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PREFACE

One of the most damaging myths prevailing in American education is the notion that good teachers are born and not made. This superstition has given rise to a set of policies that rely far too much on some kind of prenatal alchemy to produce a cadre of teachers for our nation’s schools—and far too little on systematic, sustained initiatives to ensure that all teachers have the opportunity to become well prepared.

A companion myth is the idea that good teacher education programs are virtually nonexistent and perhaps even impossible to construct. As a consequence of the first myth or their own experience, a startling number of policymakers and practitioners appear to believe one or more of these notions: that teaching is mostly telling others what you know and therefore requires little more than subject matter knowledge, that people learn to teach learn primarily from (more or less unguided) experience, or that education schools can offer little more than half-baked “theories” that are unnecessary and perhaps even an impediment in learning the practical requirements of teaching. Thus there is little reason to require much in the way of teacher preparation or to invest in the institutions that are expected to prepare teachers to teach.

The human toll created by these myths was brought home to me in my own experience both as a teacher and as a parent. More than thirty years ago, I entered teaching through one of the many alternative certification programs that proliferated during a previous era of teacher shortages in the early 1970s. I had learned to love working with students as a teacher’s aide in an urban district in the Midwest and as an after-school teacher and curriculum director in a program for inner-city students on the East Coast. Armed with this bit of experience, unbounded enthusiasm, and an Ivy League degree (magna cum laude, but not in education), I completed a brief summer training, including student teaching at Camden High School in New Jersey, and became a high school teacher the following fall while taking courses toward a master’s degree in education.

Quickly I learned what so many unsuspecting recruits discover: how incredibly difficult teaching is if you actually want to reach every single student. Among the more than 150 students who passed through my English classes each day were a number who had gotten to high school without learning how to read, and many more who disliked it or were persuaded that they were not “good at school” and had no reason to try. Many attended school only for the required English class, with the remainder of their courses in a vocational-technical program. What could I do, I wondered, to interest them in the prescribed classical curriculum that meant so little to their daily lives?

Like others before me and many since, I improvised with little assistance. (The alternative program supervisor came once, pronounced me “not nearly as bad off” as some of her other charges, and never came back.) The other teachers were friendly but busy. The assistant principal came by for twenty minutes to evaluate me near the end of the year. My courses at the university were, for the most part, unconnected to my daily travails. I got as far on commitment, common sense, and enthusiasm as one can get; because I was sincere and well meaning and worked hard, most of my students and colleagues thought of me as a “good teacher.” I found ways to interest students in material that was close to their experience and got most of them engaged.

However, I was teaching by the seat of my pants with the limited repertoire of teaching strategies I had seen used by my own teachers. I did not know how to help the nonreaders in my classes become literate, how to diagnose the needs of those who struggled, or work most effectively with the special needs students in my classes. I did not know there were ways to organize a classroom, scaffold assignments, or engage students in collaborative work that would have allowed more of my students to achieve at a higher level.

When I later discovered the knowledge bases that would have helped me to meet more of my students’ needs and answer the burning questions that kept me awake at night as a beginning teacher, I was perplexed—and then angry—that no one had incorporated this knowledge into a required program of preparation that was available to me (and every other teacher) before entering the classroom. Some of my colleagues, whom I envied, got that kind of preparation, and I was mystified as to why there was so much variation in what teachers had the opportunity to learn and consequently be able to do. At the time, I did not understand that teaching lacked the licensing and accreditation policies that create the greater comparability among professional programs found in more developed professions such as law, medicine, and engineering.

After I went back for a doctorate to study education policy and become a researcher, I reencountered this unevenness years later as a parent. One of my daughters started school in our local elementary school with a new teacher who, like me, was underprepared. This teacher’s repertoire was even leaner than my own: a steady diet of workbooks coupled with her attempts to apply the two days of “Assertive Discipline” training she’d received. The Assertive Discipline program assigns rewards (treats or gold stars) or an escalating set of punishments (name on the board, loss of recess, library time, detention, and so on) on the basis of children’s behavior. Teachers are never to ask or discuss why a child acts in a particular way in the classroom but merely repeat the consequences (in what is called the “broken record” technique) and apply them mechanically. As the program’s founder, Lee Cantor, once explained to me, the simplistic system was designed for teachers who are not skilled enough to engage in more sophisticated diagnosis of children’s needs or personalized management of behavior.

When children break the rules—which in this kindergarten class included not talking, moving, or touching other children—they are excluded from class activities. With rules that any normal, active kindergartner would naturally violate, the board was soon full of names with check marks under a heading labeling them as “bad,” and the teacher was kept busy administering punishments, which grew more frequent as students reacted to both her poor teaching and her counterproductive disciplinary system. (It is not irrelevant that this neighborhood school was predominantly African American and the students most stigmatized by this system were bright, active black boys.) Within weeks, my daughter, along with some other children in the class, was having daily stomachaches and becoming unwilling to go to school.

In search of an alternative, we found another school for her to attend, where she was taught by another first-year teacher. But what a difference! This teacher ran a seamlessly managed, intellectually exciting classroom in which students read literature, wrote and published their own books, studied hands-on science and mathematics, completed a range of projects within and across subjects, and learned to work collaboratively with one another. No student was ever labeled or stigmatized according to behavior or achievement. The teacher grouped and regrouped students continually in response to their needs and the tasks they were working on. After a few weeks, she diagnosed my daughter’s dyslexia, referred her for testing and therapy, and soon developed a set of strategies that taught her to read, without my daughter ever really knowing that she had a disability. I ultimately asked this skillful beginning teacher how she had learned to do all of the things I watched her accomplish. She told me she was a graduate of Teachers College, Columbia University, where she not only completed a rigorous master’s degree including a full year of student teaching but also took a set of special education courses, including one on teaching students with reading disabilities. This experience powerfully illustrated how teacher education can give new teachers the knowledge and skills they need to teach effectively.

Later, in my years in New York City (after I joined the faculty of Teachers College), when I was in and out of many classrooms, I found I could almost invariably identify the graduates of distinctive preservice programs, such as those of Bank Street College and Teachers College, by seeing them teach and hearing them discuss their practice. Like the graduates of other programs that our research team discovered by asking practitioners in various parts of the country where the best teachers are prepared, these teachers’ deep knowledge of curriculum and assessment, their understanding of individual students, and their capacity to use sophisticated teaching strategies for engaging diverse learners were immediately evident. The regularity with which graduates of these programs were exceptional teachers was striking. Furthermore, I found through my conversations with other educators—and our research team confirmed this systematically—that in many parts of the country there is a high degree of consensus among principals, superintendents, and teachers about which colleges produce the best teachers to work in schools that are successful with diverse learners. These excellent practitioners tend to agree on a short list of colleges in their vicinity (often only one or two) that they find prepare teachers from their very first moments on the job to understand their students’ learning and construct productive learning experiences for them.

This study was born from these experiences. Over the years, I heard many castigate the shortcomings of teacher education, and I learned that the strong preparation programs that exist are often a well-kept secret from many policymakers and practitioners. I watched policies emerge aimed at short-circuiting preparation for teachers, on the excuse that most teacher education is just an obstacle to getting into the classroom. These policies are invariably most willing to skip preparation for the teachers of low-income and “minority” students who teach in central cities, allowing these districts to fill their vacancies with underprepared teachers without having to raise salaries or improve working conditions. Paradoxically, I found teachers hungry for access to knowledge and almost evangelical about good preparation when they could find it.

I became convinced that a large part of the answer to poor schooling in this country is to understand what strong preparation for teachers looks like and can do, and to undertake the policy changes needed to ensure that all teachers can have access to such preparation. I was fortunate to work with a group of committed colleagues who also believe that this is possible and necessary, and who have amassed deep knowledge of how teachers learn and how they can be taught.

Lead members of the case study teams were Ken Zeichner, Hoefs-Bascom professor of education at the University of Wisconsin–Madison and an internationally renowned researcher on teacher education nationally and internationally; Jon Snyder, then director of teacher education at UC Santa Barbara and now dean at Bank Street College; Betty Lou Whitford, then professor of education at the University of Louisville and now dean at the University of Southern Maine (USM); Lynne Miller, previously director of teacher education and founder of the Southern Maine Partnership at USM, and David Silvernail, professor of education and director of the Center for Educational Policy at USM; Katherine Merseth, then director of the Harvard Project on Schooling and Children and later director of teacher education at Harvard University; Julia Koppich, then director of Policy Analysis for California Education at the University of California at Berkeley and now president of Koppich Associates; and Maritza Macdonald, then a researcher at the National Center for Restructuring Education, Schools, and Teaching at Teachers College and now director of professional development at the American Museum of Natural History in New York. This team conceptualized and launched the study, and most of us have gone on to act on its findings in many settings. We hope that these findings are as educative to those who read the volume as they have been to those of us who worked on it.
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PART ONE

INTRODUCTION


Chapter 1

CREATING POWERFUL TEACHER EDUCATION

Wheelock does a better job of preparing early childhood teachers than any place I know.

—Boston school principal

I have sought out Bank Street graduates in all my positions in the last ten years.

—New York City school principal

As I look for teachers, I most immediately look for Alverno applicants. . . . I’ll take ten more teachers like the two I’ve had this year.

—Milwaukee school principal

I take all the DTE grads I can get. . . . They are the best teachers—outstanding, dedicated. It is a program that stands out.

—San Leandro, California, principal, on graduates of the University of California at Berkeley’s Developmental Teacher Education Program

UVA’s five-year program has made a huge difference. All of the student teachers we have had have been excellent.

—Charlottesville, Virginia, school principal

ETEP graduates are sought out for interviews. [They] have an excellent success rate in our district.

—Southern Maine principal, on graduates of the University of Southern Maine’s Extended Teacher Education Program (ETEP)

When I hire a Trinity graduate, I know he or she will become a school leader. These people are smart about curriculum; they’re innovative. They have the torch.

—San Antonio high school principal

In a world where education matters more than it ever has before, parents and policymakers alike are asking how to find the extraordinary teachers who can help all children acquire the increasingly complex knowledge and skills they need. As the social and economic demands for education grow, so do expectations of teachers’ knowledge and skills. Teachers must be able to succeed with a wider range of learners than they were expected to teach in a time when school success was not essential for employment and participation in society. In the early 1900s, when our current school system was designed, only 5 percent of jobs required specialized knowledge and skill; today about 70 percent are “knowledge work” jobs that demand the ability to acquire and use specialized information, manage nonroutine tasks, and employ advanced technologies.

To meet these demands, virtually every state has enacted more ambitious standards for learning tied to new curriculum expectations and assessments. These standards expect students to master more challenging subject matter content, as well as to think critically, create more sophisticated products, and solve complex problems, rather than merely perform routine tasks. The standards press for deeper understanding and for student proficiency in applying knowledge that requires far more than rote recall of facts or application of rules and algorithms.

Teachers are also being asked to achieve these goals for all children, not just the 10–20 percent traditionally siphoned off into gifted and talented programs or honors courses. Furthermore, students have more extensive needs: as education becomes more important to life success and schools both expand the range of students they educate and include more of them in “regular” classrooms, teachers encounter more students with learning differences and disabilities; with language learning needs; and with difficult family circumstances, from acute poverty, homelessness, unemployment, and lack of medical care to violence, abuse, and abandonment. Teachers in many communities need to work as professors of disciplinary content, facilitators of individual learning, assessors and diagnosticians, counselors, social workers, and community resource managers.

Although it is now widely accepted that teacher quality is a critical component of a successful education, there is little agreement about how to fill the nation’s classrooms with teachers who can succeed at the more challenging mission of today’s schools. Many still believe that good teachers are born and not made. Others believe that good teachers figure out how to teach on their own over time through classroom experience. This book starts from a different premise: if the nation’s classrooms are to be filled with teachers who can teach ambitious skills to all learners, the solution must lie in large part with strong, universal teacher education.

This book is about powerful teacher education programs—programs that prepare teachers to teach a wide range of students successfully, including those who struggle to learn from their first days in the classroom. These are programs whose graduates are sought out by principals and superintendents because they prove consistently capable of creating successful classrooms and helping to lead successful schools, even in circumstances where the deck is traditionally stacked against student success.

The need for such teachers is especially great where schools are the critical lifeline for student success. It may not take much training to teach children who are already skillful learners; who are supported by highly educated parents who build home libraries, take them to museums, pay for summer enrichment programs, and hire tutors when their own knowledge runs out; who have the advantages of steady income, health care, food, and home stability; and whose language and culture are compatible with those of the adults in the school. However, these home and community supports are the exception rather than the rule in most urban (and many suburban and rural) public schools, and teachers who rely on “magical learning” that takes place outside of school are not adequately prepared to meet the real needs of their students.

The programs we describe here have long track records of developing teachers who are strongly committed to all students’ learning—and to ensuring especially that students who struggle to learn can succeed. The programs also develop teachers who can act on their commitments; who are highly knowledgeable about learning and teaching and who have strong practical skills—teachers who can manage, with grace and purpose, the thousands of interactions that occur in a classroom each day; who know how to teach ambitious subject matter to students who learn in different ways; who can integrate solid teaching of basic skills with support for student invention and inquiry; who can teach language and literacy skills in every grade and across the curriculum; and who can work effectively with parents and colleagues to assemble the resources and motivations needed to help children make progress.

Hide and Seek: Looking for Good Teacher Education Programs

Such powerful teacher education programs are, by most accounts, relatively rare. Indeed, some opponents of professionalization might consider the very notion of an effective teacher education program to be an oxymoron (see, for example, Ballou and Podgursky, 1999). Teacher education has long been criticized as a weak intervention in the life of a teacher, barely able to make a dent in the ideas and behaviors teachers bring with them into the classroom from their own days as students. Since normal schools for training teachers were incorporated into universities in the 1950s, a steady drumbeat of complaints has reiterated the perceptions of program fragmentation, weak content, poor pedagogy, disconnection from schools, and inconsistent oversight of teachers-in-training (see, for example, Conant, 1963; Clifford and Guthrie, 1988; Goodlad, 1990).

Although there are certainly accounts of teachers who have valued their preparation, more popular are stories of teachers who express disdain for their training, suggesting that they learned little in their courses that they could apply to the classroom, or that if there was any benefit to their training it was to be found primarily in student teaching. These views have often led to the perception that if there is anything to be learned about teaching, it can be learned on the job, through trial and error if not with supervision. Indeed, U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige argued in his 2002 report on teacher quality that “burdensome requirements” for education coursework that make up “the bulk of current teacher certification regimes” should be removed from teacher certification standards (U.S. Department of Education, 2002, p. 8). The Secretary’s report argued that certification should emphasize tests of verbal ability and content knowledge while making most education coursework and student teaching optional (p. 19).

For all the criticism, there is substantial and growing evidence that teacher education matters for teacher effectiveness. (See Chapter Two for discussion of this evidence.) Furthermore, over the many years since Horace Mann created the first normal schools for teachers—and increasingly in the last two decades as teacher education reforms have taken hold—some places where teachers are taught have been known among practitioners as extraordinarily effective.

This book is based on case studies of seven such programs—public and private, large and small, undergraduate and graduate—that, despite their surface differences, share a great deal in terms of how they go about the work of preparing people to teach. Spanning the country, the programs are at Alverno College in Milwaukee; Bank Street College in New York City; Trinity University in San Antonio; the University of California at Berkeley; the University of Southern Maine near Portland; the University of Virginia in Charlottesville; and Wheelock College in Boston. These seven programs are by no means the only ones that could have been studied. They were selected from a much longer list of candidates in order to represent elementary and secondary programs in distinctive institutions serving a variety of clientele in representative parts of the country.

Two of the programs, at Alverno and Wheelock, are undergraduate programs for elementary teaching candidates. Both can be finished in the traditional four years of undergraduate school by those who focus intensely on program requirements, or in an additional semester or two by those who carry a more normal load. Two other programs, at Trinity and UVA, are designed as five-year models that result in a bachelor’s degree in the discipline to be taught by their secondary teaching candidates, plus a master’s degree in education. Three are graduate-level programs that serve individuals who completed their bachelor’s degree and later decided to teach. The Extended Teacher Education Program (ETEP) program at Southern Maine is a one-year internship model. Bank Street College’s graduate program, serving mostly midcareer recruits to teaching, can be completed in eighteen months. The Developmental Teacher Education (DTE) program at Berkeley is a two-year graduate-level program.

A team of researchers conducted in-depth case studies of these programs, interviewing and surveying graduates and employers of the graduates (comparing them to a random comparison group of new teachers); observing the programs in action and the practices of graduates in local schools; and studying syllabi, assignments, clinical placements, and other evidence of how the programs work. Through this intensive examination of these places, we set out to learn how good teachers can be “made” and how the critical components of effective preparation can become more widely available.

Better Than Good: The Contemporary Challenge for Teacher Education

Although the seven programs differ markedly in locale and program design, they have in common an approach that prepares teachers to practice in ways that we describe as both learning-centered (that is, supportive of focused, in-depth learning that results in powerful thinking and proficient performance on the part of students) and learner-centered (responsive to individual students’ experiences, interests, talents, needs, and cultural backgrounds). These programs go well beyond preparing teachers to manage a calm classroom and make their way through a standard curriculum by teaching to the middle of the class. They help teachers learn to reach students who experience a range of challenges and teach them for deep understanding. They also help teachers learn not only how to cope with the students they encounter but how to expand children’s aspirations as well as accomplishments, thereby enhancing educational opportunity and social justice.

The study was designed to understand the work and outcomes of these programs and to teach about the teaching of teachers, by revealing in detail how it is these programs accomplish their goals. Alongside the myths about teaching and teacher education that predominate in our society, the stuff of teacher education is to a great extent a mystery.

Most people tend to think of the act of teaching as largely intuitive: someone knows something and then “teaches” it to others—a fairly straightforward transmission model. From this image, the job of teacher preparation appears equally simple: be sure that candidates know what they are to teach and have some tools of the trade for presenting that information to students. However, as mountains of research now demonstrate, this notion of transmission teaching doesn’t actually work most of the time. The reality of effective teaching is much different: successful teachers link what students already know and understand to new information, correcting misimpressions, guiding learners’ understanding through a variety of activities, providing opportunities for application of knowledge, giving useful feedback that shapes performance, and individualizing for students’ distinctive learning needs. They do all this while juggling the social and academic needs of the group and of individuals, the cognitive and motivational consequences of their moment-to-moment teaching decisions, the cultural and community context within which they teach, and much more.

How does one help people learn to do this impossible task? Considered in this way, teacher education seems even more impossible than teaching itself, especially given the challenge of preparing a wide range of individuals to become teachers who can in turn enable an enormously diverse group of students to meet much higher standards than have ever before been expected of education systems. Thus the goals for teacher education today are not just to prepare teachers to deliver a curriculum or get through the book but actually to ensure learning for students with a broad assortment of needs.

A New Mission for Teaching

The old transmission teaching model (which succeeded for some and left many more behind) is not adequate for a knowledge-based society that increases the cognitive requirements of most employment and of life in general. First of all, the kind of learning required to produce students who are strong thinkers and problem solvers creates greater unpredictability in teaching because it cannot be managed primarily through rote memorization or drill. Students must take on novel problems and learn through their own inquiry to find, synthesize, analyze, and interpret information. As students do this, teachers must be able to understand, monitor, and capitalize on student thinking if they are to support a process of knowledge construction that is unique to each one (Darling-Hammond, 1997).

In addition, formulaic approaches to teaching that do not take into account the experiences and needs of students are less and less successful as student populations become more diverse and expectations for student learning grow more ambitious. The image of the student as an empty vessel who can be filled up with facts, drilled on skills, and thus made into an educated person guided much learning theory for the first half of the twentieth century. In this image, teachers needed only to know what facts to pour in and what skills to drill. However, several decades of research have clearly demonstrated that learning—particularly learning that supports problem solving and transfer of knowledge to new situations—does not occur in this way. As the National Academy of Sciences summary of How People Learn notes (Donovan and Bransford, 2005), three fundamental and well-established principles of learning are particularly important for teaching:


1. Students come to the classroom with prior knowledge that must be addressed if teaching is to be effective. If what they know and believe is not engaged, learners may fail to grasp the new concepts and information that are taught, or they may learn them for purposes of a test but not be able to apply them elsewhere. This means that teachers must understand what students are thinking and how to connect with their prior knowledge if they are to ensure real learning. Because students from a variety of cultural contexts and language backgrounds come to school with distinctive experiences, they present a range of preconceptions and knowledge bases that teachers must take into account in designing instruction.

2. Students need to organize and use knowledge conceptually if they are to apply it beyond the classroom. Memorizing is not enough. To develop competence, they must understand how facts and ideas fit together within a conceptual framework, and they must apply what they are learning. This means that teachers must structure the material around core ideas and engage students actively in using the material, incorporating applications and problem solving while continually assessing students’ understanding. Successful teachers offer carefully designed “scaffolds” to help students take each step in the learning process with assistance appropriate to each student’s needs and progress.

3. Students learn more effectively if they understand how they learn and how to manage their own learning. A metacognitive approach to instruction can help students learn to take control of their own learning. Through modeling and coaching, students can see how to use a range of learning strategies, such as predicting outcomes, creating explanations to improve understanding, noting areas of confusion, activating background knowledge, planning ahead, and apportioning time and memory.



Why Teachers Must Become Adaptive Experts

Modern learning theory implies that teachers must be diagnosticians, knowledge organizers, and skilled coaches to help students master complex information and skills. Thus the desire to succeed at much more formidable learning goals with a much more varied student population radically changes the nature of teaching and the challenges of teacher preparation.

If all students pursued an identical path to understanding, learning might be ensured by designing the perfect scripted curriculum. Teachers could be prepared to implement a prescribed set of lessons using a limited range of teaching techniques. This is what scientific managers of schooling and inventors of “teacher-proof curriculum” have hoped since the late nineteenth century. However, given human diversity and cognitive complexity, learning cannot be achieved through a single set of activities that presume standardized experiences and approaches to learning. Teaching that aims at deep learning, not merely coverage of material, requires sophisticated judgment about how and what students are learning, what gaps in their understanding need to be addressed, what experiences will allow them to connect what they know to what they need to know, and what instructional adaptations can ensure that they reach common goals.

In fact, the more common the expectations for achievement are, the more variable must be the teaching strategies for reaching these goals with a range of learners. If teaching assumes a single mode and pace of learning, students who start at different places and learn in different ways will end with greatly unequal achievement. This is currently the case in the United States, where the range in school outcomes is much wider than in other industrialized countries (OECD, 1995). As John Dewey (1929) noted in his Sources of a Science of Education, the better prepared teachers are, the more their practice becomes differentiated in response to the needs of individual students, rather than routinized: “Command of scientific methods and systematized subject matter liberates individuals; it enables them to see new problems, devise new procedures, and in general makes for diversification rather than for set uniformity. . . . This knowledge and understanding render [the teacher’s] practice more intelligent, more flexible, and better adapted to deal effectively with concrete phenomena of practice. . . . His ability to judge being enriched, he has a wider range of alternatives to select from in dealing with individual situations” (pp. 12, 20–21).

If teachers are to help learners who begin and proceed differently reach similar outcomes, they will need to be able to engage in disciplined experimentation, incisive interpretation of complex events, and rigorous reflection to adjust their teaching based on student outcomes. This means that teachers must become “adaptive experts” (Hatano and Inagaki, 1986; Bransford, Brown, and Cocking, 1999) who cannot only use routines that afford greater efficiency, but also their ability to innovate where routines are not enough—to figure out what the problems are when students are not learning and to adapt materials, teaching strategies, or supports accordingly. Adaptive experts also know how to continuously expand their expertise, restructuring their knowledge and competencies to meet new challenges. Preparing teachers who can learn from teaching, as well as learning for teaching, is a key challenge for teacher education today, one that these seven programs successfully engage.

Preparing Teachers for Responsive Practice

This book seeks to answer a question not yet addressed in the conversation on education reform: How can we prepare teachers for this daunting mission? Although there has been much discussion about the structures of teacher education programs (four years or five, undergraduate or graduate) and the certification categories into which programs presumably fit (“traditional,” “alternative”), there has been much less discussion about what goes on within the black box of the program—inside the courses and clinical experiences that candidates encounter—and how the experiences programs design for students cumulatively add up to a set of knowledge, skills, and dispositions that determine what teachers actually do in the classroom. In the coming chapters, we describe the content and processes a set of highly effective programs employ and their outcomes in terms of graduate’s feelings of preparedness, their actual practice, and their success with students.

This study confronts some widely shared myths about teaching and teacher education: that good teachers are born and not made, that good practice cannot really be taught but only be intuited through trial and error, and that few can ever master complex teaching practices or attend to individual learners’ needs. Those who believe the myths argue that teacher-proof curricula rather than well-trained teachers should be the target of educational investment. (Chapter Two discusses the evidence regarding this issue.)

Perhaps most dangerous is the myth that if high-quality programs of teacher education are lacking, requirements for preparing teachers should be abandoned altogether, since they constitute merely an unnecessary “barrier” to entry. This myth undergirds policy proposals like those put forth by the Fordham Foundation (Kanstoroom and Finn, 1999) that argue for eliminating teacher certification and pursuing alternatives that put would-be teachers directly into classrooms to learn by trial-and-error and to be fired later if they are not successful.

Though lacking empirical grounding, these myths drive much policy work and deflect attention from needed investment in high-quality teacher preparation. Furthermore, proposals to avoid preparing teachers are gaining currency in some states, with at least two dangerous outcomes for children and for the nation. One is that access to knowledge about teaching will never really become widespread; as the need for expert teaching grows exponentially, teachers will not gain access to the knowledge they need to be effective. The other is that students’ access to well-trained teachers will continue to be a crapshoot, with the poorest odds going to those with the least clout and the greatest needs.

As was true of medical education in the early 1900s, teacher education ranges widely, from a few weeks of summer orientation to intensive multiyear graduate preparation like that required in France, Germany, Sweden, Finland, and elsewhere. Similarly, when Abraham Flexner conducted his study of medical education between 1908 and 1910, doctors could be prepared in a three-week program of training featuring memorized lists of symptoms and cures, or at the other extreme in a graduate program of medicine (as at Johns Hopkins University) with extensive coursework in the sciences of medicine and clinical training in the newly invented teaching hospital.

In his introduction to the Flexner Report, Henry Pritchett, president of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, noted that although there was a growing science of medicine, most doctors did not get access to this knowledge because of the great unevenness in medical training. He observed that “very seldom, under existing conditions, does a patient receive the best aid which it is possible to give him in the present state of medicine, . . . [because] a vast army of men is admitted to the practice of medicine who are untrained in sciences fundamental to the profession and quite without a sufficient experience with disease” (Flexner and Pritchett, 1910, p. x). He attributed this problem to the failure of many universities to incorporate advances in medical education into their curricula.

As in teaching today, some argued against the professionalization of medicine, feeling medical practice could best be learned by following another doctor around in a buggy, learning to apply leeches to reduce fevers and selling tonics that purported to cure everything from baldness to cancer. Flexner’s identification of universities he deemed successful in conveying new knowledge about causes and treatment of disease and in creating strong training was the stimulus for reforming medical education. Despite resistance from many would-be doctors and from weaker training sites, the enterprise was transformed over the subsequent two decades, as a common curriculum was adopted by the accrediting bodies that approved all programs and incorporated into the licensing tests used to admit all candidates to practice.

Getting Knowledge to Teachers

Without similar efforts in teacher education, much of what is known about learning and teaching will not reach those most desperate to have it. Although many who enter teaching initially believe they do not need specialized training, most learn quickly that teaching is much more difficult than they thought, and they either desperately seek out additional training, construct a teaching style focused on control (often by “dumbing down” the curriculum to what can be easily managed), or leave in despair. Some, like this recruit who entered teaching after a few weeks of summer training, find that they end up blaming the students for their own lack of skills:

I stayed one year. I felt it was important for me to see the year out but I didn’t necessarily feel like it was a good idea for me to teach again without something else. I knew if I wanted to go on teaching there was no way I could do it without training. I found myself having problems with cross-cultural teaching issues—blaming my kids because the class was crazy and out of control, blaming the parents as though they didn’t care about their kids. It was frustrating to me to get caught up in that. Even after only three-fourths of a semester at Berkeley I have learned so much that would have helped me then.

—A recruit who later entered the teacher preparation program at University of California at Berkeley

Inadequate preparation also increases teacher attrition, which exacerbates the revolving door that contributes to teacher shortages. Several studies report beginning teachers who lack professional training are about twice as likely to leave teaching in their first year as those who have had student teaching and preparation in such areas as learning theory, child development, and curriculum (Henke, Chen, and Geis, 2000; NCTAF, 2003; Luczak, 2004).

This has been borne out in the aftermath of the crash courses on teaching many states and districts created to get would-be teachers into classrooms quickly (see, for example, Battenfeld, 2001; Fowler, 2001; Goodnough, 2000). A vivid report in the St. Petersburg (Florida) Times in January 2001 reported the loss of nearly one hundred area recruits in the first half of the school year, most of them midcareer alternative certification candidates who lacked education training but were supposed to learn on the job. Microbiologist Bill Gaulman, a fifty-six-year-old African American former Marine and New York City firefighter, left before midyear. He reflected the experience of many: “The word that comes to mind is ‘overwhelmed.’ People told me ‘Just get through that first year.’ I was like, ‘I don’t know if I can get through this week.’ I didn’t want to shortchange the kids. I didn’t want to fake it. I wanted to do it right.” Erika Lavrack, a twenty-nine-year-old psychologist without education training who was assigned to teach special education, resigned on her second day. “The kids were nice enough. But they were running all over the place. There was no way I could teach them anything if I couldn’t get them to sit down. I didn’t know what to do” (Hegarty, 2001).

Contrast these recruits’ experiences with those of two young teachers in the tough urban district of Oakland, California. The first attended a program that had been referred to us for our study:

I arrived at my first teaching job five years ago, midyear. . . . The first-grade classroom in which I found myself had some two dozen ancient and tattered books, an incomplete curriculum, and an incomplete collection of outdated content standards. Such a placement is the norm for a beginning teacher in my district. I was prepared for this placement, and later came to thrive in my profession, because of the preparation I received in my credential program. The concrete things Mills College gave me were indispensable to me my first year as they are now: the practice I received developing appropriate curricula, exposure to a wide range of learning theories, training in working with non-Englishspeaking students and children labeled “at risk. . . .” It is the big things, though, that continue to sustain me as a professional and give me the courage to remain and grow: my understanding of the importance of learning from and continually asking questions about my own practice, the value I recognize in cultivating collegial relationships, and the development of a belief in my moral responsibility to my children and to the institution of public education. . . . I attribute this wholly to the training, education, and support provided to me by Mills.

The second finished the UC Berkeley Developmental Teacher Education program we studied: “I’m miles ahead of other first-year teachers. There are five other first-year teachers here this year. I am more confident. I had a plan for where I was trying to go. The others spent more time filling days. . . . I knew what I was doing and why—from the beginning.”

Unfortunately, most students in poor urban schools, especially students of color from low-income families, are much less likely to encounter this kind of confident, well-prepared teacher than they are to meet a string of underprepared teachers who suffer from their lack of training and often leave before they learn how to help students succeed. Nationwide, poor and minority students are far more likely than affluent students to have untrained and inexperienced teachers (NCTAF, 1996, 2003). In states that allow large loopholes in the certification and preparation requirements for teachers, there are schools where few teachers complete formal preparation for their job and where many have only the barest rudiments of initial training (Darling-Hammond, 2003, 2004). In virtually every case, these are segregated schools serving exclusively so-called minority students.

In states opting to reduce standards for teaching rather than promoting incentives to enter the profession, the most vulnerable students—those who most need strong teachers—are least likely to get them. Thus the second outcome of proposals to reduce requirements for teacher preparation is that existing inequities in access to expert teaching for rich and poor students will grow more severe. To advance knowledge about teaching, spread good practice, and enhance equity, strong preparation for teachers must become universal, not a rare occurrence available only to a lucky few.

Studying Successful Programs

The seven programs described in this book were selected after extensive review of evidence, including a nationwide reputational survey of researchers, expert practitioners, and scholars of teacher education; interviews with local employers about whom they prefer to hire and why; and outcomes from prior surveys of program graduates. (Appendix A discusses the study’s methodology.) To these data about program outcomes, we added a survey of more than nine hundred beginning teachers about their preparation and practices, including graduates from these programs plus a national random sample of beginning teachers, used as a comparison group. We also surveyed the principals of program graduates about their views of graduates’ abilities compared to those of other beginning teachers, and we observed graduates’ classroom practice in their early years as teachers.

The study did three things. First, it documented the goals, strategies, content, and processes of programs widely acknowledged as exemplars for preparing prospective teachers to engage in skillful, learner-centered practice. Using a standard set of observation and interview protocols as well as survey instruments, a team of researchers examined all aspects of the program of study and clinical practice engaged in by students, by surveying graduates and their employers; shadowing and interviewing students; visiting classes, seminars, and professional development school sites; collecting record data (syllabi, assignments, student work, program descriptions, statistics); and observing and interviewing university-based and school-based faculty about the intentions, processes, and outcomes of their work.

Second, the study documented the capabilities of the prospective teachers who graduate from these programs. It examined the teachers’ own work during teacher education and in the field (direct observations as well as artifacts of practice: portfolios, exhibitions, lesson plans, assignments, samples of students’ work); surveys and interviews of graduates about how well prepared they felt in various domains when they entered the classroom; interviews with faculty and administrators in the schools where graduates teach; surveys of principals comparing the knowledge and skills of these candidates to others whom they have hired; and record data from other surveys and accreditation reviews.

Finally, the study examined what policies, organizational features, resources, and relationships enabled these programs to be successful, taking into account university and state policy contexts. The end result is a picture of what good teacher education looks like in practice, what those who have experienced it can do, and what it takes to provide this quality of preparation within and across universities and schools.

The seven institutions use distinctive models of preparation: undergraduate models that can be completed in four or four and a half years, five-year models combining undergraduate and graduate preparation in content and pedagogy, and postbaccalaureate models. Some have created professional development school relationships while others organize student teaching more traditionally; some use cohort models while others do not; some attract current or recent college graduates while others attract midcareer recruits into teaching. Together they represent diverse strategies for teacher education serving a range of clientele in different contexts.

The programs also have strong commonalities that are described in the chapters that follow:


	In the remainder of Part One, I lay the groundwork for the discussion of program models by discussing how teacher education matters and why it is enormously difficult (Chapter Two). Chapter Three then presents program overviews and evidence of success.

	The next three chapters, comprising Part Two, describe how these programs organize themselves to impart the knowledge, skills, and practices they value. Chapter Four discusses how they conceptualize the knowledge base for teaching and construct their curriculum, Chapter Five explains how the programs seek to develop and assess this knowledge through performance assessments that connect theory and practice, and Chapter Six illustrates how they construct clinical experiences—tightly interwoven with coursework—that accomplish this.

	Part Three describes how the programs bring it all together: how they help teachers learn to manage the age-old dialectic between subject matter and students (Chapter Seven), teach in ways that promote equity (Chapter Eight), and develop strategies for reaching all learners, including those with learning differences (Chapter Nine).

	The final two chapters (Part Four) address the issues that must be confronted if powerful teacher education is to become the norm, rather than the exception. Chapter Ten examines the change processes these programs have undertaken to strengthen their work and the institutional challenges that must be confronted within universities. Chapter Eleven takes up the broader policy issues affecting teacher education, arguing for a professional policy agenda to support teachers’ access to knowledge and students’ access to well-prepared teachers.




Chapter 2

WHY TEACHER EDUCATION IS IMPORTANT—AND DIFFICULT

Teachers clearly affect student learning. Parents have long known, and researchers have recently confirmed, that a child’s teacher can make a bigger difference to his or her educational success than most other school variables. Studies using value-added student achievement data find that student achievement gains are much more influenced by a student’s assigned teacher than factors such as class size and composition (Sanders and Horn, 1994; Sanders and Rivers, 1996; Wright, Horn, and Sanders, 1997). A recent analysis by Rivkin, Hanushek, and Kain (2000) attributes at least 7 percent of the total variance in test-score gains to differences in teachers. Students who are assigned to a succession of highly effective teachers have significantly greater gains in achievement than those assigned to several ineffective teachers in sequence; the influence of a good or bad teacher affects a student’s learning not only in that year but also in later years (Sanders and Rivers, 1996).

Despite a growing consensus that teachers matter, the role of teacher education in teachers’ effectiveness is a matter of debate. Education schools have been criticized as ineffective in preparing teachers for their work, unresponsive to new demands, remote from practice, or obstacles to the recruitment of bright college students into teaching. President George H. W. Bush’s only education proposal on election in 1988 was to encourage alternative teacher certification that could bypass schools of education. Since 1990, more than forty states have enacted alternate routes to certification to create pathways into teaching other than those provided by traditional undergraduate teacher education programs. Although most of these are university-based and some are carefully structured postbaccalaureate programs, others reduce formal training to only a few weeks. In 1995, Newt Gingrich proposed eliminating teacher certification rules as his major education initiative. In 1999, Chester Finn and the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation issued a manifesto arguing against teacher education requirements as a “barrier” to entering teaching.

Dissatisfaction has been raised from within the profession as well. Over the last two decades, traditional teacher education practices have been critiqued by the Holmes Group of education deans (Holmes Group, 1986) and the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession (1986), along with scholars such as John Goodlad (1990), Ken Howey and Nancy Zimpher (1989), and Ken Zeichner (1993), among others. These voices, however, have urged the redesign of teacher education to strengthen its knowledge base, connections to practice and theory, and capacity to support the development of powerful teaching. These critiques have led to substantive reforms in teacher preparation that are reflected in the programs we studied, as well as many others.

Although debates on these questions have been largely ideological, there is a growing body of empirical evidence about the outcomes of different approaches to teacher education and recruitment. This research suggests that the extent and quality of teacher education matter for teachers’ effectiveness and add significant value to the general knowledge and skills that teachers with a strong subject matter background bring to the classroom. This may be increasingly true as teachers experience greater demands as a result of the expectation that schools teach a much more diverse group of students for much higher standards. Teaching all students for problem solving, invention, and application of knowledge requires teachers with deep and flexible knowledge of subject matter who know how to represent ideas in powerful ways, organize a productive learning process for students who start with different levels and kinds of prior knowledge, assess how and what students are learning, and adapt instruction to different learning approaches. This is no mean feat.

How Teacher Education Matters

Although many people believe that anyone can teach—or, at least, that knowing a subject is enough to allow one to teach it well—the evidence strongly suggests otherwise. Reviews of research conducted since the 1960s have concluded that, even with the admitted shortcomings of current teacher education and licensing, fully prepared and certified teachers are generally better rated and more successful with students (Evertson, Hawley, and Zlotnik, 1985; Ashton and Crocker, 1986; Olsen, 1985; Wilson, Floden, and Ferrini-Mundy, 2001). As Evertson and colleagues concluded in one such review: “The available research suggests that among students who become teachers, those enrolled in formal preservice preparation programs are more likely to be effective than those who do not have such training. Moreover, almost all well planned and executed efforts within teacher preparation programs to teach students specific knowledge or skills seem to succeed, at least in the short run” (Evertson, Hawley, and Zlotnik, 1985, p. 8).

A review commissioned by the U.S. Department of Education, which analyzed fifty-seven studies that met specific research criteria and were published in peer-reviewed journals, found relationships between teacher education and effectiveness in controlled studies across units of analysis and measures of preparation (Wilson, Floden, and Ferrini-Mundy, 2001).

Several aspects of teacher qualifications have been found to bear some relationship to student achievement: (1) general academic and verbal ability, (2) subject matter knowledge, (3) knowledge about teaching and learning as reflected in teacher education courses or preparation experience, (4) teaching experience, and (5) the combined set of qualifications measured by teacher certification, which generally includes the preceding factors. Most state licensure systems now require candidates to earn a minimum grade point average in undergraduate courses or pass tests of academic skills, hold a major or minor in the subject to be taught or pass a test of subject matter knowledge, complete a defined set of teacher education courses and sometimes a test of pedagogical knowledge as well, and complete supervised experience as a student teacher or intern.

Studies using national data and other state data sets have found significant relationships between teacher certification measures and student achievement at the level of the individual teacher (Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, Gatlin, and Heilig, 2005; Goldhaber and Brewer, 2000; Hawk, Coble, and Swanson, 1985); the school (Betts, Rueben, and Danenberg, 2000; Fetler, 1999; Goe, 2002); the school district (Ferguson, 1991; Strauss and Sawyer, 1986); and state (Darling-Hammond, 2000).

Some of these studies have found effects of teacher expertise that match or outweigh the well-known influences of race and family income. For example, Ron Ferguson’s analysis (1991) of Texas school districts found that teachers’ expertise (including scores on a licensing examination measuring basic skills and teaching knowledge, master’s degree, and experience) accounted for more of the interdistrict variation in students’ reading and mathematics achievement in grades one through eleven than student socioeconomic status. The effects were so strong and variations in teacher expertise so great that, after controlling for socioeconomic status, the large disparity in achievement between black and white students was almost entirely accounted for by differences in the qualifications of their teachers. This finding contravenes the common presumption that students’ backgrounds determine their achievement and that school variables make little difference in educational outcomes.

In North Carolina, Strauss and Sawyer (1986) found a similarly strong influence on average school district test performance of teachers’ average score on the National Teacher Examinations that measure subject matter and teaching knowledge. With community wealth and other resources taken into account, teachers’ test scores had a strikingly large effect on student success on the state competency examinations: a 1 percent increase in teacher quality (measured by NTE scores) yielded a 3–5 percent decline in the number of students failing the exam. The authors’ conclusion was similar to Ferguson’s: “Of the inputs which are potentially policy-controllable (teacher quality, teacher numbers via the pupil-teacher ratio and capital stock) our analysis indicates quite clearly that improving the quality of teachers in the classroom will do more for students who are most educationally at risk, those prone to fail, than reducing the class size or improving the capital stock by any reasonable margin which would be available to policy makers” (p. 47).

Other research on teacher certification at the individual teacher level is consistent with these findings. In a comparison group study of 36 middle school mathematics teachers and 826 students in North Carolina, where teachers were matched by years of experience and school setting, Hawk, Coble, and Swanson (1985) found that the students of fully certified mathematics teachers experienced significantly higher gains in achievement than those taught by teachers not certified in mathematics. The differences were greater for algebra classes than general mathematics.

A well-controlled study of high school students’ performance in mathematics and science using data from the National Educational Longitudinal Studies of 1988 (NELS) found that fully certified mathematics teachers have a significant positive impact on student test scores compared to those not certified in their subject area, beyond the positive effect of a degree in mathematics or mathematics education (Goldhaber and Brewer, 2000). A longitudinal study of individual student level data in Houston using similar controls found that elementary school students of certified teachers consistently outperformed those of uncertified teachers over six years on six different tests in reading and mathematics (Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, Gatlin, and Heilig, 2005).

In states such as Texas and California, where licensing systems allow many teachers to enter through backdoor loopholes, the association between certification and teachers’ effectiveness appears to be particularly strong. A recent set of Texas studies (Fuller, 1998, 2000; Alexander and Fuller, 2004) show students in districts, schools, and classrooms with more fully licensed teachers significantly more likely to pass the Texas state achievement tests, after controlling for student socioeconomic status, school wealth, and teacher experience. Three school-level analyses of student test performance in California found a strong negative relationship between average student scores in reading and mathematics and the percentage of teachers on emergency certificates, after controlling for student poverty (Betts, Rueben, and Danenberg, 2000; Fetler, 1999; Goe, 2002).

Studies also show that teacher qualifications are unequally allocated to students by race, income, and location. These unequal distributions are one important source of the achievement gap. In California (see Figure 2.1), Massachusetts, South Carolina, and Texas, for example, state data used in school finance lawsuits between 2000 and 2004 showed elementary school students in high-minority schools three to five times as likely as those in low-minority schools to have teachers without training or certification (Darling-Hammond, 2003, 2004). Even where students in low-income and minority schools are held to the same standards on state reading and math tests to progress from grade to grade or to graduate from high school, the states gave no guarantee that these students would have teachers prepared to teach them to read, understand mathematics, or succeed in other disciplines.


Figure 2.1. Distribution of Underqualified Teachers in California

Source: Shields and others, 2001.
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In California during the late 1990s, a group of schools emerged that might be characterized as “apartheid schools.” These schools, serving exclusively students of color in low-income communities, feature crumbling, overcrowded buildings; no libraries and few materials; old and dilapidated texts so scarce that students have to share them in class and cannot take them out for homework; and a revolving-door teaching force, more than half of which are inexperienced and untrained. Not surprisingly, the correlations between student SES, proportion of emergency credentialed teachers, and test score performance are almost perfect under conditions where resources are allocated so unequally by race and class (Figure 2.2). In the most affected schools, lack of preparation for so many teachers compounds the problems individuals experience, as there are too few knowledgeable teachers to give the curriculum guidance, mentoring, and support that untrained and inexperienced teachers need if they are to learn (Shields and others, 2001).


Figure 2.2. Relationship Among California Elementary School API Scores, Student Socioeconomic Status, and Teacher Qualifications, 2000

Source: Darling-Hammond, 2003.
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Where the Rubber Meets the Road: How Preparation Matters in the Classroom

There is certainly wide variability in the skills and effectiveness of individuals who have received teacher certification, which is merely a proxy for the specific knowledge and skills teachers need. Yet it is striking how much the absence of even the minimal preparation represented by a credential appears to matter, not only in large-scale quantitative studies but also in the experiences of teachers and their students.

In the late 1990s in California, for example, nearly 50 percent of entering teachers did not have a teaching credential, and these teachers were hired in the growing urban districts serving the neediest students. This phenomenon figured prominently in a school equity lawsuit, Williams v. California, which charged that many students were deprived of their basic right to an education by the lack of expertise represented by the flood of underqualified teachers into these schools. In their testimony in that lawsuit, many principals and teachers were forceful in asserting that certification is an important indicator of teaching ability (Darling-Hammond, 2003).

These witnesses described how, in their experience, credentialed teachers “know what to do and require less assistance” and encounter fewer problems with classroom management and teaching strategies. They called credentialing “as important to teaching as a driver’s license is to driving a car” and “as essential as such training is to the qualifications of a dentist.” As one principal noted, “I think a lot of people think they can be a teacher because they’ve gone to school, and I don’t necessarily think that that is a fact. For a person to come to the educational setting, they need to be armed, if you will, with various strategies that they are going to use in the classroom. . . . So I would like to see future teachers truly have a year of methodology classes and observation and student teaching under a quality master teacher where they can try things . . . [and] effectively evaluate what [they] are doing” (cited in Darling-Hammond, 2003).

Friedlaender and Frenkel (2002) observed in their study of seventeen hard-to-staff California schools that “school and district officials consider credentialed teachers to be a ‘valued commodity’ and quickly hired the best qualified credentialed teachers” (p. 8). Uncredentialed teachers they interviewed often commented on their own lack of preparation. At one school, the researchers wrote of three uncredentialed teachers they interviewed:

All three teachers asserted that they did not feel adequately prepared to teach in their current teaching assignment. They agreed that they had a difficult time with curriculum development and implementation as well as classroom management. All three teachers ascribed their inadequacy to the fact that they had not participated in a formal teacher education program before entering the profession. . . . All of the teachers also spoke extensively about the fact that most of their students are English learners. The teachers agreed that they were not adequately trained to teach this population of students. They also seemed to resent the fact that the students and their families are not proficient in English because it creates “double the workload” for them as they planned instruction and carried out the required assessment measures [Williams v. California, Malabed Deposition, v.2, 308:19–309:17].

Teachers deposed for the lawsuit described how teaching alongside uncredentialed teachers is a problem not only for these novices without training, but also for prepared teachers who must deal with the spillover effects of the lower levels of competence untrained teachers possess:

[One teacher] was considering a career change and came in and taught our special ed class for a year. During the time she was in that class, she was taking one or two courses out at (State College) to get her credential in teaching special ed, but she wasn’t technically qualified and there was no one on the site who was able to advise her or train her or support her appropriately. She had a pretty miserable year and she admitted candidly to many of us that she felt underqualified, sometimes unqualified, and absolutely did not know what she was doing in there. You could tell she was very stressed and very strained. As a peer, it was hard to watch her and it was hard to watch her kids function in the room with somebody who was not experienced and qualified [Williams v. California, Malabed Deposition, v.2, 308:19–309:17].

It was a topic that was . . . discussed at the lunch table about the fact we had a class that had had so many substitutes and had had an uncredentialed teacher who was not able to handle the situation and ended up not returning and the kids were going to struggle and that the . . . teachers who received them the next year would probably have a difficult time with those students because of what they had been through the prior year [Williams v. California, Salyer Deposition, v.1, 167:21–168:15].

In addition to many principals who explained why they seek to hire credentialed teachers who know how to manage classes and plan curriculum, many experienced teachers described the difference between the skills of credentialed and uncredentialed teachers they worked with, citing specific teacher education courses and strategies that they saw as essential, particularly with respect to teaching students with learning needs or language needs who flounder or misbehave if they are not skillfully supported.

Teachers who entered teaching without preparation provided the most eloquent assessment of what they learn from a teacher education program, as this recruit, who entered teaching on an emergency credential and later attended a high-quality preparation program, explained:

I believe that emergency-credentialed teachers, generally speaking, are not going into classrooms with enough tools, nor are they going in with appropriate lenses for looking at the classroom [Williams v. California, Medina Deposition, v.2, 383:3–20].

The best way to do this is to compare myself as a teacher now and myself as a teacher back then. Upon entering . . . my teacher-credentialing program, I’ve gained a lot of tools how to better address students’ needs. As an uncredentialed teacher, I was not aware that I should take literacy into a large consideration into their education. As an uncredentialed teacher, I wasn’t emphasizing reading as a skill as the very backbone of communication to my students. As an uncredentialed teacher, I didn’t have tools for discipline. I didn’t have tools for what good discipline is and what bad discipline looks like. I wasn’t taking into consideration the long-term effects of how my classroom policies shifted. As an uncredentialed teacher, I didn’t have great record-keeping skills. As an uncredentialed teacher, I had no idea how students were developing biologically, socially during this high time of change. As an uncredentialed teacher, I hadn’t looked at or I hadn’t compared formally what good teaching looks like and what bad teaching looks like and I’ve since done so, looking at teachers internationally and just across the state. I didn’t have the tools. I wasn’t thinking about multiple representations. I wasn’t thinking about multiple intelligences. I wasn’t thinking about equity. I wasn’t thinking about gender equity, racial equity while I was teaching and all of these things really stem from my experience in my credential program and so with these lenses, I’m better able to serve my students. But before those lenses were available to me, I don’t think I was doing an adequate job. . . . [Williams v. California, Medina Deposition, v.2, 375:17–377:6].

The Debate About Which Aspects of Teacher Knowledge Matter

Much of the debate over teacher quality has been about whether general academic ability and strong subject matter knowledge are sufficient background for effective teaching and whether pedagogical preparation—in learning and development, teaching strategies, curriculum, and assessment—is crucial for teacher success or a barrier to entry. Opponents of preparation requirements often note that if Albert Einstein (or any other noted intellect or public official) wanted to teach in a public school, he would not be able to do so, because of credentialing requirements. Those who think this statement is prima facie evidence that certification requirements are misguided assume that anyone as smart as Einstein could indeed effectively teach a classroom of thirty squirrelly students of diverse abilities. But could he?

IS SMART ENOUGH?

Some proponents of eliminating pedagogical requirements argue that selecting teachers who score high on tests of general ability would produce a more effective teaching force. As the previously mentioned secretary’s report on teacher quality asserted, “Rigorous research indicates that verbal ability and content knowledge are the most important attributes of highly qualified teachers” (U.S. Department of Education, 2002, p. 19). This statement, however, is not grounded in research. Although there is research that finds relationships between student achievement and some measures of verbal ability and content knowledge, there is no evidence that these areas of knowledge are more consequential to student achievement than knowledge of teaching.

The problem with this argument is that studies that look at one side of the question rarely look simultaneously at the other. For example, measures of general academic and verbal ability have been most readily available in large data sets since the 1960s, and a number of studies have suggested that these general teacher abilities are related to student achievement (Bowles and Levin, 1968; Coleman and others, 1966; Hanushek, 1971, 1992; Ferguson and Ladd, 1996). In addition, some researchers have found a relationship between the selectivity of the college a teacher attended and students’ achievement (Ehrenberg and Brewer, 1994).

Critics of teacher education point to these studies as evidence that verbal ability is the most important predictor of teacher effectiveness (Walsh, 2001). However, the datasets used did not include other measures of teacher knowledge and skill. Economist Richard Murnane (1983) pointed out twenty years ago that evidence on the influence of verbal ability was partly a function of the fact that standardized test scores were one of the few variables about teachers available in large-scale databases at that time, which did not include good measures of teacher education. He noted: “Clearly one should not interpret these results as indicating that intellectual ability should be the sole criterion used in recruiting teachers or that formal teacher training cannot make a difference. In fact, the lack of evidence supporting formal pre-service training as a source of competence may be to some extent a result of limitations in the available data” (p. 565).

It is incorrect to infer from these studies that verbal ability trumps preparation as a predictor of effectiveness. More recent data sets that include measures of other kinds of teaching knowledge, including knowledge of content and pedagogy, find that they are significant contributors to teacher effectiveness.

Several studies have sought to examine these questions by looking at the effectiveness of teachers recruited through Teach for America (TFA)—many of whom are from selective universities—who receive a few weeks of training before they begin teaching. The program is often seen as an existence proof for the argument that bright, committed individuals can teach successfully without formal teacher training. For example, Raymond, Fletcher, and Luque (2001), who conducted one study of the program, suggest that “TFA corps members are an admittedly select group of college graduates, culled from the finest universities and often performing near the top of their class. . . . It’s possible that traditional certification programs and pedagogical training are less necessary for them than they are for the typical teacher” (p. 68).

Their study did not examine the results of preparation or certification. It found that TFA recruits’ students achieved learning gains comparable to or better than those of other beginning teachers in similar schools on the state TAAS tests; however, the other teachers were also largely untrained and uncertified. This study and another comparing TFA recruits to the largely unprepared teachers in their schools (Decker, Mayer, and Glazerman, 2004) also found that the students taught by these underqualified teachers—almost exclusively low-income and minority students in inner-city schools—made little progress in achievement under the teachers they were assigned, whether TFA recruits or not. A competing study using a matched comparison design found that students of uncertified teachers in Arizona (including TFA teachers) did significantly less well than those of comparably experienced certified teachers on mathematics, reading, and language arts tests (Laczko-Kerr and Berliner, 2002). However, that study did not control for prior student achievement.

When teachers’ certification for teaching is considered and students’ prior achievement is controlled, the answer is much clearer. A replication of the Raymond, Fletcher, and Luque study confirmed that uncertified TFA recruits in Houston were significantly less effective than certified teachers and performed about as well as other uncertified teachers with comparable experience in similar settings. TFA recruits who became certified after two or three years did about as well as other comparably experienced certified teachers in supporting student learning gains. As with other teachers, the effectiveness of these bright young recruits depended substantially on their preparation for teaching (Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, Gatlin, and Heilig, 2005).

General academic ability is helpful and important but insufficient by itself for knowing how to teach students who may struggle to learn. While well-educated people may have the advantage of having had some good teachers whom they can seek to emulate in their own classrooms, the underlying work of teaching is typically invisible to students. What looks easy from the students’ vantage point—giving gripping lectures, holding scintillating discussion, assigning challenging tasks, providing insightful feedback—is a function of behind-the-scenes planning, resting on many bodies of knowledge about learning, curriculum, and teaching. It may even be that the problem of not knowing how to support student learning is exacerbated for highly able teachers without training, because they have always learned easily themselves and have few referents in their personal experience regarding how many young people struggle to learn and what might be done to help them. A young TFA recruit who left teaching but later entered a preparation program described this phenomenon poignantly: “I felt very troubled about going into an elementary classroom having had six weeks [of training]. I didn’t even know where to start. I was unprepared to deal with every aspect. . . . I had a lot of kids who were frustrated and I was frustrated because I wanted to help them and didn’t have the training to do that.”

Said another first-year TFA dropout who later went to medical school:

I could maybe have done a bad job at a suburban high school. I stood to do an awful job at a school where you needed to have special skills. I just didn’t have the tools, and I didn’t even know I needed them before I went in. I felt like, “OK, I did the workshops; I know science; and I care about these kids.” You know, I had the motivation to help, but I didn’t have the skill. It’s sort of like wanting to fix someone’s car and not having any idea how to fix a car. I wasn’t equipped to deal with it, and I had no idea.

HOW MUCH DOES KNOWING THE SUBJECT MATTER?

A similar debate pits subject matter versus pedagogical knowledge as to their relative value in teacher training. The zero-sum logic that has often characterized this debate is in part a function of the short time typically allocated for training teachers, which has made many wonder whether solid training in both can be accomplished in the time available.

A fair reading of the research concludes that teachers’ subject matter knowledge and knowledge of teaching and learning actually appear to interact in determining teacher effectiveness. In separate reviews of research, Ashton and Crocker (1986, 1987) and Evertson, Hawley, and Zlotnik (1985) reported positive effects of subject matter background and teachers’ formal education training on supervisory ratings and student learning. Byrne (1983) summarized the results of thirty studies examining the relationship between student achievement and teachers’ subject matter knowledge, measured either by a subject knowledge test (standardized or researcher-constructed) or number of college courses taken in the subject area. Among these studies, seventeen showed a positive relationship. Byrne noted that many of the “no relationship” studies had so little variability in the teacher knowledge measure that insignificant findings were almost inevitable. In addition, Byrne suggests that the positive effect is likely mediated by knowledge of how to teach the subject to various kinds of students: “It is surely plausible to suggest that insofar as a teacher’s knowledge provides the basis for his or her effectiveness, the most relevant knowledge will be that which concerns the particular topic being taught and the relevant pedagogical strategies for teaching it to the particular types of pupils to whom it will be taught. If the teacher is to teach fractions, then it is knowledge of fractions and perhaps of closely associated topics which is of major importance. . . . Similarly, knowledge of teaching strategies relevant to teaching fractions will be important” (p. 14).

The importance of subject matter knowledge and the additional influence of teaching knowledge and skill are suggested in other research. Goldhaber and Brewer (2000) found positive effects of teachers’ subject-matter degrees in mathematics or mathematics education and strong influences of teacher certification on student achievement, with certification having an even stronger influence than a major or minor in the field taught. They report:

We find that the type (standard, emergency, etc.) of certification a teacher holds is an important determinant of student outcomes. In mathematics, we find that students of teachers who are either not certified in their subject . . . or hold a private school certification do less well than students whose teachers hold a standard, probationary, or emergency certification in math. Roughly speaking, having a teacher with a standard certification in mathematics rather than a private school certification or a certification out of subject results in at least a 1.3 point increase in the mathematics test. This is equivalent to about 10% of the standard deviation on the 12th-grade test, a little more than the impact of having a teacher with a BA and MA in mathematics. Though the effects are not as strong in magnitude or statistical significance, the pattern of results in science mimics that in mathematics [p. 139; emphasis added].

Finding a large effect of certification status even after controlling for teachers’ experience and a subject matter degrees (an element of certification in most states) suggests that what teachers learn about teaching in a preparation program adds to what they gain from a strong content background and classroom experience.

Monk (1994) obtained similar findings when he looked at teachers’ coursework in content and pedagogy in his analysis of data for 2,829 students from the Longitudinal Study of American Youth (LSAY). Teachers’ content preparation, measured by subject field coursework, was usually positively related to student achievement in mathematics and science. In mathematics, teachers’ subject matter courses showed diminishing returns above a threshold level (about five courses). In addition, teacher education coursework (e.g., mathematics or science methods courses) had a positive effect on student learning at each grade level in both fields; in mathematics such courses sometimes had “more powerful effects than additional preparation in the content area” (p. 142). Monk concluded that “a good grasp of one’s subject area is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for effective teaching” (p. 142).

Monk’s findings appear to suggest that subject matter knowledge influences teacher effectiveness up to some level of basic competence but less so thereafter. Begle and Geeslin (1972) also found in their review of research on mathematics teaching that the absolute number of course credits in mathematics was related to teacher performance but not linearly so. It makes sense that knowledge of the material to be taught is essential to good teaching, but also that returns to subject matter expertise might grow smaller beyond some level that exceeds the demands of the curriculum being taught. Like Monk, Begle (1979) found in his review of findings of the National Longitudinal Study of Mathematical Abilities that the number of credits a teacher had in mathematics methods courses was an even stronger correlate of student performance than was the number of credits in mathematics courses.

The strength of the relationship between subject matter knowledge and student performance may also depend on the level of the content being taught. In a multilevel analysis of the LSAY, Monk and King (1994) found small influences of teacher content background on student performance in science and mathematics; the effect of teachers’ subject matter background differed for high- and low-achieving students and by grade level.

Similarly, in a review of sixty-five studies of science teachers’ characteristics and behaviors, Druva and Anderson (1983) found students’ science achievement was positively related to teachers’ background in both science coursework and education, with the former showing a stronger relationship to student achievement in higher-level science courses, and the amount of education coursework showing a significant correlation with ratings of teacher effectiveness. Hawk, Coble, and Swanson (1985) also found the effect of having a fully certified teacher in mathematics—one with strong background in the content and knowledge of teaching methods in the subject—greater for algebra courses than for general mathematics courses. Mandeville and Liu (1997) found that teachers’ specialized training in mathematics was a more important predictor of seventh grade students’ math performance on high-level mathematics problems than on low-level problems. It seems logical that teachers need more subject matter knowledge to teach more complex aspects of the content area.

Using data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress, Wenglinsky (2000, 2002) examined the relationships among teacher training, teaching practices, and student achievement, controlling for student characteristics and other school inputs. He found that eighth grade students did better on the NAEP mathematics assessments if they had teachers with a major or minor in mathematics or mathematics education, more professional training in how to work with diverse student populations (a combined measure of training in cultural diversity, teaching limited-English-proficient students, and teaching students with special needs), more training in how to develop higher-order thinking skills, and who engaged in hands-on learning emphasizing higher-order thinking. Similarly, students did better on the NAEP science assessments when they had teachers who majored in science or science education, who had more training in developing laboratory skills, and who engaged in hands-on learning. The measures of professional training in this study included both preservice coursework and in-service training.

Finally, a recent study conducted by the International Reading Association found that new teacher graduates of eight programs featuring strong preparation for the teaching of reading typically produced larger achievement gains for their students than other novice teachers did.

One lesson of this body of research is that teachers are more effective when they understand how to make subject matter accessible to learners by joining their understanding of a specific domain—such as reading, mathematics, or science—to their understanding of how students learn in that domain. Knowing how students understand (and sometimes misunderstand) particular subjects and having a repertoire of strategies to help students engage ideas central to the discipline is at the core of pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1987; Grossman and Schoenfeld, 2005). The subject does matter centrally for teachers not only in its own right as the grist for teaching but also as the context for developing understanding of teaching that enables learning.

The Dilemmas of Teacher Education

This research suggests that the kind of teacher education matters. For all the evidence that teachers benefit from learning about their craft, it is also true that many teachers feel underprepared for the real challenges they face in their work. Indeed, one survey of three thousand beginning teachers in New York City found they varied widely in how well prepared they felt for teaching (Darling-Hammond, Chung, and Frelow, 2002). Those who entered without training or through an alternative route felt least well prepared, but feelings of preparedness for the tasks of teaching also varied among graduates of different teacher education programs, from just adequate to extremely well prepared.

Developing teacher education that consistently and powerfully influences practice is not an easy matter. Virtually all scholars of professional preparation note the difficulty of helping individuals learn the ways of thinking and acting required by a profession (how to “think like a doctor” or “reason like a lawyer”) and then translating those diagnostic and analytic abilities into concrete actions in situations that are nonroutine and require quick but complex judgments and hands-on skills. Professional education must also help clients assume the ethical responsibilities and moral dispositions all professions require—to make decisions in the best interest of the client, acquire new knowledge to help those being served, and seek new solutions when efforts do not succeed.

These complexities pose a challenge to every profession, but teaching may be even more complex than law, medicine, or engineering. Rather than serving one client at a time, teachers work with groups of twenty-five to thirty at once, each with unique needs and proclivities. Teachers must balance these variables, along with a multitude of sometimes competing goals, and negotiate the demands of the content matter along with individual and group needs. They must draw on many kinds of knowledge—of learning and development, social contexts and culture, language and expression, curriculum and teaching—and integrate what they know to create engaging tasks and solve learning problems for a range of students who learn differently. They must balance the often conflicting desires of school boards, legislators, parents, administrators, colleagues, and students, creating a coherent community within which both learning and social growth can occur. Further, the problem of learning to teach is complicated by the common experience virtually all adults have had of school, which creates strong views among prospective teachers and members of the community alike about what school and teaching are “supposed” to be.

Three Problems in Learning to Teach

Learning to teach—like learning to practice any profession—is no simple matter. In fact, there are some special, perennial challenges in learning to teach. Three in particular stand out. First, learning to teach requires new teachers to understand teaching in ways quite different from their own experience as students. Lortie (1975) called this problem “the apprenticeship of observation,” referring to the learning that takes place by virtue of being a student for twelve or more years in traditional classroom settings. Second, learning to teach requires that new teachers not only learn to “think like a teacher” but also to “act like a teacher”—what Mary Kennedy (1999) terms “the problem of enactment.” Teachers need to do a wide variety of things, many of them simultaneously. Finally, learning to teach requires new teachers to understand and respond to the dense and multifaceted nature of the classroom, juggling multiple academic and social goals that set up trade-offs from moment to moment and day to day (Jackson, 1974). They must learn to deal with this “problem of complexity,” which derives from the nonroutine and constantly changing nature of teaching and learning in groups.

The Problem of the “Apprenticeship of Observation”

A significant challenge teachers face is that they enter teaching having already had years of experience in schools. Although this prior experience of schools and teaching can be an important source of motivation for teachers, as an “apprenticeship” it has important limits: “Students do not receive invitations to watch the teacher’s performance through the wings; they are not privy to the teacher’s private intentions and personal reflections on classroom events. Students rarely participate in selecting goals, making preparations or postmortem analysis. Thus they are not pressed to place the teacher’s actions in a pedagogically oriented framework” (Lortie, 1975, p. 62).

Indeed, Lortie concludes that such experiences often lead to a “widespread idea that ‘anyone can teach’”; meanwhile, the limited vantage point of the student results not in acquisition of professional knowledge but in a tendency to imitate superficial aspects of teaching. Munby, Russell, and Martin (2001) add that even when observing good teaching or experiencing it for oneself, one cannot easily glean a deep understanding of the complexity of the work: “Good teaching tends to reinforce the view that teaching is effortless because the knowledge and experience supporting it are invisible to those taught. Good teaching looks like the ordering and deployment of skills, so learning to teach looks like acquiring the skills” (p. 887).

Therefore individuals often enter teaching assuming they know how to teach and believing all that is required are a few strategies, skills, and some technical routines. Furthermore, many people enter teaching with a conception of learning as the simple and rather mechanistic “transfer” of information (Feiman-Nemser and Buchmann, 1989). Preconceptions that teaching is only about transmission make it difficult to prepare teachers to teach in ways that are compatible with what we now know about how people learn (Bransford, Brown, and Cocking, 1999). These more successful methods often differ fundamentally from how student teachers were taught, and sometimes from how the teacher educators themselves learned as students (Borko and Mayfield, 1995). Even more difficult, teacher educators often find themselves trying to develop modes of teaching that are dramatically different from the classrooms in which student teaching occurs (Bramald, Hardman, and Leat, 1995).

Many other beliefs preservice teachers tend to bring to their classrooms hold unexamined assumptions that must be made explicit and explored. These include beliefs that good teaching rests primarily on personality factors (such as caring), teaching styles, and concern for individual children, with little appreciation of the role of social context, subject matter, or pedagogical knowledge (Paine, 1990). If these beliefs are not explicitly addressed, prospective teachers may never learn to incorporate other kinds of knowledge or develop needed skills (Richardson and Placier, 2001).

Countering this apprenticeship of observation and the accompanying naïve beliefs about teaching may be one of the most powerful challenges in learning to teach. To confront this challenge, some teacher educators have reframed their approach to surface and build on the ideas that prospective teachers bring with them. Indeed, Wideen and colleagues (1998) note that while these beliefs are often considered by teacher educators to be problematic misconceptions, an alternative perspective is to treat them as prior knowledge that must be built on, challenged, or deepened.

The Problem of Enactment

A second challenge teacher educators and novice teachers face is the problem of enactment. This problem often surfaces in complaints that teacher education is too theoretical, by which teachers often mean they have not learned about concrete tools and practices that let them put into action the ideas they have encountered. Teachers-in-training must not only understand how people learn and what teaching strategies may help them; they must also learn to present information clearly, lead discussions that really get at the ideas under study, manage discourse of many kinds, organize groups for learning and give them useful tasks they can do, manage student behavior, weigh difficult dilemmas and make quick decisions, plan well and alter plans for unforeseen circumstances, respond to children, and respond to questions about the material they are teaching.

Some might describe this kind of learning as being able to “apply” knowledge to practice; others suggest that separating theory from practice, even intellectually, creates a false dichotomy. Indeed, Schön (1983) has argued that there are some kinds of professions—including teaching—in which theory is embedded in and inseparable from practice. Learning how to think and act in ways that achieve one’s intentions is difficult, particularly if knowledge is embedded in the practice itself. For example, information about what ideas students have developed about a topic, how they understand or misunderstand the material being taught, and how each learns best emerges in the actual work of teaching—and guides the planning and instruction that follows. How strategies work with this or that group of students, as well as individuals, also emerges in the course of enacting plans and cannot be fully known ahead of time in the abstract.

Kennedy (1999) attributes the problem of enactment in part to the prior knowledge novices bring from their apprenticeship of observation. She points out that many concepts that educators are interested in helping preservice teachers understand (such as cooperative learning, assessment, or diversity) are things most people already have experience with through their own lengthy schooling. Teacher educators hope to help new teachers develop practical skills tied to a theoretically based understanding of these ideas, but preservice teachers already have clear ideas about these concepts that may interfere with or contradict what they learn in their preservice program. For example, prospective teachers may have participated in successful or unsuccessful group work and have views or strong beliefs about collaborative learning. However, they might not know that effective collaboration requires tasks or problems that actually demand diverse perspectives, allocation of time for making sufficient progress, scaffolding of critical skills, and so forth (Brown and Campione, 1996; Cohen and Lotan, 1995). Whether they experienced unguided, poorly planned group work or well-designed collaborative tasks, they may not know what elements made the experience more or less productive.

Novices bring their own frames of reference to the ideas they encounter in teacher education; these may be incompatible with the approaches they are learning about in their coursework and clinical work. In addition, such concepts can be associated with a range of behaviors and, in fitting concepts into what they imagine or have seen before, beginning teachers may enact certain ideals about practice differently from what their preservice program hopes or intends. This is particularly likely if they have no chance to engage in a strong clinical experience where critical concepts are modeled in practice and deconstructed for further study and understanding. Furthermore, individual practices, even when observed and rehearsed, must still be bundled intricately together to accomplish the many goals of teaching.

The Problem of Complexity

A third challenge in learning to teach is that teaching is an incredibly complex and demanding task (Lampert, 2001; McDonald, 1992). As McDonald explains, “Real teaching happens within a wild triangle of relations—among teacher, students, subject—and the points of this triangle shift continuously. What shall I teach amid all that I should teach? How can I grasp it myself so that my grasping might enable theirs? What are they thinking and feeling—toward me, toward each other, toward the thing I am trying to teach? How near should I come, how far off should I stay? How much clutch, how much gas?” (p. 1).

Lampert elaborates on this complexity:

One reason teaching is a complex practice is that many of the problems a teacher must address to get students to learn occur simultaneously, not one after another. Because of this simultaneity, several different problems must be addressed in a single action. And a teacher’s actions are not taken independently; there are interactions with students, individually and as a group. A teacher acts in different social arrangements in the same time frame. A teacher also acts in different time frames and at different levels of ideas with individuals, groups and the class to make each lesson coherent, to link one lesson to another, and to cover a curriculum over the course of a year. . . .

When I am teaching fifth-grade mathematics, for example, I teach a mathematical idea or procedure to a student while also teaching that student to be civil to classmates and to me, to complete the tasks assigned, and to think of himself and herself and everyone else in the class as capable of learning, no matter what their gender, race or parents’ income. As I work to get students to learn something like “improper fractions,” I know I will also need to be teaching them the meaning of division, how division relates to other operations, and the nature of our number system. While I take action to get some particular content to be studied by a particular student in a particular moment, I simultaneously have to do the work of engaging all of the students in my class in the lesson as a whole, even as I am paying different kinds of attention to groups of students with diverse characteristics. And I need to act in a way that preserves my potential to keep acting productively day after day, throughout the year [Lampert, 2001, p. 2].

Lampert’s account of multiple considerations shaping her teaching of fifth-grade mathematics suggests at least four elements of complexity:


1. Teaching is never routine. The “wild triangle” to which McDonald refers is constantly shifting; teachers must cope with changing situations, learning needs, challenges, questions, and dilemmas.

2. Teaching has multiple goals that must be addressed simultaneously. At the same time Lampert is teaching content, she is teaching social and intellectual development, paying attention to children’s individual needs.

3. Teaching is done in relationship to diverse groups of students who differ in cultural background and prior experience as well as learning needs, strengths, areas of challenge, and range of abilities.

4. Teaching requires multiple kinds of knowledge to be integrated. For instance, to advance the learning of all their students, teachers must constantly integrate their knowledge of child development; subject matter; group interaction; students’ cultures and backgrounds; and their particular students’ interests, needs, and strengths.



In sum, helping new teachers appreciate the multidimensionality and simultaneity of teaching (Jackson, 1974) is clearly no easy task.

Two other things make effective teaching more complex than ever before. First, because the mission of contemporary schools is to prepare a diverse set of students for highly ambitious learning, teachers must learn to enact a more complicated kind of teaching than in the past. They must be guided by curriculum goals that prepare students to think critically and perform at high levels, but they cannot achieve these goals by teaching a standardized curriculum. Teaching for deep understanding requires open-ended tasks and student-initiated inquiries whose course cannot be fully scripted; teachers must elicit and follow students’ thinking and manage an active learning process that goes beyond direct transmission of facts and information to development of analytic skills and performance abilities. While being clear on the curriculum goals to be taught, teachers must also respond to the needs, backgrounds, and experiences of students themselves, combining relevance with rigor in their teaching.

Thus teachers must learn how to maintain a healthy dialectic between the goals of teaching subject matter toward a common set of curriculum objectives and teaching students in ways that attend to their diverse interests, abilities, starting points, and pathways. This is like simultaneously pursuing both sides of a double helix that repeatedly intertwines and separates and intertwines again: the teacher bends the curriculum toward the students by making connections and adaptations and then nudges students toward the curriculum by scaffolding and motivating their learning. Attending to the demands of the curriculum and the needs of the child without losing sight of either requires deep understanding of subject matter and students, and the potential for connections between the two. Doing this when the curriculum presses for deep understanding rather than rote recognition and recall adds to the challenge by requiring flexible content knowledge and a process of teaching that combines direct instruction with skillfully constructed problem solving that helps students develop strategies for independent learning and apply what they are learning to novel situations. Learning to teach for this kind of practice is far from formulaic. The teacher must develop analytic skills that allow her both to investigate curriculum to understand its demands and study students to understand their needs.

Lastly, teaching for this new educational mission is more complex today because teacher educators must prepare teachers for schooling as it should be, while enabling them to cope with schooling as it is.

Common Components of Powerful Teacher Education

How do strong programs of teacher preparation confront these and other problems of learning to teach? Our research on seven distinctive programs demonstrates that there is no cookie-cutter approach to excellence. Nonetheless, though they conduct their work differently we found that the programs had many common features (explored in the chapters to come):


	A common, clear vision of good teaching permeates all course-work and clinical experiences.

	Well-defined standards of practice and performance are used to guide and evaluate coursework and clinical work.

	Curriculum is grounded in knowledge of child and adolescent development, learning, social contexts, and subject matter pedagogy, taught in the context of practice.

	Extended clinical experiences are carefully developed to support the ideas and practices presented in simultaneous, closely interwoven coursework.

	Explicit strategies help students (1) confront their own deep-seated beliefs and assumptions about learning and students and (2) learn about the experiences of people different from themselves.

	Strong relationships, common knowledge, and shared beliefs link school- and university-based faculty.

	Case study methods, teacher research, performance assessments, and portfolio evaluation apply learning to real problems of practice.



These features help the programs productively confront many core dilemmas of teacher education: the strong influence of the apprenticeship of observation candidates bring with them from their years as students in elementary and secondary school, the presumed divide between theory and practice, the limitations of personal and cultural perspectives each person brings to the task of teaching, and the difficult process of helping people learn to enact their intentions in complex settings.

In what follows, we discuss these program features and illustrate what difference they make in the lives of teachers and children.
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