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PREFACE

The work of the Coalition for Connecting Teaching, Teacher Preparation and K-12 Learning has centered thus far on constructing a logic of inquiry for establishing conceptually coherent and empirically verifiable connections across and within these three sets of complex interlocking variables. By following the inquiry model developed we hope to make significant progress toward establishing a scientific foundation for the profession of teaching that is both theoretically and empirically sound.


At its core the work undertaken by the Coalition involves four interrelated tasks: 1) the creation of theory that brings conceptual cohesion to the multiple and layered connections that exist among teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning in a standards-based school environment (we refer to this as “CTPL related theory”); 2) the development of measures pertaining to all variables highlighted through  CTPL theory that permit the empirical investigation of hypothesized relationships of interest or central concern; 3) initiating the empirical work needed that agreed-to theory and measures permit; and 4) translating all that is learned through work on tasks 1 through 3 into developmentally graduated systems for the professional development of teachers that have a clear and defensible knowledge base, and are demonstrably effective in preparing targeted groups of prospective or early career teachers to work in 21st century schools.


Coincidental with these tasks is systematically documenting and describing for others the progress made on all the above so that interested policy makers and practitioners may build upon the work reported, and interested researchers may replicate, refine and extend it. This is our understanding of how science works, and this is the first report designed to inform others of the progress we have made thus far on the four tasks outlined above. The present document describes the logic of inquiry model that has been developed, and the context in which it rests. An accompanying document (see Attachment B) provides an overview of progress that has been made in its implementation. Additional documentation and detail are available at the Coalition web site www.cctpl.org.


We wish to publicly thank our longtime colleagues Jerry Girod of the Teaching Research Institute at Western Oregon University, Russell French at the University of Tennessee, and Glen Fielding at the Willamette Education Service District in Salem, Oregon for their insightful critiques of the report and helpful suggestions for its improvement. Several of Dr. Fielding’s comments have been incorporated directly into the body of the report because they say what we should have said, but in words far better than we could have found.
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THE MEANING WE ASCRIBE TO THEORY IN THE CONTEXT OF SCIENCE


Theory is recognized generally as the lead horse of science. Its role is to explain, bring coherence and meaning to isolated observations and findings, and lead both researchers and theoreticians to next steps in their work. It is the primary source of new hypotheses, principles and, at least in the physical sciences, laws governing the natural world.

From the beginning of its work the CTPL Coalition has been shaped by a remarkable book published in 2004 on theory building in the social sciences (Shoemaker, Tankard and Larosa, 2004).1 According to these authors the word theory comes from the Greek theoria, which means “a looking at”, and they argue that theory building within a maturing science involves carefully prescribed ways and a carefully prescribed sequence of “looking at” the field(s) one wishes to theorize about. In combination these are designed to lead to a set of statements (a theory) that lays out “… one’s understanding of how something works” (p5).


In undertaking the CTPL theory development initiative proposed we paraphrased the six steps involved in the theory building process described by Shoemaker and her colleagues as follows:

Step I. Begin by identifying, sorting, relating, and organizing existing concepts (constructs) within the various literatures pertaining to teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning;

Step II. As concept maps take shape

a) 
identify the concepts (constructs) that represent continuous variables, or those that can be transformed into dimensions (categorical variables converted into continua);

b) 
define these variables both theoretically (conceptually) in sentences, and operationally (how they are to be measured);

c) 
articulate the linkages expected among these variables using visual as well as other forms of symbolic or mathematical models, and the rationale for these linkages;

Step III. Develop hypotheses, through path diagrams and related analyses, to test the theoretically expected linkages among a selected set of variables; and 

Step IV. Establish defensible (reliable, valid) measures, or approaches to measurement, as accompaniments to each variable included in a path diagram.

These four steps stop short of the full complement of steps involved in theory building, but they lay the foundation needed for the empirical, additive and refinement/correctional steps most frequently associated with the “doing” of science. These added steps involve 

Step V. Conducting research that tests hypotheses developed in Step 3; and

Step VI. Reflecting upon the adequacy and appropriateness of Steps I through V as a whole, recording modifications needed anywhere along the way, and reporting these “findings” in venues that permit others interested in similar lines of inquiry to build upon findings reported.

In combination, and in endlessly repeated cycles, these six steps represent the essence of “the scientific method.” As argued by Shoemaker, Tankard and Lasorsa 

“The goal of science is to produce and test theories. As we pointed out earlier, the major difference between science and other ways of knowing is that science constantly questions itself. Science tries explicitly to state its theories, to pose them in formal ways using precise statements so that it is clear what they are saying, to test them, and to confirm, modify, or discard them. Science is the ongoing business of coming up with new ideas and finding ways to challenge them. This notion of testing and revising is what separates scientific theories from the informality that characterize informal theories.” (p 6)2

Because of the relatively primitive state of CTPL related theory and research, the Coalition adopted two additional steps as guides to its work. These are intended to serve three purposes that are critical to the success of any long-term scientific endeavor: 1) capture and present in conceptually meaningful and immediately useable form the theoretical, methodological and empirical gains made through our work so that Coalition members can engage in the planned variation and replication studies needed to solidly advance CTPL related theory development and testing; 2) make the cumulative benefits of our theoretical and empirical work available to others interested in joining the scientific foundation building effort in which we are engaged; and 3) make the cumulative benefits of our work available to educators and teacher educators to draw upon in improving practice. The two added steps  are

Step VII. Prepare a continuously expanding INDEX OF CTPL RELATED CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS as they are developed, and a continuously expanding CATALOGUE OF CTPL RELATED MEASURES used, with accompanying evidence of reliability and validity; and


Step VIII. Prepare continuously expanding COMPENDIA OF CTPL RELATED THEORY ADVANCES which contain detailed descriptions of each “theory cluster or clusters” investigated, and relationships found therein. These two steps in the theory development and research process in teacher education, or in education generally, have never been pursued systematically over time, and by engaging in them each of the AERA Panel’s recommendations for strengthening research on teacher preparation and its effects will be addressed at least minimally.3


The work plan of the Coalition also presumes that all who are involved in helping with Steps I through IV will be engaged simultaneously, and independently, in Steps V through VIII. In doing so they will be contributing to the empirical testing and subsequent refinement/enhancement of the conceptual and methodological underpinnings being developed collectively through Steps I through IV. More is said about this process throughout this report.

Since its inception the plan of work established by the Coalition has been evolving steadily to accommodate our emerging understanding of this view of science building, and new understandings and related work across the nation. From the beginning, however, and remaining as of this writing, is the view that our work involves engaging in the process of theory building, testing, and refinement as this occurs within a maturing science.

During the most recent work session of the Coalition (January 2006) Dr. Ed Crowe, a Coalition participant and mentor, shared a working draft of a paper titled “The Cycles of Theory Building in Management Research” by Paul R. Carlisle in the School of Management at Boston University and Clayton M. Christensen in the Harvard Business School.4 These authors describe a three stage process in theory building, rather than the two outlined by Shoemaker and her colleagues, and use slightly different language in doing so, but the essential features of the processes described are similar. Carlisle and Christensen also use the language of Descriptive Theory when referring to activities occurring within the first four steps projected for our work, and Normative Theory when referring to activities occurring in steps five, six and beyond where the deductive side of theory building and use comes fully into play. 

We find the Carlisle and Christensen discussion of theory building to validate, and elaborate in important ways, the discussions provided in the Shoemaker volume. We also find the three schematics they developed for conveying the elements involved in the theory building process, and the transition to and interaction between descriptive and normative theory, to be unusually informative (see their Figures 1 and 2 on the following page).5 

Within the frame of reference these figures provide Carlisle and Christensen argue that it is useful

“…to think of the term theory as a body of understanding that researchers build cumulatively as they work through each of the three steps in the descriptive and normative states. In many ways, the term “theory” might better be framed as a verb, as much as it is a noun -- because the body of understanding is continuously changing as scholars who follow the process work to improve it” (page 2).

Copies of the Carlisle and Christensen paper are available through the authors.

Figure 1
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* NOTE: We take the language of anomaly to mean the “stubborn facts” so often encountered and referred to in the theory building and testing process that are not predicted nor readily explained.

Figure 2
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Background


The stimulus to the work to be reported came in confronting the design and implementation of a 3-year longitudinal study of early career elementary teachers (1st, 2nd and 3rd years of teaching), funded by the Atlantic Philanthropic Foundation, to trace the effects of their preparation programs on their thinking, classroom performance and learning of their students (see www.tr.wou.edu/tep/). In undertaking the study we searched long and hard for theoretical and methodological guidance, but found little that was helpful. Connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning in a standards-based (pre-No Child Left Behind) school environment involves a long chain of conceptual and procedural connections, and these simply were not to be found in the literature available in the late 1990’s (for a review of related literature see Working Document 1 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS at www.cctpl.org).


Though major research reviews and knowledge integration efforts pertaining to teaching and teacher preparation have been conducted in the years since our initial research,6 little progress has been made in articulating this complex chain of connections. This is the case even though the demands of the No Child Left Behind legislation of 2001, NCATE’s 2000 standards for the accreditation of teacher education programs, and the requirements of many state teacher licensing policies have been crafted on the assumption that such connections do (or should, and will) exist.

Problem Addressed

We believe the nature of and connections between teacher work and student work within the context of today’s standards-based, accountability driven approach to schooling are vastly different than they were in the norm-referenced, textbook-based, sorting-and-grading approach to schooling that most of today’s practicing educators and teacher educators encountered in their school experience. A student’s work in such schools is not done until designated standards for learning have been accomplished; a teacher’s work is not done until all students in a classroom make acceptable progress toward those standards, and the work of a school’s faculty is not done until all students in their school do so.

While these changes do not alter fundamentally how students learn, they do alter what students are to learn and the level and quality they are expected to bring to their learning. Working to meet established performance standards is far different than working to obtain a “grade” that is acceptable to oneself or one’s parents. In a standards-based school environment effort tends to be demanded of all, rather than a quality exhibited by a motivated few.

Changes of this magnitude in student work bring changes of equal magnitude to teacher work. Gone are the days when a “favorite topic” of a teacher can be the focus of a unit of study, or a commercially published textbook define a curriculum of study, or classroom assessment of learning is carried out primarily for the purpose of grading. And gone are the days when some students are permitted to “opt out” of learning, or need to give only half-hearted effort to their learning. Both individual teachers, and members of a school’s faculty collectively, need to find ways to engage all students productively in learning, and help each student progress in his or her learning from where they are to where they are expected to be. 

The alignment of instruction with standards; the integration of curriculum, instruction and assessment; and the differentiation of instruction to accommodate the learning histories and needs of individual students are at the core of teacher work in a standards-based school environment. These represent radical departures in the work of many if not most teachers in schools as we have known them in the past.


Changes this dramatic in the work of students and teachers in today’s schools require that the preparation of teachers to work effectively in them must change accordingly. We suspect these changes in preparation need to be massive, not only in what teachers should know and the skills and commitments they need to possess, but also in being able to integrate, align and apply these enabling knowledge and skills to accommodate both the immediate and long-term learning needs of their students while working collaboratively with their colleagues in doing so.


It is in all of these respects that teaching and the preparation of teachers must be viewed as a clinical teaching profession, and that to operate successfully as such a profession it must have a solid foundation in theory and supporting research. We believe that the model of inquiry we have developed for articulating and investigating the connections among teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning provides the conceptual and empirical wherewithal needed to establish such a foundation. As such identifying and delineating connections that need to be drawn between teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning within the context of today’s standards-based, accountability driven schools is the central problem our work addresses. 

For maximum impact on practice as well as research, we have chosen to pursue this multi-layered task through the lens of theory building. Simultaneously, however, we will assemble theory related measures and test theory related propositions through a network of teacher preparation institutions working cooperatively to shape and test the theoretical work in progress, and then translate this evolving knowledge base into effective programs for the professional development of teachers.

Intent

Our aim is to establish and apply a logic of inquiry for bringing order and understanding to the complex set of connections we intend to pursue. Our desire to do so stems from the view that many of the pressures confronting teacher education and the nation’s schools, especially the enhancement of learning, can be resolved productively only if we have more useful knowledge around these connections than currently exists. Understanding these three interdependent dimensions of the effective schools puzzle would represent a significant step forward in this regard. 

As Floden puts it in his opening chapter in the 4th Handbook of Research on Teaching, “The connections between teaching and learning would be easier to demonstrate if an empirically supported theory of teaching, connected to learning, were in hand…… A theory of teaching is a worthy goal…” (p 14).7 So too, we would add, is a theory of teacher development on which licensing could rest that connects teaching and learning within the context of a standards orientation to schooling.

The work undertaken through this initiative is aimed at making these connections explicit, and providing the conceptual and empirical wherewithal needed to translate them into both research and practice. This includes the simultaneous assembling of theory related measures and the testing theory related propositions through the network of teacher preparation institutions and agencies working cooperatively to shape and test the theoretical work in progress.

Importance 

After more than 30 years of work in effective schools research it is now clear that an effective school, as defined by the learning progress of its students, depends ultimately on the effectiveness of its teachers.8 Academic learning occurs primarily in classrooms, and teachers manage classrooms. Without teachers who are able to help each of their students progress appreciably toward the standards for learning now expected of all students, a school will never be successful in meeting these expectations.

This is not to say that other aspects of schooling are unimportant in helping students progress in their learning. Well crafted curricula, adequate resources for teaching and learning, and needed time for learning -- all aligned with the outcomes (standards) desired for learning -- also are essential for student success in today’s schools. So are assessment systems that inform and support the work of both teachers and students, school faculties that work cooperatively together to solve problems in learning, and schools that are structured and managed as contexts for high performance learning.9 

All such elements that support the work of students and teachers in a standards-based school environment are necessary for students to succeed within such environments, but they are not sufficient. Effective teachers make learning to high standards possible, for it is only through the sensitive and accomplished adaptations of content, method, time and assistance by teachers to accommodate the immediate learning needs of each student in each of their classrooms that students can be successful learners in today’s schools.

The standards set for learning by states and districts define the successive bars to be reached by students as they progress in their learning, and standards-linked assessments indicate where students stand at a particular point in time with respect to a particular bar, but it is each student that needs to reach each bar and the main job of teachers is to help each student in each classroom make steady progress toward each bar that lies immediately ahead.

Compared to schooling in the 20th century this is a new world for everyone involved. For schools (and students, and teachers) to be successful within this approach to schooling the connections between teaching, teacher preparation, and the kind and level of learning expected of K-12 students need to be fully understood by all who are involved. The business of schooling, and particularly the business of teaching and learning in schools, cannot be the same as we enter the 21st century as it was in the century past. Nor can the business of teacher preparation and licensure, nor the business of teacher support and continued professional development, nor the business of schools functioning as communities of learners. It is toward the changes needed to accommodate the demands that now exist on all these fronts that the work in which we are engaged is directed.

Establishing a Logic of CTPL Related Inquiry


Through work accomplished to date we have established an interactive, two-track strategy that defines the logic of inquiry we will follow in pursuing the goals discussed. The two tracks are outlined in Figure 1 on the next page, and progress made with respect to each of the steps listed is reviewed briefly in an accompanying document titled “Establishing a Scientific Foundation for Teaching as a Profession: Progress in Implementing a Logic of Inquiry.” Figures 1A and 1B, which appear on pages 6 and 7, translate the steps listed in Figure 1 into schematic representations of the inquiry model.


In a recent article in the Journal of Teacher Education Daniel Fallon convincingly establishes the case eloquently and convincingly for the necessity of building a scientific foundation for teaching and the preparation of teachers that is anchored firmly to impact on K-12 student progress in learning.10 He also describes how the Carnegie Corporation’s Teacher’s for a New Era initiative is intended to move the profession in that 

Figure 1. An interactive, two-track, “backward design” logic of inquiry for establishing a scientific foundation for teaching as a profession
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Figure 2. An illustrative map of the range of concepts that need

to be addressed and 

integrated within CTPL related theory and research.

Knowledge Foundation A
	Knowledge Foundation B

	Theory and methods for connecting teaching and learning in a standards-based school environment
	Theory and methods for connecting Foundation A to teacher learning in preparing to work in a standards-based school environment

	A1. Make explicit, and update continuously, what currently is known about student learning, with particular attention to academic learning within today’s standards-based schools

A2. Make explicit, and update continuously, what currently is known about teaching that facilitates student progress toward designated standards for school-based learning (also a central focus of Coalition facilitated research).
A3. Narrow the focus of initial theoretical and empirical work to a few widely recognized and appreciably different categories of teacher preparation and licensure to serve as illustrative theory application targets.

A4. For each CTPL theory application target pursued establish the major responsibilities required of teachers in today’s schools, including those that extend beyond the learning progress of students in their classrooms.
A5. For each major responsibility accompanying a targeted license to teach, including the facilitation of student progress toward high standards for learning, establish a representative set of valued outcomes to be accomplished with illustrative approaches to their measurement.
A6. Establish the level of detail desired for concept definition and measurement in carrying out the theoretical and empirical work that follows from steps A1 through A5 and, once established, proceed with the delineation of concepts, measures and investigation of hypothesized relationships among variables of interest or central importance.

A7. Capture the concepts, definitions, related measures and empirical findings obtained through step A6 in CATALOGUES OF CONCEPTS AND RELATED MEASURES and COMPENDIUMS OF CTPL RELATED FINDINGS for others to draw upon and add to in establishing a scientific foundation for teaching as a profession.
	B1. Make explicit, and update continuously, what currently is known about teacher learning, with distinctions drawn between INITIAL and CONTINUING professional development (also a central focus of Coalition facilitated research).

B2. Make explicit, and update continuously, what currently is known about the effectiveness of alternative approaches to or models for preparing teachers to work in a standards-based school environment (also a central focus of Coalition facilitated research)..

B3. Drawing on theory and research from KNOWLEDGE FOUNDATION A identify the enabling knowledge skills and commitments teachers need to accomplish the various outcomes expected from the responsibilities they carry within a standards-based school environment.
B4. Translate information assembled through all preceding steps into developmentally graduated clinical teaching tutorials designed to prepare teachers to accomplish the various outcomes expected from the holders of a particular teaching license, and in the course of their preparation providing trustworthy and defensible evidence of their ability to do so.
B5. Submit the various clinical teaching tutorials developed through Step B4 for PROSPECTIVE teachers to pilot tests for refinement and then field studies for validation within teacher preparation programs that vary widely in size, organization and teacher candidate composition.

B6. Repeat step B5 with clinical teaching tutorials developed for EARLY CAREER TEACHERS pursuing advanced, continuing, or specialty licenses.
B7. Capture the instructional systems, measures, and validation data on the clinical teaching tutorials field tested through steps B5 and B6 as teacher-candidate and education-faculty accessible resources for implementing theory-anchored and evidence based professional development programs for teachers.


Figure 1A. A planning guide for PART A of the CTPL logic model: Connecting teaching and learning in a standards-based school environment

	ORGANIZING STRUCTURE AND LANGUAGE
	Commentary

	Theory framing maps
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	Established tentatively in the summer 2005 CTPL Coalition work session (see cctpl.org web site)
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	Accept current published summaries as a point of departure (see accompanying June 2006 Progress Report)

	Making explicit, and extending, current knowledge about teaching that facilitates student progress toward designated standards for school-based learning 


	Established tentatively in the January 2006 Coalition work session (see June 2006 Progress Report) 

	Identify initial CTPL theory development 

and application targets



	Established tentatively in the January 2006 work session (see June 2006 Progress Report)

	Within each  theory application target identify major responsibilities required of teachers in today’s standards-based schools beyond the learning progress of students in their classrooms



	Agreed to as important, and approved a model for doing so in the January 2006 work session (see June 2006 Progress Report). Extended work to be reviewed in the July 2006 work session.



	Establish a representative set of valued outcomes to be accomplished for each teacher responsibility identified, including the learning progress of students, and illustrative approaches to their measurement, 



	Not yet discussed formally, but agreed to informally as a necessary step in the CTPL logic of inquiry model proposed. Specifics to be discussed in the July 2006 work session 



	CONCEPTUAL CLARIFICATION
	A major focus of the January 2006 work session (see June Progress Report), with continuation into the summer 2006 work session



	Categorical
	Definitional
	Measurement



	Extended in the summer 2006 work session
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Figure 1B. A planning guide for PART B of the logic model: Connecting Knowledge Foundation A to teacher learning for work in a standards-based school environment

	ORGANIZING STRUCTURE AND LANGUAGE
	Commentary

	
	
	Established tentatively in summer 2005 work session (see cctpl.org web site)
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	Theory framing maps
	

	
	Identify illustrative CTPL theory development and application targets
	Established tentatively in summer 2005 work session (see cctpl.org web site)



	
	KNOWLEDGE FOUNDATION A
	See work plan sketched in Figures 1 and 1A (pages 5 and 6)

	
	Make explicit current knowledge about teacher learning, with distinctions between initial and continuing professional development


	

	
	Make explicit knowledge about the effectiveness of alternative models of teacher professional development within the context of a standards-based school environment


	Accept current published summaries as a point of departure, but elaborate and refine to meet the demand of the CTPL logic model (see accompanying June 2006 Progress Report)

	
	FROM KNOWLEDGE FOUNDATION A identify the enabling knowledge, skills and commitments teachers need to accomplish the outcomes expected from the various responsibilities they carry within a standards-based school environment


	Accept current published summaries as a point of departure, but elaborate and refine to meet the demand of the CTPL logic model (see accompanying June 2006 Progress Report)

	
	Translate information assembled through all preceding steps into developmentally graduated clinical teaching tutorials designed to prepare targeted groups of teachers to accomplish the various outcomes expected of them within a standards-based school environment


	Established in principle, with accepted examples, in the January 2006 work session (see June 2006 Progress Report)



	
	Submit each teaching tutorial developed through the previous step for PRESERVICE teacher to pilot test for refinement and full scale field trials for validation within teacher preparation programs that vary widely in size and teacher candidate composition


	Established in principle, with accepted examples, in the January 2006 work session (see June 2006 Progress Report)



	
	Repeat the preceding step for tutorials developed for EARLY CAREER TEACHERS pursuing advanced, continuing or specialty licenses


	Established in principle, with accepted examples, in the January 2006 work session (see June 2006 Progress Report)



	
	Capture the instructional systems, measures, validation data, etc from the clinical tutorial field tests in the form of teacher candidate and teacher education faculty assessable resources for implementing theory-anchored and evidence-based professional development programs
	Working outlines of related instructional resources, practicum experiences, self and supervisory performance assessments, etc currently are in preparation at Western Oregon University, including a related simulated school practice environments, and discussions initiated with interested publishers


direction, but provides few specifics on how this is to be done beyond the enhancement of research designs that provide related “evidence of value” (p144). In keeping with the emphasis in the present report on the role of theory in building such a foundation, however, Fallon points out that

 “…. appeals to complexity or unique context are ineffective arguments against the commencement of orderly scientific collection, analysis and interpretation of data. Each carefully designed investigation provides an incremental advance to our empirically grounded storehouse of knowledge, often revealing unexpected relationships that can benefit not only from further empirical study but also from philosophical, theoretical, or moral treatment. Thus, scientific reasoning advances our understanding, not all at once, but step-by-step, with each study containing the material to improve a subsequent one.” (p14)

We believe the logic of inquiry outlined in Figure 1 provides a means of engaging in the kind of systematization and cumulative growth in knowledge pertaining to connections among teaching, teacher preparation, and K-12 learning that Dr. Fallon recognizes as essential in building the scientific foundation needed for teaching as a clinical profession.


We also believe the model provides a means of implementing most of the recommendations made in the AERA Panel on Research and Teacher Education for enhancing research in teacher education (see Endnote 3). The article by Schalock, Schalock and Ayres in the same issue of the Journal in which the Fallon article appears addresses many of the details involved in translating those recommendations into practice.11

Magnitude of the Work Proposed

The magnitude of the task to be undertaken is as large as it is important. Connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning in a standards-based school environment involves a long chain of conceptual and procedural connections, and these simply are not to be found in existing literature. Pods of related knowledge and fragments of related theory exist around these connections, but the task of integrating and extending these bits and pieces into a meaningful whole is large in scope, complex in design, and demanding of conceptual and methodological connections across numerous disciplines. A sense of the scope and complexity of bringing these bits and pieces together is signaled by the range of variables to be dealt with as framed by Figure 2. In this respect the task resembles in size and complexity the genome agenda within the biological sciences.



The task is made harder, and probably larger, by the fact that the differences in approach to schooling in the century past and the century ahead are sufficiently great as to call into question the utility of the knowledge and theory generated around teaching and learning in 20th century schools as a guide to thinking about teaching and learning in the schools of today. In many respects the model of schooling on which most of our current knowledge and theory about teaching and learning rests is antithetical to the model of schooling enshrined in the No Child Left Behind legislation, and its generalizability to this new model of schooling will need to be treated as suspect until similarities and differences between the old and new are more fully understood. This is not to say that existing knowledge and theory are irrelevant to the task at hand, but it is to say that it cannot be accepted uncritically nor expected to remain unmodified. As limited and misleading as our existing knowledge and theory base might be, however, it is necessarily the place where the work in which we are engaged must begin.

Strategy for Accomplishing the Work Proposed

In general terms our strategy for accomplishing the work proposed is to involve a wide range of educators, teacher educators, and representatives from related social sciences in helping develop, respond to, clarify, extend, or replace working drafts of “theory-in-progress” documents which faculty from Western Oregon University have assumed responsibility for preparing. The core of this process takes place through face-to-face work sessions scheduled twice a year. If funds permit, these work sessions will proceed in consultation with a national advisory panel selected for their expertise about related matters, including the development of CONCEPT RELATED DEFINITIONS, CATALOGUES OF PROMISING MEASURES, and COMPENDIUMS OF RELATED CTPL THEORY ADVANCES. If funds are not available for advisory assistance on these matters, we will try to recruit participants for inclusion in the Coalition who can provide related expertise.

To some extent this recruitment strategy already has occurred through linkages established, or in the process of being established, between the Coalition and several other large scale research and development efforts that have as their central focus the empirical investigation of CTPL connections. Three such efforts are widely known, and being followed with considerable interest by the educational policy and research/practitioner communities. These are the Carnegie Corporation sponsored Teachers for a New Era initiative, the Ohio Teacher Quality Partnership for systematically and empirically enhancing teacher quality on a statewide basis, and the comparative study of Pathways Into Teaching project being conducted within the New York City schools. All of these projects would benefit from defensible theory and measures pertaining to the complex set of variables and relationships they as well as the CTPL Coalition are investigating, but none of these endeavors have had such a base to draw upon. Hopefully their methodologies and findings will contribute to such theory building, and the work of the Coalition will be seen as complimentary and supportive to their work.

Central to the work of the Coalition is extended face-to-face exchange with interested others around the theory-in-progress documents prepared for Coalition critique. This includes draft publications reflecting progress made at junctures where work accomplished warrants their publication. The present report, and the companion report that has been referred to previously (see ATTACHMENT B), are the first reports of this nature on the work of Coalition to be prepared.

Placing the Work of the Coalition in Context


As it has evolved the CTPL theory initiative is becoming a four-pronged strategy for enhancing the quality of teaching and learning in the nation’s schools. One prong focuses on elevating teaching as a profession, which includes thinking seriously about its features as a “clinical” profession (see “Problem Addressed” on pages 1 and 2), and setting high expectations for its contribution to the common good. A second prong focuses on elevating both the preparation and work of teachers to accommodate the demands of an elevated profession. Both strategies carry large policy, procedural and economic implications.


A third prong involves the development of a theoretical and empirical base to support the elevation of teaching and the professional preparation of teachers called for in strategies (1) and (2). As argued previously, prongs 1 and 2 will not proceed without this occurring. 

A fourth prong involves framing all the above within the context of a standards orientation to schooling. Also, as discussed previously, our current conception of teaching and the preparation of teachers, and the limited theoretical and empirical foundations on which they rest, are anchored to the nation’s approach to schooling during the 20th century. The standards-based, accountability driven approach to schooling currently evolving in the United States carries an entirely different set of assumptions and procedures, and any work of the kind being undertaken by the CTPL Coalition needs to reflect these far reaching differences.


As work through the Coalition progresses it has become increasingly clear that undertaking the development and testing of theory around CTPL connections would be neither particularly meaningful nor useful if it did not incorporate such a multi-pronged strategy.

Commitment and Capability


The emergence of a nationwide coalition of teacher education institutions, agencies and professional associations to address issues of theory underlying the profession of teaching is an unlikely occurrence. Teacher educators, teacher licensing personnel, and leaders in professional associations of which they are a part, typically have not engaged in the development and testing of theory pertaining to their work.


Participants in the CTPL Coalition are rare in this regard. They are committed to engaging in foundational theory building that supports the preparation and licensing of teachers to work as facilitators of learning in today’s schools. They bring to the task the common experience of functionally connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning through either the methodologies of teacher work sampling, value-added analysis of state or district achievement test data to determine teacher impact on student progress in learning, or some other means of systematically making these connections. As a consequence they are familiar with the complexity of the theory development task before them. They also understand its importance, both because of the absence of such theory at present and dependence of the continued evolution of teaching as a profession upon its development.12

The role of Western Oregon University faculty has been central thus far to the work of the Coalition, and is expected to remain so. Their experience in forging, applying and researching CTPL connections through Teacher Work Sampling,13 extending this work to state level policy and implementation, and now extending it still further to the design and operation of teacher preparation programs as “cultures of evidence” and “contexts for research”,14 provide a platform from which the pursuit of related theory development is a logical next step. The University’s history of work with schools and state agencies in Oregon in developing and implementing an exemplary approach to standards-based schooling, and in providing leadership to coalitions of institutions and agencies throughout the state and nation in accomplishing all the above, provide an additional knowledge and skill base for a leading role in Coalition work. This history of work is particularly important from the perspective of framing all work pursued by the Coalition within the context of a standards orientation to schooling.

Finally, the joint sponsorship by the American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education, the Education Commission of the States, and Western  Oregon University of  semi-annual conferences around the various threads pertaining to CTPL connections, and the place of prominence such connections now hold in the annual conferences and publications of most professional education associations, provide ready outlets for the work of the Coalition. So does Western Oregon’s participation in the Teachers For a New Era Network of leading teacher preparation institutions in the nation, and the active participation of four TNE Network institutions in the work of the Coalition. This combination of conditions and opportunities bode well for the work that has been outlined here. The brief history of work thus far accomplished in the accompanying PROGRESS document attest both to its productivity and promise.

Notes on the Continuing Evolution of Teaching as a Profession


At a time in the nation’s history when excellence in its public schools has never been more important, and evidence as to the critical role of teachers in helping students progress toward high standards for learning never clearer, the current debate around the continued evolution of teaching as a profession seems totally incongruent. While teacher preparation and continued professional development as currently practiced gives no assurance of highly effective teachers as facilitators of learning in today’s standards-based schools, current policy options that deprofessionalize teaching represent a short sighted and ultimately defeating course of action.


The complexities involved in helping all students in today’s schools reach high standards for learning, and the complexities encountered in preparing and supporting teachers in a manner that enables them to do so, takes teaching beyond a craft to the realm of an unusually demanding clinical profession for which the nation’s need has never been greater. Both sets of complexities, however, and the evolving accountability systems that accompany them, have forced a view of teacher work to extend beyond that of an individual teacher working within a classroom of students engaged in learning activities behind a closed classroom door. As our colleague Glen Fielding pointed out in his review of a draft of the present document “… for all students in a school to progress successfully toward the learning outcomes now expected of them major changes needs to take place in the lives and learning of students (and for this to take place) you need school cultures and systems that enable teachers to work together and with others in new ways” (personal communication, May 27, 2006).


Referring to recently published books by DuFour and Eaker (2005), and Reeves (2006), Fielding went on to elaborate on the meaning of collective teacher responsibility:


“… the idea that team members come together in a regular way to focus both on individual students and on groups of students, especially those who are struggling, and share learning data, even data that reveal their own limitations in reaching a student, with their colleagues. The team actively helps its members, both as individuals and as a collective body, to design and deliver the best services they can for students. Team members monitor together how students are progressing, and they intervene quickly when data suggests the need, with interventions that may include special structures and processes for tutoring, mentoring, and other kinds of in-class and extra-classroom support. In this model, each teacher must of course demonstrate a reasonable level of competence, but the power in the model is that the whole of the team is greater than the sum of its parts… We have to find ways to distribute special expertise among a faculty in more flexible and creative ways or we will bury individual teachers with impossible demands. The focus is at once the classroom and the collective whole beyond the classroom (personal communication, May 27, 2006).


The work of the CTPL Coalition is anchored to these views of teacher work and teacher professional development, and to their inseparable connection to the success of K-12 students in their learning. It also is anchored to the accompanying views that teaching must continue to evolve as a clinical profession, but in doing so it must accommodate the realities of the array of “megatrends” currently occurring within and around the nation’s schools, and the tapestry of forces currently impacting policy pertaining to all the above. Figure 3 below and 4 on the following page, have been used as points of departure in clarifying these issues, and sorting out their implications for the work of the Coalition.
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Finally, the work of the Coalition is anchored to a set of projections around the direction we anticipate the continuing evolution of teaching as a profession to take. As yet these have not been agreed to formally, but a set of projections taken from a document titled “Teacher education policy through the eyes of a longitudinal study of preparation effects: Observation on teaching as a profession,” have been put forward for consideration (see WORK INITIATING DOCUMENT 6 available at the Coalition’s web site).

Given these many frames of reference as guides to the work of the Coalition, and their implications for the breadth and depth of work to be done, the frequently heard 

Figure 4. Powerful sources of influence currently impacting policy connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning 
language of “fixing” teacher education, or “closing the weakest” of Ed schools, or “improving the quality of new teacher induction programs” as viable avenues to enhancing the profession leave much to be desired. So does the idea of schools or school districts “ratcheting up the professional development programs” they provide for their teachers. The task before the nation in preparing and supporting teachers in accomplishing the work that is now squarely on their shoulders is infinitely more complex than such single minded remedies are able to achieve. From our perspective the professionalization of teaching, as outlined in the preceding pages, requires conceptual, theoretical and empirical foundations that do not now exist, and that must exist for true professionalization to occur. The work of the Coalition is dedicated to the laying of these foundations.

A Vision of School-Based Learning to Guide the Work of the Coalition


Given the view of the Coalition that teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning are inseparably linked, the issues of kind and level(s) of learning to be accomplished in classrooms assume a position of prominence. While we have framed all of our work thus far within the context of today’s standards orientation to schooling, we have never taken a stance against the narrowness such an orientation can bring to the teaching/learning process (witness the narrowing of curriculum and deprofessionalization of teaching that has occurred so frequently in implementing the No Child Left Behind legislation) if not implemented with great care.

To guard against such narrowing in our work, and to keep the outcomes of learning desired clearly and sharply before us, we need to adopt a view of learning that makes clear to all concerned that the view we hold for the professionalization of teaching is intended to further the highest aims of the nation’s educational heritage. Toward this end we have selected for discussion a paragraph taken from the introductory page to a 2005 working draft prepared by Bank Street faculty and their partners on a CONTINUUM OF TEACHING they are developing for use as a Teachers for a New Era institution. The Bank Street paragraph reads as follows.

“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 also is 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.”

Adopting such a view of learning within a standards-based school, and thus the focus of valued outcomes expected from teaching within such a school, places far different demands on theory building and testing -- and teacher professional development -- than the narrow basic knowledge and skills approach to teaching and learning that to often has followed from NCLB definitions and demands.
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11. The complexity of teaching is widely recognized, and has been written to extensively. So too has the complexity of research connecting teaching to progress in learning, teacher preparation to quality of teaching, and teacher preparation to quality of teaching and progress in learning. As research on any of these connections seeks explanatory power, that is, going beyond a “black box” design, complexity in theory, measurement and design increases exponentially. The title Lee Shulman gave his recent commentary in Education Week on the dilemma posed for educational policy makers of only partial and often contradictory evidence coming from various research studies (“Seek simplicity... and distrust it”, June 8, 2005, pp 47, 38) is a caution the CTPL Coalition heartily endorses. Marilyn Cochran-Smith’s title for a recent editorial in the Journal of Teacher Education (“The unforgiving complexity of teaching: Avoiding simplification in an age of accountability”, 2003, 54(1), 3-5) also coveys an image the Coalition shares.

12. Reference to the absence of CTPL related theory is not to say that current knowledge about these connections is totally missing, nor that some teachers, schools, and even districts are able to do what they need to do to have most of their students reach high standards for learning (see, for example Schmoker, 1996, Haycock, 1998, and Reeves, 2004). Such capability, however, is not a widely spread occurrence. Most schools in most districts, particularly middle schools and high schools, have fewer than 50% of their students reaching these heights. This “stubborn fact” leads many to argue that factors other than teacher quality and knowledge about effective teaching, for example, family’s culture and economic status, need to be taken into account when thinking about school improvement (see, for example, Cochran-Smith, 2004c), even though the growing case literature and value added research findings (Sanders and Horn, 1998) indicates that student background factors can in fact be overcome in many classroom and school environments. The question of what characterizes these conditions, and how they are created and maintained, is increasingly understood (see the Schmoker, Haycock and Reeves references cited above), but even with this expanding knowledge base the capacity of most school and College of Education faculties to accomplish what is now being asked of them is under serious debate.

13. See, for example, J. Millman (Ed.). (1997). Grading teachers, grading schools: Is student achievement a valid evaluation measure? Newberry Park, CA: Corwin Press. Girod, G. (Ed.) (2002). Connecting teaching and learning: A handbook for teacher educators on teach work sample methodology. Washington, DC: American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education; and Tucker, P. D. and Stone, J. H. (2005). Linking teaching evaluation and student learning. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

14. See, for example, materials prepared by Schalock and Rosselli for the 1995 TNE Network meetings in Chicago on Expanding a Culture of Evidence: Teacher Work Sampling and Beyond; and Schalock, D., Schalock, M., and Ayres, R. (2006) Scaling up research in teacher education: New demands on theory, measurement, and design. Journal of Teacher Education, 57(2), 102-119.

References Cited But Not Detailed in Endnotes

Allen M. (2003). Eight questions on teacher preparation: What does the research say? Denver, Co: Education Commission of the States.
Cochran-Smith, M. (2003). The unforgiving complexity of teaching: Avoiding simplicity in an age of accountability. Journal of Teacher Education, 54  (1), 3-5.

Darling-Hammond, L., and Bransford, J. (Eds.) (2005). Preparing teachers for a changing world: Report of the Committee on Teacher Education of the National Academy of Education, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

DuFour, R., Eaker, R., and DuFour, R. (2005). On common ground: The power of professional learning communities. Bloomington, IN: National Education Service.

Elmore, R.F. (1995). Structural reform and educational practice. Educational Researcher, 24(9), 23-26.

Haycock, K. (1998). Good teaching matters… a lot. Thinking K-16, 3(2), 1-14.

Lauer, P. (2001). A secondary analysis of a review of teacher preparation research. Denver, CO: Education Commission of the States.

Marzano, R. (2003). What works in schools: Translating research into action. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Newman, F.M., Marks, H.M., and Gamoran, A. (1995). Authentic pedagogy: Standards that boost performance. Issues in restructuring schools, No. 8 (pp. 1-15). Madison, WI: Center on Organization and Restructuring Schools.

Newman, F.M., and Wehlange, G.G. (1995). Successful school restructuring. Madison: University of Wisconsin.

Reeves, D.B. (2004). Accountability for learning: How teachers and school leaders can take charge. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Reeves, D.B. (2006). The learning leader: How to focus school improvement for better results. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Sanders, W. and Horn, S. (1998). Research findings from the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) database: Implications for educational evaluation and research. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 12(3), 247-256.

Schmoker, M. (1996) Results: The key to continuous school improvement. Alexandra, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Wilson, S., and Floden, R. (2002). Addendum to teacher preparation research: Current knowledge, gaps and recommendations. Denver, CO: Education Commission of the States.

Wilson, S., Floden, R., and Ferrini-Mundy, J. (2001). Teacher preparation research: Current knowledge gaps and recommendations. Seattle, WA: Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy.

Zeichner, K.M. (2005). A research agenda for teacher education. In M. Cochran-Smith and K. Zeichner (Eds.) Studying teacher education: The report of the AERA Panel on Research and Teacher Education (pp 737-759). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

ATTACHMENT A

ROSTER OF CURRENT CTPL COALITION PARTICIPANTS 

AND INTERESTED OTHERS

June, 2006

	Dick Arends


	Central Connecticut State University (retired)

arends@ccsu.edu

Tel: 503-488-5625

FAX:



	Robert Ayres
	Teaching Research Institute, WOU

ayresr@wou.edu

Tel: 503-838-8749

FAX: 503-838-8150



	Phillip Bennett
	Emporia State University

bennettp@empori.edu

Tel: 620-341-5367

FAX:



	Meredith Brodsky


	Teaching Research Institute, WOU

brodskm@wou.edu

Tel: 503-838-8824

FAX: 503-838-8150



	Beverly Cabello
	Cal State Northbridge

bcabello@csun.edu

Tel: 818-677-2599

FAX: 818-677-4976



	Sharon Castle
	George Mason University

scastle@gmu.edu

Tel: 703-993-3824

FAX:



	Charles Coble


	University of North Carolina (retired)

ccoble2@nc.rr.com

Tel: 919-942-9184

FAX:



	Tricia Coulter
	Education Commission of the States

tcoulter@ecs.org

Tel: 303-299-3657

FAX: 303-296-8332




	Ed Crowe 


	Academy of Educational Development

ed.crowe@verizon.net

Tel:

FAX:

	Kyle Dahlem
	Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education

kdahlem@osrhe.edu

Tel: 405-225-9197

FAX:



	Peter Denner


	Idaho State University

dennpete@isu.edu

Tel: 208-282-4230

FAX: 



	Sam Evans


	Western Kentucky University

sam.evans@wku.edu

Tel: 270-745-4662

FAX: 



	Dianne Ferguson


	Teaching Research Institute, WOU

diannef@umsl.edu

Tel: 541-343-2514

FAX: 541-302-0807



	Tracy Fredman
	Oklahoma TA Center

tfredman@csdcotac.org

Tel: 918-225-1882

FAX: 918-225-4711



	Russ French


	U of Tennessee (retired)

rfrench2@utk.edu

Tel: 865-974-4243

FAX: 865-974-6848



	Mark Girod
	College of Education, WOU

girodm@wou.edu

Tel: 503-838-8518

FAX: 503-838-8228



	Mary Gendernalik-Cooper
	Sonoma State University

dean.education@sonoma.edu

Tel: 707-664-2132

FAX:



	Donna Gollnick
	NCATE

donna@ncate.org

Tel: 202-466-7496

FAX:

	Thomas Greene
	University of Portland

greene@up.edu

Tel: 503-943-7135

FAX:



	Mary Ann Harmon


	Louisiana Department of Education

maryann.harmon@la.gov

Tel:

FAX:



	Kenneth Howey


	University of Cincinnati (retired)

howeykr@ucmail.uc.edu

Tel: 513-556-1362

FAX:



	Lawrence Johnson


	University of Cincinnati

johnslj@ucmail.uc.edu

Tel: 513-556-2322

FAX:



	Jacqui Kelleher
	Director, Institutional Research, WOU

kellahej@wou.edu

Tel: 503-838-8334

FAX:



	Susan Kiger
	Indiana State University

skiger@isugw.indsta.edu

Tel: 812-237-2956

FAX:



	Kay Livingston
	University of Aberdeen

kay.Livingston@abdn.ac.uk

Tel: 011-44-1224-274851

FAX: 011-44-1224-274979



	Kathleen McKean
	Oklahoma TA Center

kmckean@csdcotac.org

Tel: 918-225-1882

FAX: 918-225-4711


	David Myton
	George Fox University

dmyton@georgefox.edu

Tel: 503-554-2848

FAX:

	Steve Neill
	Emporia State University

sneill@emporia.edu

Tel: 620-341-5215

FAX: 



	Tony Norman


	Longwood University

antony.norman@wku.edu

Tel: 434-395-2481

FAX:



	Roger Pankratz
	Western Kentucky University

roger.pankratz@wku.edu

Tel: 270-745-2452

FAX: 270-745-6474

Mobile: 270-779-8656



	Ray Pecheone


	Stanford University

pecheone@stanford.edu

Tel: 650-723-4106

FAX: 



	Anne Poliakoff
	Academy for Educational Development

apoliakoff@smtp.aed.org

Tel: 202-884-8190

FAX:



	Victoria Robinson


	University of Northern Iowa

victoria.robinson@uni.edu

Tel: 319-273-3070

FAX:



	Hilda Rosselli
	College of Education, WOU

rossellih@wou.edu

Tel: 503-838-8371

FAX: 503-838-8228



	Linda Samek
	Corban College

lsamek@corban.edu

Tel: 503-589-8155; 503-585-4316

FAX:



	Del Schalock
	Teaching Research Institute, WOU

gansonn@wou.edu (Attn: Del Schalock)

Tel: 503-838-8791

FAX: 503-838-8150 

or via message phone with Nancy Ganson: 503-838-8808



	Kent Seidel
	University of Cincinnati

seidelke@UCMAIL.UC.EDU

Tel: 513-556-2322

FAX:



	Amanda Smith
	College of Education, WOU

smitha@wou.edu

Tel: 503-838-8958

FAX: 503-838-8228



	Carol Smith


	AACTE

csmith@aacte.org

Tel: 202-293-2450

FAX:



	Sonja Smith


	sonja.smith@mvnu.edu

	Ella Taylor

`
	Teaching Research Institute, WOU

taylore@wou.edu

Tel: 503-838-8589

FAX: 503-838-8150



	Karen Wetherill
	University of North Carolina, Wilmington

wetherillk@uncw.edu

Tel: 910-962-4174

FAX:



	Robin White
	Academy for Educational Development

rwhite@aed.org

Tel: 202-884-8254

FAX:

	Mona Wineberg
	American Association of State Colleges and Universities

winebergm@aascu.org

Tel: 202-478-4649

FAX:



	Bob Yinger


	University of Cincinnati

robert.yinger@uc.edu

Tel: 513-556-2321

FAX:




ATTACHMENT B

ESTABLISHING A SCIENTIFIC FOUNDATION FOR TEACHING AS A PROFESSION: PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING A LOGIC OF INQUIRY

Del Schalock and Mark Schalock

Teaching Research Institute

Western Oregon University

Mark Girod

College of Education

Western Oregon University

The second of two documents reporting work of the CTPL Coalition*
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PREFACE


In the first of the two documents reporting work of the CTPL Coalition the logic of inquiry that has been framed for establishing a scientific foundation for teaching as a profession was outlined. So too was the history and organization of the Coalition, the nature and magnitude of work proposed, the strategy mounted for its pursuit, and the current context in which the work outlined rests.


The critical importance of establishing a scientific foundation for teaching and teacher preparation at this point in time also was discussed, and the new demands encountered in doing so by the nation’s adoption of a standards-oriented, accountability driven approach to schooling. Connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning within such a context carries many different requirements for everyone involved than the norm-referenced, textbook-based, sorting and grading approach to schooling that dominated our educational system throughout most of the previous century.


The present document provides a summary of progress made by the CTPL Coalition in implementing the interactive, two-track strategy that defines the logic of inquiry that has been developed to guide its work. TRACK A attends to theory and methods for connecting teaching and learning in a standards-based school environment. TRACK B attends to theory and methods for Connecting Foundation A to teacher learning in preparing to work in a standards-based school environment.

A brief overview of progress made on both tracks is provided as a point of departure, but the body of the report involves a summary of work accomplished around each of the steps contained within each of the interactive tracks pursued. An historical outline of the evolution of the Coalition and its work is provided in ATTACHMENT A. Supporting details and additional documentation housed at the Coalition’s web site (www.ccptl.org) are referenced throughout the report.
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AN OUTLINE OF THE CONTENT AND ORGANIZATION OF THE CTPL COALITION’S WEB SITE

(www.cctpl.org)

HOMEPAGE, including information about our commitment to the development of theoretical and empirical connections between teaching, teacher preparation, and student learning

WAREHOUSE OF WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS


(see outline attached)

WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS


(see outline attached)

REGISTER OF REVIEWED AND REFINED DOCUMENTS


(see outline attached)

HISTORICAL TIMELINE AND RECORD OF WORK ACCOMPLISHED TO DATE BY THE COALITION


(see outline attached)

COALITION PARTICIPANTS AND INFORMATION ABOUT MEMBERSHIP, including expectations accompanying participation in the coalition

DISCUSSION BOARD, including directions for access

RELATED PROJECTS AND INITIATIVES, including focus and content

WAREHOUSE OF WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS

(for complete, see www. cctpl.org)

INITIATING DOCUMENT 1. 


Title: “Connecting the dots: The role and range of theory connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning.” Spring, 2004, Unpublished manuscript.


Authors: Del Schalock, Mark Schalock, Robert Ayres, Teaching Research Institute, Western Oregon University


Purpose served: A summary of findings from a literature search for theory and measures to guide a longitudinal study of teacher preparation program effects on the classroom performance of early career elementary teachers and the learning of their students. The study was designed to get beyond the “black box” studies of teacher preparation efforts so prominent at the time to a study that had explanatory power. The literature reviewed is critiqued in relation to lessons learned from designing and conducting the study. 

INITIATING DOCUMENT 2.


Title: “An invitation to join in an important line of work.” June, 2004. Unpublished manuscript.


Authors: Del Schalock, Mark Schalock, Robert Ayres, Teaching Research Institute, Western Oregon University


Purpose served: An initial translation of Initiating Document 1 into a proposed “theory development initiative” for discussion in an ad hoc meeting of interested participants attending a Summer Conference on advances in teacher work sample methodology. The invitation was well received, and a follow-up discussion was set for a second ad hoc meeting during the 2005 AACTE Annual Conference.

INITIATING DOCUMENT 3. (A refinement and extension of Initiating Documents 1 and 2)


Title: “Connecting the dots: The role and range of theory connecting teaching, teacher preparation, and K-12 learning: An invitation to teacher educators to engage in an important line of work.” October, 2004. Unpublished manuscript.


Authors: Del Schalock, Mark Schalock, Robert Ayres, Teaching Research Institute, Western Oregon University


Purpose served: To refine, extend and place the initial draft of the invitation squarely within the context of teacher preparation, and to bring to the invitation a more complete and carefully crafted document for review within the teacher education practitioner, policy and research communities.

INITIATING DOCUMENT 4.


Title: “Western Oregon theory initiative connecting teaching, teacher preparation, and K-12 student learning.” December, 2004. Unpublished manuscript.


Authors: Del Schalock, Mark Schalock, Robert Ayres, Teaching Research Institute, Western Oregon University


Purpose served: To translate the work proposed and discussed briefly at the July, 2004 conference into a draft proposal that placed the ideas discussed into a formal plan of work for discussion during the follow-up meeting scheduled during the AACTE 2005 Annual Conference.

INITIATING DOCUMENT 5.


Title: “PROSPECTUS: Connecting teaching, teacher preparation and student learning: Education’s equivalent in theory development and research to Biology’s Genome Agenda.” Spring, 2005. Unpublished manuscript.


Authors: Del Schalock, Mark Schalock, Ella Taylor, Teaching Research Institute, Western Oregon University, and Mark Girod, WOU College of Education


Purpose served: To translate, elaborate and refine Initiating Document 4 into a PROSPECTUS FOR WORK that captured decisions and recommendations made during the 2005 AACTE review session. In addition to capturing those decisions and recommendations, the idea of establishing a Coalition of Institutions and Agencies to cooperatively carry out the work proposed was discussed. The document was written to be shared within the teacher education community generally.

INITIATING DOCUMENT 6. (A supporting document to the work proposed by the CTPL Coalition, and shared with its participants)


Title: “Scaling up research in teacher education: New demands on theory, measurement, and design.” Journal of Teacher Education, Vol 57, No. 2, March-April, 2006. Pp 2-18.


Authors: Del Schalock, Mark Schalock, Robert Ayres, Teaching Research Institute, Western Oregon University


Purpose served: To keep the empirical side of the Coalition’s “theory development and testing” agenda clearly in focus, and provide both guidance and assistance from lessons learned in the longitudinal study of teacher preparation effects conducted at Western in addressing the complex issues involved in conducting CTPL related research.

INITIATING DOCUMENT 7. (Research Briefs reporting preliminary findings from the longitudinal study of early career teachers in Oregon on teacher preparation effects.)


Titles: Seventeen completed Briefs, ranging in length between 10 and 20 pages. The Briefs reported on all aspects of the study, including partial analyses of data collected in its first two years. Data collected in the study included a focus on teacher thinking, classroom performance, and impact on the learning. The classroom and school contexts in which teacher thinking and performance occurred. Unpublished reports, 2001 and 2002.


Authors: Mark Schalock, Del Schalock, Bob Ayres, Laurel Cuthbertson, Teaching Research Institute, Western Oregon University


Purpose served: A means of adding further emphasis to and assistance in carrying out the empirical side of the Coalition’s work once its conceptual and measurement aspects are to the point of permitting theory anchored research on agreed-to variables with agreed-to measures.

INITIATING DOCUMENT 8.


Title: “The Longitudinal Effects Of Teacher Preparation On The Practices And Beliefs Of New Teachers And The Learning Of Their Students.” Unpublished final report on the study conducted, 2003.


Authors: Mark Schalock, Del Schalock, Robert Ayres, Laurel Cuthbertson


Purpose served: An extension of the purposes served by Initiating Documents 6 and 7.

INITIATING DOCUMENT 9. 

Title: “Teacher education policy through the eyes of a longitudinal study of preparation effects: Observations on teaching as a profession.” In preparation for submission, to the Educational Policy Analysis Archives, Fall, 2006.


Authors: Del Schalock, Mark Schalock, Robert Ayres, Teaching Research Institute, Western Oregon University


Purpose served: A starting point for articulating the policy context in which the CTPL theory development initiative will be pursued, the “policy anchors” we want to make explicit in contextualizing the initiative, and the vision of teaching as a profession we want the initiative to support and inform.

WAREHOUSE OF CTPL COALITION WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS

(for details, see www.cctpl.org)

SUPPORT MATERIALS PACKET 1. A ___________, 2004 mailing that included a suggested agenda, and accompanying materials for review at the ad hoc meeting scheduled during the 2005 AACTE Annual Conference.

SUPPORT  MATERIALS PACKET 2. An April 18, 2005 mailing that provided a summary of decisions reached in the AACTE ad hoc meeting, and introductory materials pertaining to the upcoming work session in July.

SUPPORT  MATERIALS PACKET 3. A July 6, 2005 mailing of supplementary materials that framed the forthcoming work session, a detailed agenda for the 3-day session, and accompanying materials for review and refinement during the session.

SUPPORT  MATERIALS PACKET 4. A July 16, 2005 mailing for “on the plane reading” supplementary materials intended to provide additional clarity and focus to the July 25-27 work session.

SUPPORT  MATERIALS PACKET 5. A November 2, 2005 follow-up mailing to the summer work session that summarized decisions made and began laying a foundation for the January 29, 2006 work session preceding the Annual AACTE Conference. The mailing included an alert to materials beginning to be developed for review and refinement in the January work session, and announced the creation of a DISCUSSION BOARD at the www.cctpl.org site to facilitate information exchanges around work in progress.

SUPPORT  MATERIALS PACKET 6. A December 10, 2005 mailing which framed the January 29, 2006 work session, and included a first set of accompanying materials for review and refinement during the session.

SUPPORT  MATERIALS PACKET 7. A January 22, 2006 confirmatory mailing regarding the January 29 work session, a detailed agenda for the session, and an additional set of materials for review and refinement.

SUPPORT  MATERIALS PACKET 8. An April ___ follow-up mailing to the January 2006 work session that summarized decisions made, the discussion and underlying rationale, and began laying a foundation for the Summer 2006 work session. 

SUPPORT  MATERIALS SUPPLEMENT A. A draft of a paper that CTPL participant and mentor Ed Crowe forwarded for consideration during the January 29 work session by Paul R. Carlile in the School of Management at Boston University and Clayton M. Christensen in the Harvard Business School titled “Cycles of Theory Building in Management Research”. The paper is both confirming and supplementary to the framework for theory building in the social sciences outlined by Shoenmaker, Tankerd and Lasorsa (2005) that had guided the work of the Coalition to this point.

SUPPORT MATERIALS SUPPLEMENT B. CTPL Coalition Progress Report #1, titled “Connecting Teaching, Teacher Preparation, and K-12 Learning: Theory and Method” (April, 2006).

SUPPORT MATERIALS SUPPLEMENT C. CTPL Coalition Progress Report #2, titled “Establishing Scientific Foundation for Teaching as a Profession: Progress Toward a Logic of Inquiry” (May, 2006).
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* Shorthand for a collective effort by a voluntary assembly of teacher preparation institutions and agencies committed to establishing a scientific foundation for connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning, and developing means for translating that foundation into evidence-based teacher preparation programs. For convenience those participating in this work have referred to it as the “CTPL theory development initiative”, and refer to themselves as “members of the CTPL Coalition”, though as yet no formally constituted organization by that name exists. Current participants in the coalition are listed in ATTACHMENT A.
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Figure 3. 2005 megatrends which CTPL theory and the professional development of teachers need to acknowledge and accommodate
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AND THE PROFESSIONAL

DEVELOPMENT

OF TEACHERS

A standards-based, accountability for student progress in learning approach to schooling

A standards-based, accountability for P-12 student progress in learning approach to teacher preparation and licensing

Transformation in the theory and methodology of educational assessment, and its role in teaching and learning

Transformation in our understanding of human  development and learning

Transformation in the American family and work place, and the accompanying change in traits and characteristics of students in classrooms

Transformation in the technologies of informa-tion management and exchange, their ubiqui-tous use, and their potential as facilitators of teaching and learning
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A teacher’s instructional focus on content





Student awareness of benchmarked standards for learning



Student understanding of tasks and targets for learning



Level(s) of cognition involved in learning



Student cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies for learning



Assessment of progress in learning



Student  awareness of his or her progress in learning

Task/target related background knowledge and skill of one’s students 



Task/target related interests of one’s students



Time needed by each student to accomplish learning tasks and targets

Developmental level of one’s students



Each student's concept of self as a learner



General ability and inclination of each student toward academic learning



A teacher’s instructional strategies and procedures

Time provided for learning

Peer involvement in learning

Student participation in managing their own learning

Feedback provided to students on their progress in learning

Curriculum structures, organization and guidelines that coordinate instruction across teachers and grade levels

Resources for instruction available to teachers

Resources for learning available to students

A classroom managed and organized as a productive environment for learning

PROXIMAL VARIABLES

The extent to which a school provides

		a safe, orderly and caring 	environment for learning

		a culture stressing and 	supporting academic learning

		resources for students to draw upon 	in their learning



The extent to which a child’s home

		is safe, orderly and caring

		stresses and supports academic 	learning

		provides resources for academic 	learning



CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES

CORE VARIABLES

PERIPHERAL VARIABLES

		State policy and resources supportive of all the above

		The culture, organization and resources of a school district supportive of all the above

		The culture and organization of a community as a sponsor of academic learning



Figure 2. An illustrative map of the range of concepts that need to be addressed and integrated within CTPL related theory and research.
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