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Introduction—Kathleen Paliokas 
At last year’s conference we presented on the committee update process as 
we were developing the model core teaching standards, and now we’re very 
proud to report that we created and publicly released a draft document in 
July 2010, just in time for the Council of Chief State School Officers 
(CCSSO) Summer Institute. Now we’d like to share a bit about what is 
inside that document and where we’re headed in terms of next steps.  

The original INTASC teaching standards were released in 1992. This was 
the very beginning of the performance-based standards movement, so these 
standards were cutting edge. The purpose of these standards—designed for 
beginning teachers and aligned to the work of the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards—was to develop a shared vocabulary 
about what good teaching looks like. Mary Diez was instrumental in helping 
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lead the committee and drafting the original standards. For the process of 
revising the standards, we pulled together a committee of practicing 
teachers, teacher educators, and state education staff nominated as experts 
by a range of national associations, and worked on answering the following 
questions: How has the learner changed, how has the learning context 
changed, and consequently how have our expectations of what teachers 
need to know and be able to do changed for today’s context? 

InTASC has historically sought foundation funding, but in these challenging 
economic times, we had to be a little more creative about finding ways to 
fund this work. The Evaluation Systems group of Pearson has been a 
valuable partner in terms of providing funding support and contributing to 
the dialogue. I also want to recognize the Educational Testing Service and 
our colleagues at the National Education Association for supporting this 
work as well.  

Peter is going to begin by providing background on the strategic thinking 
that we’ve been doing inside CCSSO, after which Mary will take us deeper 
inside the revised document so that you can see how it has changed from the 
1992 standards and what our vision is for teaching moving forward. 
Following that, we’ll take a look at some of the policy implications.  

Context—Peter McWalters 
The model teaching standards that came out in 1992 were meant strictly for 
beginning teachers because the concept of standards was so new, we were 
not ready to address the idea of practice standards generally. Preparation 
institutions then looked for ways to incorporate them into their programs, 
and assuming that they took the standards seriously, we could end up with a 
reasonable result. As a commissioner for eighteen years, I can tell you that 
preparation programs did get better. By the time I left the commissionership, 
the problem wasn’t the incoming prepared teacher. New teachers were ready 
to collaborate with colleagues, were ready for assessment discussions, were 
not afraid of being transparent. Within a couple of years, however, the old 
system put them right back in the box. Whatever good was going on in the 
preparation programs was lost once the teachers spent a few years in the K–
12 system. What the preparation systems were suffering from was the same 
across the country: no matter how great your standards are, if you don’t 
have indicators and measurement systems with the right grain size, then 
over a very short time, whatever the normed expectations are will become 
the measure. The problem is having differentiated rates of expectation—that 
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is, sorting kids and communities out socioeconomically, by grade, by Title I 
status, and teaching each group at exactly the level where that group is, as 
opposed to actually accepting the responsibility that we can raise all students 
to a higher performance standard. This is still one of the nation’s biggest 
public policy debates—accountability for student success against a clear 
metric of common expectations.  

What the chiefs have been doing for the last eighteen months is thinking at 
this systems level. Ultimately, if we’re going to move toward an 
accountability system, we have to resolve the common core issues: What is 
the content expectation? What is the performance expectation? What are the 
givens? What are the systems in support of getting there, and do you have 
metrics and can you talk about them clearly? We’ve developed a pyramid to 
demonstrate the necessary supports for a successful educator development 
system. 

 

On the bottom are core standards for students, core teaching standards, and 
school leader standards. With the adoption of the common core student 
standards, we’re finally getting to a place where we can have a foundation 
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on which states can build their programs. Hopefully the two student 
assessment consortiums, which are developing assessments aligned to the 
common core standards, will bring some sort of comparability to how we’re 
measuring results so we don’t have fifty versions of standards and fifty 
versions of results. Of course, we would argue for the InTASC revised 
standards to become the baseline for a conversation about how to discuss 
and measure and discern and make transparent what we call instruction. We 
all think we know it when we see it, but there’s still lots of evidence that if 
fifty of us watched a teacher do something, we’d bring back fifty translations 
of what we saw. Obviously this is a struggle, and we’re all going through it.  

Above that foundation are professional development standards and data 
standards. If you don’t have the standards and you can’t capture them 
elegantly and efficiently and make them available for the purpose of 
analysis, then you can’t move up the pyramid. We’re just too big a system to 
have a conversation about analysis unless you can lock in your data 
infrastructure standards and your professional development standards. One 
of the biggest complaints against us as an industry is that there’s never been 
a shortage of money spent in professional development among the Title I 
programs, the state programs, and the local investment infrastructure, and 
yet there is no evidence that the professional development infrastructure is 
targeted enough or consequential enough to change practice as measured by 
student results. We all know that there’s no one-size-fits-all solution, but 
there’s got to be a mechanism for figuring out how to spend money in a way 
that is not drive-by or off-target but effective, and the standards are critical 
for that.  

Above that we have growth opportunities and supports as well as educator 
and system accountability. To have an accountability conversation, you 
have to ask yourself some questions: What are you after? Do you have a 
system to gather evidence about it? How do you measure it, and against 
what standards? And then you have to figure out if there is an opportunity in 
the system for developing whatever your objectives are. Is it simply about 
measure, measure, measure; consequence, consequence, consequence; or 
are there growth opportunities that assume a continuum of learning, over 
time and with degrees of professional acquisition of knowledge and skill? 
Both accountability and opportunity to learn are the basis for high-quality 
instruction and leadership on the pyramid, which is the last step before 
student success. 
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Although most everyone agrees that student success is most greatly affected 
by the quality of the teacher and, next, by the quality of the school 
leadership, we would argue that you can’t look to that as the silver-bullet 
answer. This is a systems issue. You’ve got to have your foundation, your 
metrics, and your infrastructure, and none of these can be out of alignment 
or you’ll end up with what we all have felt in one way or another before: 
confusion. Whether it’s between states and central offices, central offices 
and schools, or schools and classrooms, you’ll be getting one set of messages 
this way, a different set that way, and it will be very easy to just close the 
door and go it alone. This is why these model teaching standards are being 
put on the table now. We think we have captured a time, a change, and a 
future, and though they do not claim to be the answer, they are the basis for 
much-needed state conversation. Mary is going to talk us through the 
revised standards, which have been out since mid-July, and the timelines to 
get to closure.  

Inside the Standards—Mary Diez 
These revised standards are an attempt to capture just why and how 
teaching is powerful for student learning. If you remember the original 1992 
standards or have examined them, you know that they spelled out that a 
teacher needs to know this and do this so that this will happen for students. 
But they started with the teacher. What we decided to do as an update 
committee was to turn that on its head and start with the learner and ask: 
Who are our learners? What are they bringing, both as needs and as assets, 
and what world are we preparing them to go into? And only then would we 
ask: If given all of that, what do teachers need to know and be able to do? 
That was a thread that we would go back to again and again so that we 
would always keep the student in mind.  

Key changes in the standards—Mary Diez 
The 1992 Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
model standards were created to guide the training of beginning teachers. 
The revised standards are designed as professional practice standards, 
reflecting different developmental stages of a teacher’s career. Because we 
saw that many states were using the 1992 INTASC standards across the 
developmental continuum, we took the “New” out of the consortium’s 
name, but we were able to keep our acronym by making the “N” lowercase, 
to reflect “Interstate.” The acronym now is InTASC. 
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There are five new themes embedded across the standards. The first is a 
focus on development of 21st-century knowledge and skills: problem 
solving, curiosity, creativity, innovation, and so on. Our challenge was to 
write a standard that didn’t use that particular phrasing because of its limited 
time span, but that would still encompass all of those elements.  

Another theme is personalized learning for diverse learners. If we’re going to 
reach all students and hold them to high standards, then we need to figure 
out how to work with each individual student. From the standpoint of the 
program, this means customizing instruction; from the standpoint of the 
individual, it means personalizing instruction.  

There’s also an increased emphasis on assessment literacy in the standards. 
The old standards pushed us in the right direction on this, but reading them 
eighteen years later, they don’t even come close to where we need to be 
today. Rather than thinking about assessment as separate from teaching, it 
needs to be incorporated into the teaching experience and used as a tool to 
improve instruction and help students succeed. We’re very much with 
California in looking at assessment of learning, for learning, and as 
learning—the idea that assessment is a process through which a student 
continues to learn.  

The fourth big theme involves looking at teaching as a collaborative 
professional culture. It used to be that teachers would go into their 
classroom and shut the door, and what happened in there was between them 
and their students. If we’re all taking responsibility for all learners, if we 
need more expertise than any one individual can have, then we really need 
to be able to work together as a school community.  

The last theme involves new leadership roles for teachers and 
administrators, which again points to the idea of keeping doors open, so that 
teachers, administrators, and others can work together in looking at data 
and figuring out how curriculum can serve to customize and personalize the 
learning experience.  

We also decided to reorder the standards and group them into four main 
categories, both to emphasize the key themes and to stress that the student is 
at the center. The first category is The Learner and Learning, which contains 
three principles: Learner Development, Learning Differences, and Learning 
Environments. This category focuses on the critical aspects of learning. The 
second category, Content Knowledge, contains a new principle on 
innovative applications of content, which is where we captured those  
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21st-century learning skills. Another grouping is Instructional Practice, 
which focuses on the idea championed by Wiggins and McTighe (1998) that 
educators need to have a sense of where they’re headed and how they’ll 
assess it before they can look at planning and specific instructional strategies. 
And the final category, Professional Responsibility, has two parts, taken 
from the previous standards but expanded a bit more: Reflection and 
Continuous Growth on the part of the teacher, and Collaboration.  

One of the things that we did with the statements of the standards is to 
identify the kinds of performances most likely to be associated with each 
standard, breaking out essential knowledge and critical dispositions.  

Dissemination and Public Comment—Kathleen Paliokas 
We consider the standards to be a reform document, a new vision of 
teaching for the next generation of students. We’re saying no to a one-size-
fits-all way of teaching. We want to transform the classroom into a more 
personalized environment, where we take responsibility for the learning of 
every student; and because that’s a high expectation for one teacher, we 
envision a team collaborative approach, in which teachers will collect data 
and use it to better understand and serve the needs of all students. This job-
embedded approach to doing things is much different than each individual 
teacher working alone in his or her classroom. To this we add the 21st-
century knowledge and skills piece, which asks teachers not only to be 
focused on their own content area but to have multiple perspectives across 
content, so that they can bring that knowledge to a project-based, authentic 
learning situation for students. We believe in this document’s new vision, 
and we don’t want that to get lost in the focus on accountability so that we 
end up doing more of the same. For instance, if we’re really going to have a 
team approach rather than a single teacher in a single classroom, then 
evaluation systems can’t be designed only for individual teachers. We must 
have flexibility in the system to allow for shared responsibility and shared 
accountability.  

We sent out the draft standards in July 2010 and had a public comment 
period that closed on October 15. We had a very broad dissemination, and 
we worked hard to gather a lot of feedback on the standards: we issued a 
press release, sent e-mail blasts, enlisted the help of executive directors of the 
national associations in soliciting input, created a focus-group protocol, and 
encouraged people to use the document to engage their own constituency in 
dialog. One perspective some folks had on the document, which is isolated 
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and shouldn’t be generalized in any way, is that the standards are too broad 
to be useful. This refers to the issue of what grain-size is appropriate for the 
standards. Our goal on this project was to create a document of standards to 
guide folks on what good teaching looks like but not be too prescriptive; 
thus, we’re essentially walking the line between providing enough direction 
so that people can see the reform vision that we’d like to push forward and 
telling people exactly how they should do it. All the indicators in the 
document are intended to be examples and not necessarily comprehensive in 
terms of describing exactly what needs to be done with teaching across all 
content areas and all grade levels. The next step of the work is to draft a 
developmental continuum with rubrics and indicators aligned to the 
standards.  

More Public Comment—Peter McWalters 
It’s important to reinforce that the committee didn’t set out to define 
standards at a small grain size. A group like this was not positioned to 
decide what should be articulated as early-grade math teacher requirements 
versus high school physics teacher requirements, though we do need to 
resolve where that’s going to be determined. I imagine it’s going to end up 
being resolved at the state level, but that will need to happen at the next 
round. You can acquire a profession and fine-tune a craft, but does that 
practice result in improved student performance? That is the next level of 
this challenge. How do you get to a place of applied 21st-century tasks? It’s 
not craft building; it’s not using Popsicle sticks to build a Pilgrim village. 
These have got to be real tasks; they’ve got to be deep. We can’t let applied 
learning drift back to activities that sacrifice content.  

There is a teacher leadership conversation going on nationally, beginning 
with the idea that it is no longer acceptable for a teacher to close the door of 
his or her classroom and be alone. If you look into the theories of action 
around school intervention, the whole idea of effective schools, what is it 
other than building a culture of focused support and intervention? This “I 
am not my brother’s keeper” mentality is no longer acceptable, and that’s a 
message to both individuals and to labor and management.  

There was a public comment that the standards’ description of teacher 
leadership was not explicit enough. What may have happened is that we 
didn’t necessarily always pull it out and label it as such, any more than we 
said, “Here are 21st-century learning skills.” We tried to capture the spirit 
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through the language, but we will need to go back and see if we captured it 
well enough.  

There was a criticism that there are too many indicators, which could be 
true, as there is a lot there; but again, those are examples of what the 
standards might look like and are not intended to be prescriptive or limiting.  

It’s really important to think about what’s on the front of the document 
where it says “A Resource for State Dialogue.” That’s what it said in 1992, 
and that’s what it says now, because InTASC doesn’t have any power to set 
standards nationally.  

It will be a challenge for us to go back to evaluating professional judgment 
against lots of clinical experiences and lots of tested rubrics that you can use 
for generalizations but then come back to a holistic judgment. We see it 
constantly in the arts, in athletics, and at the high end of the social sciences. 
But some place in the middle, we have this great need to reduce teaching to 
a term that can be measured and checked off. That is not what these 
standards are pleading for; they are pleading for the search, for the 
conversation around specificity, so that we can begin to at least weight the 
different standards. How would you put these ten standards together and 
make a summative decision, and what would that protocol look like?  

Some people believed we needed to reference the inequities inherent in 
school and societal structures and the role of teachers in working with others 
to challenge these inequities. Another comment we heard was that the 
standards are not cutting edge, that they don’t go far enough beyond the 
status quo. This is another case where we need to walk a fine line between 
wanting to change the existing system too quickly and making sure that 
there’s flexibility built into it so that we’re still on the path of getting to 
where we want to go.  

Our initial discussion centered around the possibility of writing a document 
radical enough that it could take people from where they are toward where 
we think they need to be but not too radical that no one would follow us. 
We were careful with the language, not saying “school” but “learning 
environment,” which is a much broader term. And yet we’ve gotten some 
feedback saying that our vision looks the same as schools do now. We can 
challenge students with real-world problems that take them out of the 
schoolroom, and engage them in ways that are purposeful and have a point, 
a terminal objective. Whether the learning takes place in a school building is 
beside the point. 
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Someone else mentioned that they’d like to see more of a focus on outcomes 
as well as processes, with more weight given to holding teachers accountable 
for student learning.  

Next steps—Peter McWalters 
After we synthesize all the feedback we’ve gotten, we’re going to get the 
subcommittee and full committee back together to incorporate changes and 
hopefully have final standards by early next year. We created a state policy 
implication document to capture a lot of the policy issues this revision will 
mean for the system.  

In taking the standards to the next level of grain size, we need to make sure 
we don’t overburden our subcommittee, which has certain objectives and 
resource limitations. At the same time, we have partnerships that we’re 
connected to that are already picking up some of these pieces. In terms of a 
developmental continuum, there are already consortiums of states working 
on the idea of what assessment at key transition points should look like.  

In terms of collaborative culture, an important aspect that we’re afraid 
people will overlook is the part about analysis. When you’re looking 
collectively at why students aren’t doing better at something, there is a 
shared responsibility to find a new answer given the information you have. 
A lot of this can be achieved through data-informed decision making, or, as 
I like to call it, analysis.  

Teacher evaluation is another one. If students are performing well, we need 
to figure out the teacher’s role in this. Is it because they really know their 
subject deeply? Is it because they not only have a repertoire of pedagogical 
strategies but employ the idea of teacher engagement, sensitivity, and how to 
use assessments for learning with students? This will form the building block 
of the assessment piece. As we go down this road of teacher evaluation, we 
should make sure that the knowledge-building side, the practice side, and 
the support side are as much on the table as the notion of measuring the 
student result.  

With the goal of collaborating our efforts on turning changes in educator 
policy into improved student performance, CCSSO has organized the State 
Consortium on Educator Effectiveness (SCEE), the main priority of which is 
bringing the standards into practice. SCEE has three related areas of focus: 
(1) standards for learning, teaching, and leading; (2) professional growth and 
support for teaching and leading; and (3) evaluating teaching and leading. 
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Through this work, we’re getting a definitive image of what it will be like to 
move to a clinical-based preparation induction system, which requires a 
change in preparation and landing authorities. Twenty-five states have 
already signed up for the consortium, and we will be having a national 
summit soon. It is important to note that our objective right now is not to 
duplicate or render obsolete all the good work that is being done—or that 
already exists—but to leverage it.  
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