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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 evolved as a 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 while 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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Overview of Progress to Date


The idea of establishing a coalition to undertake the theory development and testing work described in Progress Report 1 was broached during the first (2004) CTPL Oregon Conference that focused on recent advances in teacher work sample methodology. Persons attending the conference who were interested in exploring further the idea of a “CTPL theory development initiative” agreed to do so in a 2-hour ad hoc meeting during the 2005 AACTE Conference. From the AACTE meeting came an agreement to meet in Portland, Oregon in July 2005 for a 3-day work session to further explore the idea and what its pursuit would entail. 


Coming from the Portland 2005 meeting was a series of Theory Framing Maps that gave purpose and direction to the work that has been pursued since that time. These framing maps appear as the first entry in the REGISTER OF CTPL REVIEWED AND REFINED PRODUCTS available on the Coalition’s web site (www.cctpl.org). Decisions leading to their adoption, and the rationale accompanying them, are described in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS under the heading Summary Of CTPL Coalition Work Accomplished During The July 2005 Work. 


The theory framing maps adopted in the 2005 summer work session, and the work initiating documents from which the Coalition was established, provided a beginning direction to work the Coalition agreed to pursue. The “large-scale” theory directions outlined in the initiating documents, however, were exchanged for “mid-range” directions. 

Also, in moving from the theory framing maps to initial targets and foci for theory development, we had to decide how we were going to deal with the markedly different reality demands in the design and operation of teacher preparation and licensing programs CTPL theory needs to address, and the equally complicating reality demands of progression or “stages” in the professional development of teachers being prepared within such programs. 

A set of proposals were made and refined in the Coalition’s January 2006 work session for dealing with these issues. These also are described in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS at the Coalition’s website under the heading “Summary Of CTPL Coalition Work Accomplished During The January 2006 Work Session”. 

A timeline and accompanying outline of the history and work accomplished through the Coalition to date are provided in Attachment A.
Theory Framing Maps


Four broad sets of CTPL theory framing maps were proposed, reviewed and refined during the first extended work session of the Coalition. They are organized under the following headings:

· Theory initiative framing maps as points of departure;

· Theory design maps that reflect our view of teaching as a mature profession;

· Parameter setting maps for teachers as generalists; and

· Parameter setting maps for teachers as specialists.

An “optimistic” scope and sequence for Phase I work proposed also was reviewed.  Specific theory framing maps and the tentative Phase I work plan proposed are available for review in the REGISTER OF CTPL REVIEWED AND REFINED DOCUMENTS at www.cctpl.org.

PART I

WORK ACCOMPLISHED TOWARD KNOWLEDGE FOUNDATION A: Theory and method for connecting teaching and learning in a standards-based school environment.

TRACK A Work Plan Currently Being Followed


The logic of inquiry guiding the work of the CTPL Coalition calls for two fundamentally different, but totally interactive activity streams. One leads to what has been termed FOUNDATION KNOWLEDGE A, as defined in the boxed heading above. The second leads to what has been termed FOUNDATION KNOWLEDGE B, defined as theory and methods connecting Foundation A to teacher learning for work in a standards-based school environment (see CTPL Progress Report 1 for details around the two-track logic of inquiry being followed). 


Each activity stream has a separately crafted work plan. These work plans have been translated into schematic form for use as planning guides and vehicles for communicating with others about work being undertaken. The plan of work we currently are following in pursuing connections between teaching and learning appears as Figure 1 on the following page. Progress summaries around each step outlined in this work plan are provided in the pages which follow.

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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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 FOUNDATIONS A and B 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.


Starting with Published Knowledge About School-Based Learning


This knowledge base has progressed dramatically during the past twenty-five years, and can be viewed as revolutionary in nature. It also has been assembled in a number of recent publications. Some of these highlight the HOW of learning, for example. How people learn: Brain, mind experience and school (National Research Council, 2000); “Individual and social aspects of learning”, the lead chapter by Solomon and Perkins in the 1998 Review of Research in Education; and chapters two through four in the recent report of the Committee on Teacher Education of the National Academy of Education titled Preparing teachers for a changing world (Darling-Hammond and Bransford, Eds, 2005). 


Other recently published compendia highlight WHAT is to be learned. The revision of Bloom’s 1956 classic Taxonomy of educational objectives by Anderson and Krathwohl, (Eds., 2001), and the chapter by Oser and Baeriswyl in the 4th Handbook of research in teacher education (Richardson, 2001), which summarizes work in Europe on “bridging instruction to learning”, probably have the most immediate utility in this regard. Recent work at the University of Wisconsin Center for Education Research on aligning assessments with instructional goals (WCER Research Highlights, Winter 2005-06, Vol 17, No. 4) has produced a four-level framework for determining “level of knowledge” being addressed, which cross-cuts both the Anderson/Krathwohl and Oser/Baeriswyl classification systems, is clearly worth exploring for its CTPL theory and research applications.


In combination these and related resources are viewed by the Coalition as providing a solid foundation on which to anchor its work with respect to what is known about school-based learning.

Starting with Published Knowledge About Teaching that 

Facilitates School-Based Learning


This knowledge base has grown much more slowly than that pertaining to learning, and does not yet match its scope and maturity, but a surge in related work during the past decade has added substantially to that which existed in the mid-to-late 1980’s. Unfortunately, from the perspective of theory building around teaching that facilitates learning within a standards-based school environment, this recent growth in volume has not had proportional growth in utility. Four reasons can be cited for why this is so:

1. Most research on teaching has not been connected systematically to classroom learning, and most research on learning has not been connected systematically to classroom teaching;

2. Even when research has systematically connected classroom teaching and learning it typically has done so with little control or manipulation of related variables as sources of influence that need to be taken into account for findings to be understood or explained, that is, most studies connecting teaching and learning have done so through a “black-box” design where only one or a few variables of interest are addressed;

3. The relatively few studies that have systematically connected teaching and learning, whether involving a black-box or more sophisticated design, have typically relied on state or district administered measures of student learning that tend to be limited (and often weak) measures of what students are expected to learn or what teachers are responsible for teaching as a consequence of a school’s adopted curriculum; and

4. Regardless of their design very few studies that systematically connect teaching and learning have been conducted subsequent to the demands of a standards orientation to schooling on the work of students and teachers, and thus only a small pool of findings exist that are likely to transfer directly to the theory development work of the CTPL Coalition.

As a consequence of these limitations the Coalition has as a primary goal research that extends and refines this knowledge base as we progress in the CTPL theory development process. An overview of the evolution of research connecting teaching and learning through the last half of the 20th century, including key publications charting its progress, is provided in ATTACHMENT C.

While the overall knowledge base that has been accumulated thus far on the connections between teaching and learning must necessarily feed into the conceptual and empirical work of the Coalition, three additional lines of research and development that emerged in the late 1990’s and early years of the present century are particularly relevant to the work ahead. Two are considerably different in emphasis and rationale from nearly all preceding research in that they a) merge instruction and curriculum with assessment that is designed and managed to inform instruction, and b) aim to accommodate the learning needs of the increasingly diverse learners entering today’s classrooms. They also distinguish themselves from previous research with a clear focus on connections between teaching and learning within the context of today’s standards-based classroom and school environments. Persons most prominently associated with these two lines of work are Grant Wiggins and Jay McTighe (1998, 2005), and Carol Anne Tomlinson (1999, 2001). The recent book by Tomlinson and McTighe (2006) integrates the two streams of work.

The third body of work comes from Europe (Oser and Baeriswyl, 2001), and is distinctive in its singular focus on “bridging instruction to learning.” In making this bridge they incorporate precisely the directions that have been taken thus far by the Coalition, and in this regard their work is seen as both helpful and confirmatory. In combination with the work of Tomlinson and McTighe these three lines of work provide a firm foundation from which to pursue the CTPL connections that are of central interest to the Coalition.

Initial CTPL Theory Application Targets

In deciding how to proceed from the broad theory anchoring decisions reached in the July 2005 work session of the Coalition, to concrete configurations of variables to be defined and explored empirically, it was proposed that we adopt the concept of ILLUSTRATIVE THEORY APPLICATION TARGETS.  These would provide “bridging frameworks” for moving from the abstract and general issues involved in CTPL theory building to concrete, applied foci that had understandable and immediate use within the education and teacher education communities. As conceived, each application target would provide a familiar and professionally important context for theory development and testing and, if selected properly, would provide a broad range of contexts within which to demonstrate and test the utility of our theory development efforts.


This general inclination toward theory development with an eye toward application was reinforced in reading Seymour Sarason’s analysis of Abraham Flexner’s emphasis on the role of theory in medical education.1 While writing in 1910 Flexner “… 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.” (page 7; emphasis added for purposes of this discussion). This point of view captured our here-to-fore unstated bias perfectly.


In considering the “universe” of applications possible from the Theory Maps adopted as contexts within which to work, it was clear that we could not address all possible applications simultaneously. It also was clear, however, that for illustrative (and pilot) purposes, we should select at least two or three application targets that would vary appreciably in their demands on the theory development task in which we were engaged. Ideally, they also would demonstrate both the range and potential utility of the theory development effort, and be aligned as closely as possible with the areas of teaching expertise recognized by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. 


On the basis of these considerations five illustrative theory application targets were selected for pilot development, demonstration and testing. These are outlined in Exhibit 1 on the following page. Linkage lines (or their absence) in the schematic are intended to show the commonalities existing among targets selected.
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Work Responsibilities of Initially Targeted Teachers 

In Today’s Standards-Based Schools


The logic of inquiry model currently guiding the TRACK A work of the Coalition calls for a series of conceptual steps to be taken for each theory application target addressed. These steps move progressively from a) identifying the major responsibilities required of a targeted teacher, to b) establishing a representative set of valued outcomes teachers are expected to accomplish through each responsibility assumed, to c) identifying the performance requirements (tasks, functions) placed on a targeted teacher to accomplish the outcomes expected as a consequence of each responsibility assumed to d) articulating the conceptual networks (maps, path analyses), definitions and measures needed to formulate and empirically test predicted relationships within all the above. Each of these steps serve a “sorting and organizing” function that logically is needed to meaningfully and systematically address the demands of theory building around the multitude of connections existing among teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning. The logic of inquiry from which these steps flow is outlined schematically in Figure 1 on page 3 of this report.


Two examples of responsibility (dimensional) analyses of teacher work have been reviewed and accepted as points of departure by Coalition participants. The first is an analysis of the major work responsibilities required of ELEMENTARY TEACHERS AS GENERALISTS in a standards-based school environment. The second is an analysis of work responsibilities required of an ELEMENTARY SCIENCE TEACHING SPECIALIST within such an environment. For the ELEMENTARY TEACHER AS GENERALIST target the framework includes:

a) classroom focused work;

b) parent, colleague and support personnel focused work; and

c) curriculum and school improvement focused work.

The same three categories seemed to apply equally well when thinking about the work of an ELEMENTARY SCIENCE TEACHING SPECIALIST in a standards-oriented school.


Whether these categories will apply equally well to the work of teachers in other illustrative CTPL target application contexts (Elementary Science Teacher Leader and Resource Specialist; Elementary Special Education Generalist; and High School Teacher of Biology), remains to be seen. Responsibility analyses of teacher work within these additional theory application contexts will be prepared for review in the July 2006 work session.

Valued Outcomes to be Accomplished by Targeted Teachers in Today’s Schools


The logic of inquiry guiding the work of the Coalition at the time of its January 2006 work session called for PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS on the part of teachers to be tied to TASKS identified within each work responsibility established for a particular theory application target. Upon reflection following the work session it seems that an intervening step should be added to the inquiry model between responsibility assumed and performance requirements, namely, that of valued outcomes to be accomplished through each responsibility assumed. Expected outcomes linked to responsibilities would guide the definition of DEPENDENT VARIABLES in much of our theoretical and empirical work, and would provide a sharpened focus to the elaboration of performance requirements for effective task execution, i.e., performance likely to produce one or more outcomes desired. By incorporating such a view we clearly would be adding another level of complexity to our work, but the value gained in focus and yield should be worth the added effort required.


Since this more complex conception of our work did not surface until after the January work session, the discussion of performance requirements which follows is without benefit of Coalition critique. The desirability of adding such an explicit outcome orientation to the over-all logic of inquiry guiding the work of the Coalition, however, will be a central item of discussion during the summer 2006 work session.

Tasks Needing to be Performed by Targeted Teachers to Accomplish 

Outcomes Expected from their Work

As indicated above, in preparing for the January 2006 work session the logic of inquiry model then in place called for tasks to be tied directly to work responsibilities identified for a particular group of teachers serving as pilot theory development and application targets. As a consequence, the task analyses proposed for review at the work session were “off the mark” from those needing to be developed that link specifically to outcomes to be accomplished rather than generally as those which follow a responsibility assignment.2
Nevertheless, for illustrative purposes, the two task delineation analyses that have been reviewed will be presented here in their revised form from the work session. The first is an analysis of CLASSROOM FOCUSED WORK from the perspective of the initial preparation of elementary teachers as generalists. The second is an analysis of SCHOOL AND CURRICULUM FOCUSED WORK from the perspective of the continued professional development of elementary teachers as science teaching specialists. The two analyses are presented as Exhibit 2 on the following page.

Exhibit 2. ILLUSTRATIVE TASK ANALYSES FOR SELECTED TEACHER RESPONSIBILITIES

Illustration 1

Theory Development Target: Elementary teachers as generalists

Responsibility: Student progress in learning in a standards-based classroom

Responsibility-linked Tasks:

	1. Plan 2-to-5 week units of instruction that are embedded within a school’s ongoing curriculum, and daily lessons that translate a unit plan into productive and coherent classroom work by students.

2. Designate the learning outcomes expected from instructional units planned and formulate learning activities for students accordingly.

3. Develop measures to be used in assessing the accomplishment of learning outcomes desired;

4. Administer a pre-instruction version of these measures to determine where students are with respect to targeted outcomes for learning.

5. Use the pre-instructional assessment information to modify initial instructional plans, refine or exchange initially targeted learning outcomes, etc.


	6. Implement the instructional unit as modified, and continue to refine or adapt elements within the unit as needed to accommodate student learning needs encountered as the unit progresses.

7. Systematically monitor student progress in learning during the course of unit implementation, and provide feedback to students on the progress they are making in their learning, problems they are likely to encounter in next steps, etc.

8. Analyze and be able to report learning gains made by each student in one’s classroom as a consequence of the instructional unit taught, as well as by designated groups of students and the gaps in learning existing among them.

9. Reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of a unit taught, what would be done differently if taught again, and implications for one’s continued professional development.


Illustration 2

Theory Development Target: Elementary teachers as Science Teaching Specialists

Responsibility: Curriculum and school improvement focused work

Responsibility-Linked Tasks:

	1. Classroom instruction and instructional support roles typically expected of an elementary science teaching specialist within a school or district.

2. 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.
	3. Participation in the design and implementation of staff development activities for faculty in one’s school or district pertaining to science teaching and learning.

4. 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.


Elaboration of Performance Requirements on the Part of Teachers 

in Successfully Carrying Out Tasks Identified

Each and all of the conceptual clarifications and taxonomic steps described thus far serve the sorting and organizing functions needed to meaningfully address the task ultimately faced in theory development and research pertaining to CTPL connections, that of identifying, defining and measuring foundational concepts of interest. To do this systematically, one additional level of conceptual framing appears to be needed to those already provided. At this point in our work we are taking the position that the most promising organizers for this foundational level of detail are the clusters of variables to be described, controlled and/or varied systematically within a particular line of CTPL related inquiry. 

Conceptual framing at this level is nearly always content and context specific, so it becomes considerably more “fine grained” in detail than the organizers that have been described thus far. Concept elaborations, definitions and measures are required for both theory building and research with the degree of specificity needed for a) replication, and b) an orderly accumulation of a defensible body of empirically grounded knowledge, theory and practice.

As CTPL theory development proceeds attention will need to be given to additional sets of framing variables, for example, classroom and school related variables which impact teacher performance and student learning -- and which therefore need to be included as intervening or control variables in both theory and research pertaining to CTPL connections -- but these are in a sense “second-order” variables. Variables of focal concern in understanding CTPL connections involve teacher performance and student progress in learning.3 

Teacher Performance Variables 

By the elaboration of teacher performance variables we mean the interlocking portrayal of performance requirements on the part of teachers in carrying out each task identified within a task analysis map. As indicated previously, we see these interlocking portrayals of performance requirements as the primary organizers for concept delineation, definition and measurement in the CTPL theory development and testing initiative. (They also serve as primary organizers for teacher learning, and thus shape the SUPERVISED CLINICAL PRACTICUM COMPONENT within the clinical teaching tutorials discussed in PART II of this report). In this regard they represent a central feature of the applied dimensions of the Coalition’s work. From both perspectives, the description and definition given variables at this level of detail are critical to the work of the Coalition and their articulation will require considerable time and effort. Examples of conceptual work at this level are provided under the next center heading in the report.

Indicators Of Teacher Impact On Student Learning

By indicators of teacher impact on the learning of students we mean professionally useful and meaningful evidence which teachers, administrators and policy makers can use in determining A TEACHER’S impact on the learning of his or her students, with types of evidence organized sequentially in terms of their utility to teachers in a) facilitating student learning, and b) improving their own effectiveness as professionals.


The “Achilles heal” of both theory and research connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning has always been bringing information on the learning progress of students into the equation in a way that is meaningful and defensible. The same problem has, and still plagues educational policy and practice. Problems encountered in this respect range from

· measures of learning traditionally used by schools and State Departments of Education providing only a limited picture of the learning actually being pursued by teachers and students in classrooms, to 

· providing an inaccurate picture of learning being accomplished by students because of poorly designed or limited coverage of items included on examinations, to 

· analyzing and reporting test information at levels of aggregation that mask the work of individual teachers and students, for example, summarizing and reporting achievement information only for grade levels within schools or a district as a whole. 

Information reported on student learning at this level of generality has little or no utility in connecting learning to the work of individual teachers, or to the effects of a teacher preparation program on the success of graduates as facilitators of learning. A conceptual framework is outlined in a subsequent section of this report that addresses, and is intended to overcome, these historical problems.


A very different problem, but one no less complicating for theory and research focusing on CTPL connections, is the question of legitimacy in the eyes of many teachers and teacher educators of even attempting to make a traceable connection between their work and the learning of their students. The argument is made that teaching and learning are too complex to be linked in a causal, explanatory way to the work of individual teachers, or to the effects of a particular teacher preparation program. The reasoning is that there simply are too many factors influencing both K-12 student learning and prospective teacher learning to make such connections in a way that is empirically verifiable and defensible. Historically the argument has had merit (see, for example, Ronald Berk’s “Fifty reasons why student achievement gain does not mean teacher effectiveness”, 1988), but the Coalition’s view is that currently available methodologies such as Teacher Work Sampling and Value Added statistical analyses provide ways of getting beyond it. The Coalition holds as an article of faith that these and other currently evolving methodologies provide the tools needed to both conduct related research and develop related theory, as well as craft related policy and practice, that defensibly connects both teaching and teacher preparation to the learning progress of students in a standards-based school environment.

Level Of Detail Best Suited For Concept Definition, Elaboration And Measurement Around Teacher Performance Variables
Once a cluster(s) of teacher performance variables and their expected (hypothesized) interconnections are identified as a focus of investigation, the next and most detailed step in the CTPL theory development and testing process is the identification, definition and measurement of foundational concepts involved, including contextual or personal variables likely to influence either teacher performance or student learning. These are the building blocks in related CTPL theory development and research, much like amino acids are the building blocks of proteins, DNA molecules and genes. 


In all cases, concepts identified for investigating CTPL connections will be nested within the hierarchically organized CHAIN OF ORGANIZING CONTEXTS described in previous pages that are intended to give them contextual meaning and utility. By way of summary, these include:

An illustrative CTPL THEORY APPLICATION TARGET;

(
Specified DIMENSIONS OF TEACHER WORK (teacher responsibilities) within a particular application target;

(
Identification of VALUED OUTCOMES expected from each responsibility assumed (proposed, not as yet discussed);

(
An elaboration of PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS (TASKS) ON THE PART OF TEACHERS to accomplish each outcome expected from each responsibility assumed; and

(
INQUIRY SPECIFIC CLUSTERS OF VARIABLES to be investigated within the context(s) established by all the above, and the connections expected (hypothesized) among them.

Foundation concepts and their measures established for a particular inquiry are expected to be used in comparable lines of inquiry set within different chains of organizing contexts, or conducted at differing levels of analysis within an organizing context. If this is the case, the utility of concept articulation, definition and measurement within a particular investigation should not be limited to that single investigation, or to the program of research and theory testing likely to evolve from it. It is this vision of concept generalizability across organizing contexts that gives such importance to the CONCEPT DEFINING AND INDEXING aspect of the Coalition’s work, and to the accompanying work involved in creating one or more CATALOGUES OF RELATED MEASURES. Both are necessary for concept generalizability to evolve, and with it for the economy of energy, the accumulation of theoretical power, and the accumulated reach and strength of the knowledge base such generalizability makes possible.

Illustrative teacher performance variables to be investigated 

The illustrative set of teacher performance variables prepared for review by Coalition participants in January focused on the CORE OF TEACHER WORK IN A STANDARDS-BASED CLASSROOM. We started here on the assumption that teacher work in a standards-based school environment will have commonalities across work assignments, including teaching in elementary, middle and secondary classrooms, and we should get these established if possible. After considerable discussion as to focus and sequence, and some adjusting therein, the array of variables appearing as Exhibit 3 on the following page was accepted as representing a workable point of departure in thinking about such variables and their interconnections. Related discussions, decision and rationale will be found in the May 30, 2006 summary of the January work session in San Diego (see WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORTING MATERIALS at www.cctpl.org).


In considering the seven concept clusters proposed Exhibit 3 it needs to be fully understood that while those outlined constitute a CRITICAL CORE of concepts that need to be considered, they are little more than a start on the range of concepts ultimately needing to be addressed within the CTPL theory development enterprise. Table 1 on page 16 provides a sense of the full scope of variables that need to be addressed in formulating theory and research pertaining to CTPL connections. It also is important to note that in the logic of inquiry being pursued by the Coalition each concept cluster investigated needs to be accompanied by a proposed approach to its measurement.

Exhibit 3. The focus and level of detail adopted for pilot CTPL theory development around CLUSTERS OF VARIABLES AT THE CORE OF TEACHER WORK IN A STANDARDS-BASED CLASSROOM
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Table 1. Explanatory Theory and Research Connecting Teaching, Teacher Preparation and K-12 Student Learning: Variables addressed in Western Oregon’s Teacher Effectiveness Study that illustrate the range of variables involved in such research4
	Variable
	Organizing Classification
	Measure(s)

	Teacher Preparation Program Emphases
	Independent
	Agency and project staff ratings

	Preparation Program Context
	Level 1 Moderator
	Program-supplied descriptions

	Teachers’ commitment to teaching
	Level 1 Moderator
	Survey responses

	Teachers’ traits and beliefs
	Level 1 Dependent
	

	Accountability for student learning
	
	Survey/interview responses

	Efficacy beliefs for teaching profession
	
	Self-report/Survey 

	Personal teaching efficacy
	
	Self-report/Survey 

	Efficacy in helping students overcome learning difficulties
	
	Self-report/Survey 

	Teachers’ responses to demands of teaching
	Level II Moderator
	

	Sense of personal accomplishment
	
	Maslach Burnout Inventory

	Emotional exhaustion
	
	Maslach Burnout Inventory

	Depersonalization of students
	
	Maslach Burnout Inventory

	Stress
	
	Self-report/Survey

	Contextual factors
	Intervening
	

	School/district characteristics
	
	Survey/interview responses

	Classroom/collegial characteristics
	
	Survey/interview responses

	Student characteristics
	
	Survey/interview responses

	Teacher school improvement/Professional development activities
	Intervening
	Survey/interview responses

	Classroom management/instruction
	Level II Dependent
	Structured observations

	Teacher thinking/reflection on practice
	Level II Dependent
	Extended work sample

Interviews/focus groups

	Teacher assessment, analysis and reporting of student progress in learning
	Level III Dependent
	

	Student learning progress through units of instruction
	
	Extended work sample

	Student progress toward standards for learning
	
	Extended work sample

	Additional indicators of teacher impact on learning
	Level III Dependent
	

	Student engagement in learning
	
	Structured observations

	Taxonomic levels of intellectual work
	
	Structured observations

	Student understanding/exploration of meaning within and across subject areas
	
	Structured observations

	Student interest in content to be learned
	
	Structured observations


4 Taken from Schalock, Schalock and Ayres (2006) “Scaling Up Research in Teacher Education: Implications for Theory, Method and Design”. Journal of Teacher Education, 57(2), 1-18.

Illustrative concept clusters and measures pertaining to 

teacher performance variables to be investigated 

For purposes of discussion in the January work session four examples were provided of analyses at the level of concepts to be articulated, defined and measured around TEACHER PERFORMANCE in CTPL related research and theory development. Each represented an extension of teacher performance variables outlined in Exhibit 3. Those selected for illustrative purposes included

· Core Variable B: Selecting and conveying to students learning outcomes expected from a unit of instruction;

· Core Variable C: Designing an assessment plan to facilitate and determine student progress toward the learning outcomes targeted;

· Core Variable D: Planning instruction that leads to targeted learning outcomes; and

· Core Variable F: Implementing the planned unit of instruction, and continuing to adapt and refine established instructional and assessment plans as needed to help all students in one’s classroom progress toward established targets for learning.

In addition to the identification of concepts at this level of detail, a brief description of one or more approaches to measurement appropriate to assessing the concepts identified was provided. The concepts identified within these various analyses, and the suggested measurement strategies accompanying them, appear as Exhibits 4 through 7 on pages 18 through 21. Related discussions, decisions and rationale will be found at the web site address provided previously.

Level of Detail Best Suited for Framing Indicators of Teacher Impact 

on Learning for Purposes of CTPL Theory Development and Research


For purposes of discussion in the Coalition’s January work session two examples were provided of analyses at the level of concepts to be articulated, defined and measured around TEACHER IMPACT ON LEARNING in CTPL related research and theory development. Those selected were

· Indicators appropriate for assessing a PROSPECTIVE TEACHER’s impact on the learning of students taught; and

· Indicators appropriate for assessing an EARLY CAREER TEACHER’s impact on the learning of students taught.

Distinguishing between indicators of impact on learning that are appropriate for teachers who differ appreciably in level of professional development and/or conditions under which teaching and learning occur, is critical from the perspective of both CTPL theory building and the pragmatics of conducing related research. Meaningfully and defensibly connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning requires great respect for and clarity about the conditions under which impact on learning is to be assessed and inferences drawn from it. The conceptual framework relied upon in presenting the differentiated sets of indicators proposed was taken from the taxonomy

Exhibit 4. Concepts pertaining to Teacher Performance Variable B: ESTABLISHING OUTCOMES STUDENTS ARE EXPECTED TO ACCOMPLISH THROUGH A 2-TO-5 WEEK UNIT OF INSTRUCTION5



Exhibit 5. Concepts pertaining to Teacher Performance Variable C: DESIGNING AN ASSESSMENT PLAN TO FACILITATE AND DETERMINE STUDENT PROGRESS TOWARD THE LEARNING OUTCOMES TARGETED IN A UNIT OF INSTRUCTION













Exhibit 6. Concepts pertaining to Teacher Performance Variable D: PLANNING INSTRUCTION THAT LEADS TO THE LEARNING OUTCOMES TARGETED WITHIN A UNIT OF INSTRUCTION












Exhibit 7. Concepts pertaining to Teacher Performance Variable F: IMPLEMENTING A PLANNED UNIT OF INSTRUCTION, AND CONTINUING TO ADAPT AND REFINE ESTABLISHED INSTRUCTION AND ASSESSMENT PLANS AS NEEDED, TO HELP ALL STUDENTS PROGRESS TOWARD ESTABLISHED TARGETS FOR LEARNING












 on Sources of Evidence for Determining Teacher Impact on Learning included in the 2006 JTE article on “Scaling Up Research in teacher education”.

Appropriate indicators of a PROSPECTIVE teacher’s impact 

on the learning of students taught 

Two broad sets of indicators of a prospective teacher’s impact on the learning of students taught were proposed, those involving instructionally embedded evidence and those involving instructionally linked evidence. Five specific indicators of impact on learning were listed under each set, with suggestions for measurement embedded within the description of each indicator. With some refinements, and the addition of details around assessment which addresses connections among the indicators described, all indicators proposed were accepted as appropriate points of departure for pilot CTPL theory development and testing efforts. These appear as Exhibit 8 on page 23.

Appropriate indicators of an EARLY CAREER teacher’s impact 

on the learning of students taught 

Three broad sets of indicators of an early career teacher’s impact on the learning of students taught were proposed, the two sets suggested for prospective teachers plus instructionally aligned, but distal evidence. Essentially the same changes called for by Coalition members in the indicators listed for PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS were called for in those listed for EARLY CAREER TEACHERS. As in the case of Exhibit 8, following recommended refinements, all indicators proposed were accepted as appropriate points of departure for pilot CTPL theory development and testing efforts. Indicators deemed appropriate for assessing the impact of early career teachers on the learning of their students are listed in Exhibit 9 on page 24.7 

Illustrative Path Analyses Guiding Empirical Investigations


The use of path analyses in clarifying expected relationships among variables theoretically, or to be investigated within a particular study, has always been a part of the Coalition’s thinking about subsequent stages in our work. As of this writing, however, illustrative path diagrams have not been prepared. If time permits, these will be a focus of conversation in the Summer 2006 work session.

Exhibit 8. Concepts pertaining to Appropriate Indicators of a PROSPECTIVE TEACHER’S Impact on the 

Learning of Students Taught

	Concepts pertaining to INSTRUCTIONALLY EMBEDDED EVIDENCE

· Student engagement in learning

· Level(s) of intellectual work pursued, e.g., Bloom’s taxonomy

· Student understanding and exploration of meaning within/across subject areas

· Student interest in content to be learned

· Proportion of learning tasks targeted for an instructional period which are pursued
	Concepts Pertaining to INSTRUCTIONALLY LINKED EVIDENCE

· Teacher documented gains in non-trivial learning through one or more units of instruction taught, with data on learning disaggregated for designated groups of students

· Samples of student work evaluated against established state or district performance standards, with student work disaggregated for designated groups of students

· Teacher maintained records of student progress in learning disaggregated for designated groups of students

· Quality of teacher explanation and interpretation of evidence presented on the progress students have made in their learning

· A continuous progress record of learning by students provided through on-line computer adapted assessment

	
	

	
	

	APPROACH TO MEASUREMENT


Scoring rubrics that clearly identify the kinds of evidence to be considered under each concept cluster described, the range in scores each concept can receive, for example 1 to 4; how the varying types of evidence are to be taken into account when determining a rubric score; and rules governing how scores obtained on the two concept clusters are to be combined in arriving at a TEACHER PERFORMANCE VARIABLE CLUSTER SCORE


Exhibit 9. Concepts pertaining to Appropriate Indicators of an EARLY CAREER TEACHER’S Impact on the

 Learning of Students Taught

	· 
	Concepts pertaining to INSTRUCTIONALLY EMBEDDED EVIDENCE

· Student engagement in learning 

· Level(s) of intellectual work pursued, e.g., Bloom’s taxonomy

· Student understanding and exploration of meaning within/across subject areas

·  Student interest in content to be learned

· Proportion of learning tasks targeted for an instructional period which are pursued
	

	PLUS
	
	(PLUS)

	Concepts Pertaining to INSTRUCTIONALLY LINKED EVIDENCE disaggregated for individual and selected groups of students, including students identified as educationally handicapped and talented/gifted

· Teacher documented gains in non-trivial learning through one or more units of instruction taught, with data on learning disaggregated for designated groups of students

· Samples of student work evaluated against established state or district performance standards, with student work disaggregated for designated groups of students

· Teacher maintained records of student progress in learning disaggregated for designated groups of students

· Quality of teacher explanation and interpretation of evidence presented on the progress students have made in their learning

· A continuous progress record of learning by students provided through on-line computer adapted assessment


	Concepts pertaining to INSTRUCTIONALLY ALIGNED, BUT DISTAL EVIDENCE

· Student performance on teacher developed assessments administered prior to and following an extended period of instruction, e.g., mid-term or end-of-term, with data disaggregated for designated groups of students

· Student performance on district developed examinations administered prior to and following an extended period of instruction, for example, end-of-course examinations, with results disaggregated

· Student performance on state examinations administered at the beginning and end of a school year, with results disaggregated

· Student performance on district or state administered examinations at the end of a school year analyzed with a “value added” methodology of the kind developed by William Sanders

	APPROACH TO MEASUREMENT


Scoring rubrics that clearly identify the kinds of evidence to be considered under each concept cluster described, the range in scores each concept can receive -- for example 1 to 4, how the varying types of evidence are to be taken into account when determining a rubric score, and rules governing how scores obtained on the three concept clusters are to be combined in arriving at a TEACHER PERFORMANCE VARIABLE CLUSTER SCORE


Catalogues of CTPL Related Concepts and Measures


As in the case of path analyses, the systematic assembly of catalogues describing concepts employed in CTPL theory building and research, and the measures used in their investigation, has always been a part of the Coalition’s thinking about its overall theory development and testing task. Since theory related concepts and measures are only now beginning to take shape we have yet to give attention to the specific form and content specifications for either set of catalogues. If time permits, preliminary thinking about these matters will be discussed during the Summer 2006 work session.

Compendia of CTPL Related Findings


We are at the same place with respect to the assembly of compendia of findings from Coalition initiated CTPL related research as we are catalogues of concepts and measures. We have not been far enough along in our work to force this to be an issue of immediate concern, but by this time next year it will be. Related discussions probably will not be held until the January 2007 work session.

PART II

WORK ACCOMPLISHED TOWARD KNOWLEDGE FOUNDATION B. Theory and methods for connecting Foundation A to teacher learning in preparing to work in a standards-based school environment

TRACK B Work Plan Currently Being Followed


The plan of work being followed in TRACK B of the logic model guiding the work of the Coalition is altogether different from that described in TRACK A. In this track the over-riding task is translating the knowledge foundation established through Track A (connections between teaching and learning), and the literature reviews at the outset of TRACK B, into instructional systems for teacher candidates and early career teachers that a) prepare them to work effectively in targeted roles and responsibilities within a standards-based school environment, and b) do so through using tested instructional systems that have a known degree of effectiveness in fostering the kind and level of professional development desired. We have labeled such instructional systems as clinical teaching tutorials to convey both our view that teaching is a clinical profession and that the preparation of teachers to function as clinical professionals requires a type of preparation that is largely clinical, i.e., “tutorial”, in nature. These ideas are elaborated in this section of the report. The work plan being followed with respect to their implementation is shown on page 27 as Figure 2.

Starting with Published Knowledge About Teacher Learning


The knowledge base pertaining to teacher learning has expanded at a rate and in its diversity since the mid-1980’s that is comparable in size and complexity to the growth in knowledge pertaining to student learning. This expansion has occurred, however, largely around WHAT teachers need to learn rather than HOW they learn it.


The most recent, and in our view, best reference to this literature is the chapter by Munby, Russell and Martin in the Fourth Handbook of Research on Teaching (2001). These authors chronicle the growth in research pertaining to teacher learning since publication of the Third Handbook (Wittrock, 1986) in a remarkably thorough and insightful way, and in so doing provide a solid anchor for related work by the Coalition Additional reviews which both support and elaborate the work of Munby and his colleagues include

· Christopher Clark’s and Penelope Peterson’s chapter on “Teachers Thought Processes” in the Third Handbook of Research on Teaching (Clark and Peterson, 1986);

· the chapter by Kathy Carter on “Teacher’s Knowledge and Learning to Teach” in the First Handbook of Research on Teacher Education (Carter, 1990);

· Walter Doyle’s chapter on “Classroom Organization and Management” in the same Handbook (Doyle, 1986);

· the chapter by Paul Burden on “Teacher Development” in the same Handbook (Burden, 1990);

· the chapter by Hilda Borko and Ralph Putnam on “Learning to Teach” in the Handbook of Educational Psychology (Borko and Putnam, 1996);

· the chapter by Norman Sprinthall, Alan Reiman and Lois Thies-Sprinthall on “Teacher Professional Development” in the Second Handbook of Research on Teacher Education (Sprinthall, et. al., 1996); and

· the chapter by Virginia Richardson and Peggy Placier on “Teacher Change” in the Fourth Handbook of Research on Teaching (Richardson and Placier, 2001).

The recent chapter by Karen Hammerness and her colleagues on “How Teachers Learn and Develop” (Hammerness, et. al., 2005) in the National Academy of Education’s report on Preparing Teachers for Changing World (Darling-Hammond and Bransford, 2005), addresses more pointedly the HOW of teacher learning, but the inter-locking issues of what and how are nicely interwoven. The two organizing frameworks used by these authors for addressing HOW teachers learn center on Learning Principles for Facilitating Teacher Development, and The Process of Teacher Development. These organizing frameworks include the following subheads:

Figure 2. 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
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	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 teachers to pilot tests 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


· Learning Principles for Facilitating Teacher Development

· The importance of addressing prospective teacher misconceptions;

· The importance of learning for understanding, e.g. to “think like a teacher”, to focus on “applying” knowledge and skills, to be concerned with the enactment of teaching that translates intentions into action, and the nature of teacher decision making in the context of practice; and

· Dealing with the problems of complexity, e.g., developing “metacognition in the cause of learning”, living with the understanding that “teaching is never routine”, (it always involves “multiple goals” and “diverse groups of students”), and requires that “multiple kinds of knowledge be brought together in an integrated way”.

· The Process of Teacher Development

· Developmental progression;

· Development within “communities of practice (situated, contextualized); and

· Development of multiple identities (professional, scholars and practitioners, change agents, nurturers and child advocates, and moral agents

Hammerness and her colleagues end their chapter by presenting a summary framework for “..describing what competent beginners and accomplished teachers need to know and be able to do in order to teach challenging content to diverse students.” (ibid, p385) While nicely presented in Venn Diagram form (see Figure 4 below) it is the substantive focus of the diagram -- the WHAT of teacher learning -- that clearly differentiates nearly all the literature reviewed in nearly all the resource documents referred to above from central foci of the CTPL Coalition. The diagram contains no reference to either the learning of K-12 students, nor the standards-based design for schooling within which the work of students and teachers occur.


This is not to say that the National Academy of Education report or other references cited ignore these issues, but they do not make them central nor make explicit their enormous impact on all else teachers need to learn in preparing to work in today’s schools. From the perspective of the organizing framework Marilyn Cochran-Smith used in her historical summary of research on teacher education (Cochran-Smith, 2005), they do not attend to the issues underlying teacher learning as a policy problem in today’s accountability environment. All theory development and empirical work pursued through the CTPL Coalition will have these issues “front and center”.

Figure 4. The Framework For Teacher Learning advanced by Karen Hamerness and her Colleagues in Preparing Teachers for a changing world

Starting With Published Knowledge About Continued Professional Development Programs that Facilitate Teacher Learning


The distinction between pre-service and in-service teacher education has existed within the profession for at least a hundred years, but literature pertaining to the continued professional development of teachers is minimal compared to that for initial preparation. The CPD literature also tends to be more scattered, in the sense of where it is likely to be found, much less focused, and much more diverse. The schematic appearing on the following page as Figure 5 conveys clearly why this should be the case. For these various reasons the Coalition is starting from a far weaker foundation of knowledge with respect to theoretical and empirical work projected for teaching, preparation and learning connections that extend beyond initial preparation and licensure.


The issue of determining “what counts” as continuing professional development is a confounding factor in deciding how much attention the Coalition will need to direct to this literature. For example, are mentoring and induction programs, and internships, to be considered as CPD? Are staff development programs managed by districts or the state? Are teacher managed research projects? Currently we are inclined to take an inclusive rather than exclusive approach to this issue, though as theoretical work progresses we may decide to become more selective in scope.


The task of developing theory around the continued professional development of teachers is further complicated by the fact that CPD typically involves adult learners who are engaged in career-embedded learning. These conditions make such learning highly contextualized, largely idiosyncratic, and subject to all the policy and political currents that surround the daily operation of a public school. The adoption of career ladders, performance-based or assignment-based pay schedules, differentiated staffing patterns, and “evidence-based” practice are cases in point. So too is the rapidly spreading use of “teacher leaders,” or “teaching improvement teams,” to analyze, interpret and act upon achievement data for the purpose of enhancing student learning. 

Our current operating assumption is that all such factors need to be taken into account in CTPL theory building that involves the continued professional development of teachers. 

Figure 5. Dimensions of the teacher career cycle appearing in Paul Burden’s chapter (see next page) on “Teacher Development” (p319)


Note: Taken from “A Model for Teacher Professional Growth and Development,” by R. Fessler, 1985. In P. J. Burke and R. G. Heideman (Eds.), Career-Long Education (pp. 181-193), Springfield, IL: Charles C Thomas. Copyright 1985 by Charles C Thomas, Publisher. Reprinted by permission.


Within this broadly encompassing frame of reference the following reviews of related literature provide guidance to the theoretical work that lies ahead:

· the chapter by Sharon Feiman-Nemser and Robert Floden on “The Cultures of Teaching” in the Third Handbook of Research on Teaching, (1986);

· the chapter by Dennis Sparks and Susan Louks-Horsley on “Models of Staff Development” in the First Handbook of Research on Teacher Education (1990);

· the chapter by Paul Burden on “Teacher Development “ in that same Handbook (1990);

· the chapter by Leslie Huling-Austin on “Teacher Induction Programs and Mentoring” in the same Handbook (1990);

· the chapter by Yvone Gold on “Beginning Teacher Support: Attrition, Mentoring and Induction” in the Second Handbook of Research on Teacher Education (1996);

· the chapter by Thomas Good on “Teacher Effects and Teacher Evaluation” in that same Handbook (1996);

· the chapter by Norman Sprinthall, Alan Reiman and Lois Thies-Sprinthall on “Teacher Professional Development in the same Handbook (1996);

· Gusky, T. R. (2000). Evaluating professional development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

· the chapter by Kenneth Zeichner and Susan Noffke on “Practitioner Research” in the Fourth Handbook of Research on Teaching (2001).;

· the chapter by Virginia Richardson and Peggy Placier on “Teacher Change” in the same Handbook (2001);

· Reeves, D. B. (2004). Accountability in action: A blueprint for learning organizations. (2nd Ed.) Englewood, CO: Advanced Learning Press.

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

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

· Schmoker, M. (2006). Results now: How we can achieve unprecedented improvements in teaching and learning. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curricular Development.

Fortunately, in contrast to the literature reviewed in the previous pages around the initial professional development of teachers, current literature around continued professional development does tend to be linked to student learning (see, for example, the last four references cited above). Because of the scattered and fragmented nature of this literature, however, the task of CTPL theory building and research will require a great deal of integration across diverse and often small islands of knowledge.

Starting With Published Knowledge About the Design and Implementation of Research Connecting Teaching, Teacher Preparation and K-12 Learning


Up to this point our report of progress has focused more on theory building than research. That emphasis reflects, and is in keeping with, the primary aim of the Coalition but it is not our only aim. From the outset the work of the Coalition was to include research that tested refined, and helped formulate theory being developed. We never viewed the theoretical side of our work to be separate from or independent of the empirical side. Theory guiding and theory testing always go hand-in-hand in any scientific endeavor, and it is our intention to follow that pattern in establishing meaningful and defensible connections among teaching, preparation and K-12 learning.


The problem we face in doing so is the dearth of knowledge and examples that exist with respect to these connections. On pages 4 and 5 of this report, and in Attachment C, we review the current knowledge base that connects teaching and learning and have found it to be remarkably limited. The knowledge base that exists with respect to connecting teacher preparation to subsequent teaching and K-12 learning is even more limited (see, for example, Wilson, Floden and Ferrini-Mundy, 2001; Wilson and Floden, 2003; Allen, 2003; Cochran-Smith and Fries, 2005; Zeichner and Conklin, 2005). Either literature is essentially non-existent when viewed within a standards-based school environment.8

Adding to the complications this weak-to-non-existent knowledge base poses in mounting a theory linked research agenda is the complete absence of agreement around methodologies to be employed in carrying out such research (Zeichner, 2005). Given this embarrassing circumstance after 30 plus years of teacher education research, the Coalition will take as a point of departure in designing and implementing CTPL theory linked research the guidelines outlined in the Schalock, Schalock and Ayers article that has been referred to previously.

Starting From Designated CTPL Theory Application Targets, 

Work Responsibilities and Valued Outcomes


In addition to anchoring our theoretical and empirical work to the various knowledge foundations that have been reviewed, the Coalition’s overall work plan calls for anchoring both theory and research to the demands of application within illustrative demonstration contexts. We have labeled these as theory application targets, and have selected five for illustrative purposes which vary appreciably in their application demands (for specifics in this regard see pages 6 and 7).


In establishing the application demands of a particular theory demonstration context, the inquiry model which guides our work specifies that a three step “contextualizing process” be followed to insure that concepts (variables) addressed in related theory and research have meaning to practitioners and are logically as well as empirically defensible to the profession at large. The three step contextualizing process involves sequencing logically through a hierarchically organized chain of defining features that are specific to a particular theory application context. This process provides a “nested set” of constructs and related definitions that provide order and meaning to the work of a teacher carrying particular job responsibilities. For any theory application target the three context elaborating steps to be followed are

a) specifying the dimensions of teacher work (teacher responsibilities) that accompany the application target;

b) identifying valued outcomes expected from each responsibility assumed; and

c) elaborating performance requirements on the part of teachers to accomplish each outcome expected from each responsibility assumed.

Our view is that performance requirements for teachers are always context and outcome specific, and always derive their appropriateness and effectiveness from the demands of the context and outcome interdependence in which they rest. 


It also is our view that only by following this hierarchically chained process for establishing teacher performance requirements within a particular theory application context will we be able to meaningfully and defensibly identify variables to be investigated across application contexts, i.e., build theory that has both predictive and explanatory power, as well as known generalizability, from one application context to another. It is at the level of specific concept (variable) elaboration, within the specific application demands of particular theory application targets, that the essence of our theoretical and empirical work will be carried out and informed by the various literatures that have been reviewed. While the demands of logic are essential to such work, the demands of policy and practice inform the conceptual work required in the three-step contextualizing process on which our fine-grained theoretical and empirical work will rest.

From Knowledge Foundations A and B Derive the Enabling Knowledge, Skills and Commitments Needed by Initially Targeted Teachers to Perform the Tasks and Accomplish the Outcomes Expected of Them


The Coalition accepts as an article of faith that teaching needs to be viewed as a clinical profession, and the professional development of teachers needs to be approached with all the care, rigor and forethought given personnel development within other clinical professions. What we mean by a clinical profession, and the rationale underlying the view that teaching should be viewed accordingly, is discussed at length in Progress Report 1 (see pages 1 through 4, and 13 through 16).


It is at the point of translating this commitment into practice, and confronting the question of “How, exactly, are teachers best prepared?”, that the applied work of the Coalition encounters what Mark Alter and Gordon Pradl have called recently the “black hole” of teacher education (Alter and Pradl, 2006). 9 In addressing this question, the Coalition has taken the position that it is necessary to distinguish between the acquisition of enabling knowledge, skills and commitments by teachers (those needed to perform the tasks and accomplish the outcomes expected of them), and their integration and application in service of practice. Both dimensions are necessary to LEARNING TO THINK LIKE A TEACHER and LEARNING TO MAKE THE CONTINUING FLOW OF CONTEXTUALLY GROUNDED DECISIONS which guide a teacher’s performance in accomplishing the various outcomes expected from various responsibilities assumed. We discuss our orientation to the knowledge acquisition problem in this section of the report, and to the integration/application problem in the section which follows.

Knowledge and skill acquisition from

the perspective of PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS


Our perception of the acquisition problem is that it actually consists of three interconnected sub-problems. One centers on WHAT knowledge, skills and commitments need to be acquired; another on HOW they are to be acquired; and a third on once acquired how are they to be FUNCTIONALLY INTEGRATED IN SERVICE OF APPLICATION? In the paragraphs which follow the what and how of the acquisition problem for prospective teachers are addressed. The issue of functionally integrating one’s professional knowledge in service of application is addressed in the next section of the report as part of the application problem.


Historically, and still commonly, teacher preparation programs involve a mix of course work centering on historical foundations of education; theories of learning; K-12 students as learners; subject matter students are expected to learn, and the curriculum and course structures likely to be found in schools for its organization; instructional strategies and procedures that facilitate student learning; assessment strategies and procedures that enable the monitoring and guidance of student learning; classroom organization and management philosophy and skills; some orientation and skill building for working with special education students, colleagues and parents; some additional survival skills for beginning teachers; and critical aspects of the moral and ethical domains of teaching. Some additional topic areas have been added to these in recent years, or labels changed for their description, for example, “Educating students for developmentally appropriate practice”, “Enhancing the development of students’ language”, “Developing a curricular vision”, and “Teaching diverse learners”, as proposed in the National Academy of Education’s committee on Teacher Education Report Preparing teachers for a changing world: What teachers should learn and be able to do (Darling-Hammond and Bransford, 2005).


Additionally, national and state standards for the accreditation of teacher education programs have added other dimensions of knowledge and skill to those outlined, for example, the categories of performance called for in the NCTAF standards. More importantly however, from the perspective of the CTPL Coalition, a number of states and organizations have added the demand for evidence of a prospective teacher’s impact on the learning of students taught. NCATE’s 2000 standards are a case in point. So too are established standards in Colorado, Louisiana, Ohio and Oregon, and emerging standards in Kansas, Kentucky and Oklahoma. As argued elsewhere in this and its companion report, adding this demand to what prospective teachers need to know and be able to do as a condition of licensure has enormous implications for both teacher education faculties and candidates. This is especially the case around the integration and application of their professional knowledge, for application moves beyond what teachers know and can do to what they are able to accomplish.10

Prospective teachers as learners are confronted by a host of problems when enrolling in an institution expecting to pursue a curriculum containing some or all of the topics listed. An institution, or a program faculty within an institution, may elect to include some topics but exclude others. Individual members of a faculty, or a “faculty team”, will choose what specifically is to be addressed within a particular topic or the emphasis it is to be given. Beyond a syllabus prepared by a faculty member for purposes of course review and approval, little control is exercised in most teacher preparation programs over what in fact is taught! Even less effort is devoted to determining what in fact is learned.


Probably the greatest problem experienced by someone preparing to teach as they make their way through a preparation curriculum is the tendency of teacher education faculty to organize their instruction around particular topic areas as if each area stood alone (the “silos” or “islands” of knowledge problem), with responsibility being left largely to candidates for the integration and effective application of their knowledge to meet the demands of practice


The logic of inquiry guiding the work of the Coalition calls for a different approach to the organization and delivery of a teacher preparation curriculum. Rather than organizing by discipline or topic area, and relying on teacher candidates to do the integrating, our guiding vision of curriculum calls for optimal integration around the work demands on teachers holding particular job assignments, for example, those selected for illustrative CTPL theory development and testing, and treat the organizational plan used in doing so as a blueprint for teacher learning in preparing for such assignments. Beyond this first level of organization, however, our vision of curriculum integration calls for a second level to be carried to tasks needing to be performed by a teacher to accomplish the outcomes expected from each major area of responsibility assumed by a teacher through licensure position held. By assuming this pin-point orientation to curriculum planning for the preparation of teachers, responsibility for job related content integration and its application is more clearly shared between teacher education faculties and those preparing to teach. 


The CTPL Coalition plans to bring this pin-point focus to curriculum planning for each of the teacher groups targeted for illustrative theory development and testing, and by doing so take a sizeable step toward reducing the black hole of teacher education which Alter and Pradl describe. A preliminary listing of the enabling knowledge and skills to be incorporated within curriculum plans for two of the illustrative CTPL theory development and testing targets are presented in the following section of the report. They are presented as advance organizers to the concept of developmentally graduated clinical teaching tutorials as vehicles for knowledge integration in service of application.

Knowledge and skill acquisition from

the perspective of EARLY CAREER teachers


While the problem of knowledge and skill acquisition by early career teachers has much in common with the acquisition problem for prospective teacher, for example, the sub-problems of what is to be learned, how it is to be learned, and how it is to be functionally integrated for purposes of application are still paramount, the conditions surrounding a solution to any of these issues will be vastly different for early career teachers than for pre-service teachers. Some continued professional development (CPD) for early career teachers will take place within the context of “mentoring”, “induction” or “staff development” programs operated by their districts, or through district contracted services, and as a consequence are endlessly varied and uneven in quality. 


A large share of the CPD activities in which early career teachers engage, however, are delivered through principal-called staff meetings, district or profession sponsored workshops, and conferences. Increasingly, CPD for teachers is occurring through collegial problem solving or planning teams, lesson preparation study groups, and web-based or on-line assistance groups. Some early career teachers may also be involved in state accredited or district approved licensure related programs, but most will be engaged in CPD experiences shaped largely by others that are “strung together” with as much meaning as possible by each teacher involved to serve their immediate needs and interests. The reasonably well defined and sequential professional development experiences provided within most initial preparation programs are not likely to be encountered by many early career teachers.


In general, the continued professional development of most early career teachers in most schools is a “buzzing, blooming” welter of often unrelated and poorly delivered activities that may or may not contribute to effective or enhanced job performance. The logic of inquiry model guiding the work of the Coalition argues that CPD activities for early career teachers should be as sharply pinpointed to job demands in today’s standards-based schools as that brought to their preservice preparation. The model also argues that this pinpointing be extended to the level of tasks needing to be performed to accomplish the outcomes expected from each major area of responsibility assumed by a teacher. 

The Coalition will be pursuing its theory development and testing work with early career teachers within the context of carefully structured intern and residency programs in order that the degree of control needed to test the theoretical linkages involved will be available. Our work will beg the question of how the profession as a whole might organize to bring this level of order, meaning and utility to the continued professional development of its entering members, but our work will demonstrate how such focused professional development could occur if and when there is a desire to do so.

Translating All the Above Into Developmentally Graduated Clinical Teaching Tutorials That Progressively Empower Teachers in Integrating and Applying Their Professional Knowledge


While one factor contributing to the black hole image of teacher education involves the acquisition of enabling professional knowledge, skills and commitments, a factor of equal if not greater importance is the integration and application of these many enablers of practice into effective patterns of practice. This is where the clinical dimensions of teaching as a profession come into play, for it is here that teacher decision making reigns in selecting and implementing instructional content, strategies and procedures that help each student in their classroom progress toward high standards for learning. Put differently this is where learning to think like a teacher matures, and learning to act like a teacher develops. This also is where the central role of supervised practicum experiences in the professional development of teachers comes into play, and, historically these have been as problematic in quality and utility as what and how enabling professional knowledge is acquired.11
Dimensions of the teacher learning problem addressed


The professional learning of teachers to be accomplished through supervised practicum experience is enormous. Learning to think, make decisions, and act like professionally grounded teachers in today’s standards-based schools means 

· knowing where each student stands in his or her journey toward the various standards guiding the segments of a school’s curriculum for which a teacher is responsible;

· aligning instructional content and methods with curriculum guidelines while making the adaptations needed in both content and method to accommodate the particular learning needs of each student in one’s classroom at a particular point in time;

· creating a classroom environment for learning that encourages and supports each student in his or her learning;

· continuously assessing the progress students are making in their learning, informing them of their progress, and adjusting any or all the above to help them take productive next steps if learning has not progressed as anticipated;

· assembling, interpreting and reporting to parents and school administrators information on learning progress made by their students; and

· in light of learning progress made, reflecting on the strengths and weaknesses in one’s instructional planning and implementation, how it might be improved, and implications of all the above for continued professional development.

If done well this is clinical work of great complexity, as well as great importance, and the nation needs to benefit from its availability in every classroom in every school. The theoretical and empirical work projected for the CTPL Coalition is intended to provide the scientific and technological foundations needed for this to happen.

Strategy to be pursued


The approach we are taking to the knowledge integration and application problem is one that centers on functionally merging knowledge acquisition, the nurturance of theoretical understanding and commitment (learning to think like a teacher), and practicum experiences that progressively build levels of expertise in carrying out the various clinical tasks outlined above into developmentally sequenced instructional systems. We refer to these integrated and developmentally sequenced systems for teacher professional development as clinical teaching tutorials, with each tutorial focusing simultaneously on professional knowledge acquisition, teacher theory building (pedagogical thinking), and scaffolded proficiency building (pedagogical decision making) in their application to practice. The ultimate target for this aspect of our work is the tapestry teachers must weave in bringing the threads of their professional knowledge and skill together to effectively serve the learning needs of individual students. 

By systematically combining these often disparate and loosely constituted elements of teacher preparation into functionally integrated systems of instruction, we hope to establish the essential outlines of a theoretically and empirically grounded approach to teacher preparation that is needed for teaching to mature as a clinical profession.


We have not as yet developed for testing a clinical teaching tutorial, but we have outlined the focus and form we anticipate the “instructional modules” within them to take. This is illustrated in Exhibits 10 and 11 for teacher candidates, and Exhibits 12 and 13 for teacher specialists.12 As shown in these examples each module making up a tutorial will incorporate three components:

· opportunities to master an appropriate range and level of enabling knowledge and skills;

· opportunities to develop and demonstrate graduated levels of proficiency in integrating, aligning and applying one’s accumulated body of professional knowledge in supervised practicum settings; and

· opportunities to formulate and confirm a theory of teaching practice while engaging in and honing teaching decision making skills, both of which contribute to what we call a teacher’s pedagogical thinking and decision making.

It is anticipated that a coordinated set of tutorials will be developed for each set of responsibilities assumed by teachers within each of the five theory demonstration contexts that have been adopted, and that each set will contain instructional modules that are graduated in their complexity and demands to reflect hypothesized stages in 

Exhibit 10. REVISED CTPL THEORY APPLICATION MODEL I

Parameters of clinical teaching tutorials for teacher candidates
	Tutorial Focus
	

	
	
	
	

	A

PRIMARY

RESPONSIBILITY

ASSUMED BY

A

TEACHER

AS PART OF

A

LICENSED

TEACHING

POSITION
	
Opportunities to master and verify the ENABLING KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS assumed to be needed to demonstrate proficiency in the performance of tasks required to accomplish outcomes expected from assuming a teaching responsibility


Stage I: INITIATE

Stage II: NOVICE


Stage III: ADVANCED BEGINNER


Stage IV: PROFESSION ENTRY COMPETENCE
	Theory and evidence informed, contextually appropriate decisions leading to outcomes desired at a particular point and place in time that accompany a primary responsibility assumed by a teacher 
	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 tasks required to accomplish outcomes expected from assuming a teaching responsibility

Stage I: INITIATE

Stage II: NOVICE

Stage III: ADVANCED BEGINNER

Stage IV: PROFESSION ENTRY COMPETENCE


Exhibit 11. ILLUSTRATIVE FOCI OF CLASSROOM FOCUSED WORK IN THE INITIAL 

PREPARATION OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS AS GENERALISTS

(prepared to teach all academic subjects offered in a school’s K-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;


	
Theory and evidence informed, contextually appropriate decisions leading to outcomes desired at a particular point and place in time that accompany a primary responsibility assumed by a teacher 
	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 group of students taught, and analyses of learning gaps existing among groups of students;

· 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 commitment and expectations


Exhibit 12. REVISED CTPL THEORY APPLICATION MODEL II

Parameters of clinical teaching tutorials for teacher specialists

	Tutorial Focus
	

	A

PRIMARY

RESPONSIBILITY

ASSUMED BY

A

TEACHER

AS PART OF

A

LICENSED

TEACHING

POSITION
	
Opportunities to master and verify the ENABLING KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND DISPOSITIONS needed to demonstrate proficiency in performing tasks required to accomplish outcomes expected from assuming a teaching responsibility

Stage V: 
PROFESSION


CONTINUATION



PROFICIENCY


Stage VI: SPECIALIST ENTRY COMPETENCE  
	Theory and evidence informed, contextually appropriate decisions leading to outcomes desired at a particular point and place in time that accompany a primary responsibility assumed by a teacher
	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 tasks required to accomplish outcomes expected from assuming a teaching responsibility

Stage V: 
PROFESSION



CONTINUATION



PROFICIENCY


Stage VI: SPECIALIST ENTRY COMPETENCE

  


Exhibit 13. ILLUSTRATIVE FOCI OF SCHOOL AND CURRICULUM FOCUSED WORK IN THE PREPARATION OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS AS SCIENCE TEACHING SPECIALISTS

	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;

· 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.
	Theory and evidence informed, contextually appropriate decisions leading to outcomes desired at a particular point and place in time that accompany a primary responsibility assumed by a teacher 
	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;

· 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


	Planning for continued professional development
	 

Pedagogical Thinking
	
Professional dispositions and expectations


the professional development of teachers. For TEACHER CANDIDATES these hypothesized stages include

I. Initiate;

II. Novice;

III. Advanced beginner; and 

IV. Professional entry competence.

For TEACHER SPECIALISTS they include

V. Profession continuation proficiency; and

VI. Specialist entry competence.13
The challenge of learning to think and

make decisions like a teacher


Translating what is outlined in Exhibits 10 through 13 into fully developed and validated instructional systems represents an enormous task. Assuming we are able to acceptably clarify (differentiate, label, define, measure) the multiple dimensions involved in a standards-based pedagogical thinking and decision making process, two aspects of the task are particularly daunting. The first is determining how the knowledge, skills and sensitivities needed to do so are best developed. The second is translating developmental experiences into graduated segments that start with an aspiring teacher’s entry to a professional development program (an INITIATE), and moves through progressively more demanding and sophisticated levels of thinking and decision making (NOVICE, ADVANCED BEGINNER, PROFESSION ENTRY COMPETENCE, PROFESSION CONTINUATION PROFICIENCY, SPECIALIST ENTRY COMPETENCE) until reaching the advanced level of accomplished teaching recognized and assessed through the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. This process of translation was begun during the January 2006 work session, but will require a much clearer and more sustained focus in the July 2006 work session.

The segment of the models reviewed by the Coalition in its January 2006 work session that centered on the tapestry teachers must weave in bringing the various threads of their knowledge and skill together to effectively serve the learning needs of individual students as they progress toward designated standards for learning, was the focus of a great deal of discussion. There was a clear consensus that the language used in draft documents describing these segments of the models was inadequate in portraying both the complexity and centrality of the decision making processes involved. Alternative language was explored, and several additional changes in language appearing in the draft documents were suggested, but firm decisions about language to be used in future were not reached.


The primary concern expressed around language appearing in draft documents centered on the meaning of the “developmental and contextual sensitivities” referred to, and what terminology should be used in thinking, talking or writing about them. Substitute language appearing in Exhibits 10 through 13 represents some improvement, but still has a long way to go to convey the complexity involved.


Whatever the language ultimately used in referring to the complex decision making teachers must pursue to be successful as facilitators of learning in a standards-governed curriculum, it must reflect the combination of sensitivities and proficiencies needed to match instructional content and strategies for learning with the particular intellectual (and sometimes social and emotional) needs of students at a particular point in time and place as they pursue particular targets for learning. While subtle, enormously complex, and not well understood, this minimally includes the ability to a) monitor (asses?) the progress students are making toward a particular learning goal toward which they are working; b) anticipate the next steps each student needs to take to continue his or her progress; c) assist students in taking those steps; and d) identify (diagnose?) and help students overcome (prescribe? coach?) whatever problems they encounter in accomplishing the learning tasks before them.


During the course of discussing what these “clinical teaching proficiencies” are, and how they should be referred to, reference was made to teachers being able to

· “move fluidly across content standards and their demands on the work of students and teachers” (Hilda Rosselli);

· “see intersections of content strands within or across subject areas” (Linda Samek);

· “match instructional content and method with where students are in their progress toward a particular target or standard for learning” (Dick Arends), and “un-do misconceptions that students bring with them about content” (Roger Pankratz);

·  “blur work across domains when helpful, and merge or simplify content areas if needed to assist learning” (Dianne Ferguson);

· “pursue alternative routes toward a target for learning if a route selected is not achieving its intended purpose” (Hilda Rosselli);

· being able not only to align instructional content and method with learning outcome(s) desired, but also being able to strategically adapt content and method to accommodate the wide variations in developmental levels, learning histories, learning styles, temperaments, and interests of students entering one’s classroom; and

· being able to motivate students to put effort into their work, and strive toward excellence in work accomplished.

These related features of teacher decision making are fundamentally clinical in nature, for they respond to the needs and circumstances of individual learners as they pursue designated targets for learning within the ever changing milieu of a classroom. During the course of the discussion the label pedagogical thinking was attached to this kind of decision making, but however it is labeled ultimately it is only when teachers are able to weave a tapestry of conditions that is productive of learning for each student in his or her classroom, and simultaneously engage the assistance of a student’s parents and peers in weaving that tapestry, that all students in a school will be able to meet the standards for learning expected of them. The same conditions are needed to keep older students in school, and to prepare them for success in the next steps in their life as learners.


In addition to the teaching profession not being particularly clear about the many attributes teachers need to be effective in creating such conditions for learning, particularly so within a standards-orientation to schooling, the profession has no agreed-upon language for talking about these attributes, no agreed- upon measures and standards for assessing them, and no established body of knowledge on how to develop them in aspiring teachers.14 Bringing clarity to all of these issues is a central focus of the CTPL theory development and testing initiative, and making additional progress toward these ends is a major aim of the July 2006 work session.

The Submission of Tutorials Developed to Pilot Test

and Control Group Field Studies


This topic was discussed at some length in the first full work session of the Coalition (July, 2005), but done so without benefit of the thinking that has been done subsequently about the nature and function of the proposed tutorials. These early discussions also occurred within the context of an NSF proposal for personnel development which was more restricted in scope than that which has been outlined here. If time permits this discussion probably will be returned to in the July 2006 work session.

Capturing the Results and Instructional Systems Used in the Clinical Tutorial Field Studies, and making them Available to Others


This topic also was addressed in the summer 2005 work session, and under the same set of conditions described above. It will not receive further attention until the issue of tutorial field test design has been settled.

ATTACHMENT A

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

1998-2002

· Search for theory by Western Oregon faculty to guide the design of a 3-year longitudinal study of teacher preparation program effects that would carry explanatory power around the classroom performance of early career elementary teachers and the learning of their students.

· Search for both theory and measures that would meaningfully place the longitudinal study within the context of a pre-No Child Left Behind standards-based, accountability-driven approach to schooling.

· Reached the conclusion that little existed in the literature prior to 1998 that provided firm guidance for either the formulation of theory to guide the study or the selection of measures to use within it.

· Reached the conclusion that the best source of guidance on both counts was the long history of work at Western Oregon University on standards-based schooling in Oregon, as a member of the Valley Education Consortium, and the long history of research at Western on connecting teaching and learning within the context of teacher preparation and licensure.

· Assembled, and when needed either modified existing or created new measures called for in the research, and articulated the conceptual basis for their use.

· Conducted the research between September 1, 1999 and December 31, 2002.

· Prepared a series of Research Briefs summarizing key aspects of the study and findings from early analyses of data collected on 1st and 2nd year teachers (the titles of the Briefs, and the website at which they are housed, appear as Item 1 in the WAREHOUSE OF CTPL WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS at www.cctpl.org. The final report on the study, which was funded in large part by the Atlantic Philanthropic Foundation but supplemented by matching funds from a USDE State Improvement Grant, also is referenced in and available through website information provided in that Warehouse item.

2003-2004

· Prepared in draft form a document summarizing the findings of the theory search and project related theory development efforts referred to above (see Item 2 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS at the cctpl.org web site).

· Translated findings and recommendations discussed in CTPL WORK INITIATING DOCUMENT 2 into a Western Oregon University Theory Initiative discussion paper for review by interested participants attending a 2004 conference in Oregon on advances in Teacher Work Sample Methodology (see Item 3 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS at the Coalition’s website). 

· A decision made by those reviewing the discussion paper during the annual AACTE 2005 meetings to pursue the issue further, and to have Western faculty prepare for review at that time a formal Prospectus for the work proposed (see Item 4 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS at the Coalition’s website.)

2005

· Reviewed the Prospectus in an ad hoc meeting held during the 2005 AACTE Conference and decided to pursue the issue further through a 3-day July, 2005 work session in Portland, OR.

· Prepared and mailed early in April to all persons who by that time had been engaged in discussions around the initiating documents a summary of decisions reached in the AACTE ad hoc meeting and materials pertaining to the upcoming work session in July (see Item 1 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS at www.cctpl.org).

· Formulated lessons learned from conducting the longitudinal study of teacher preparation effects into two working manuscripts, both of which provided context for the theory development initiative:

(1) A manuscript centering on implications for the design and implementation of research connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning that “looked inside the black box” for explanatory variables (subsequently published by the Journal of Teacher Education in its March/April 2006 issue under the title “Scaling up research in teacher education: New demands on theory, measurement and design”); and 

(2) A manuscript centering on the policy implications of findings from the longitudinal study for the education and teacher education community, with particular attention to the evolution of teaching as a profession (to be submitted during 2006 to the Educational Policy Analysis Archives for publication under the title “Teacher education policy through the eyes of a longitudinal study of preparation effects: Observations on teaching as a profession.”) This second manuscript is available as Item 5 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS at www.cctpl.org.

· Prepared and mailed early in July a detailed agenda for the July work session in Portland, and drafts of THEORY FRAMING MAPS for review and refinement during the three days together. These were intended to establish parameters and specific directions to both the theoretical and empirical work projected for the Coalition. These maps appear as Item 2 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS at www.cctpl.org.

· Followed the early July mailing with a July 16 mailing of selected pages from the two “lessons learned” manuscripts described above for perusal while traveling to Portland (see Items 3 and 4 in the WAREHOUSE OF SUPPORT MATERIALS at the Coalition’s website).

· Reviewed and made recommendations for refining and/or revising all theory framing maps prepared for the July work session, and set 9 AM to 4 PM on the Sunday immediately preceding the 2006 AACTE meetings in San Diego as the next work session of the Coalition (no formal discussions were held around either of the two support documents mailed for in flight reading). The goal set for the January 2006 work session was to move beyond theory focus and framing issues to initial application targets for theory development and the appropriate level of detail for variable specification and measurement within these targets.

· Revised all proposed theory framing maps critiqued in the July work session to incorporate agreed to changes, and mailed copies to all Coalition members in August for their review and approval. These reviewed and refined theory framing maps are presented as the first item in the REGISTER OF CTPL REVIEWED AND REFINED DOCUMENTS posted on the Coalition’s website.

· The conceptual task of moving from broad, theory framing issues to specific targets and foci for theory development and testing proved to be more demanding than expected. By early Fall we had arrived at two organizing principles for doing so:

(1) Select,  for illustrative purposes, SPECIFIC THEORY APPLICATION TARGETS that reflect markedly different reality demands for the design of teacher preparation and licensing programs; and

(2) Find a vehicle for integrating and aligning the various knowledge and skill components required within each application target in ways that FRAME TEACHING AS A CLINICAL PROFESSION and recognize STAGES IN TEACHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT.

· In an initial mailing (November 2) of items for the January 2006 work session, it was proposed that we select elementary teachers as generalists and elementary science teaching specialists as two of three initial theory development and application targets to pursue, and that we adopt the concept of developmentally sequenced clinical teaching tutorials as the vehicle for integrating and aligning the various knowledge and skill components that need to be addressed in preparing and licensing teachers within each target population selected (see Item 4 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS).

· An interactive web site dedicated to the work of the CTPL Coalition was established prior to the November 2 mailing, which included DISCUSSION BOARD capabilities (see Exhibit A appended to this report for a description of the web site and its contents).

· In a follow-up mailing (December 10) additional detail was provided in preparing for the January work session (see Item 5 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS).

2006

· A final mailing of items (January 23) in preparation for the pre-AACTE 2006 work session carried still another level of detail around the work proposed (see Item 6 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS). All of the materials prepared for the January work session were to serve three goals: a) firm the initial theory development and application contexts as vehicles for our work; b) establish the level of detail at which we needed to pursue our work; and c) actually start the theoretical and measurement aspects of our work as illustrative of subsequent work to be done.

· All goals set for the January meeting were realized. All draft materials prepared for review were critiqued and refined, or elaborated and supplemented as needed from the perspective of Coalition members attending the work session. Clear direction for next steps with respect to variable delineation and measurement were agreed to. These revised materials are being mailed to all CTPL Coalition members prior to the Summer 2006 work session as foundations for next steps, and are presented as item 2 in the REGISTER OF REVIEWED AND REFINED DOCUMENTS posted on the Coalition’s website.

· An unexpected confirmation and guide to refining our thinking about the role and development of theory in the social sciences came in the form of a paper shared by Coalition mentor and participant Ed Crowe titled “The cycles of theory building in management research” by Carlile and Christensen. This paper is included as Item 7 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS.

· Two additional documents also are being mailed to all Coalition members prior to the Summer 2006 work session for their review and refinement. These are the first documents prepared on the work of the Coalition for distribution to others. Both are relatively brief and summative in nature. The first carries the title “Connecting Teaching, Teacher Preparation and K-12 Learning: Theory and Method”; the second carries the title “Establishing a Scientific Foundation for Teaching as a Profession: Progress Toward a Logic of Inquiry.” These appear as Items 8 and 9 in the WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS.

· The next work session for the Coalition has been set for Wednesday, July 19 in Portland, Oregon. It will immediately precede a three day conference on “Extending the Culture of Evidence: Teacher Work Samples and Beyond.” The work session runs from 9 AM to 4 PM, with the opening conference key note address by Lee Shulman beginning at 5:00 PM that evening. The conference is the second in a series of conferences co-sponsored by AACTE, ECS and Western Oregon University on connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 Learning in an environment of standards-based schooling, evidence-driven teaching, and teacher accountability linked to student progress in learning. Conference related information is available at www.wou.edu/tws. 

ATTACHMENT B

AN OUTLINE OF DOCUMENTS PRODUCED THROUGH AND GUIDING THE WORK OF THE CTPL COALITION*
WAREHOUSE OF WORK INITIATING DOCUMENTS

WAREHOUSE OF WORK SUPPORT MATERIALS


(draft documents for review in Coalition work sessions)

REGISTER OF REVIEWED AND REFINED DOCUMENTS

PROGRESS REPORT 1. Connecting teaching, teacher preparation and K-12 learning: Theory and method (June, 2006)

PROGRESS REPORT 2. Establishing a scientific foundation for teaching as a profession: Progress in implementing a logic of inquiry (July, 2006)

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


(see Attachment A in this report)

COALITION PARTICIPANTS AND INFORMATION ABOUT MEMBERSHIP, including expectations accompanying participation 

RELATED PROJECTS AND INITIATIVES

(including focus, products and publications)

ATTACHMENT C

AN OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH CONNECTING TEACHING AND LEARNING IN THE LAST HALF OF THE 20TH CENTURY

Mid-century to the early 1970’s: Forerunners


Research connecting teaching and learning has its roots in classroom observation research focusing on teacher and student behavior. Research of this nature started seriously in the 1950’s, and continued throughout the 1960’s and into the 70’s. The earliest work in this tradition centered on the “social-emotional climate” of classrooms, for example, dominating vs integrative (Anderson, and Brewer, 1945) and learner-centered vs teacher centered (Withall, 1949). By the mid-1950’s and throughout the 1960’s research advanced to the study of the ongoing interactive behavior of teachers and students. Leading classroom interaction researchers included Medley and Mitzel (1958), and subsequently Medley and his colleagues (1966); Flanders (1960, 1970); the Soars, for example Robert Soar (1968) and Robert and Ruth Soar (1975); and Barak Rosenshine (1971). This line of research assumed great popularity within the teacher education research community, with category systems for coding and recording teacher and student behavior elaborated in seemingly endless permutations. By 1970 over 100 “category systems” of this nature had been developed and used (Simon and Boyer, 1967, 1970 a,b). 

This flurry of research activity was a major impetus to the 1st Handbook of Research on Teaching, which was a project of the American Education Research Association (Gage, 1963). Donald Medley and Harold Mitzel provided a landmark chapter on classroom interaction research in the Handbook 91963), and John Withall and W. W. Lewis provided an equally impressive chapter on the historical context within which interaction research had evolved (1963).As late as 1974, however, in what arguably was the first book given fully to the study of teaching, Dunkin and Biddle declared that

“Research on teaching is as yet a young science. Its methods, which depend on the observation of classroom events, are but a generation old. Serious studies of teaching so far number less than half a thousand, surely a drop in the bucket by standards of most sciences. Moreover, some of this research is flawed and confused, so that investigators and reviewers alike have found it difficult to interpret findings from this field.” (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974, page vii).

Late 1970’s through early 1980’s: Grappling with complexity


The “competency-based movement” in teacher education grew out of this line of research, as did the “process-product” studies of the late 1970’s and early 1980’s. These were the first large scale studies to look specifically for connections between the classroom performance of teachers and the learning of their students, though a number of evaluative studies of federally funded Follow-Through programs initiated during the 1970’s, as part of President Johnson’s “great Society” initiative, employed classroom interaction methodology as a major source of evidence on program effects (Soar, 1977; Soar and Soar, 1979; Stallings, 1975). 

A large and distinguished cast of educational researchers was associated with these large scale studies. Jerry Brophy and Caroline Evertson served as principal investigators for the first wave of these studies (for example, Brophy and Evertson, 1974, 1976, 1978; Evertson, Anderson and Brophy, 1978; and Evertson, Anderson, Anderson and Brophy, 1980). Thomas Good and Doug Grows (1977, 1979) also pursued such studies within the context of mathematics, while Fred McDonald, David Berliner, William Tibunoff and others in the Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development pursued research of this complexity within the context of a “Beginning Teacher Evaluation” project (McDonald and Elias, 1976; Berliner and Tibunoff, 1976; Tibunoff, Berliner and Rist, 1975).

Five years after the Dunkin and Biddle volume a book carrying the title Research on Teaching: Concepts, Findings and Implications (Peterson and Walberg, Eds., 1979) summarized advances made on understanding the connections between teacher work and student learning during the 1970’s, as well as new lines of research that were beginning to appear, for example teacher thinking (Clark and Yinger, 1979) and teacher decision making (Borko, et. al., 1979). A full picture of the over-lapping nature and yield of the various studies pursued under the “process-product research” label was provided through two chapters appearing in the Third Handbook of Research on Teaching (Wittrock, 1986). The first was a chapter prepared by Jerry Brophy and Tom Good titled “Teacher Behavior and Student Learning.” (1986) The second was a chapter by Rosenshine and Stevens (1986), titled “Teaching Functions”, that extrapolated findings from across the various process-product studies that had been conducted by that time. They employed the concept of teaching functions for a classification system once removed conceptually from the specifics of teacher behavior.

Late 1980’s through the 1990’s: Taking new directions

Research pertaining to teacher thinking and decision making (e.g., Clark and Peterson, 1984), expanded greatly during the 1980’s and early 1990’s, as well as adapting teaching to individual differences among learners (Corno and Snow, 1984). It also began to intersect with new understandings about learning then beginning to dominate that closely related body of literature, but weak measures of student learning in most research of the day on teaching/learning connections yielded relatively weak findings (Shuell, 1996). 

Much of the new research on teaching also included a strong focus on the role of subject matter knowledge in the teaching/ learning process, and on teaching students with special needs. A remarkably thorough and useful book assembled late in the 1980’s for the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, under the title Knowledge base for the beginning teacher (Reynolds, Ed., 1989) provides pivotal summaries pertaining to these various advances. Even with these many advances on so many fronts, however, Frank Murray ends his opening chapter in the Reynolds AACTE volume with the following caution:

“…. the student of teaching is advised to adopt a skeptical view toward the claims of educational theorists and researchers because, while much is truly known, the discipline of education is in its earliest period of development. The level of meaning of the terms, particularly technical terms and jargon, should be established clearly because most terms in the discipline have meaning only at the lowest levels and only a few have sufficient additional meaning to sustain further their place in any credible theory of schooling or education” (Murray, 1989, pp 11-12).

To a large extent this state of affairs still exists, and Murray’s comments frame both the magnitude and importance of the work being pursued by the CTPL Coalition, as outlined in Progress Report 1.


Research continued unabated during the late 1980’s and through the mid-1990’s on most of the fronts connecting teaching and learning described in the Maynard volume. As indicated previously, however, nearly all of this research was handicapped either by weak measures of student progress in learning or by no attention at all to student learning as a dependent variable (Shulman, 2004). Thus, while informative of the dynamics and processes involved in the teaching/learning process, most of the research on teaching and its effects conducted during this 15 year period of time had little to say empirically about what did or didn’t make a difference in the learning of students taught.

By the mid- to late-1990’s a line of research surfaced that represented an enormous breakthrough in methodology for systematically connecting teaching and learning. This was the Value Added methodology developed by William Sanders and his colleagues at the University of Tennessee (Sanders and Rivers, 1996; Sanders, Saxton and Horn, 1997). The methodology requires minimally three years of longitudinal achievement data for a set of students and their teachers in a designated subject area, though these data need not necessarily come from commercially prepared standardized achievement tests. The methodology is designed so that “students serve as their own controls” in studies comparing individual teacher effects on learning, and it permits teacher effects on learning to be studied both across teachers or individual teachers across time.


It has been through the application of value added methodologies that the effects of teachers on learning have been most clearly documented, as well as the large differences that exist among teachers in this regard. Use of the methodology also has made clear the lasting effect of individual teachers on the long-term learning of students, and how difficult it is to make up learning lost through a single year spent with a teacher who is ineffective. Unfortunately the Tennessee studies were essentially “black box” studies, that is few if any explanatory variables were involved, so they have limited value in helping us understand what it is that teachers know or do who are unusually successful as facilitators of learning compared to those who are not.

References
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E. Assure students understand the full intent and meaning of the learning outcomes to be accomplished, and their implications for their own work





F. Implement, and adapt instructional and assessment plans as needed, to help students progress toward the targets for learning identified in the unit of instruction





G. Monitor student progress in learning, provide feedback to students on their learning, and continue to adapt unit anchored instructional and assessment plans as needed.





D. Planning unit-linked instruction that will lead to progress by all students in a classroom toward the learning outcomes that have been targeted





I. Organize, manage and maintain classrooms as supportive contexts for learning goals being pursued





H. Assess learning progress made through the unit of instruction, summarizing and report progress made, and reflect on strengths and weaknesses within the unit in light of evidence assembled on learning





C. Design an accompanying assessment plan to facilitate and determine student progress toward the learning outcomes targeted





A. Understand fully the context in which one is working as a teaching including state and district expectations for learning, where one’s students stand with respect to those expectations and the particular learning strengths, weaknesses and related characteristics of one’s students





B. Establish learning outcomes expected for students from a unit of instruction
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5 Variables listed in this and each of the following concept cluster framing pages have been selected and framed from the perspective of their use in CTPL theory development and research within the context of standards-based schools, which may or may not coincide with their use in a preponderance of related literature or current teacher preparation programs. One reason for this incongruence is their framing from a standards perspective. Another is their framing from the perspective of how they are to be measured, and still another from the perspective of the probability of traceable effects (or possibility of “appreciable effects”) when empirically investigating CTPL connections. The number of variables to be addressed within any cluster of variables investigated needs to be manageable in size, and each variable investigated needs to carry a high probability of significance.


6 Initially crafted end-of-unit measures may need to be modified during the course of the unit to reflect changes in targeted outcomes, unanticipated events reducing time available for instruction around one or more targeted outcomes, etc.


.





APPROACH TO MEASUREMENT


Scoring rubrics that clearly identify the critical dimensions of each of the three variables listed, the range in scores each concept can receive, for example 1 to 4, types of evidence that can be drawn upon in establishing each rubric score, how varying kinds of evidence are to be taken into account when determining a rubric score, and rules governing how scores obtained on concept-specific rubrics are to be combined in arriving at a TEACHER PERFORMANCE VARIABLE CLUSTER SCORE. For additional detail, see the next page.





Concept B3


Targeted outcomes are adapted or differentiated to accommodate the learning histories, interests, strengths and weaknesses of individual students 








Concept B2


Targeted outcomes cover a range of cognitive operations and categories of knowledge, as defined by Anderson, et al (2001)6 








Concept B1


Learning outcomes targeted are consistent (aligned) with state standards for learning and/or district curriculum guides, and responsive to the learning progress of students being taught





APPROACH TO MEASUREMENT


A behaviorally anchored classroom observation system used in longitudinal research on early career teachers in Oregon that yields a rating of 1 to 8 on most of the concepts described above, with scale values of 1 or 2 labeled as an EMERGING level of proficiency, 3 or 4 as NOVICE, 5 or 6 as ADVANCED and 7 or 8 as DISTINGUISHED. Multiple indicators of a teacher’s impact on learning also are obtained through the observation system: Additional methodologies need to be used to assess the “pedagogical thinking and decision making” of a teacher than underlies classroom performance, for example, structured interviews and surveys, and a teacher’s impact on learning, for example, learning gain scores from the analysis of pre- and post-instruction measures of unit related student learning.





Concept F5


Promoting understanding and exploration of meaning within and across disciplines





Concept F6


Informally monitor student engagement and progress in learning, and reach “in flight” decisions as needed to assist individual students or the class as a whole to make productive next steps in their learning 





Concept F4


Aligning and varying content to support students in their learning





Concept F7


Assessing student progress in learning, and providing feedback to students on progress made and progress remaining to be made





Concept F9


Organizing, managing and maintaining one’s classroom as a supportive environment for learning to high standards





Concept F3


Aligning and varying instructional activities, materials, and procedures to support students in their learning





Concept F8


Continuing to adapt and refine instructional and assessment plans as needed to assure student progress in learning





Concept F1


Setting the stage with students for the unit of instruction to come, connect the unit to previous or future learning, and use other “advance organizers” or means of motivating otherwise disconnected learners to engage in the work to come





Concept F2


Clarifying with students the targets for learning to be accomplished, the various methods and procedures to be used in assessing progress being made in their learning, and the specific standards of performance to be met in this regard





APPROACH TO MEASUREMENT


Scoring rubrics that clearly identify the critical dimensions of each of the three variables listed, the range in scores each concept can receive, for example 1 to 4, types of evidence that can be drawn upon in establishing each rubric score, how varying kinds of evidence are to be taken into account when determining a rubric score, and rules governing how scores obtained on concept-specific rubrics are to be combined in arriving at a TEACHER PERFORMANCE VARIABLE CLUSTER SCORE.





Concept D-5


Firm an instructional plan that is designed to facilitate the learning progress of each student in one’s classroom toward the targets for learning that have been established





Concept D-6


Develop lesson plans that will guide the day-to-day learning of students throughout the unit of instruction in ways that cumulatively lead each student toward the targets for learning that have been established





Develop strategies and a schedule for providing frequent feedback to students on their performance from evidence assembled through D1-D-8





Concept D-7


Build into the flow of lesson plans time and conditions for using the “learning diagnostic checks” developed as part of the unit assessment plan, providing feedback from their use to students on their learning, and refining as needed lessons remaining to optimize for each student time for learning





Concept D-4


If changes are made in the outcomes initially targeted, modify accordingly the adaptations to be made in them to accommodate student differences and the assessment plan that accompanies those modifications





Concept D-8


Build into the unit plan time and conditions near its end for a summative assessment of the progress students have made toward targeted outcomes for learning, and reporting related findings to students





Concept D-3


Analyze pre-assessment results and refine, if needed, the learning outcomes targeted initially for instruction





Concept D1


Using brief “assessment scans” devised for the purpose, obtain an indication prior to detailed instruct-tional planning of the learning histories, interests, strengths and weaknesses of one’s students around the targets for learning initially planned for the unit.





Concept D2


Engage students in related self-assessment activities and add information coming from then to that obtained through teacher managed “assessment scans”





APPROACH TO MEASUREMENT


Scoring rubrics that clearly identify the critical dimensions of each of the three variables listed, the range in scores each concept can receive, for example 1 to 4, types of evidence that can be drawn upon in establishing each rubric score, how varying kinds of evidence are to be taken into account when determining a rubric score, and rules governing how scores obtained on concept-specific rubrics are to be combined in arriving at a TEACHER PERFORMANCE VARIABLE CLUSTER SCORE.





Concept C3


Develop “learning diagnostic checks” to be used in monitoring student progress toward the learning outcomes desired, and providing feedback to students on areas of strength and weakness in their progress





Concept C4


Develop strategies students can use in monitoring their own progress toward the learning goals targeted through the unit, and adjust their work accordingly





Concept C6


Develop strategies and a schedule for providing frequent feedback to students on their performance from evidence assembled though C1-C5





Concept C2


Develop pre-instruction “scans” to be used in estimating student learning histories, interests, strengths and weaknesses around the goals for learning targeted through the unit





Concept C5


Develop a plan for informing students about C1 through C4, and helping them work effectively within these dimensions of a standards-orientation to schooling





Concept C1


Develop end-of-unit measure(s) to be used in assessing student progress toward the major learning outcomes targeted through the unit
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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 the companion (first) report.


1 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 1-12.


2 The language of “functions” may serve our purposes better than that of tasks, though not in the tightly prescriptive way in which the term was used by Rosenshine and Stevens (1986) in describing “components… necessary for systematic instruction.” (p389) Task analyses surely are necessary in moving from responsibilities to outcomes, but the surplus meanings of “performance tasks” do not convey well the full meaning of what teachers need to do to accomplish outcomes desired.


3 For an extended discussion of these and related issues in theory development and research design see the Schalock, Schalock and Ayres article in the March/April 2006 issue of the Journal of Teacher Education titled “Scaling up research in teacher education: New demands on theory, measurement and design.” Pp 2-18.


7 Each indicator listed in Exhibits 8 and 9 carries the properties of a variable, with the specifics of these properties depending on how it is actually measured. In most CTPL theory to be developed, and most related research to be conducted, one or more of these indicators of a teacher’s impact on K-12 learning will be treated as a DEPENDENT (outcome) measure.





8 Interestingly, and perhaps as a consequence, the vast majority of teacher evaluation systems employed by schools do not formally address a teacher’s impact on the learning of students. In fact, as Mike Schmoker points out in his new book (Schmoker, 2006), “Teaching, despite its decisive and enduring impact on student learning, isn’t meaningfully monitored or evaluated (Tucker and Stronge, 2005; Marshall, 2005). As Douglass Reeves and others have helped us see, the evaluation of administrators is equally superficial (Reeves, 2002). Evaluation seldom challenges the “prevailing norms of non-interference, privacy, and harmony” that prevent instructional improvement (Little, et. al., 2003, p.187). (p. 137)


9 Darling-Hammond and her colleagues (2005) use the less jarring language of “non-system” in referring to the long-standing problems in teacher education (p447). Elsewhere they say, “It would be an oxymoron to call the highly fragmented US teacher education enterprise that has existed for most of our history a “system”. (p444)


10 An orientation to what teachers can accomplish, in addition to “what they should learn and be able to do”, is not prominent in the ACE Committee’s report on Preparing Teachers for a Changing World (Darling-Hammond and Bransford, 2005). Even in the report’s chapter on the goals and purposes of education (Darling-Hammond, et. al., 2005), its authors employ as their organizing concept “developing a curricular vision for teaching”. While comprehensive and conceptually strong, the chapter continues to reflect the avoidance of language by the teacher education community that deals squarely with learning outcomes for which teachers are responsible (Schalock, Schalock, and Myton, 1996; Shulman, 2004), and this avoidance is one of the reasons why education as a profession is currently under such siege. The AERA Panel Report on research and teacher education (Cochran-Smith and Zeichner, 2005) makes clear the cost the profession has paid by avoiding the issue of K-12 learning as its primary outcome. The chapter in the Panel’s report by Wilson and Youngs on “Accountability Processes in Education” (Wilson and Youngs, 2005) is particularly strong in this regard. The CTPL Coalition, in both name and conceptual underpinnings to its work, puts the issue of K-12 learning front and center.


11 In pointing to “long standing” problems in teacher education Darling-Hammond and her colleagues conclude with fieldwork (Darling-Hammond, et. al., 2005). They describe the problem as follows: “While it is often a core portion of student teachers’ experiences and has a strong influence on teachers’ thinking about teaching and learning (Guyton and McIntyre, 1990), fieldwork has often been divorced from coursework, inadequately designed, and placements have often failed to reflect standards for good teaching.” (p448) The chapter by Clift and Brady in the AERA Panel Report on research in teacher education, which deals with research on “methods courses and field experiences” (Clift and Brady, 2005), both confirms and elaborates the view expressed by members of the NAE Committee on Teacher Education.


12 At this point we do not plan to attempt this level of systematization for early career teacher mentoring or induction service. These tend to be school specific and largely under the control of hiring districts rather than the profession at large.


13 Since this early thinking about the concept of clinical teaching tutorials was shaped and reviewed prior to the proposed addition of outcomes to be accomplished as an essential step in the logic of inquiry model guiding our work, Exhibits 10 through 13 do not reflect an outcome orientation. If this step is added to the logic model during the Summer 2006 work session of the Coalition, our thinking about the design of tutorials obviously will need to be modified. To date, however, no effort has been made to anticipate what changes such an addition might bring.


14 For the most recent and comprehensive summary of this state of affairs see Cochran-Smith and Zeichner (Eds.) (2005). Studying teacher education: The report of the AERA Panel on Research and Teacher Education. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.


* For related details, see the Coalition’s web site www.cctpl.org.
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Exhibit 1. REVISED PILOT CTPL THEORY DEVELOPMENT AND APPLICATION TARGETS

Continuum of professional development

Initial Certification

(COMPETENT)

Continuing Certification

(PROFICIENT)

State or Local Recognition of Excellence

(ACCOMPLISHED)

National Board Certification of Excellence

Selected 

Application

 targets

1. Elementary teacher as GENERALIST

2. Elementary SCIENCE TEACHING SPECIALIST

3. Elementary SCIENCE TEACHER LEADER AND RESOURCE  SPECIALIST

4. Elementary SPECIAL  EDUCATION GENERALIST

5. High school teacher of Biology (usually 8th, 9th or 10th grades)

* Connecting solid lines indicate requirements; broken lines indicate options








