of this implementation;

· indicators of a teacher’s impact on the learning of his or her students, including the analysis of learning gains made by each student and designated groups of students taught;

· reflection on the strengths and weaknesses of a unit taught, what would be done differently if taught again, and implications for continued professional development

	
Planning for continued professional development
	 

Pedagogical Thinking
	
Professional dispositions and expectations


PARAMETERS OF A CTPL CLINICAL TEACHING TUTORIAL FOR THE SCHOOL AND CURRICULUM FOCUSED COMPONENT IN THE CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF AN ELEMENTARY TEACHER AS A SCIENCE TEACHING SPECIALIST

	Coursework and 

Independent Study
	
	Supervised Clinical 

Practice

	Progressive mastery of enabling knowledge and skills around

· in-depth knowledge of all science subject areas taught through at least the middle school curriculum, and probably mathematics through advanced algebra;

· in-depth understanding of the philosophy and procedures of science, the history of science and its interactions with the evolution of society, and the role of science in today’s world;

· in-depth understanding of state and national standards for student learning in science, and state and/or district curricula and related assessment systems pertaining to pK-10 science learning;

· broad and in-depth understanding of student learning around science and the misconceptions students frequently bring to it;

see next page….
	

DEVELOPMENTALLY AND CONTEXTUALLY APPROPRIATE ADAPTATIONS TO ASSIST COLLEAGUES, WHEN NEEDED, IN THEIR TEACHING OF SCIENCE; TO FACILITATE THEIR CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AS TEACHERS OF SCIENCE; AND TO FUNCTION AS A MEMBER OF A LEADERSHIP TEAM IN THE CONTINUING REVIEW, EVALUATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF SCIENCE-RELATED CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION ON THE BASIS OF STUDENT PERFORMANCE ON STATE, DISTRICT AND TEACHER ADMINISTERED EXAMINATIONS.


	Progressive levels of proficiency in knowledge and skill integration, alignment, and application as an intern around

· the classroom instruction and instructional support roles typically expected of an elementary science teaching specialist within a school or district;

· participation as a member of a faculty team in reviewing, revising and improving a science curriculum within a school or district on the basis of within and across grade level performance patterns of students on state or district administered examinations;

· participation in the design and implementation of staff development activities for faculty in one’s school or district pertaining to science teaching and learning;

see next page….


	Planning for continued professional development
	 

Pedagogical Thinking
	
Professional dispositions and expectations


	· broad and in depth understanding of the instructional strategies and procedures known to be effective in helping pK-10 students be successful in their progress toward high standards for learning in science, including assessment strategies and procedures and the uses made of assessment information to facilitate learning;

· firm understanding of the roles and responsibilities typically assigned an elementary science teaching specialist as an instructional leader within a school and district, and the professional literature pertaining to the structures and performance of these roles and responsibilities;

· firm understanding of the dynamics of teacher learning, both individually and in school or district constituted teams, and the technical assistance strategies and procedures that a content specialist can use effectively to support and/or assist colleagues learning under both conditions;

· firm understanding of the ongoing school and district process of curriculum review, evaluation and improvement that involves the systematic analysis of student progress in learning within and across grade levels.
	
	· working with teaching specialists within other curriculum areas in one’s school or district to articulate and strengthen cross-curriculum connections, and assure over-all balance and desired emphases within a school’s curriculum and instructional offerings as a whole.

	
	
	


ATTACHMENT A

Rationale for Pilot CTPL Target Selection


The rationale underlying the choice of proposed pilot CTPL targets differs for each target. Target 1 (early childhood and elementary teachers as generalists) rests on the assumption that elementary schools in the foreseeable future will continue to be organized largely as they are today, and will continue to be staffed largely by teachers as generalists, that is, teachers prepared to help all but the most severely handicapped students educationally to progress toward high standards for learning in each of the core subject areas included in a school’s curriculum. Preparing teachers who can be effective facilitators of learning across such a broad range of subject areas, and across students at such diverse developmental levels, presents a major challenge for teacher educators and related policy communities. Learning accomplished in the early years provides the foundation for learning in later years, so the assurance of teacher effectivness in the early years of schooling is of critical importance.


An additional challenge for the teacher education and policy community is the hard reality that being an effective elementary teacher across all subject areas and grade levels for which they may have assigned responsibility is much more demanding within the context of today’s standards-based schools than it was in the norm-referenced, textbook driven schools of the 20th century (see for example the article by Theodore Hershberg in the December 2005 issue of the Phi Delta Kappan on “Value Added Assessment and Educational Reform”). The interdependence between family-based and school-based learning in early childhood and elementary school years, however, and the integrative nature of elementary school learning generally, argue strongly for maintaining a generalist staffing model for these years of schooling.


By contrast, CTPL pilot target 2a rests on the assumption that in today’s standards-based schools an elementary teaching specialist in each core subject area offered within the elementary curriculum will need to be added to a school’s teaching faculty if all students are to progress satisfactorily toward high standards for learning in all subject areas. Many teachers prepared as generalists will need technical assistance and support to assure that each child under their care is able to respond successfully to these new demands on learning.

It is becoming increasingly clear that closing achievement gaps, and meeting AYP (average yearly progress) goals will require this added level of staff expertise and support. This is particularly the case in science learning, with the advent in the 2006-07 school year of annual state level testing in science as part of No Child Left Behind accountability requirements.


CTPL pilot target 2b, which takes as its focus “learning coaches”, is based on much the same rationale as that outlined for subject matter teaching specialists, but carries two slightly different assumptions. One is that the process of learning needs to be examined and considered by a school faculty across subject areas, as well as within subject areas -- and even independent of subject areas -- with curriculum generally being organized to reflect both related process and content demands. Another is the distinction teachers need to make in their work among differing kinds and levels of learning to be accomplished by students, whether within or across subject areas, and then matching instructional procedures -- as well as content -- to the kind and level of outcome(s) desired. The work of both teachers and students in today’s standards-based schools, as well as the work of content teaching specialists, could benefit greatly from having available on faculty a “coach” around such matters. NOTE: For pilot purposes, having such a CTPL target also lets us explore the utility of the Oser and Baeriswyl work on basis-learning models that would appear to be central to the preparation and work of a “learning coach” as envisioned.


All of the CTPL pilot targets proposed rest on the assumption that teaching is a clinical profession, and that its status as a profession will increase as the dependence of a school’s success in meeting its accountability standards for student progress in learning is recognized by all concerned as resting ultimately on the effectiveness of each of its teachers as facilitators of learning. This is in keeping with the tenets of the Teachers for a New Era initiative, and the growing body of literature supporting this view that has accrued within the past decade. The excerpts from Seymour Sarason’s chapter presented in ATTACHMENT B provides a somewhat different but fully supportive point of view.

ATTACHMENT B

Excerpts Taken From a Chapter by Seymour Sarason on 

“The Preparation of Teachers Revisited”


“… That quantity and quality of education are correlated I will view as an article of faith; that they are highly correlated is a belief that requires delusionary tendencies that I think (hope) I have outgrown. I am not being flip or nihilistic. Within the past two years I have spoken to scores of educational colleagues (teachers, administrators, policymakers) regarding my recent book (1983) Schooling in America. It is in this book that I take up and reject the axiom that education should and best takes place inside encapsulated classrooms in encapsulated schools. I do not have space here to repeat or even summarize the argument I advance in that book. But what I need to tell you are the major reactions I have gotten from those who have heard or read my argument that schools are not interesting places for students and teachers. One nearly unanimous reaction is that engendering and maintaining student interest that is intellectually powered and self-generating is inordinately difficult and most of the time, it is impossible. I would like to stress that point, which was made by teachers of vastly different student populations, not only because it was a nearly unanimous reaction, but also because it was shared by teachers who were regarded by others as very good teachers. They were saying more than that the task is difficult; they were saying that it is virtually impossible. Others thought that the consequences of the rejection of the encapsulated classroom were too unclear, too impractical given the size of the student population In short, they accepted the argument I developed up until its final conclusion. So, again, we agreed that engendering and sustaining student intellectual curiosity and powers was a sometime thing, and that if the near past was a harbinger of the near future, the classroom would become even more boring, slight rises in test scores not withstanding. Teachers, of course, are delighted if test scores rise, but few delude themselves with the belief that those higher scores reflect a desirably altered intellectual and personal orientation. When we speak of the quality of education (be it in regard to elementary, secondary, undergraduate, or graduate schools), we refer to the degree to which the varied strands of the learning process are woven, so to speak, into a welcome mat that invites the learner to willingly traverse it into an indefinite future, that is, it is a mat from which the student does not wish to stray. A third reaction to my argument is agreement that the “unmotivated and disinterested” student looks remarkably motivated and interested when you follow him or her around outside of school. (Pp 4 and 5)…


“With the above as prologue, I now turn to a set of issues that, regardless of one’s perspective, is of crucial importance to the future of public education. (If you feel any kinship with my perspective, it represents a set of issues that hits you in the face because it is obvious that radical change in regard to where education takes place will require a similar degree of change in the preparation of educators.) These are issues I take up in a forthcoming book, Caring and Compassion in Clinical Practice: Issues in the Selection, Training and Behavior of Helping Professionals. The following are assertions upon which I will subsequently base certain proposals:

· The hallmark of the clinical role is that on the basis of formal training and experience, someone endeavors to help another person who has a problem. The label clinical conjures up imagery of a hospital, a clinic, or a practitioner’s office, but there are in fact many nonmedical professionals who in their daily work find themselves in the clinical role. Educators, teachers especially, are clinicians. If the word teacher conjures up an image of someone standing in front of a class of children - informing them, stimulating them, guiding them, evaluating them - it is an image as valid as it is incomplete. As any teacher will attest, no day passes that does not require the teacher to deal with a troubled child or parent, that is, to diagnose for the purpose of being helpful And as many teachers will go on to attest, the number of such academically and/or personally troubled children is frequently not miniscule. No less than an internist, pediatrician, or cardiologist, the teacher is faced with individuals in distress.

· The preparation of teachers is blatantly inadequate in light of the realities of classrooms and schools, and this is particularly true in regard to the clinical role. This inadequacy has long been recognized (especially by teachers), and yet in the plethora of reports that have appeared in the past four years, there has been literally no recognition of this inadequacy. I find this omission astounding. It is an omission that over the decades has contributed to the perception that teachers are less effective than they should be and, in regard to children in distress, that they are not as caring or compassionate as they should be. In comparison to other professions whose practitioners are clinicians (e.g., physicians, psychiatrists, clinical psychologists), education requires the least and most narrow preemployment experience. Even in terms of the traditional conception of what a teacher needs to know and be able to do, the duration and substance of practice teaching is, at best, inexplicable and, at worst, irresponsible. Needless to say, if one views the teacher as a clinician - as a fateful intervener in the lives of students - the situation can be characterized as intolerable. That competent and excellent teachers do develop goes without saying, but they are what they are despite their training, not because of it.

· The criteria by which practitioners are admitted to the educational profession are irrelevant to the kinds of characteristics we wish them to have. For example, if we believe that teachers should be caring and compassionate people, why are those characteristics not reflected at all in the criteria for selection? In this regard education is no better or worse than other clinical professions. Within the past few years the medical community has been criticized, from within and without, because physicians seem to be less caring and compassionate than they should be. When we look at the criteria by which people are admitted to medical school, they have nothing, but nothing, to do with the characteristics of caring and compassion. (Pp 6 and 7)…



“The situation in education today is similar to that which existed in medicine at the turn of the century. The preparation of physicians then, like that of educators then and since, was inimical, rather than conducive, to the goals of repair and prevention. Indeed, the majority of medical schools were not only unaffiliated with a university but even unaffiliated with a hospital! Put in another way, the clinical preparation of the physician was flimsy, occasional, and even harmful in its consequences for sick people.


In Caring in America, I devote a longish chapter to Abraham Flexner’s 1910 report on medical education in the United States and Canada. Rarely has a report had such quick and long-lasting consequences. We cannot truly understand medical education today without reading Flexner’s report. Why did it have such an impact? First, Flexner described in unvarnished terms what passed for medical education, leaving no room for doubt that the clinical preparation of physicians was scandalously inadequate. Second, he made it clear that preparation for practice required a step-by-step and continuous exposure to the demands on and obligations of the clinical endeavor. Practice was not to be divorced from theory, and theory could only be comprehended in light of the realities of application.
 Third, he emphasized that those responsible for the training of physicians had to be, among other things, experienced clinicians- role models for the students. Fourth, he not only called for a revolutionary overhaul of medical education, but he also outlined and justified lengthening medial education. In doing so, he reminded his readers, he was being eminently practical, not utopian, in regard to serving the public welfare. Finally, Flexner was the right man at the right time with the right kind of foundation support. What most people do not know is that Flexner’s report was commissioned by the Carnegie Endowment for the Improvement of Teaching. Flexner was not a physician, he was an educator. And he had a cast of mind that did not permit him to resort to generalities, to confuse what is with what should be, or to resort to scapegoating. There was too much at stake to spend time fruitlessly assigning blame as if people had consciously willed the deplorable conditions he described.


That education today needs a Flexner is all too apparent when we read the reports of the past few years on what is wrong with our schools and what needs to be done. We are not faced with problems in schools, we are faced with problems that reflect the processes by which people self-select themselves into education, the criteria by which people are selected by our educational institutions, the style and substance of teacher education, and the nature of the relationship between schools and community. Colleges and universities, schools, communities - the problems that plague us will be intractable as long as our efforts at change deal with them separately or, worse yet, betray an inability to confront the need for radical change. (Pp 7 and 8)….

� Why a focus on theory application? We agree with the answer provided by Abraham Fletchner in his 1910 report on medical education in the United States: Practice cannot be divorced from theory, and theory can be comprehended only in light of the realities of practice (cited by Seymour Sarason in A. Lieberman, Ed: Rethinking school improvement. New York: Teachers College Press, 1986, p8).





� Why a focus on clinical teaching tutorials? We view teaching -- and by extension, the preparation of teachers -- as a clinical teaching profession. We also view the clinical aspect of teacher preparation as one of its weakest features. The application of theory to the design of clinical teaching tutorials is intended to address both issures. For extended comments about teaching as a clinical profession see ATTACHMENT B.


� Accomplished through a system of developmentally sequenced clinical teaching tutorials which are demonstrably effective in preparing beginning teachers to meet designated performance standards around the work they are expected to do in a standards-based elementary school environment, including the teaching of all academic subjects offered and multiple indicators of their impact on the learning of students taught. Performance standards cluster around a) classroom focused work, b) parent, colleague and support personnel focused work; and c) school and curriculum focused work.


� Accomplished through a supplementary system of clinical teaching tutorials that extend the preparation of elementary teachers as generalists to become ELEMENTARY SCIENCE TEACHING SPECIALISTS. At least a year of on-the-job teaching experience would be encouraged before pursuing this area of specialization, but not required.


� Also accomplished through a supplementary system of clinical teaching tutorials that extend the preparation of elementary teachers as generalists to become EARLY CHILDHOOD AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LEARNING COACHES. The rationale for such a specialization is outlined in ATTACHMENT A. At least a year of on-the-job teaching experience would be encouraged before pursuing this area of specialization, but not required.





� Sarason, S. B. (1986). The preparation of teachers revisited. In A. Lieberman, (Ed). Rethinking school improvement: Research, craft and concept. New York: Teachers College Press. Pp 2-12.


� Emphasis added from the perspective of the CTPL pilot targets proposed.






