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A new study by Arthur Levine concludes that the nation’s teacher education programs are inadequately preparing their graduates to meet the realities of today’s standards-based, accountability-driven classrooms.  Levine concludes that a majority of teachers are prepared in university-based programs with low admissions and graduation standards.  Their faculties, curriculum and research are disconnected from classroom teachers and schools.  Wide variations in program content and quality exist with the majority of teachers prepared in lower quality programs.  State and accreditation standards for maintaining quality are ineffective. His findings are as follows:  

FINDINGS:

Inadequate Preparation:  Students are graduating from programs without the skills and knowledge they need to be effective teachers.  Sixty–two percent of teacher education alumni surveyed indicated their programs did not prepare them for the realities of the classroom.  

A Curriculum in Disarray:  There is no standard approach to preparing teachers, there is a chasm between theory and practice, and limited fieldwork fails to prepare graduates adequately for what they will find in the classroom.  

Disconnected Faculty: Alumni and students complained that the experiences of faculty were not recent or long enough, leaving lessons more theoretical than practical and thin on content.  There is a lack of continuity between courses within the program, and a lack of connection with other university resources because university peers consider their research lacking in rigor.  

Low Admissions Standards:  Universities are said to use their teacher education programs as “cash cows” requiring them to generate revenue to fund more prestigious departments, and forcing teacher preparation programs to increase enrollments and lower entrance requirements, leading to lower graduation requirements.  

Insufficient Quality Control:  State and accreditation quality control mechanisms fail to maintain quality because of their focus on process rather than substance.  State requirements vary widely across the country.  A study by the Northwest Evaluation Association found that after controlling for teacher longevity, there was no significant difference in student reading and math achievement based on whether the teacher was prepared at a NCATE on non-NCATE accredited institution. 

Disparities in Institutional Quality:  More than half of teachers graduated from universities rated (using the Carnegie Classifications) as Masters 1 universities, which have higher student to faculty ratios and spend less money per student than doctoral institutions.   

Effects on Student Achievement:  Students with teachers prepared at Masters 1 universities have significantly lower growth in math and somewhat lower growth in reading than those with teachers prepared at doctoral universities.  The report concluded the data indicate that the Masters 1 institutions, which prepare a majority of teachers, are less effective than the research institutions that prepare relatively few teachers.

The executive summary of the report is attached (Attachment VI-A).  The full report may be found at http://www.edschools.org/pdf/Educating_Teachers_Report.pdf.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Dr. Levine’s recommendations are as follows:  

1. Transform education schools from ivory towers into professional schools focused on school practice.  Education schools should embrace the reality that they are professional schools and refocus their work on the world of practice.  They should follow the model of professional development schools, the educational equivalent of teaching hospitals, and bring together faculty and students with teachers and students to enrich all.  

2. Focus on student achievement as the primary measure of the success of teacher education programs.  The measure of a teacher’s effectiveness is the success of the students in her class, and the measure of a teacher education program’s success is how well the students taught by the graduates perform.  This will require the development of a longitudinal data collection system, which will allow for tracking of individual student progress.   

3. Make five-year teacher education programs the norm.  Teachers should be required to complete a traditional major then complete advanced study on how to communicate the subject matter that will provide them with insight on child development and effective pedagogy.  

4. Establish effective mechanisms for teacher education quality control.  It is time to rethink traditional accreditation.  New accreditation standards should ground measures of success in hard data on student achievement, which will be provided by the longitudinal data collection system.  States should establish common, outcomes-based requirements for certification and licensure for traditionally-prepared and non-traditionally prepared students.  

5. Close failing teacher education programs, strengthen promising ones, and expand excellent programs.  Create incentives for outstanding students and career changers to enter teacher education at doctoral universities.  Universities have an obligation to evaluate the quality of their teacher education programs, and should establish a timetable of no more than five years to accomplish the above. This may require closing of Masters 1 level programs and expanding programs at Doctoral Extensive universities, which would require provision or adjustment of incentives.      

QUESTIONS FOR THE PANELISTS: 

1. Which of Levine’s findings do you agree are of concern in Kentucky?  Which are the most critical in our state?  

2. What initiatives are currently being undertaken in the state that will begin to address Levine’s findings and recommendations?  (For example, the KDE has embarked on the KIDS Project that will provide a statewide longitudinal data system that can include student achievement data, as recommended by Levine.)  

3. What are the next steps you would recommend to address the findings that are of concern in Kentucky?  What is the role of the P-16 Council in furthering this work?    
