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Introduction
My intention with this paper is to present what we have done over
the past 11 years in Connecticut and what we have learned. To set
the context, Connecticut is a small state in New England, with a
population of approximately three million people. There are half a
million students in the public schools and an additional 14 percent
in private schools. The state has 166 public school districts,
employing 40,000 educators. The governor appoints a state board of
education of nine people; the board in turn appoints a commis-
sioner. There are also two advisory standards boards: one for
teachers and one for administrators. Eleven years’ time has afforded
us the opportunity to learn from our mistakes and correct them
along the way, and we are still in the process of developing.

A Time Conducive to Change
In the mid 1980s, the state of Connecticut had excess funds and a
governor and a commissioner who were truly focused on education.
These advantageous circumstances provided us with the oppor-
tunity to look at making changes in our education policy. Connecti-
cut approached the task by impaneling representative blue ribbon
committees, whose position papers and recommendations were
codified into statutes and regulations. The state mandated policies,
but it also provided appropriate funding to support intended
outcomes. Our intent was to improve student learning through
raising standards; we wanted to create in Connecticut a continuum
for development and growth. This continuum, of which teacher
induction was a piece, would have rigorous standards for educators
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and students as its objectives. It was our hope that students would
learn and grow in an environment where they were taught by
highly qualified teachers. Connecticut’s experience is unique
because there was a particular set of circumstances in place at that
time. If we tried the same project today, we probably would not be
as successful because the environment and resources have changed.
We were quite fortunate with our timing; however, there remain
universally relevant lessons from our experiences and also from
what we have been able to achieve.

Challenges in Creating a Support System
Initially in Connecticut, $12 million was allocated to the project of
creating an overall continuum for teacher development, in addition
to a number of other programs. This continuum would begin with
teacher preparation, certification, and induction—with teacher
induction taking place during the first year of a new teacher’s
employment—and progress through veteran teacher status in terms
of ongoing professional growth and development. I joined the
Connecticut program at the time when the budget was cut from $12
million to $3 million, so I was present for the next phase, where we
needed to determine how we could save a good program and
reconstruct ourselves.

The challenge in terms of teacher induction was to implement a
support system for beginning teachers while also instituting an
assessment system to ensure quality. During the period of flush
finances, Connecticut not only raised standards and initiated
accountability measures but also raised teacher salaries, and even
today Connecticut still has the highest teacher salaries in the United
States. While the legislature had agreed to allocate money to the
districts in order to raise salaries, they also wanted a system of
accountability. The state wanted quality performance to justify the
increase in salary, and the best way to determine quality was to
have an assessment system. Initially, the legislature’s mindset was
that this system should remove inappropriate people, instead of
considering a system to develop and induct people so that they all
possess a common set of competencies. The major focus was to
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eliminate those individuals who did not perform. The state was
investing a significant amount of money, to ensure a high level of
competency in teachers and students.

There were two challenges confronting our development of the
support system for beginning teachers. The first came from the
legislature. They required all cooperating teachers to receive
training along with those individuals who were going to be
mentors, and every district was required to provide a mentor for a
beginning teacher. We were highly structured in the beginning; we
mandated that within ten days of a teacher’s being hired, he or she
had to have a mentor. There were no acceptable reasons for a
beginning teacher to work without a mentor, and the district would
be held accountable. While there was the threat of serious
consequences for noncompliance, we were fortunate that we never
had to deal with that situation.

The other challenge in implementing this support system was
determining who should be mentors. The emphasis was on quality,
and we looked at various resources to determine how to design a
quality state-mandated mentoring program. Connecticut empha-
sizes local control. We do not, at the state level, mandate textbooks,
approve public schools, or have a state curriculum—everything is
decided at the local level. Therefore, we decided that we would
recognize local control in our program. It was a formidable task to
balance this state mandate for a quality mentoring program while
allowing for the involvement of all the educators in Connecticut. We
organized it in such a manner that the districts would select people
to be support teachers—either cooperating teachers or mentors—
and the state would then provide training through the local regional
service centers. We mandated 25 hours of training to become a
mentor, but there was no performance assessment component at the
end. If an individual completed the training program, then he or she
could be a mentor. The districts would select mentors from the
people who had been trained and would place them with beginning
teachers.

The ideal was that the beginning teacher and the mentor would be
matched according to subject area. However, we found over time
that it was not realistic, simply because we did not have enough
mentors in specific areas. Since it was a voluntary system there were
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not enough math teachers, for example, who had completed the
training to match up with beginning math teachers. Initially,
because we had excess money, we paid people to do everything. A
teacher was paid $1500 a year to be a mentor, so in the beginning
many people were volunteering. We then paid them to go to
training. We gave them Continuing Education Units (CEUs) for
completing the training, which moved them up on the salary scale.
In total, it represented a substantial amount of money.

Our Early Approach to Mentoring
We began the support program with the idea of a one-to-one mentor
and that mentors had to be veteran teachers with at least three
years’ experience. We had to abandon that goal, however, because
again there was sometimes a shortage in a certain subject area.
Therefore, we had to allow other educators and supervisors to be
mentors, and we allowed the mentor system to consist of teams.
Then we began to notice that while team support really benefited
some teachers, the one-to-one support was much better for others.
So each district was allowed to develop their own mentor program
as they saw fit. Often the principal or district facilitator would
assign the mentor, but we struggled with this approach because
research told us that it can be more beneficial when people seek out
their own colleagues. When individuals are assigned, other factors
can get in the way. What we did find is that people recognized the
value of mentoring. For example, when the mentor was not a good
match, the new teacher often compensated for it by independently
seeking out other colleagues. Often when the formal mentoring
period ended, these new teachers would continue to seek out
colleagues of their own choosing, people whom they valued and
who they thought could work with them to create a mutually
beneficial system. Thus the culture of the school became one where
working with other professionals was seen as beneficial and where
mentoring and collegial support were considered important for
everyone.

The type of support that we train mentors to provide (and this
support does not always have to be directly related to classroom
instruction) is particularly critical in the beginning. A lot of this
support has to do with the culture of the school:  when to speak up
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or remain silent, how to succeed in a particular environment, etc.
The mentor is valuable in all of those areas; therefore, subject
content and classroom management are not the sole focus of the
beginning teacher induction.

The Addition of an Assessment System
At this time we also started developing an assessment system with a
different group of individuals. We wanted to keep the two systems
very separate, although the role of the mentor would be not only to
lend support during the induction period but also to assist with the
assessment of the candidate. In Connecticut, if an educator does not
successfully complete the assessment, he or she loses certification
and can no longer work in the state as a public school educator.
With such high-stakes consequences, it was clear that the support
that beginning teachers received would be very important.

The veteran teachers were the mentors, the cooperating teachers,
and also the assessors, and they could select the role they wanted to
play. Again, the state provided training for all those components.
Gradually there evolved a large contingent in each school building
of veteran teachers who were vested in this program, because they
had participated in the induction of new teachers. Connecticut is
now at the point where those once-new teachers are now its mentors
and assessors; there is a second generation. These new mentor
teachers are very helpful because they have had the experience of
working both with and without the support of a mentor and of
working in an environment where the continuation of a career
depends upon successfully completing assessments. They under-
stand what it was like to have other people making very important
decisions about their future while they were still trying to figure out
what hall room duty was. Because they have first-hand knowledge
of this environment, they are extremely valuable as mentors,
cooperating teachers, and assessors.

Refining Our Initial Approach
By 1991–1992, Connecticut realized that its system needed to be
redesigned. Our assessment component was based on behavioral
characteristics observed in the classroom, but it was generic; we did
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not look at content. We also needed to explore an expansion of our
mentoring and support system. Again, as we had throughout the
establishment of the program, we involved Connecticut educators.
They are the people who run the program, and there would be no
Connecticut experience without them. So we commissioned a panel,
we worked with them, and we came up with what was then called
the BEST (Beginning Educator Support and Training) redesign. The
word assessment was not present, which was purposeful. Obviously,
however, assessment is what drives this program to a great extent,
and we would be unrealistic if we did not recognize that fact,
because it determines the continuing certification of the educator.
We moved beyond classroom observation into considering content,
the ability to teach content and to reflect on that teaching, and the
understanding of pedagogy. We also looked more closely at student
learning. The state realized that this analysis could not be
accomplished with its current assessment, so we began developing
portfolio assessments. We have been pilot testing different subject
areas, and this year we have math, science, English, and special
education teachers actually doing what has become a two-year
assessment. In the first year there is an assessment of classroom
teaching based on a submission of a videotape viewed by trained
assessors. Depending on the outcome of the videotape evaluation,
there is either a continuation of that form of assessment or the
person moves into the next phase, which is the actual portfolio
assessment. The teacher observation portion of the assessment piece
had been changed from a live observation, whereby assessors went
to schools to do the observations directly, to a videotape evaluation,
because to maintain the system of live observation was expensive
and difficult. In some ways, the live observation was beneficial, but
validation results were the same for both video and live
observations, so we now use video. The videotape approach also
quickly proved its own benefit as a professional development tool.
If a teacher has to submit a videotape of his or her teaching to be
assessed, the submitted tape is probably not going to be the very
first lesson taped. The teacher will tape the lesson, review it, have
others view it, and then perhaps decide to try again. The teacher
may notice on the tape situations or incidents that he or she had
been unaware of during the actual class. The teacher can view his or
her own teaching critically and ascertain elements that can be
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improved upon or avoided. This opportunity for self-evaluation is
an invaluable element in professional development. It is also
instructive for the mentor, who works with the beginning teacher
throughout the videotaping process. Videotaped assessments have
provided a further benefit of dispelling the fear of having a lesson in
the classroom videotaped; the students soon begin to ignore the
process. Videotaping becomes a norm, to the point where veteran
teachers begin to reflect on their own teaching and wonder what
they can learn from seeing one of their lessons videotaped.
Consequently, the observation mandate for beginning teachers has
benefited veteran teachers as well.

In addition to the video component, the assessment also consists of
a portfolio, which is highly structured. To prepare the teachers to do
the portfolio assessment, Connecticut gives them specific com-
ponents to address, such as tracking student work. The components
vary from content area to content area; it is not a generic portfolio
approach. Once again, we looked at national standards for
guidance, but we used Connecticut educators to fine-tune our
system. We brought teachers in resident to the state department for
two years, and they worked to develop the portfolio component,
using committees and field-tested pieces. The portfolio was
designed by Connecticut educators from various content areas, and
in terms of our entire portfolio assessment, within the next three
years 90 percent of our major teaching areas will have developed a
portfolio assessment. Full implementation of the program is coming
very soon. We provide a tremendous amount of support for this
assessment; we have seminars and clinics. Mentors are encouraged
to attend these seminars held for new teachers, and the majority of
them do. Professional development is what drives the entire system
and has helped make it successful, because everyone has benefited
from it. We are now ready to examine our teacher preparation phase
whereby we are in the process of adopting the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) standards for our
program approval, with a Connecticut element added. Local control
still reigns; NCATE is great, but in Connecticut we have to be a little
greater, so we have our own additional aspect.
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Changes to the Certification Process
Connecticut is now in the process of moving toward a wholly
competency-based certification. The new regulations that are going
to the board in December no longer mandate courses or a certain
number of credit hours. Instead, we have identified competencies by
looking at a wide array of resources, e.g., learned societies, the
National Board, and our standards for portfolio assessments in
Connecticut. In addition to the portfolio assessments, we also
require national tests (Praxis I-CBT and Praxis II) as a certification
requirement. Upon hiring, a teacher then goes through teacher
induction, and this period has as its focus planning, teaching,
assessing student learning, and reflecting.

Moving to the second level of certification requires ten months of
successful experience, attested to by the principal and the superin-
tendent based on their local evaluation. The question was, however,
whether such local evaluation was sufficiently rigorous and
reflective of state standards. Again, we discovered how state policy
can drive local practice. In Connecticut, approximately 90 percent of
the school districts independently adopted the standards used to
assess beginning teachers for use in their evaluations of veteran
teachers. The districts believed that if these standards were appro-
priate for beginning teachers, they were just as relevant for veteran
teachers. Although it was not our original intention, districts are
now looking at the portfolio assessment as a means to go further
with veteran teacher evaluations. The districts realized the benefits
of what the state mandated for beginning teachers, and they began
to analyze different possibilities for other applications.

The provisional level of teacher certification in Connecticut is
designed to have the individual pursue a graduate degree. The
minimum requirement is a master’s degree and three years of
successful teaching as confirmed by the principal and superinten-
dent of the district. We have had some rare cases where individuals
have not had a successful teaching experience. They do have the
option to go to another district to work towards gaining experience,
but they will lose their certification if they cannot demonstrate
teaching proficiency at the local level in addition to successfully
completing the assessments.
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The weakest link in our standards is at the professional level.
Connecticut requires 90 hours of professional development,
documented by CEUs. It is simply seat time. The districts were
mandated to provide 18 hours of training at no cost to the teachers.
In some districts, this training takes the form of various professional
development days, which can be vulnerable to being too informal,
with ad hoc agendas. In other districts, there is more of an ongoing
systemic attempt to develop people professionally. The result is
great variation in development across the state, and this is what we
would like to change. We are not quite sure what approach is
needed. We have looked at certification programs in Vermont and
Colorado, but thus far we have been unable to define rigorous
certification standards that veteran teachers will accept. The
dilemma has become not only what type of assessment veteran
teachers should undergo, but also what self-assessment process
veteran teachers should follow to ensure that they are continuing to
grow and develop professionally. Our continuum of growth and
development is, at its essence, a professional development program.

Although we feel our program is not yet sufficiently focused on our
veteran teachers as well, nevertheless veteran teachers have already
benefited from the program. Connecticut has had 12,000 people
become trained as support teachers, out of a total teacher population
of 40,000. In addition to these support teachers, 6,000 individuals
have become assessors. They receive rigorous training to learn to
perform teacher observations, and every year they must meet a
proficiency requirement. We also have in the training program
individuals who are now learning to score portfolios. These
educators are content experts in their fields, and they are then
trained so they score portfolios during the summer.

Lessons We Have Learned

Choosing the Appropriate Goal

We have all learned many things from the program, some of which I
will now mention. To begin with, Connecticut’s legislature had
originally thought that they were funding an assessment system to
prevent ineffective teachers from entering public education. They
asked how many nonperforming teachers had been eliminated from
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the system after the implementation of the BEST and assessment
programs. Our response was that three had been removed during
the past 11 years. The reason for this relatively low number is that
we, in fact, did not design the system to expel ineffective teachers.
Instead, we designed it to induct and develop individuals so that
they all obtain the same level of competencies, so we could then feel
confident that they should be teaching Connecticut students. There
were, in fact, some screenings prior to initial certification. For
example, individuals needed a B– average to enter a teacher
preparation program. They then were required to pass a basic skills
competency test as well as a content test to become certified. This
process screens out 10–15 percent of applicants to the teacher
education programs and certification applicants who cannot meet
those standards. Once the individual becomes certified, however,
our position is that we need to support them. . .but also hold them
accountable. It is a developmental process at this point, not a
screening process.

The Connecticut legislature probably would not have allocated that
$12 million for us to create a professional development program.
We eventually changed our terminology and talked about induction
and how support and assessment are tools to enhance and develop
our teachers rather than remove them. The legislature has since
shifted its understanding to incorporate this philosophy.

As I mentioned earlier, in 1991 the budget for teacher certification
was reduced from $12 million to $3 million. We currently receive
approximately $3.6 million per year. The money is used, not only to
manage and implement the current system, but also to further
develop the different content area portfolio assessments, which is
expensive. Our work with the Interstate New Teacher Assessment
and Support Consortium (INTASC) has been extremely beneficial
on many levels, especially with the validation process. Funda-
mentally, we are running a system and developing new elements
simultaneously, which has remained viable up to this point.
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Involving All the Right Stakeholders

One mistake we made with regard to the induction period at the
outset was that we excluded the principal from the induction
process. We had a district facilitator deal directly with beginning
teachers; the result was that the principal then had no ownership in
the induction program. At that time we called it mentoring, and it
was a one-on-one program that ended after one year. We later
switched to the term induction and created a two-year program,
because we wanted to initiate a system whereby the school would
“own” the beginning teachers. These teachers, in turn, would then
become part of that fabric and culture, and the school would have
ownership—mentoring would not be separate from the rest of the
school environment. We were then able to resolve the original
problem of the exclusion of the principal and other support people
from the mentoring process.

At the outset, higher education institutions were not a part of the
program. When the state determined that the institutions could not
select the cooperating teachers, the institutions were unhappy
because they had established relationships with certain veteran
teachers with whom they had been placing student teachers for
years. The districts were now going to select the cooperating
teachers, and the higher education institutions would simply have
to work with whoever was chosen. We felt that if the district
independently selected those established cooperating teachers and
those teachers were willing to undergo the training, they could then
remain cooperating teachers. Unfortunately, many of those teachers
were insulted. They believed that because they had been
cooperating teachers for many years the state should not now be
telling them they were not qualified. It was a difficult situation, and
another lesson that we learned. We should have worked with the
higher education institutions from the start. The positive note to
this, however, is that over time, when we wanted to grant these
institutions the power to begin their own training programs for
cooperating teachers based on state guidelines, many declined. They
felt we were doing a fine job, and they liked the teachers we had
trained to be cooperating teachers.
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The role of higher education has already been mentioned with
regard to the importance of using their expertise and involving
them in the professional development process. We provide support,
seminars, and training; the districts have also followed up and done
a lot of their own building on our work. A consequence of having
both the continuum and local involvement, particularly with the
principals whom we did initially exclude, is that we have
successfully involved the teachers, curriculum people, and even the
superintendents, so that everyone looks at this system as their
program. It is truly viewed as a statewide professional development
system that is not mandated.

Ancillary Benefits

We have realized that many beginning teachers, due to the improve-
ment of teacher training programs, have much to contribute to the
school. They are not just on the receiving end of a one-way learning
process; they are no longer viewed simply as novices. They come
with expertise and with an integrated curriculum that often repre-
sents concepts and information with which existing staff at the
school are unfamiliar. Beginning teachers are now being recognized
for what they can bring of value to a school, which is a positive
change.

Another key observation was that while veteran teachers are the
backbone of the program and they have provided much of the
framework, they themselves have also benefited greatly. What we
discovered, though, was that educators would sign up for and
attend all the support training, and then many would not sign up to
be a mentor. We did not require that they become mentors upon
completion of the training, and we discovered that all the veteran
teachers wanted was the training. So we had to change our position
and mandate that participation in the training required working
with a beginning teacher as a mentor. But the point was made that
experienced educators considered this training to be very important.
We worked with our regional service centers to implement the
training. Originally it was highly structured and absolutely
consistent statewide, but we have since relaxed the rigid structure
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somewhat, because we have learned over time that there are many
different ways to arrive at the same place, and inflexible steps are
not essential.

Linking All Elements of the Continuum

Another error we initially made was in keeping the support and
assessment programs separate. When I started working with the
state, I was in charge of the support program. I recognized that the
two programs needed to be integrated. That point became even
more obvious upon recognition that a third bureau was in charge of
student assessment. There was no clear articulation concerning the
standards upon which the student assessments were based. We
realized that if we were going to approve preparation programs and
hold beginning teachers to a set of standards, we needed to create
linkages among all elements. Our resulting system needed to be fair
in that teachers would be trained to perform those tasks upon which
they would be assessed, and those tasks included educating stu-
dents in the knowledge upon which they in turn would be assessed.

Without a professional development network in place, we could not
have accomplished what we did, since professional development
was the cornerstone of the continuum. In Connecticut, we worked
with our educational service centers to deliver the training for
assessors, mentors, cooperating teachers, and other trainers.  It was
critical to have people view the entire program as positive profes-
sional development, not as simply an unavoidable state-mandated
system. Having standards, and having those standards linked, was
absolutely critical. The standards for teacher approval and
preparation program approval, for beginning teachers, and for the
students have all been consistent and connected. They are all
defensible because we have validated each component. This step
has enabled everyone to understand and believe in the program
because they have been a part of the process and have agreed that
these elements are critical to effective teaching and learning.
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Tying the Outcome to the Intent

There remains one piece to the program with which we still do not
feel comfortable—the CEU portion—because it does not ensure an
outcome that matches the intention. The intention was ongoing
professional development—a self-reflection and continuation of
learning and growing—but the program as it exists now does not
ensure that; rather, it is the professionalism of teachers that does.
We have discovered that if the teachers have opportunities to obtain
high-quality professional development, they will take advantage of
them. While the districts must provide these professional develop-
ment opportunities, there is also a process whereby one can become
approved as a CEU provider in Connecticut, and there are presently
over 200 different entities that are approved CEU providers. Our
first renewal of educators’ certificates entailed 29,000 educators
renewing at the same time. We audited the renewals and were
struck with the number of educators who had gone to outside
sources to meet their CEU requirements. They did not necessarily
value what was being offered in the districts. These educators either
spent their own money, or their district gave them financial
assistance, to obtain this quality preparation from these other CEU
providers. Graduate courses were also used to fulfill the require-
ment for CEUs. So we need to examine this aspect and find better
ways to correlate it to what we have intended.

Using the Proper Implementation Tools

Creating a blueprint for implementing the program was necessary,
because when we announced that we were going to begin portfolio
assessments, the salient concern was how long the pilot testing and
development would take. We did need to manipulate the timeline
as we went; from our blueprint of three years ago, it appears as
though we should be done by now. So every year we needed to
change the blueprint a bit to maintain the development of the
program, but there was always an end in sight. We found that a
tangible goal was very important for all the constituents with whom
we were working, because they needed to know that this was not
going to be an interminable process. We needed to prove to them
that we had a systematic plan, we had support, and we had a
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conclusion. The blueprint was definitely helpful in convincing
people to accept the program without continually questioning why
they had to endure the implementation process.

One aspect of our program that I have not yet addressed is the
structure that needs to be in place to support the data. We started
with a stand-alone computer system, which was a mistake, because
we were unable to interface with any of the other databases that we
had. We now have all the databases networked. To be able to do
anything statewide, one needs to have the access to information to
generate reports, to track and analyze data, and simply to know
what is occurring. This was a behind-the-scenes development, and
we started designing a networked database at the outset of the
venture. It was an extremely important foundation for the program.

Final Observations
When individuals participated in the pilot test of the assessment
program, they merely had to go through the process; there were no
consequences for poor performance. Because the testing program
was not yet complete, there was no assessment of their performance.
With such low stakes, we had willing participants. Educators were
pleased with the situation, knowing that whatever happened during
the two-year pilot test would not count against them. A positive
result was that it introduced a new culture within the schools where
people concluded that the assessment program was not so bad; they
realized that they were learning from it. Because they were not
threatened by the program, they could more objectively recognize
its benefits. By the time the pilot-testing period ended, the real
testing began, and the results mattered, the program had already
been introduced without alienating the educators already in the
system.

I have already discussed the shift in language that Connecticut used
from mentoring to induction, and shifting the ownership of the
beginning teacher to the school level rather than the state level. We
have also shifted our focus on student work. We are preparing
individuals in teacher preparation programs and then asking them
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to follow through on the types of competencies in their classrooms
that we are using to assess the students, so the relationship between
them is clear to all stakeholders.

As I mentioned earlier, when the program began, we paid our
mentors, assessors, and cooperating teachers. However, when our
budget was greatly reduced, we were no longer able to pay them.
This was a real challenge, because we were unsure if veteran
teachers would continue to volunteer to serve in these roles.
Fortunately, they did. It was wonderful to see, because there had
been a lot of skeptics who felt that the entire system would fall
apart. But the teachers valued the experience and the training, and
they felt they owed something to their profession. They have
continued to volunteer, even though we no longer pay them for
training. We told them they had a good deal—that we would not
start charging them fees for this excellent training. So we have
eliminated the need to pay them to attend training or to be mentors.
The colleges and universities do pay a small stipend to cooperating
teachers, and the assessors pay expenses. Participants receive
release time, and we provide the districts with the money to support
this release time.

The grassroots involvement has been absolutely critical, and a lot of
the consequences of this program have affected the local teacher
evaluation systems, which is what I call a “trickle-up effect.” We
would work with a local school on a one-on-one basis, and that
would have an effect on that school and the school district. The
district would begin to look at what was happening in these isolated
classrooms and decide to investigate it from a districtwide
perspective. They would question whether or not what they were
doing was consistent with what the state felt they should be doing
with beginning teachers. Therefore, the system has had a large
impact across the entire state. By designating that the changes in the
certification program would only affect future new teachers, it
allowed our veterans to endorse the objectives of the system. We
were not going to apply these new standards to current teachers,
and that was a critical political piece in implementing the change.
However, we are aware of the downside to this, which is that it
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takes significantly longer to see the results of that change. But by
having it apply only to new teachers, we were able to initiate and
maintain this program with the full support of veteran teachers.

We found that there were pros and cons in issuing statutes and
regulations. One positive outcome was that the authority of state
law and regulation did ensure that every beginning teacher in
Connecticut would collaborate with a trained mentor. This authority
also ensured that every beginning teacher would go through
assessment and be required to meet the same standards. While
funding has diminished, we have still been able to maintain the
standards of the system. One disadvantage was that we tended to be
too prescriptive. We have since realized that individuals who are
professionals will actively participate for the right reasons; this
participation does not have to be motivated by personal financial
gain.

We must remember that the most important aspect of this program
is the fact that all of it should directly benefit the students. At this
point, we do not have tightly coupled data to prove there is a direct
correlation between the program and its benefits for students, but I
would like to believe there is some relationship between the two.
Test scores in Connecticut have been improving. The state has
developed its own tests for the fourth, sixth, eighth, and tenth
grades, and those scores, the SAT scores, and the NAEP test scores
are higher. The situation looks positive. We believe there is a direct
relationship between what we are doing and how the students are
performing. However, Connecticut is still learning, developing, and
implementing. We continue to examine new ideas of what we
would like to do in the future, and that is the very essence of the
Connecticut experience.
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