
 

Susan A. Gendron is Commissioner, Maine Department of Education and 
President of the Counsel of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO). 

Peter McWalters is Interim Strategic Initiative Director of Education Workforce 
Development of the Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Dr. Rick Melmer is the Dean of the School of Education at the University of 
South Dakota. 

 

A Chief’s View of Tomorrow’s 
Education Needs 

The following is a panel discussion that took place between Sue Gendron, 
Peter McWalters, and Rick Melmer. 

Sue Gendron:   

This morning we’d like to give you a perspective from the chief’s views on 
education. We’re going to start with Rick Melmer, a former chief from 
South Dakota who is helping us bridge our partnership with higher educa-
tion, and then I’m going to give you a little perspective of the work and 
thinking from Maine, and then Peter is going to wrap it up based on the 
work that’s happening at CCSSO (the Council of Chief State School 
Officers) and how we’re thinking about next-generation learning.  

Rick Melmer: 

My part of the program is to talk about transition from K–12 to higher 
education. After being in K–12 education for twenty-nine years, I was 
recently selected to be the dean of the School of Education at the University 
of South Dakota (USD). With my background, I was a very unconventional 
choice, but we’ve had some very good and lively discussions about what 
we’re doing at the higher-ed level in terms of preparing teachers to teach in 
K–12 schools. We’re currently working with the Bush Foundation Teacher 
Effectiveness Initiative, along with other higher-education institutions in 
Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota. The goal of this initiative is 
to produce 25,000 effective teachers and place them in schools across the 
three states over the next ten years. What the foundation means by 
“effective teacher” is that he or she can see to it that each child experiences 
at least one year of academic growth in one year’s time. In order to be  
part of this initiative, participating schools must use data to determine 
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effectiveness and must guarantee the quality of the teacher candidates when 
they graduate. Another non-negotiable part of the initiative is that there 
must be a two- to four-year induction program.  

To uphold our end of the bargain, USD will need to focus and act on four 
main components: recruiting, preparing, placing, and supporting. First, we 
need to recruit more and better quality candidates. Second, we need to 
prepare them for the classrooms of tomorrow, not the classrooms of 
yesterday. The current teacher education program at USD is very conven-
tional, traditional, and—by some people’s measure—successful. If I laid it 
next to the program that I graduated from in 1979, they would look very 
much alike. The only difference is that there are a lot more courses today 
than there were in 1979. And I think that’s because higher education has the 
same issues that K–12 has: if we have a problem, we add a course to address 
the issue. We’re sometimes so focused on getting our candidates through the 
courses that we’ve lost sight of what we really want them to know when 
they finish the program. So it’s time for us to take a step back and ask the 
question, What do we want these young teachers to learn? Third, we need to 
place them in a seamless transition. Right now what too often happens is 
that we educate them at the university level, they go into their student-
teaching jobs, and the classroom teacher says something like, “You spent 
four years learning the way they think it is, and now I’m going to tell you 
the way it really is.” We need to move away from that scenario and get to 
the point where by the time they get to the cooperating teacher level, they 
know what is really going on and can begin to deliver that kind of 
instruction. Finally, we need to support them by embracing the mind-set that 
graduation isn’t terminal and staying connected to them for two to four 
years beyond graduation.  

Under the area of recruitment, we’re planning on increasing the volume of 
our teacher candidates by improving the selection process. Currently at 
USD, we pretty much take all comers. If you’re interested in education and 
you have a minimum set of skills, you’re going to get into our program. 
Peter and I were in Finland, where they can apparently afford to be very 
selective about who teaches. My question is, Why can’t we be more selective 
about whom we accept into our teacher education programs? We’re going to 
start implementing this selectivity at USD, including raising the academic 
standing of our candidates. We also want to increase the quantity of teachers 
in our program; we’re a relatively small university producer right now, and 
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we’re going to be doubling our output—from one hundred to two hundred—
over this ten-year period. But the most important feature is that we’re going 
to survey the school districts in our area to do a five-year projection on their 
staffing needs so that when I have a teacher candidate who says, “I want to 
be a social studies teacher,” I’ll be able to say, “Here’s the projected need for 
social studies teachers over the next five years within a two-hundred-mile 
radius of USD.” There will be certain areas where there will be great need 
and others where there won’t; thus, I want our candidates to know before 
they graduate what the projected employment opportunities might be.  

In the area of preparation, we’re taking a bit of a different approach. We’re 
calling year one “decision to teach,” meaning we’re going to recruit young 
people to come in to the program and really think about their decision. 
Being a rural state in South Dakota, we’re going to expand students’ access 
by forming a partnership with South Dakota Public Broadcasting, which is 
headquartered on our campus. We’ll set up cameras in master teacher 
classrooms throughout the state, all with various content areas, and capture 
video footage from these classrooms, show it to our early teacher candi-
dates, and let them see the best teachers in our state in action right from the 
beginning of their program. The candidates will also have an opportunity to 
study and interact with those very same teachers and talk to them about why 
they chose to teach and what value they see in teaching. We want our young 
candidates to see the very best at the beginning rather than run across people 
who tell them, “Don’t go into teaching; change your mind,” which they 
hear way too often. In year two—“reason to teach”—we’re going to move 
them out of the school setting and move them into community study, where 
they’ll spend time in a Boys & Girls Club and in some sort of community 
agency and do a study of their local community. We think that this will help 
them better understand diversity and that this isn’t just about the classroom 
but about teaching in a community, and contribute to that community in a 
broader sense. Year three—“preparation to teach”—is when they will focus 
much more intensely in an internship program, and year four—
“commitment to teach”—is when they’ll be doing a full-year educational 
residency with coursework embedded. And from beginning to end, we’re 
going to follow them through that residency experience. In addition to that, 
we’re going to build in a twelve-week externship, during which they’ll be 
able to step outside the school setting and work in an area related to their 
teaching specialty. And we’re going to encourage them to be creative about 
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where they want to spend their twelve weeks. We’ve talked to K–12 
educators about this model, and they’re very excited about it. A band music 
instructor who was part of our discussion said, “If I would have had a 
twelve-week externship during my student teaching, I would have wanted to 
go to an equipment repair place, because I spend a lot of my time preparing 
musical instruments. If I could have spent twelve weeks learning how to 
repair instruments, I would be a lot better off today.” We also believe that 
this could be a very valuable opportunity for our students.  

Another thing that we feel is important is placing people in environments 
that work. When I moved into higher education, I was surprised at how 
little preparation we give the cooperating teachers who are expected to 
supervise our candidates. Of course, it’s all because of money. We often 
don’t have the resources to do the training; thus, we’re going to be much 
more purposeful about making sure we know where our candidates are 
going and then training people in those settings on how to mentor the young 
people coming into the system. We’re going to be placing veteran faculty 
members in cluster sites in and around the university site to help support 
that. We’re also thinking about creating new courses for the residency 
program. These would have to be courses that can be universally taught by 
one or two people, so we’re probably going to have to avoid content courses 
and get into more types of things like classroom management, technology, 
and assessment. What we’re envisioning is that a student could be learning 
something in class on Tuesday and practicing it at his or her site on 
Wednesday—a scenario that doesn’t usually happen in higher education 
learning.  

I recently met with a group of master teachers from South Dakota—Teacher 
of the Year award winners from the last ten years or so—and we discussed 
our ideas of a good induction program. I told them that in Finland, all 
teachers have master’s degrees— either in a content area or in some sort of 
supporting area—and that our goal would be to try to move our candidates 
into that kind of a realm. What these master teachers told me very clearly 
was to leave them alone their first year; not expect them to work on any 
graduate programs; and make sure they’re doing a job they’ve started. In 
year one, then, we’re going to focus on frequent observation/evaluation, 
demonstrative teaching, and instructional coaching, and then in years  
two and three, we’ll begin to build on their learning through a professional 
development plan involving mentoring support and graduate program-
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ming—if they’re ready for that and they want it. We are also going to be 
using virtual coaching and social networking, which is a necessity in a state 
like South Dakota, which is very rural. We currently have a pilot virtual 
mentoring program in place at the state level. There are sixty-five teachers in 
this program right now, and when asked what their biggest disappointment 
was after their first year of teaching, most said it was the attitudes of the 
cooperating teachers. These teachers were described as depressed, negative, 
unsupportive, and discouraging of new ideas. I can tell you that it broke my 
heart to hear that. To think that we’re sending our young teachers out to 
these classrooms, and our very own people are discouraging them from 
doing the best job they can. Perhaps this is unique to South Dakota, but I 
somehow doubt it; thus, it is critical to stay with candidates for a couple of 
years after graduation, when they are being inundated with messages 
different from those they’ve heard during their preparation program.  

For our traditional four-year programs, we’ve established coursework and 
then added on experiences. What we’re attempting to do now is invert the 
process and have the experiences be the centerpiece, with courses embedded 
in and wrapped around those experiences. We also want to emphasize 
project-based learning, which is a critical component for young people. 
We’re going to form a partnership with the Sioux Falls School District—the 
largest district in South Dakota—and, through a new high-tech network 
project, train both districts’ faculty members in project-based learning, 
especially at the secondary level. Through active partnerships with districts 
and communities, we are going to focus on special populations in our state, 
particularly the American Indian population. Approximately 13 percent of 
the young people in our state are American Indian. Unfortunately, we see a 
very small number of this population in our education programs; we need to 
do a better job of both encouraging these students to enroll in our programs 
and sending more of our graduates into American Indian reservation 
schools. We’re also going to make sure that we’re using data consistently to 
determine whether we’re being effective or not. Of course we’re still in the 
planning and development stages of this model, but we’re very excited about 
it and think it has a lot of merit. 

Sue: 

In Maine, we’ve been on a journey to implement a standards-based system 
for the last twenty-five years. We really began to push ourselves in 2006 and 
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brought in Michael Fullan—a worldwide authority on educational reform—
to help us look at where we were with the implementation, because we had 
hit a plateau with our assessment scores. We wanted to make sure that we 
could fulfill our promise to graduate all of Maine’s students postsecondary-, 
career-, and citizenship-ready, which meant proficiency in all of our eight 
content standards. We pulled our educators together to help us develop a 
strategy of how we were going to meet the promise. We’re trying to shift the 
conversation in our state so that it’s not about schooling for some but about 
learning for all. We also want to stay attuned to our global competitiveness 
by reaching international benchmarks. Maine is 97 percent white; however, 
in Portland, our largest city, there are sixty-plus languages spoken in the 
schools on any given day. Portland is a relocation center, and we must be 
mindful of the large number of individuals who are moving into the state. In 
terms of effective instruction, we’re focusing on the pedagogy: the content 
and the technological knowledge and skills that all of our teachers need to 
have. We have a major focus on instructional strategies; our legislature 
recently adopted into law that every school system has to have a 
comprehensive system of interventions. We have a robust data system that 
helps them to do that analysis now, and we are continually looking for ways 
to better support our teachers.  

As a result of all of these conversations, Bob Marzano—a leading researcher 
in education—has been working with us to make the cultural shift from a 
standards-referenced to a standards-based education system. While working 
with Bob, we asked if there were any models in the country where this has 
been successful. Bob pointed us in the direction of the Re-Inventing Schools 
Coalition (RISC) out of Alaska and the Adams 50 District in Colorado, and 
we began to explore the possibilities of using a similar model via a state 
agency and providing technical support. Maine realizes the necessity of 
moving away from a traditional school setting because if we’re really going 
to reach those 30 percent of kids who aren’t succeeding in our schools, we 
need to focus on personalization and ensuring that they’re going to be able 
to achieve all of those standards. Instead of looking at the twentieth-century 
side of what’s been happening, we are trying to move our schools to a 
performance-based system. Bob Marzano and Dave Conley—an expert in 
educational policy and research—have been helping us develop rubrics for 
Maine’s eight standards in order to achieve greater coherence about what 
constitutes mastery of our standards; when complete, these rubrics will be 
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available to all of our schools to use as a framework. We are also focused on 
active learning in our schools, in which students apply knowledge and skills 
in relevant, real-world, problem-solving situations. Being more student-
driven and developing personalized learning plans for each of our students 
results in very few disciplinary problems. We also want to make sure that 
the grades that students achieve are based on learning. Students aren’t 
grouped according to age or social context but according to where they are 
in the progression of their learning in the standards. One of the things that 
you will see in this model is that students are actively involved in the 
training. They’re part of the leadership team, and they are absolutely critical 
to this conversation. We looked to the model of the Re-Inventing Schools 
Coalition (RISC) because of the success it has attained. The coalition was 
started in 1998 by a school district in Alaska, which won a Baldrige award in 
2001 for the high level of achievement of its young people. RISC is very 
much focused on twenty-first-century learning. Since last May, we went out 
and did training with six-hundred-plus educators. We then put a request for 
proposals (RFP) out to our school districts to see which would like to 
become a lab center in the state of Maine; this is something we’re also 
talking about within CCSSO as we work on what we believe are the goals 
for next-generation learners. We want to encourage states to think about 
what the learning environment needs to be to ensure that all kids will 
achieve, and we’re hoping that states are going to develop lab schools to 
help us gather data on this. It’s about systemic change and incorporating the 
practices that we know for certain will help us achieve success. Just as we 
did for the RFP, we asked districts to apply to demonstrate their readiness 
for moving toward a true performance-based school system based on the 
needs of students rather than the structure they currently have. We’re taking 
this whole community through a shared visioning process, and we give them 
lots of data; they come together for three days, they learn about our 
economic situation, they look at the data surrounding our students: in 
Maine, we currently lose twenty-one students per day—about three 
thousand kids per year—due to dropout. We also focus on what it takes for 
leadership, how courageous and supportive they have to be; at one of our 
sites that we’ve selected to be a demonstration site, the entire school board 
came together for four days of training in August. What a message of 
commitment that was to the educators in that system! Over time, you start 
to build model teacher classrooms in your schools, and you change the focus 
of the work that is happening; it’s about continuous improvement for 
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students. Right now we have two pilot sites; by June, we hope to have ten 
pilot sites. This is not going to happen overnight; we’re asking school 
districts to make a five-year commitment to move their district. You have to 
have a strong unified board. As we take communities through this work, we 
ask for an 80 percent commitment from all the stakeholders, especially the 
teachers. They’re going to have to invest in some very different teaching 
strategies, focused on how to meet the needs of individual students, and 
we’re only in the infancy of this work. The Adams 50 folks have been at this 
for a couple of years, and they have some fabulous tools that they’ve 
developed with their teachers and students. Students critique every lesson 
and give feedback to the teachers about what worked and what didn’t. The 
students know what the standards are; a first grader could tell you what is 
expected of him or her. We want that to happen in Maine.  

We are also helping our districts by reallocating funds. I recently received a 
budget reduction target from our governor. I’m going to have to cut $74 
million from our schools at the same time I’m telling them to be brave, be 
courageous. But what we’re trying to help them do is learn how to invest 
their dollars with the return in mind. We also need to support our teachers. 
I’ve committed a team at the Department of Education to support our 
districts in terms of technical assistance. We organize all of the training; 
we’re providing mentors for their schools because we believe this is the 
investment for the future, and we have to be out in front and continue our 
learning so that we can advocate for our students. And so, these are the 
things we’re pushing ourselves; in fact, I have a stakeholder group that’s 
preparing right now to go back to the legislature in January. As our schools 
have begun this work, I want to know what the barriers are. And the one 
thing I hear from all of them is the reference to time. We need four years of 
this, or this program must be this length of time. In a true standards-based 
system, students are going to progress based on their developmental growth 
and mastery of the standards, not how much time they’ve spent on any one 
thing; that’s an important change for us. We’re working very closely with 
higher education; the deans of education are at the table with us, trying to 
help us think about pre-service master’s programs. As we move over the 
course of the next five to ten years to reshape education, it’s critical that our 
partners be with us. And they’re at the table with us as we’re designing the 
rubrics and as we’re looking at how we build capacity. So this is a snapshot 
of how we think about our work. All of the work and all of the decisions 
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that we’re making in Maine are really about how to move learner-centered 
performance-based learning forward for all of Maine’s students. What we’ve 
learned from our work with Michael Fullan is that we need to be very 
precise about what it is we want our students to know and be able to do. We 
also have to ensure personalization for every single learner, and we cannot 
do this unless we focus on the professional learning of all educators and all 
community members. We’re very excited about this work; it is absolutely 
refreshing to see educators come together to talk about what really is a big 
change for all of Maine’s students. Peter—you get to debrief us. 

Peter McWalters: 

Teachers need to be in a learning, skill-building mode, with a support system 
behind them. Public consensus is that the system is not good enough; it’s not 
performing, and we’re stuck between trying to incrementally redevelop it—
which is the reality that we’re all in because we can’t just close them down 
tomorrow and open them up again the next week—and the drama of the 
degree of change that’s needed. When you think of the nation in terms of the 
numbers, the current practice as it is observed on a day-to-day basis, one 
answer is “it is what it is.” And to put in place the policies, the infra-
structure, the checks and balances, and the incentive system to actually 
change practice, inform teachers, and do it in a way that engages teachers in 
their own development is no small task. And if you asked any of the chiefs 
right now to describe the elements of their change strategy, you’d see some 
very similar pieces. It comes down to this issue of finally acknowledging that 
the core of an education system is individualized instruction—in terms of 
both its value to the students and their community and its place at the center 
of their learning. This is not the system we have represented. The individual-
ization issue is currently a huge industry challenge, requiring all of our 
energies. The second grade, organized in nine months between September 
and June, is clearly not an artifact of developmental theory. It’s a nice way 
to organize textbooks and time and certification, but the developmental 
distribution of students within that nine-month period is quite wide-ranging. 
Developmentally, one child could be six or eight months behind; and 
another, six or eight months ahead, but neither is remedial nor gifted—just 
on opposite ends of a normal distribution. Thus, grades are an artificial 
configuration. The chiefs are working diligently on trying to support the 
issue of what it means to systematically go after individualization, to go after 
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rethinking where teachers come from—the human capital side of this thing. 
Where is the continuous improvement system in which teachers not only are 
the masters of their own universe but no longer have the authority to be 
isolated and godlike in the sense of what they think they know? How do you 
put them into a loop that is not voluntary in the sense that it’s part of the 
profession but is also respectful and sustentative?  

Another thing that the chiefs’ need to put their energy into is the issue of 
information systems. We have all acknowledged that this idea of fifty states 
going in fifty different directions is not ideal. While it is true that if you go 
into a random group of second-grade classrooms across the country, they 
will look more alike than different, there are still fifty states with fifty 
policies that may or may not be aligning with anything else. We want to try 
to bring this into some sort of symmetry. You don’t go to a meeting of the 
chiefs and have Gene Wilhoit, the executive director, get up and tell you 
what to do. Each chief represents a state, which all together encompass fifty 
powerful centers on their own; thus the chiefs as a group try to host a 
conversation and look for elements of consensus, then turn it around and try 
to be a resource to the other states. And the reason I’m putting this out there 
is that I think one of the biggest dilemmas we’re facing right now is this: 
how does a system celebrate a state that is on task and providing incredible 
learning and not make it about “my state’s bigger than your state?” And 
then add to that governors, chiefs, legislators, big-city superintendents, big-
city school committees, and labor, as well as all the money that’s on the 
table. I believe Warren Simmons—executive director of the Annenberg 
Institute for School Reform—told me this a few years ago, and it really 
struck me: one of the reasons it’s so hard to do anything in education is that 
it’s a multibillion dollar industry, and there are lots of decisions that affect 
lots of jobs, aka revenue streams or profit margins. So it’s not just about 
good public policy. This is a business, and everybody has a stake in the 
business; thus, if you change those relationships, it’s going to cost somebody 
something. It’s either about power or about resources, and so the conver-
sation turns to the question, What do the chiefs or the National Governors 
Association or the State Associations of School Boards do to put together 
the context where lead states—that is, states that are on task—develop into 
learning networks, wherein they are not isolated in their successes or failures 
but actually function within an open, reflective network? An incredible 
amount of leadership and work has taken place in Maine, including the state 
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taking responsibility for being the lever of change, which is a reasonably new 
phenomenon in the education business. If you ask most people in education 
about their frames of reference, it would be that they’re from a locally 
controlled state. And this locally controlled state business has been part of 
why we’re where we are, but the current condition is also problematic in the 
sense that the states are now in the game powerfully, whether they wanted 
to be or not. It started in 1983 and has been steadily increasing, and we now 
have states that feel the obligation of student results. In 1989, some 
governors stepped toward it, got stung, and so stepped back; some governors 
stayed with it—the Governor Hunts of the world—but there’s a long line of 
governors who know the high cost of providing leadership to education. 
That’s not a new story for chiefs, but the relationship between chiefs and 
governors and legislators is changing. My history was that at least in Rhode 
Island, it was the legislature that was the lead. All of the reform that came 
out of Rhode Island was coming out of legislative leadership, and when No 
Child Left Behind came along, my state legislature felt a little stung. All of a 
sudden they were being superseded by a new set of regulations and 
requirements, and so they stepped aside a little bit, but the governor stepped 
up. So now there’s a strong governor leadership role, and when I talk to my 
colleagues, the governor is the lead player. There are places where the chief 
is elected; there are places where the chief is appointed by regencies or state 
boards. Probably the most classic example of this is New York. New York’s 
regents are appointed by the legislature, not unlike judges, so once you’re 
appointed, you are insulated from the governor. Thus, the commissioner in 
New York is probably the most powerful appointed commissioner in the 
country in the sense that no one can “get at him” without going after the 
regents. Most of us fall some place in between, and to pull off the alignment 
of the systems means we have to be able to deal with governors, legislators, 
state boards of education, and labor leaders, and in many cases, if you have 
enough big cities, sometimes the big cities are more powerful than the state. 
New York City has more capacity than the state of New York does in some 
of these areas, and in some cases, they have more expertise. All of the 
systems—the student, individualization, human capital, the information 
system, standards, instruction, curriculum, finance—have to be aligned in 
ways that are complementary to these very massive attempts to change the 
system. So I could say to Sue, “Okay, this is your intent, these are your 
elements, and in most cases these are all moving for you right now.” But I 
could then turn it around and say, “What are the barriers that are keeping 



Gendron, McWalters, Melmer 
 

 

 
100 

 

this from happening? What has to change in Maine, either politically or 
culturally or whatever?” So let’s turn this discussion around for just a minute 
and talk about the frustration of shifting public policy. When the vision is so 
clear and the elements are that touchable, why isn’t it happening? Let’s hear 
about the downside of trying to lead this change.  

Sue: 

I’ve been in my role of commissioner for six-and-a-half years, so I’ve had a 
lot of experience with coming up against barriers and trying to figure out 
how to build coalitions within a state to move this agenda. One of the things 
that you have to do is find your entry points; we have really begun to 
maximize all of the provisions in the law that give me the authority to grant 
permission locally. By creating demonstration sites, we’re starting to build 
consensus about how to move this agenda. Because we’re a small state, 
we’ve also learned that it’s hard work to do alone. We’ve created a coalition 
with Rhode Island, Vermont, New Hampshire, and Connecticut—made up 
of legislative representatives, state board representatives, and key union 
representatives, as well as all of the commissioners and departments—to 
collectively move a policy agenda. (We’re hoping Massachusetts will join 
this New England coalition.) Every time I do training with this model, other 
states in the coalition send people to join our training. So we’re trying to 
remove some of the barriers because we can’t work independently any 
longer. I think the common core standards is a critical piece of that, and so 
we have to constantly break down the barriers and look for openings to build 
that groundswell because we are a local control state. 

Peter: 

That’s right. One of the pleadings right now from the CCSSO is about the 
current tenor of Race to the Top—a fund designed to find lead states. I have 
no issue with that, as I think we do need to get some dramatic examples of 
rapid movement. At the same time, the worst thing we could do is actually 
think that the answer is to find one lead state at a time. So how do you set 
up a dynamic in which you’re asking states to step forward and be exposed? 
Just because a state is awarded some of this grant money doesn’t mean its 
change theories are guarantees. There’s going to be some stumbling, so how 
do you step toward it as a lead and yet deal with the exposure? Our position 
on how to do that is to create a network in which a state is not only leading 
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but learning, and its stumbles are public because it is authorized to stumble. 
So how does anyone take on the scale of this change under the microscope 
of public review right now and be open enough to share new information? 
One big battle that chiefs have is our dependency on the higher education 
system, whether it’s the preparation program or the research piece. After all 
these years, there are very few good examples in which higher education and 
the K–12 system are in a dynamic of shared learning, with incentive systems 
that are actually drawing them together. So I would ask Rick a similar 
question: in the context of redeveloping a program of higher education 
preparation, what are the two or three absolute critical barriers that we as a 
nation, or as individual states, have to admit to and get past if we’re going to 
deliver these kinds of changes? 

Rick: 

I’ve been in the higher education system for about a year, but one of the 
things I’ve discovered is that the system is responding to its own set of 
standards, and they aren’t consistent with what K–12 expects of their 
people. For example, research is a very important part of getting tenure and 
earning status at the higher education level, but it is often incompatible with 
what the needs are at the K–12 level. What K–12 really wants are clinical 
faculty members that are on the ground, doing the work, and getting their 
hands dirty. And even though you can see some marriages between these 
two worlds, oftentimes they don’t match up very well. One of the things that 
is going to be interesting at the higher education level is online learning. 
Graduate programs at the University of South Dakota are virtually non-
existent on campus, with almost all of them being conducted online—and I 
predict that this is going to work its way into the undergrad. The other issue 
is the alternative certification programs that are growing by the day, which 
actually make sense to K–12 educators; these programs are saying, “Let’s 
cut all the crap, get down to the nitty-gritty, and make sure these people are 
ready, and then we’ll help them learn how to be better teachers when they 
get on site.” If higher education continues to wink at the alternative 
education programs and not take them seriously, we’re going to be out of 
business at some point in time. The competition is going to force us to be 
more responsive, and I think it’s already happening. The Bush initiative is 
not going to fund yesterday’s teacher education program. If we march out a 
program that looks like it does today, they’re going to say, “You can do that 
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without our money. We want to fund things that are going to be new and 
different.” Finland’s doing it, Singapore’s doing it, but the United States is 
not doing it, so we have to figure out a way to make that happen. 

Peter:  

The bottom line for me is this: Both yesterday and today, we’ve been 
occupied with finding and shining lights on good practice. The challenge, 
however, is not finding the good practice; the challenge is to put the good 
practice into a system that can actually develop itself into a sustaining and 
self-reflective system at large. And I think that is an obligation for us all to 
accept, whether we’re higher education players, partners, legislators, or state 
department or city officials. We need to be in networks that have standards, 
networks of reflection, and continuous improvement systems, and each of 
those big systems—whether it’s the human capital system or the testing and 
instruction system, or the finance system—not only have to be aligned in 
their own right from statehouse to schoolroom but have to be aligned 
horizontally, so that there aren’t fifteen different messages coming into a 
teacher’s classroom or to a child. To do all this will take the collaboration 
and cooperation of everybody that’s represented at this conference. 


