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DR. GAIL SHROYER:  Good morning.  It’s a pleasure and it’s also a challenge because what I’m going to try to do in basically the next 20 minutes is condense what I’ve been working on for the past 20 years as a teacher educator.  [See Slide 1]  And so, to begin with, the charge that I was given is to talk about what makes those high quality math and science teacher education programs.  And to start that I thought I would begin by saying that as a teacher educator for the past 20 years, probably the greatest challenge that I face is the conception that seems to be fairly widespread that teaching is an easy-to-learn task.  I think most people assume that anyone can be a teacher, and therefore it doesn’t take much to prepare teachers.


[See Slide 2]  Really contrary to this perception, I believe that teaching is the most complex profession, it’s the most challenging profession that we have, and I also believe that preparing teachers consequently is the most challenging task that our nation faces.  


In the sense of the biggest overview of what it is that we need to do to prepare good math and science teachers, it can be really summarized into a deep understanding of essential concepts and processes of science and math.  I know you talked about this a lot.  That’s easier said than done.  We’re not just talking about taking a few courses, we’re not talking about superficial coverage, we’re talking about a really deep understanding of the nature of science and math and what it means to do science and math.  Also, the importance of understanding the belief skills which lead to pedagogical content knowledge.  That’s the knowledge that teachers must have of the students, of the curriculum, of assessment, of teaching, really how to teach so that children can understand math and science.  


And the last one is reflective and analytical practice within the real context of school.  This is the way teachers continually improve their practice, find out what works, modify so that they can continue to grow.  Basically, what we’ve done in teacher education is we’ve summarized these areas into what’s been referred to as what teachers should know and be able to do.  I would say, therefore, teacher preparation is as simple as this, but it’s also as complex as this.  What I would like to bring to you today is really a message, probably three messages, and I’m going to try to use a bit of a story to go along with that.


But the first message is the complexity of teacher education.  I think that most people would agree we’re not achieving our goal in most colleges of education, and yet a lot of the solutions that we come up with are simple solutions.  Complex problems mean you need complex solutions, and I don’t think there’s an easy remedy to that.   


The second message that I would like to bring to you today is that we have to develop a national consensus regarding what it is that we believe teachers should know and be able to do, that that consensus, that criteria of what makes a good teacher should then be used to accredit our schools of education and to credential or license our teachers, and that all teachers should be licensed and all colleges of teacher education should be accredited. 


Then I believe that the next important message is that we need collaboration to achieve those goals, and we need to support all of the people that are trying to collaborate to achieve these schools.  So what I’m going to try to do to talk about this message is to give you this, a scenario of the vision of where we’d like to be, and then the reality of where we are now, to get a sense of where we need to move from the reality to the vision.  I want to start by saying that obviously we already, as was mentioned by Senator Glenn, we already have many, many wonderful programs of teacher education.  But I would say that in many cases, we haven’t unified all the visions that I’m going to talk about today in one particular program and, in some programs, we probably don’t have much of the vision at all.  


[See Slide 4]  The first one that I would start with is what I had just mentioned before, and that is that high quality programs have established criteria regarding what teachers should know and be able to do, and these should be based on performance-based standards.  We already have standards such as this.  NCATE is the accrediting agency for teacher education.  NCATE is currently in the process of creating performance-based standards for teacher education.  INTASC --  I don’t know if you’re familiar with INTASC yet at this point, but INTASC is the Interstate Task force on Assessment and Support Consortium for new teachers.  And INTASC not only has developed criteria for what teachers should know and be able to do but they’re in the process of developing portfolio assistance so that you can go through and you can, you can use the materials they’re coming up to, to determine if teachers have the knowledge and skills necessarily to be good teachers.

The reality we know, that elementary teachers frequently lack deep understanding of content, secondary teachers frequently lack the understanding of teaching and learning, and most teachers that are surveyed say they feel unprepared to meet the educational needs of diverse learners.  Program expectations for teacher education in the past were usually described in terms of required courses rather than the demonstrated knowledge and skills.  In other words, we focus on what we put into the system rather than what was coming out of the system.  And even though we’re developing performance-based accreditation standards currently, many schools of education choose not to go through this accreditation process.  So that starts our first task for us.


[See Slide  5]  A second major consideration is that high quality programs enhance teaching proficiency across time through a continuous series of developmentally appropriate yet rigorous courses and field experiences.  What we know we have right now is that we have a collection oftentimes of disjointed courses and field experiences, what some people call a hodgepodge of courses and field experiences.  And that we know if you look across our nation’s colleges of education, what you see is considerable variation in terms of program requirements, the quantity, quality and sequence of those courses and field experiences.  


Even when we talk about five-year programs versus fifth-year programs, there’s a tremendous difference.  Five-year programs are designed to be programs where for the first four years students are taking their content along with methods courses and field experiences, and then the fifth year they go out and are part of an internship for a year.  A fifth-year program, even though it sounds very similar, is actually based on taking all the content in the first four years and then going out and getting all the education courses in one year.  So those are very different programs.  


Oftentimes what you see is a recommendation to increase the number of required courses.  One of the recommendations, for example, is that elementary teachers should all have a minimum of three courses of mathematics, and a minimum of four courses in science.  But I would say that it depends on how those courses are taught and it depends on what those courses are.  At Kansas State, for example, we originally developed -- we had one course in math for elementary teachers.  Everyone knew that that was ludicrous.  We moved to having three classes that were specifically designed for elementary teachers and I think we were doing a much better job.  Then our state, for example, recommended that all teachers needed a course in algebra.  So we dropped one of the courses that we had specifically designed for elementary teachers and instead put in its place an algebra class.  I would not say we have the same quality of understanding of mathematics in our teachers now as we had before.  So simply saying that we’re going to recommend more doesn’t really solve the problem.  


[See Slide 6]  What we really need is we need to be modeling in our content, methods courses, and field experiences a wide variety of effective teaching and assessment strategies.  In other words, we need to be practicing what we preach with our students.  Instead, what we find in a lot of college courses is that we practice what we preach our students not to do.  And that is that most introductory college courses, because they have to meet the demands of all different majors, all the different students that might be taking a particular course are basically lecture-based and cover a vast amount of information in a short time frame, few opportunities really to engage in discourse, scholarship, inquiry, active research and deep understanding.  These are all the things that we say we want our future teachers to be able to do, but how can they do them when they’ve never had it modeled for them themselves?  


And this is a particular challenge at the elementary level because most elementary teachers take only introductory courses.  So all they are doing is accumulating all of this introductory knowledge where they haven’t had the modeling that we would like to see them practice then in their own classrooms.


[See Slide 7]  So, how can we move towards having the modeling that we need, how can we move towards having some of the -- some consensus about what it is that teachers should know and be able to do, and also a consensus on how we should teach that knowledge, those knowledge and skills to students is that we need collaboration.  This is particularly important, this is to me one of the most important messages that we can get across.  Currently most people are unaware, but future teachers may take up to two-thirds of their courses from colleges of arts and sciences.  The last third of their preparation may be a combination of what’s offered at the college of education, which would include both methods courses and field experiences.  So once again they’re going to be interacting with teachers.  


At Kansas State University, for example, we have four field experiences that our students take, so they are out in the schools as much as they are up on campus.  So what that means is we have a wide variety of people from different backgrounds, different organizations that are providing the preparation for our future teachers, and yet we don’t come together, we don’t collaborate, we don’t talk about what is it that we could be doing together.  What is the vision that we have for our students? 


The different individuals who are providing all of the, the different programs, arts and sciences, the education and the field experiences need to be challenged and supported to collaborate.  What I found at Kansas State is that our teachers from arts and sciences are very eager to collaborate, they are very interested in collaborating, they just haven’t been challenged to do so and they haven’t been given the opportunities.  We need to provide support structures and we also need to look at new systems, for example, to provide time for teachers and faculty members to collaborate with one another.  


We need -- we’ve used the process at Kansas State, which is planning teams, where we get -- we have planning teams where we’ll have, let’s say, mathematicians from arts and sciences, with math educators, elementary education and secondary education, and math teachers from the elementary schools and the high schools.  They get together, they look at standards, they talk with one another and they decide not only what the content is that should be covered, but also what are the instructional strategies that should be modeled for those students.  But that takes time.  It takes teachers time, it takes faculty time.  


It also takes other support mechanisms.  For example, our current promotion, tenure and merit system really does not support faculty from arts and sciences being involved in education, so we also need to look at that issue.


[See Slide  8]  Sometimes people ask me if there was one characteristic that teachers had that you thought would really pull them through their teaching career, what would it be?  I honestly believe it’s this professional vision of teacher as reflective decision-maker.  Teachers need to be able to engage in analysis of classroom and school teaching.  They need to be able to look at their own teaching, they need to be able to look at the teaching that is occurring in their school.  They need to be able to analyze it for its strengths and weaknesses.  They need to learn to build on those strengths and to do things differently to limit the weaknesses.  


They also need to be able to develop improvement plans, which might mean developing new curriculum, instructional approaches, assessment strategies.  They need to be able to conduct classroom-based research to determine the effectiveness of those improvement plans.  If children are not improving in their performance then the plans ought to be modified.  And teachers then should become informed decision-makers using all of this evidence that they’ve gained as to the effectiveness of a new strategy or a new curriculum.


What this does is it puts the ownership back on teachers.  I’ve seen more growth in teachers who have engaged in classroom-based research in terms of them becoming advocates themselves for a new teaching strategy or a new curriculum than anything that I’ve ever tried before.  We can spend years and years working with teachers, talking to them about how important it is to do a particular strategy or to use a particular curriculum, but it’s only when they actually start analyzing it in their own classroom that they take the ownership to really start making the changes and find what works the best for them.    


The reality, however, is that many people feel that this vision of teachers is inappropriate for novices and that it should be delayed until later in a teacher’s career.  On the other hand, we know that the preparation that’s provided later in their career is oftentimes one-shot staff development, which does not provide for this level of professionalism that we’re talking about.  So two things that I think need to be done here.  One is, I think we need to raise our expectations.  Just like we talk about children rising up to our expectations, teachers do too.  I think that we can have higher expectations for our teachers.  But the second thing is that we need to link undergraduate teacher preparation with continuing professional development of teachers. Assuming that whatever we start in the undergraduate programs must be continued in, once the teachers start practicing.


[See Slide  9]  And that vision of professional teacher also is closely linked to K-12 school improvement.  We have looked at these fields as separate entities.  In service teacher preparation is different from pre-service teacher preparation.  They’re often conducted by different people and again, those folks are not coming together and collaborating on what should be happening so that you don’t see a smooth continuum.  Colleges of Education are generally responsible for preparing future teachers and the school districts then assume responsibility for providing the professional development once the teacher is hired.  


What we need to see is more of a continuum between these two experiences.  What you -- it’s not going to do any good to change the way we prepare future teachers if we then send them out into schools that are continuing to teach the way we’ve always taught.  And the reverse of that is not going to help either.  If we look at what’s going on in schools and try to improve the K-12 school system, that’s not going to be supported if we continue to prepare teachers the way we’ve always prepared them.  So you need what John Goodlatte has referred to as simultaneous renewal.  You need to be looking at the entire K-16 system together.  


Which once again brings us back to the importance of collaboration between all individuals who are preparing teachers, and also to the need to really be able to identify what all teachers should know and be able to do.  As a part of that, I also believe that programs, teacher education programs, should use evidence of teacher and student learning to assess their program effectiveness and to plan modifications.  Currently many teacher education programs don’t really think about their effectiveness in terms of what their students can do or the teaching that their students can demonstrate once they’re out in schools.  And I think we need to change that system.  Again, NCATE, INTASC, in those standards for teachers have very clearly linked student performance to teacher performance and to accreditation for colleges.  


[See Slide 11]  Okay, so what are some of the changes that we need to accomplish this?  I’m not going to go through all the changes that are listed on here.  I actually wrote them out so that you could refer to them later in more detail if you were interested.  I’m just going to focus on the bold headings.  We need continuing professional development of teachers, which is a collaborative process, to be identified as a national priority.  Many, many commissions and reports have advocated this, but I believe that this Commission is going to have a lot of emphasis, a lot of perhaps maybe more publicity that some of the other reports have had.  I would strongly encourage you to advocate for this.  I would strongly encourage you, the report as it exists right now and the recommendations focus very much on the need to change goals for teachers to assume, to have teachers assume new roles and responsibilities.  But I would say that we need to go further than that.  I would say that we need to reexamine roles and responsibilities for all educators, which would include faculty from the colleges of arts and sciences, faculty from the college of education.  It would include faculty from two-year colleges just as much as faculty from four-year colleges.  Most teachers transfer course work from community colleges.  If we’re only focusing on four-year colleges, then again we’re not providing the same kind of preparation that we’re talking about.  


We also, as I’ve mentioned several times, need to develop a national consensus on what it is that teachers should know and be able to do.  That national consensus should then be used for accreditation standards for colleges of education and also for certification standards for teachers, and we must insist that all colleges are accredited and all teachers are certified.


[See Slide 12]  The second major point that I’d like to make is that we need to then advocate for and provide support mechanisms for this collaboration and simultaneous reform to occur.  One of the things that I see a way to do this is that, again, in the report there is a lot of mention of consortiums between state departments, colleges, school districts.  There’s also the mention of the fellows program.  There’s also the mention of leadership academies.  I would encourage you to take what we know about effective pre-service programs and use that as selection criteria for the various programs that have been identified.  Also use it as development for those programs.  


[See Slide 13]  The same thing could be said about this last one for local, state, and federal standards.  Policies and incentives must promote a professional vision of teaching to recruit and retain quality teachers.  This one is already well represented, I believe, in the recommendations that you have.  Once again, I would say that these various recommendations could be used, however, to select and develop the programs which you’ve identified in your recommendations.


One additional thing that I would point to is that most of the reform recommendations right now are talking about year-long induction program and three years of mentoring.  One of the things that I have advocated for here today is that we blend pre-service and in service, that we more tightly connect them.  One of the recommendations I would give to you is that in the report it seems that a more traditional perspective has been taken where those programs have been disconnected from one another.  So you have a program for consortium, you have a program for leadership academies, you have a program for the Glenn fellows.  


What I would suggest is that you link those programs together so that you have that vision of K-16 improvement.  I would also recommend that if you‘re going to be looking at a one-year program for the Glenn fellows, we know that a lot of what has already been done in terms of alternative certification programs has not been terribly effective.  I believe that you start by again having a clear definition of what teachers should know and be able to do, that if you can develop a one-year program that can accomplish that, that’s great.  But you need to have your vision out there in front of you.


I also believe you’re going to have more success if you then connect those Glenn fellows to some sort of mentoring system.  Your recommendations call for mentoring, but it calls for mentoring coming from the school district.  Again, I think that to be able to connect those two, what you would do is you would have the Glenn fellows remain connected to the institutions where they did their one-year program for their mentoring so that you can see that continuous flow of improvement.  


Thank you.  Any questions?


SENATOR GLENN:  Thank you.  We’ll take questions later, after we have the second presenter here.  And Susan Sclafani, if you’re ready to go, we’ll have your presentation now.  


Thank you.

DR. SUSAN SCLAFANI:  [See Slide 1]  Good morning.  I'm delighted to have an opportunity to speak with you this morning and to tell you what we've been able to do in the Houston Independent School District in terms of an alternative certification program.  [See Slide 2]  Just to give you a perspective as to why we needed to look at an option such as this, I just want you to know who we are as a school district.  We have about 210,000 students.  We are a majority-minority school district and our special populations include bilingual education, special education, and gifted and talented.  


And one of the important factors is that we’re a predominantly low socio-economic level school district.  Seventy-three percent of our students qualify for free and reduced lunch.  [See Slide 3]  I also think it’s important for you to know that our population has changed over the years and the need for teachers who are able to teach in a bilingual situation has increased dramatically over the last decade.  Ten years ago, we were about 25 percent Hispanic.  We are now 53 percent Hispanic, so the numbers have shifted dramatically.

[See Slide 4]  In Texas, we have a major teacher shortage issue.  Approximately 63,000 vacancies in ‘98-‘99, and yet only 21,000 teachers were certified in the state of Texas in ‘97-‘98 to meet that need.  Of those, the vast majority are traditionally certified teachers who are university graduates, but it does include 2,700 alternative certification program graduates around the state.  The state has been into alternative certifications for about 12 years, so there are programs run by universities, run by the regional education service centers, which are intermediate education organizations, as well as by school districts.  In addition, about 7,000 people came into the state of Texas and changed from their original state certification to Texas certification.

Now our attrition rate, we’ve got about 13,400 teachers in Houston, and our attrition rate is somewhere between 1,000 and 1,500 a year.  When we looked at ‘99-2000, we had about 1,400 vacancies.  We brought in 247 alternative certification program interns to help meet that, but you can see why I say this is simply a partial solution to our teacher shortages.  


[See Slide 5]  Houston started alternative certification in Texas.  In fact, we were the initiators of the concept and went to the state and asked for permission to do it.  They later opened this option to many additional people.

Over the last 13 years, we have certified over 4,000 teachers and they’re primarily recruited in the areas in which we have shortages.  Mathematics and science is a major area, but so is bilingual education and English as a Second Language education because of our dramatic increase in Hispanic students, many of whom are coming not only from Mexico but from Central and South America where their schooling has been interrupted by the harsh conditions that they’ve been living under.  Special education is another area where we, as other districts around the country, continue to need additional people, partly because it is a difficult area in which to teach.  People do get burned out.  They move into other areas that are perhaps easier to teach, and so we try and cycle them back through, but frankly it is an area for saints.  I’ll just put it that way.  The kinds of multiply-impaired children that we have, and those with severe and profound disabilities, is very large because of the medical center in Houston and because the reputation for good special education programs, frankly, moves around the state and so people move in to take advantage of the programs that are available.

The other area is bilingual diagnosticians.  As I mentioned, we do have a large special education population.  Since so many of our students are non-English speakers, then we had to create a program that would certify bilingual people to become educational diagnosticians so they could determine what the needs of the students were.  Our requirements are the same as the state’s requirements -- a Bachelor’s degree with a 2.5 overall GPA and 24 semester hours in the area of certification.


[See Slide 6]  I think what I’d like to use the limited time to talk about basically are what the critical success factors have been as we have looked at this.  First of all, the selection process is critical.  We, under a previous superintendent, tried to grow our program very quickly to take up more of the vacancies that we had and we moved the program that had traditionally served about 250 interns to one that suddenly served 700 interns.  What happened, as we discovered, was the rigorous selection procedure disappeared.  We had, in fact, people who were monolingual Spanish speakers coming into the program.  That works for their instruction in Spanish.  It doesn’t work at all for the English as a Second Language instruction that the teachers must also do, and so we did not have good role models for our children in English.

We discovered that the transcript analysis, which had been a very time-consuming process, suddenly had to gear up for 700 people and it was not done as carefully, and particularly for the foreign transcripts that had come to us.  So from that we have learned, and we now only use accredited transcript analysis companies to do that analysis for us.  And in addition to that, our Houston human resources department spends a lot of time on reference checks to make sure that this is the kind of person we want teaching children.  The grades may look wonderful, the paper record may look terrific, but is this a good role model for children?  That is one of our critical issues.


We use something called the Gallup Urban Teacher Perceiver that looks at qualities that people need to have to work with urban children who are predominantly children of color and children of very limited economic means.  We want commitment and understanding of those children in the people that we’re hiring.  The second thing is high quality course work.  We do have approximately 15 months to work with our interns and what we discovered was when we allowed the students to go to any university in the city to do their course work that the variety and disparity and quality across those courses was tremendous. 

So we went to an RFP process and said to one of the universities in the area, this is what we expect out of the course work that our students do.  Please respond to this proposal if you believe that you can do it and you can do it for all of our interns.  And we focused on, based on not only the input of our former students, interns who had gone to those universities, but also on the presentation.  On the University of St. Thomas, they have agreed to work at a much reduced tuition level so that our students can afford it, but the quality is absolutely superb, and they work closely with our teachers and with our professional development department to ensure that what is happening for our teachers is of high quality.


We also have summer preparation seminars that we do with them to talk about teaching in an urban district.  They go into our summer school classes to observe, come back, and debrief on what they saw and how they can do similar things.  We have them do practice teaching in that summer school environment as well so that they have some experience before they go into the classroom in the fall.  But our interns, after course work with us and with the university during the summer, after some field work during the summer, are teachers at the end of August with their own classes.  And so that is an important piece.

The second part about the course work is that they come back each Monday night throughout the semester to have classes and opportunities to talk about specific issues, but also to debrief their week, to talk about the challenges that they face, to talk about how they might respond to those challenges in the following week, or next time it arises in a different and better way.


Intern support in the classroom is absolutely critical and that’s what you just heard -- that it’s true for any new teacher, but it’s especially critical for those who are moving into the intern program from other fields.  We have a mentor teacher who works regularly with the intern.  That’s not enough.  We have commitments from principals where we place our interns that they are going to regularly observe, they’re going to regularly send us the results of those observations so that our program can improve upon whatever issues that they’re seeing.

And in addition to that, we have an alternative certification program specialist, one for every 25 interns who is in classrooms on a regular basis, observing, doing model lessons where needed, and talking with the intern about what needs to happen next.  


[See Slide 7]  Opportunities for growth are also critical, and again, this is for all teachers.  But for our interns, what we do as part of our program is arrange for release time during the day, during some of the other ancillary classes when their children are in physical education, when their children are in art or music.  They have the opportunity to go into the classrooms of exemplary teachers to watch what they’re doing, to see how that is something that they might replicate in their own classroom.


We also provide substitute time for them so that they can go to other schools and see somebody who is the best in that grade or subject area in the district.  In addition, the debriefing sessions are opportunities for them to grow and to analyze what’s been happening.  We provide some assistance for the state certification examinations so that they know what those examinations are and can pass them.  And also they are encouraged to participate in other professional development sessions that our district offers.

We have interns.  They range in age from 22 to 59 in any given class.  The average age of this year’s class is 38.  They come to us either as the 22-year-old right out of college because they didn’t want to engage in the teacher education program at their university, or they’re coming from other careers.  They’ve gone out into the business world, they’ve said yes, I have these things I thought I would have, I can go out to lunch if I want to, I have perhaps more respect as a business person than I thought I would have as a teacher, but at the end of the day, I don’t have the feeling that I’ve really given anything back to my society, that I’ve really accomplished anything.  So they want to come in.


The third group that comes in to us are those who are retired from their field of choice.  They’ve got, frankly, their retirement pay and so when you add the teacher salary on top of that, they can afford to teach.  And that is a major consideration for many people who are coming to us for math, science, engineering and technology.  They can’t afford the differential between what they would be paid in those fields and what they’re paid as teachers.  Even though in Texas our salaries in Houston start at $32,000 a year, they go up to about $55,000 a year, but that’s not a good comparison to what they would make in those other areas.

We know that we have to look for evidence that this is someone who ought to be recommended for certification, and the recommendations for certification in Texas come from the university, from the school district, and from the principal.  So we have the University of St. Thomas mentors and professors in classrooms observing.  We have our own mentors, we have our ACP specialists, and we have our principals.  And it’s our principals who give the final recommendation.  But it’s based on all of the evidence that comes forward to them, including a portfolio of lessons and student work that each intern must create.


[See Slide 8]  As we look at the program, one of the questions is, are we able to retain the interns once we get them?  We’re not going to retain 100 percent, just as we’ll never retain 100 percent of the people who go into teaching because when they’re actually in the classroom and discover what it is on a day-to-day basis, there are some who say, I’m not good at this.  There are others who say, I’m not willing to do this amount of work.  Teaching is hard work, each day and every day.  And it’s something that some people are willing to do and others discover that they thought they were willing to do it, they thought they understood what the challenges were, but when they get in there they discover that perhaps they don’t.

In the state of Texas, the one-year retention rates are 70 percent.  In Houston, in our alternative certification program, it’s 86 percent.  And we have a group of Teach for America students who are part of our alternative certification program, and that varies.  The lowest year was about 30 people.  This year, this next year coming we’re going to have 80 interns.  We’ve got about 50 this year who are in place.  And they’re one-year level, there’s 94 percent.  They make, as you know, a two-year commitment to teaching.  What we’re proudest of is that we keep some of those beyond that.  If you look at our five-year retention rates, it’s 60 percent for alternative certification program interns, 50 percent for regularly certified, 30 percent for Teach for America.  But these are people who originally had said, I’ll be here for two years.


[See Slide 9]  And when we look at the percentages for Houston and Teach for America, overall we have 55 percent are still teaching.  Out of the original core up to now, out of those there are 68 percent in graduate school.  Nine percent of those are in education-related graduate school.  Many of them spend three years in the classroom, decide that they would like to go back and get a masters in administration because they’re on the fast track to becoming principals.  And I can’t tell you how much energy and commitment these young people bring to us as well as a solid academic preparation.  That’s what we’ve seen from our alternative certification program in general, and also from our Teach for America contingent with it.

Of the rest, 14 percent will go to work for nonprofits, many of them in Houston.  So they’re at the Children’s Museum or they’re at the Museum of Fine Arts, working on education programs, or they’re working with local groups like the Summer Bridge program, which brings in high-risk students during the summer at middle school age, and works with high school students and college students as their teachers.  And so, one of them is running that program.  Nationally their retention rate in education is about 60 percent. 


[Slide 10]  When we look at evidence of success, these are scores of our students.  This is ‘95-‘97.  Our scores have risen since then, so they would rise for these as well.  We’ve recently been doing the Stanford.  We’ve not yet done the analysis of Stanford Nine scores for our alternative certification program, but we’re going to do that this spring.  We are very pleased with our Stanford results.  We are at or above grade level at every grade except 7th and 8th grade, 7th, 8th and 9th grade, and there we’re just at the low average, which is the 40th percentile.  So we’re seeing major improvements in our school system.

In reading, these are teachers whose children took the TAAS test, which is our state-mandated criterion referenced test, and it’s grades three through eight and ten.  And for alternative certification program, it was 75 percent of the students passing.  For Teach for America, 78.7, and traditionally certified 76.5.  In mathematics, it was a little lower for all of them, though as I said we’ve improved our math scores as well.  But you can see that the scores are about in the ballpark, and these are for people who are learning to teach.

I think I’d just like to finish with a couple of comments about what we’re doing because we see this as one way that we can add to the teaching core in our school system.  We’ve decided that, in fact, we need to understand that our students are going to continue to be challenging to teach, that our teachers are going to retire in greater numbers over the next five years than they have in the past.  But we probably need to start to think as the Army has, that you’re not going to keep people for a 25- or 30-year career.  Everyone else in the business community has recognized that the mobility within professions is far greater now than it’s ever been.  And we need to have programs that prepare people well to teach, hope that they’ll stay with us for more than the five years, but just as the Army constantly produces people who can run nuclear submarines within a year, we need to have people who in a year’s time can get up and running on how to teach well, and then continue to improve their craft, hope that they’ll stay with us for 25 years.  But recognize that our programs must be ready to bring in the next generation if those people do leave us.


The last thing is, as I look at your recommendations, my only caution to you would be to think about the notion of a state salary schedule.  We’re hoping to convince our state to move away from a salary schedule that links the length of time in teaching to the salary levels because we believe that the way to keep high performing people is to be able to offer them higher salaries.  To compete with math and science, we’re going to need to be able to offer math-science salaries that are competitive with what these young people would get if they went to work for Arthur Andersen or Lockheed or INTEL.  So it’s something that we have to work on.  And if we have a lock-step salary system, then we’re encouraging the maintenance of the same traditional way of doing things that may not be in the best interest of teachers or school systems.

Thank you very much and I’m delighted to answer questions.


SENATOR GLENN: Thank you.  Questions?  Comments?  Craig?


MEMBER : I’d like to ask Gail Shroyer a question.  


SENATOR GLENN:  Just come on back up here.  You can both be up here answering questions.


MEMBER:  While you were giving your presentation, I was trying to mentally relate schools of education to schools of engineering, to schools of business, etc.  And I really am interested in if you see any unique difference between a school of education and another professional school in terms of the relationship between the school and the post-graduation involvement of the graduate.  It seems to me that the issues are entirely identical.  


And is there something unique about schools of education in terms of customizing their curriculum to be relevant to the outside world that other schools have an easier time of, or more complicated time?

DR. SHROYER:  I think that when we compare colleges of education to other professional schools, I think that there are a lot of similarities.  But I think that the skills and knowledge that we are trying to develop in future teachers is very complicated.  I think that it’s one thing to understand information for yourself and apply it in your own work environment.  It’s an added dimension to also understand it well enough to be able to teach it to students.


And I think that the life of teachers is such a complex profession.  I mean, we talk about teachers having to make decisions, multiple decisions every minute of their working hours.  I think few professions have that same level.  Yes, all professions have many, many challenges to them, but for teachers, what we’re trying to do, oftentimes in four years, is to prepare them for something that I think perhaps demands more than four years of preparation to do well.  I think that again what they need is once they get out into the field, which is why people have been talking about the one-year induction program.  And the three-year mentoring program is similar to what was mentioned with the alternative certification, is somebody is there constantly to debrief and to talk to them about it.

We also don’t have as clearly defined knowledge base in education, as a lot of other fields do.  It’s not as easy to be able to say, this is exactly what you do in this situation.  If a child does this, then you respond by doing this, because it may or may not work, depending on what child you’re talking about.


MEMBER: There’s always a tendency to think that you’re unique.  Maybe I’ll just leave it at that.


EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  Walter.

MEMBER: Yes, Ms. Sclafani, quick question.  What is the ethnic mix of alternatively certified teachers given the estimates of the schools?  And secondly…

SENATOR GLENN:  Could you use the mike there, Walter, so everybody can hear you there.

MEMBER:  What is the racial and ethnic mix of the teachers you’re recruiting for the ACP program?  And secondly, it sounds very fascinating, are you learning things from this program that can be folded back into a traditional teacher education program?


DR. SCLAFANI:  The ethnic mix of our alternative certification program interns is similar to that of our school district.  It’s about a third white, it’s a third African-American, it’s about 25 percent Hispanic and about 10 percent other.  And as a school district, we are about 38 percent white, about 40 percent African-American, about 22 percent Hispanic, and the rest Asian and other.  So the mix is about the same.  It’s about one-fourth male and three-fourths female, which again is about the same as our regular teaching force, so it’s very highly reflective of our city, which is a very diverse city.  It’s about a third, a third, a third in terms of ethnicity.  


And we’re pleased with that, that we continue to try and attract more males because that is a shortage area, particularly in our elementary schools.

As to what we’re learning, yes.  It is not only something that we share with all of our colleges of education because we work closely with them through our urban systemic initiative grant.  We have a coalition of all of the colleges and universities in the city and in the region.  And we talk about what we’re finding there.  It also has changed somewhat the University of St. Thomas’ program.  They have taken what they’ve learned from our program and done it in theirs.


Probably the major difference is how critical it is to have assistance and support for the teachers, particularly in their first year.  We have a mentor program for all of our first-year teachers.  The state had talked about doing this about 10 years ago, and Houston as usual jumped on board and said, okay, we’re going to do it.  The state never decided to make this a formal requirement, but we saw the value of it.  There is a mentor program for all first-year teachers.  But the additional assistance of the alternative certification program specialists on a 1-25 teacher -- specialist ratio has been a phenomenal improvement in the quality of the people going through.

And so we have in our district used instructional supervisors to do that same kind of work with our new teachers through each of our 12 decentralized school systems, each school district within our district.


MEMBER:  Just a comment on the ethnicity and the changes it’s bringing on in this country.  I think I read a short time ago, and maybe some of you saw the same article, California I think, within three years we will not have a predominant ethnic group.  In other words, nobody will be over 50 percent.  And the United States will be that way within 25 years, I think, or by 2025 or 30.  So that’s rapidly changing -- it really changes the face of things.


DR. SCLAFANI:  Yes, it does.

MEMBER:  Just a quick follow-up on that.  I wanted to pick up on a question that Walter asked.  No matter how you look at it, the United States is not a dominant majority in the rest of the world.  There’s 96 percent of the world’s consumers that live somewhere else, so pick whatever ethnic majority or minority you want, in the world competitiveness we can’t claim majority status in any sense.


What Walter raised as a follow-up question or comment, I think, is worth following up on.  There are so many strong similarities in what works between the two presentations here today, and yet the time period over which it’s accomplished is dramatically different.  The similarities, for instance, in the Houston program, or at least time to observe master teachers, substitute days to visit other schools, debriefing sessions for the induction period, practice sessions, participation in professional development, mentor teachers, principal assessments -- you look at all those factors and say, in both cases, you talked about how they worked.  At least what the vision ought to be.

Yet what I see in Houston is an accelerated schedule to bring somebody into the profession.  You just need to do it.  There’s a sense of urgency.  That’s the one thing I sense that we have grappled with here and have yet to come up with a solution.  So in a sense, what I pick up from your presentation, Susan, on the Houston situation is that you have the urgency, you have to fill.  There is no choice.  

DR. SCLAFANI:  Absolutely.

MEMBER:  You have to do something.  So all the theories and the what-ifs have to be set aside because you have to have somebody in class.


Starting from your 1,400 vacancies, how many other vacancies might there be if somebody were not teaching more or less out-of-field?  Would you have -- do you allow teaching out-of-field in some of the other positions?

DR. SCLAFANI:  We allow teachers in the state, in fact, as a whole, one class out of their general certificate area.  I cannot tell you how many of those we have, where they’re teaching one class out of the five that they might teach during a day that are out of their certificate area.  I know that overall we do fairly well.  We’ve got about 85 percent of our people teaching in their area, that’s the majority of their assignment is in that area.  The ones who have one class out, I don’t know, we don’t know the numbers of.


MEMBER:  But do you do as intensive a program for teacher development for them as you would for the alternative certification program?

DR. SCLAFANI:  Yes, we do, and in fact, what we’ve created is, particularly for those who are coming in where we can’t find people, and so we’re hiring long-term substitutes. There are people who have background in the field that have no teaching experience.  And we’ve brought them into our alternative certification program their substitute year.  They’ve missed our deadline, they’ve missed our cutoff to be part of it if they come to us in August because our program starts in May, but we bring them through a similar program of support during the year in which they’re substituting.  I mean, officially they’re known as a substitute.  And then we bring them into the alternative certification program on an even more accelerated schedule during that next summer, so that we are providing support and assistance to them. We are getting them engaged in the college coursework with the local university, and they are able then to have a support system for the year that they're a substitute.


They then go into the alternative certification program.  So it's almost like a two-year alternative certification program for them because we saw that we could not leave these people out there without a lifeline.


MEMBER:  Mr. Chairman, if you didn't indulge me -- where I want to take this is, it seems as though, when you're pressed by necessity, you do things differently.  And that's one thing I've always noticed about being in the business world.  Where you have to adapt, you do.


You don't wrangle over it.  You just have to take some action and Houston has done that.  What I detect in Gail's comments, though, are so many things in vision that are the same thing.


It's a schedule we go over.  It's who gets to be the gatekeeper, who sets the standards, who determines what the content knowledge would be.  And I'm tempted to say, in the presentation from Houston, that the most important part is the content knowledge if you then spend enough time for the mentoring, the induction, the development as you're doing it.


And Gail, you said the same thing -- that the partnerships that are developed, if you put the teacher into the classroom quicker, you engage them in the pedagogy, if you will, but content is most important.


Colleges of education, the teacher preparation institutions, only recently have gone from teach the entire content knowledge in the college of education to -- if you're math and sciences, you get your courses in arts and sciences.  I think that's where it should be.  But that's only a recent development.


What should I make of this?  Because it is almost -- it's tempting to jump to a conclusion here.


DR. SHROYER:  I think, for one thing, I wouldn't say it's necessarily a recent development.  I think most colleges have always had the content courses offered through arts and sciences.  They may not have degrees.  There has been a more recent move to have the degree come from arts and sciences rather than education.  But there actually is a minority of colleges that the college of ed actually teaches the content.


So we've always had similar situations, whereas I said, up to maybe two-thirds of the program is in arts and sciences and maybe one-third is in the college of ed.  So we're really, we're not talking about, in a lot of cases, you're not talking about much more than a year of concentrated college -- of education work anyway.

It's just a matter of whether or not it is conducted while students are taking their content classes, which I find to be -- in our program at least -- that has been very, very beneficial to be able to interact with the students as they're taking the content.  But if the content were taught in a way that we would like to see it taught in the first place, if it were modeling the kinds of things, then we would be even further ahead.  Then, I don't think it would be as critical to be having interactions with students as they’re going through the content program.


But I think, in both cases, what has really been essential is providing that one-on-one support once they're in the schools.  And I think that that's where a lot of alternative certification programs have failed is that they put the teachers out there in the field and they are not supported.  


I would like to see more than, as they're doing in the example provided, I think that it even needs to be more than one year of support for them.  One year intensely, and then you ought to move into some sort of a mentoring program, which would be a longer time frame.

MEMBER:  Then the conclusion I'm tempted to jump to is maybe we don't need colleges of education.  I'll let that soak in for a minute.


If we did not have a college of education course for developing teachers, but we had a curriculum that developed the content knowledge and then had the intensive professional development, as Houston has done - and I don't know, because this is only an anecdote today, if I should even draw that conclusion - but it's tempting to make that leap.


DR. SHROYER:  Well, I think lots of people have made that leap, and I think that, in states where they have made that leap, they haven't found it as beneficial as they thought that it was going to be.  I think what we're missing is we're missing the partnership that is the most powerful part, and that's what I keep going back to.


The partnership between arts and sciences, college of ed, and our campus - it's that partnership that helps the arts and sciences faculty think about what it is that they're doing and how they ought to be teaching their classes or how they might be teaching their classes to make the adjustments for teachers.  And it's also the partnership with the schools that is also essential.


I think it's only when you get those three partners together that you see the kinds of benefits that are possible in education.


MEMBER:  But that partnership is with the college of education, not with the college of arts and sciences.


DR. SHROYER:  No, it's with all three.  I mean, what I'm advocating is that it's a partnership across all three - arts and sciences, college of ed, and school districts.


DR. SCLAFANI:  May I just add that we have significantly fewer college hours acquired in the alternative certification program because they get credit for the Monday night meetings and the things that we do with them during the summer.  Their formal course work is anywhere, depending upon the area in which they're to be certified, nine hours to 18 hours. And obviously, our special education teachers need more work on how to work with special needs kids.


But for our teacher of mathematics, who's going into a secondary school, nine hours is the only formal course work that they do, which is one of the reasons why there's such an interest in alternative certification programs, and a feeling that to go and do a full masters degree program, to be able to teach and determine whether that's even what you want to do seems like too much to many of our applicants.

MEMBER:  Didn't you have a mentoring program in Houston, too, with business and people sort of role models that you bring into the schools a lot more than you used to do?


DR. SCLAFANI:  Yes, we have a school-business partnership...


MEMBER:  I think I read something about that.


DR. SCLAFANI: ... that brings them into all of our schools.


MEMBER:  Has that been a major factor in interesting the kids in what they're studying?  They see a light at the end of the tunnel that, once they get out of school, there's some way they're going to use it?


DR. SCLAFANI:  Yes.  Yes.


EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  Paul.


MEMBER:  Gail, I just sort of -- two questions for you.  And I'll set the context in that I am a school superintendent.  So I'm looking at the aspect of employment.

There are two things that I wondered about with respect to what you said, and your recommendations.


One is you were attempting to bridge preservice to continuous professional development, and I would say to you that I also work with a consortium of 18 school districts in mathematics and science.  And seeing Don here, who is on the advisory board of Project 2061, I would only say how many programs or people attempting to set forth for school districts to work with and would your idea just be one more competitive entity for schools to try to sift through for what you've used as high-quality, which I wonder -- in all the recommendations, it says "high-quality," and I'm curious as to what you deem high quality to be.


And then second, and I take no exception to your recommendations.  I think you have very good ideas here but one that I think is absent is, what assurance do schools, school administrators, have that when they employ your graduates, they come with that content knowledge that you're talking about?  


Yesterday, we heard about Praxis or someone talked about the Praxis exams and that. 

Is there something that you're recommending that I'm missing that stipulates that you intend to say that this license or degree that we grant to you assures you that the people that are coming to you have this content knowledge and have had the necessary preservice experiences?


DR. SHROYER:  Well, one of the issues, it's difficult to cover everything in 20 minutes, but if you, if I'd had a little bit more time to talk about what some of the NCATE standards are or what some of the INTASC standards are for new teachers, they actually recommend a blend of everything from performances that would be a part of regular course work in classes, so that it would be, it would include anything from tests and projects and so forth that would be conducted within the content classes, to also including testing that would be conducted, so it would be, for example, the Praxis.  I think most states are moving towards that.


And then it would also include performances in the school, and one of the criteria they look at in terms of performance in the school would be student achievement.  What indication do you have that your teachers, when they go out into the schools, can actually increase the achievement of the children that they're working with.


So it would really -- when I talk about developing these performance-based standards, that's what I'm talking about.


I'm talking about really a combination of assessments -- performances within courses and performances within the school.  And I think, through that combination, that you would have good assurance when you would hire an individual that they would be able to have, not only the content, but also the pedagogy that would go along with that.

MEMBER:  And professional development?


DR. SHROYER:  And the professional development, what I'm referring to when I talk about blending that, is that most colleges of education that have worked with partnerships.  There's a lot of different terms for them.  I coordinate our professional development schools.  That is our partnership.  That is our partnership between arts and sciences, college of ed and teachers.


As a matter of fact, today, while I'm here, we have a meeting going on at Kansas State, which has 60 faculty members that are coming from -- about 30 of them -- from arts and sciences, 30 of them from college of ed, and we have about 50 teachers that are going to be there.


And they're all on planning teams and they're going to be looking at our program and again talking about how we can improve our entire program.


So, professional development schools are just one example.  They have many different names.  But the idea is that, in that kind of a partnership, it shouldn't be one more thing that the school has laid on it or that the school has to do.  Instead, it should be a way of working together.

One of the things that I do as the coordinator of professional development schools is I sit down with the teachers and administrators at the school.  We look at the achievement data of children.  We look at what enhances it.  It's called quality performance accreditation, which looks at the achievement.  And we identify what are the areas in the school that you could use assistance with.  And then we talk about how can the students that are going out for their four field experiences throughout our program, how can they be a part of helping to achieve the goals that the school has set for themselves?


As part of that, teachers are interacting.  The teachers in the schools are not only responsible for their children, but they're also responsible for helping us think about what makes good teachers.

So, a tremendous amount of growth that occurs there.


I, as a faculty member, am not only thinking about what's important for my college students, which are the future teachers, but I'm equally concerned about what is good for the K-12 kids that I'm working with.

So, rather than it being one more job for anybody, it's more of a blending of jobs.  It's more of a blending of roles and responsibilities.  And we pull lots of different entities into that collaboration.  We have the National Educational Association, at the state level, the national level, and also at the local level is very involved in the partnership.


We have community that is involved in the partnership -- parents.  So, you know, again, I think that when you talk about partnerships, you're really looking at the whole range, and you're looking at partnerships for mutual benefit, not just the benefit of the college program.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  Jeff.


MEMBER:  I have a question for each of you.


Susan, in the data that you showed, Teach for America, after five years, 70 percent drop.  Only 30 percent remain.  If you could talk to the reason for that large figure.


And Gail, you made some reference to changing of the mathematics courses, made reference about algebra and so forth and so on. 

In a similar context, keep in mind that in the elementary schools, you're dealing with typically kindergarten through sixth grade.  And given the fact that in the elementary school teacher's lifetime, she's likely or he is likely to teach more than one grade.


Coupling that with the fact that a lot of assessment now is doing clusters -- there is an earth science cluster, a physical science cluster, life science cluster.  Putting that all together, what is your sense of what needs to be done in terms of providing a quality content science background for college students to become teachers?


Either one of you, first or second.

DR. SCLAFANI:  I'll give the short answer first.


The Teach for America program is designed to engage bright young people, college -- first-year college graduates in two years of service to under-resourced schools in America.  So they make a commitment to come for two years. The fact that there are still 30 percent of them nationally who are in teaching after five years says that they have made a commitment, that they've been brought in by the satisfaction of being a teacher and have decided to make this a career.

So, we're pleased that any of them are there, frankly.


And even if they only stayed for two years, what we have found is that, based on their knowledge and their commitment and enthusiasm, their energy, that they've been able to turn around schools, that their example of coming early and staying late, of working with kids and assuming -- as all of our alternative certification teachers do, and this has really been one of the key factors we have seen and a difference.

If the students aren't learning, they ask, "What am I doing wrong?"  "What can I do differently?"  They assume that it's their skill and knowledge that need to be improved.  They don't blame it on the kids.  And their willingness to work with students and families has really been a force within our schools.


Now, we group them.  We don't just put one Teach for America intern in a school all by himself or herself, same with the other intern.  So that you've got this synergy of energies working with the school.


And just as somebody coming into your home for the first time points out things to you that you've grown so used, that you don't see anymore, when they're asking "Why are we doing things this way?" suddenly other teachers on the campus say, "You know, that's a good question.  Why are we doing it that way? Let's try to do it a different way."


So we're happy to have them for however long they're with us and we're delighted if they stay for more than their two years.  And as you saw, we have a better retention rate in Houston than they have nationally in Teach for America.  But it is still a limited tenure.

MEMBER:  Let me raise the question this way.  If you're delighted to have them, I'm glad that you are, but what about the possibility of overlap?  Why couldn't the ACP program take those that might, with the proper kind of support, want to continue?


DR. SCLAFANI:  Oh, they are in our alternative certification program.  But many of these young people have plans to go on to graduate school in specific areas to become doctors or lawyers or accountants or business people.  And so they're giving two years of their life to this because they believe that they need to offer something back to their country.


So, it's like the Peace Corps.  And we don't expect everyone to stay in the Peace Corps for an entire career.  In the same way, we don't expect them to stay at Teach for America.

We're delighted when they do.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  We've got three more names - oh, I'm sorry.  You had a second question.  I apologize.


MEMBER:  Gail, in terms of the - dealing with the elementary problem.


DR. SHROYER:  Well, you've asked a huge question there because people have been trying to determine what kind of science and math elementary teachers need for a long time.


As I mentioned, most people agree that the most important aspect for elementary teachers is that it's broad-based, but that it's also deep.  In other words, in science, you wouldn't want somebody to just take all their classes in biology.  You would want them to have earth science and physics and chemistry and biology.  But you would want those courses to probably not deal with the overall coverage of many, many, many areas, but rather to go in depth to the concepts that are most critical to that particular field.


And you would want the students to have opportunities that you'd want them to then provide to their own students.  So in other words, in science, you would want them to have opportunities to engage in inquiry, to do experiments, to do investigations.


In math, you would want them also to have opportunities to do mathematical investigations, to engage in, you know, what we call discourse, rather than just having a superficial coverage of the content area.


EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  Bruce.


MEMBER’S DESINGNEE:  It seems to me we've talked about education schools and teacher preparation for years.  I remember, John Goodlad.  We don't seem to make enormous progress.


My question is how do we get some competition in this system because, I think, if we had some competition, it would be good for us.  So my real question is how much of the stuff that, say, Thomas is doing or that you're doing, could be done through a system of learning that works over the Web, so we could get some prototypes so students have a choice?  I'm going to either take this course from my ed school or I could take it alternatively from another source.


So you, first of all, do two things.  You create a competitive system so the ed school that doesn't want to change may have to change if their students start voting with their feet.


And second of all, you get some real prototypes of what we consider good teacher preparation courses visible to people because -- I'm a scientist so I know what good science is even if I'm a student.  I could read a good science paper and tell that, where I'm working, they're not doing good science.  But I think many people who are in teacher preparation courses don't even know that they're not getting prepared adequately.


DR. SCLAFANI:  In fact, we have a program through a grant with the U.S. Department of Education and Rice University to develop online course work for our alternative certification teachers, which we then plan to share with all of our teachers.  So we're already starting to do that because we recognize that it's difficult to get everybody at a certain place at a certain time to do anything.


People have their own individual family needs and work needs and they can't be working with kids after school and in a class at the same time.


So we're looking at that throughout.  


We're also looking at virtual schooling for our kids, so that they also have some options.  If their school doesn't offer a course, that they have an alternative way to get that as well.


DR. SHROYER:  I might add that we've also been looking at a lot of distance learning opportunities.  Being a rural state, that's a big issue in our state.  And we have, for example, right now, an ESL program that is a distance program across the state.  Our distance programs have worked better, however, with older students.


They've worked better with practicing teachers who are going for additional areas of certification, such as special ed and ESL.  And they've worked better with the older students that are in the program as compared to the traditional 18-to-22-year-olds. 


It just seems to be very difficult for them -- I'm not saying it would be for all.  But that's one of the challenges that we have faced in trying to do distance delivery.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  Rush.


MEMBER:  I have a question for Susan Sclafani.


I am still wondering where we're going to get the 2.2 million teachers over the next 10 years.  And if you said, I missed, the analysis that you've done or have you done for the other categories of your alternative teachers?  You've broken out the Teach for America students and looked at how those Teach for America, how their students have performed and what their retention rate is and other measures of success there.

What about the retirees, which is a large category?  What about the mid-career people who come into teaching?


DR. SCLAFANI:  We haven't broken those out. But it's something that we're looking at.  


Each year, we add another component to our evaluation program and it is something that we're looking at.


One of the things that we found was that, because we were relying on TAAS  as our major form of analysis and it only was three through eight and 10, it didn't enable us to look more broadly at other groups in other teaching assignments or in science, for example.


So, now that we're giving the Stanford 9 each year, and we've got two years of data, now we're going to start looking at that data and one of the things that we planned to look at was those people who come in in math and science through the alternative route, as compared with the others, particularly in the achievement of children in math and science.


But looking at it by age categories is something else that we could do and just hadn't thought about doing.  It's a good idea.


MEMBER:  It looks like the recent graduates in Teach for America are about a quarter of your alternative group.  What are the fractions for retirees and for mid-career?


DR. SCLAFANI:  Our mid-career and retirees are over half, together.  I don't know that I could break out for you specifically how that breaks down further.


MEMBER:  Thank you.


EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  Deborah.


MEMBER:  I have a hypothesis about what we've been hearing that would link the two presentations we've had in a different way than they've been linked so far.  Because, as I said yesterday, it's always convenient for us to end up talking about structures and who's working with whom and what happens in schools of ed.

There have been several comments suggesting maybe schools of ed. aren't the place to do it.  My point isn't all about any of that.


I think we actually see something here that is a clue to what we need to concentrate on in the next day, and I feel as though it's absolutely crucial that we do so.


And also, my comment also, that I'm about to make, links to what Craig asked earlier about other professional schools.

At the University of Michigan, out of 21 units in the university, 17 of them are professional schools.  And so this is a question that has been of great interest to us.  What is it that other professions face as they prepare practitioners who require foundational knowledge, yes, but who have to, in the end, be effective in the practices that they engage in.


And it's actually a very useful resource for us to break out of the usual ways we have of thinking.  Architects face these problems.  Nursing schools face these problems.  Law schools face these problems.  


We tend to look only at medicine.  Medicine is a very useful place to look, but there are a number of other professions that offer very important resources for us if we want to break out of, as Bruce said, this kind of continuing agony and browbeating or breast-beating, or whatever it is, about how we fail to prepare teachers.

What I see in common in both these presentations this morning, and I'm curious about our presenters' reactions, is what we're hearing about is a curriculum increasingly focused on practice.


It doesn't matter so much that it's in the Houston schools and that it's alternative certification and who's coming in.  It happens to solve a critical need that Houston has.  But if you paid careful attention to what was shown to us about that program, it's different than some alternative programs in that it's situated directly in the work that those teachers are learning to do.


They get together and they talk about the problems of their students learning particular content, as I understood it.  The curriculum is designed around the work.  It's not designed around some ideas about what knowledge would later help you.  It's designed around the work.


And what Gail is also talking about is increasing movement on some parts of some schools of education to try to situate teacher preparation much more around this very combined kind of work that practice is where you study student thinking, you figure out what problems kids typically have.


Suzanne Wilson spoke to us about that two meetings ago.  You figure out what are strategies to help students overcome those problems.


I think one of the things this Commission has to do if we're going to make a difference is to break out of thinking of who needs to be at the table and where this has to be located because there are many configurations that would work if we had what Bruce was talking about in a sort of break time yesterday -- a curriculum that was focused on the essential practices that people have to learn.


And that includes knowledge, but it includes being able to pull it off.  And I think what we have is an enormous capacity problem.  If we don't face the capacity problem, it doesn't matter how we restructure all the deck chairs.  We won't get improvements.


So all of the structural issues are important, and I think we should keep in our recommendations a variety of structures that might enable that.  But if we don't focus on how to shift the preparation of teachers and the improvement of teaching toward practice, we won't get the improvements we need.


I was very struck with what Gov. Geringer also said earlier about how crisis, I think you said, crisis push people to act in certain ways that gain effect, something like that, when you're really pushed.


What if we shifted our assumption that the crisis is the teacher shortage, which is a crisis, I agree.  But it's not the ultimate crisis.  The ultimate crisis is that we're failing to educate kids in math and science in this country.  We need teachers in order to achieve that.  I think we've got our eye slightly looking in the wrong direction at the moment.


We need to get more people into the profession, but we need people who can do what we've just heard about, which is learn to work effectively with kids.


What if we -- instead of saying that the crisis was the teacher shortage -- what if we assume that that's part of our crisis?  But what if we turned our attention back to the real crisis, which was we're not teaching people well in schools? What if, for example, we said – “Look at all of the kids who are failing in math and science right away within the first two or three years of school.”


And what if one of our recommendations was to propose curricula of practice that were situated in summer schools?  What if we launched a series of summer school programs in which both teachers and kids worked on mathematics and science teaching out of which practices were derived that could be put up on a Web for other people to study?


What if mathematicians and scientists worked in these summer schools as well?  What if these became sites where children had opportunities to increase their opportunity to learn at the very same time?  It sort of would be based a bit on what both of these presenters talked about, but it would be novel and different and would so something directly for our real crisis at the same time that we generated knowledge about improved practice.


There are many more things that could be said about something like this.  But as I sit and listen to us, I have this feeling that we're not yet cutting into where the real crisis is and that these structural things we're hearing will be very important to us in order to frame how these things could be brought to bear.


But what I hear here is a serious effort -- and I want to underline it for us -- a serious effort to prepare teachers to do the practices that would improve mathematics and science achievement.  And I think that's where we need to try to turn out thinking today, and to use these presentations to help us.


But if I've got it wrong, tell me.  That's what I hear from both of you. 

DR. SCLAFANI:  Yes, I think you have it right.  And in fact we have a program with Rice University.


The Rice University school math project that works very intensely in summer school with teachers and students.  And they work together in the morning with the students, and then they work in the afternoon with the teachers, talking about what they've done, how it worked, why it worked.  Did you see how when so-and-so was doing the demonstration lesson, the students were responding in these ways?


I think that that's the missing piece because, when you do it theoretically, then, you're having to try and make that transfer when you walk into a classroom.  And that's where most teachers, no matter how they're prepared, have the difficulty -- is what does that mean I do when I walk into the classroom on the first day.


MEMBER:  And the point is it doesn't have -- it can be done in the school of ed, it can be done in the school district.


DR. SCALFANI:  Sure.


MEMBER:  It can be done in summer school.  It can be done with artifacts on the Web.  The point is what's the "it?"


DR. SHROYER:  I would agree with that 100 percent also, which is why I was trying to come back repeatedly to the idea that we need to be able to identify what it is we want teachers to do and that part of what we want them to do is to improve learning of children.


And so by connecting those -- and then I would also add that I do believe in everything that we've heard.  Also you've seen collaboration from many different partners, but it is collaboration to be able to come together to improve learning for children.

SENATOR GLENN:  Thank you very much.  We are going to have to break here because we have to move on to the rest of the program here.


But we’ve let this run over about 25 minutes because there was a lot of interest here.


[END]

