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Reaction Panel 

The following is a panel discussion that took place between David Driscoll, 
Jim Cibulka, Segun Eubanks, and Sharon Robinson. 

David Driscoll 
In this panel discussion, we’ll be hearing the reactions of people who are 
part of the Washington bureaucracy to what they’ve heard today, whether 
about InTASC, assessments, the California Learning to Teach Continuum, 
or Steve Paine’s comments as the board president of CCSSO. Following 
this, I’ll be giving a short talk about how I see the National Assessment 
Governing Board (NAGB) and the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP) playing into the standards. And to round this out, we’ll 
close with some audience reaction to the discussion. So let’s start with Jim.  

Jim Cibulka 
I was taken with Dick Allen’s opening comments about being optimistic that 
the profession is beginning to recapture its voice. I’m very optimistic as well, 
considering the Common Core State Standards initiative, the draft of the 
InTASC standards, and the assessment consortia. I think that the silver 
bullets that Steve Paine spoke about emerge in direct proportion to the 
degree to which the professional voice is diminished for one reason or 
another. So I hope he is right in his prediction that the belief in a silver-bullet 
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solution will go away. There are a number of reasons why that might take 
some time, but I’m optimistic that it will happen if we stay on the pathway. 

Accreditation, which is my interest, is very much a professional enterprise—
it’s the voice of the profession about quality educator preparation. And like 
other aspects of our profession, for a period of time accreditation lost its 
credibility. Until recently, the current administration has been very skeptical 
about accreditation’s commitment to reform our profession; I suspect that 
this initial skepticism was most likely aimed at regional accreditors 
primarily, but it also affects specialized accreditors like NCATE (National 
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education). Thus, my perceived 
mission as NCATE’s president has been to turn around the perception in the 
policy community about accreditors’ commitment and capacity to drive 
reform. We are one of the few national instruments for driving reform, but 
we’re not the federal government—and that’s a good thing. For the last 
couple of years NCATE has worked very hard to reemerge with a credible 
professional voice. 

I was taken by Mary Diez’s comments about how standards have 
historically been used, where people would enforce the elements in a kind of 
ritualistic way. This kind of compliance-oriented system is one that we need 
to move away from because compliance-oriented systems don’t drive to the 
top—they drive to a minimum, snuff out innovation and experimentation, 
and tend to gravitate away from problem-finding in favor of problem-hiding. 
As a challenge, that is very much analogous to the challenge that we have in 
K–12 education. NCATE has put a lot of thought into moving away from a 
system that is satisfied with adequacy toward one that is oriented toward 
excellence, one that is driven by organizational learning and an attempt at 
continuous improvement, and one that values research and development 
and the latest new knowledge in order to improve practice. This is very 
much what NCATE has tried to do with its redesign. 

This last week was an extremely important week for accreditation because 
NCATE and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC)—two 
former adversaries—came together to consolidate into one accrediting body: 
the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP). There 
will be a two-year transition period as these two organizations move to a full 
consolidation. This is truly a great step for our profession because we will be 
able to speak with one voice to the policy community and the public about 
what constitutes high-quality educator preparation. Because we have not 
done this in the past, a lot of the policy community has backed away from 
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requiring accreditation. Now we have an opportunity for the accreditor to 
raise the bar in a way that we could not do in a competitive enterprise. 

Over the next several years we have a number of challenges that we have to 
address. One is the creation of a credible set of standards. We currently have 
some on the table, which we still need to vet. These standards will need to 
incorporate the very things that have been discussed at this meeting. The 
Common Core State Standards will have to be addressed because they are 
going to require more of teachers. Delivering rigorous content to all learners 
so that they can master that content will require a new skill set for the 
teachers coming into the profession. The InTASC standards have lots of 
implications for new teachers, including interdisciplinary content, the ability 
to operate within a team framework, and commitment to professional 
growth and development. 

There are lots of implications that we have just begun to look at. NCATE’s 
Blue Ribbon Panel is recommending a transformation in the way we 
currently prepare educators to a much more clinical approach, akin to what 
we see in other professions, and one that has much stronger partnerships 
with K–12 schools in the preparation of teachers and that addresses the 
needs of those schools in a more direct way. This has a lot of implications 
for the standards. The National Research Council report that came out 
within the last year discussed several high-leverage areas that would have 
the most effect on student outcomes, including bringing a more talented 
pool into the profession, ensuring that teachers master content, and 
providing clinical experiences (2010). 

An area that has been lacking in many preparation programs is the 
developmental sciences, which include cognitive science, the science of the 
brain, and the science of child and adolescent development. NCATE 
recently released a report from a national expert panel on how to instantiate 
this knowledge base more effectively into preparation programs (2010). We 
believe it’s absolutely critical that this be part of preparation programs 
because it is this knowledge base that will be required of teachers to help 
students achieve success in school. 

A second challenge that we’re going to have to address is building stronger 
partnerships with the states. NCATE and TEAC already have partnerships, 
but a new generation of partnerships needs to be created with an eye toward 
building policies that are oriented around a career continuum—policies that 
are lacking in most places, California being a happy exception to that rule. 
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These new partnerships will raise the bar for all preparation programs. We 
have too wide a band of quality in both the alternative, non–higher 
education pathways and the higher education pathways; thus, we need to 
work with the states not only to bring more of these preparation programs 
into accreditation but to ensure that there is one set of state and national 
standards that applies to all pathways coming into the profession. 

Finally, the third challenge we have as an accreditor is to address the 
performance-based movement that we see in regard to evaluating teachers 
and preparation programs. There is a lot of debate right now about value-
added methodology and where it fits into a performance paradigm. 
NCATE’s position has been that we need a multiple-measure performance 
system— multiple measures for student learning and multiple measures of 
the effectiveness of preparation programs. But that is a conversation that 
needs to take place on a national level.  

Segun Eubanks 
Jim talked about a whole lot of challenges but came from a relatively 
optimistic perspective about where we are headed from here. Those who 
know me know that I am usually a glass-half-full kind of guy, which makes 
it a bit difficult for me to share with you my glass-half-empty perspective, 
coming from the point of view of teachers and the folks who represent them. 
What we’ve been hearing today—about comprehensive and meaningful 
pathways into the profession, about developing the kinds of standards for 
practice that are rigorous and meaningful and help teachers to inform 
practice, about improving assessments and systems to ensure that our 
students are learning those things that are the most valuable—ought to be 
incredibly exciting and fill educators with a lot of hope for the future, but 
that level of excitement hasn’t yet reached those of us at the classroom level. 
And I think that’s a significant challenge. 

A couple of my colleagues today talked about the concept of demonizing 
teachers. Far too many of our teachers feel that although the ten years of No 
Child Left Behind has done many things well, it has narrowed the 
curriculum in ways that limited teachers’ professional capacity to use their 
skills and knowledge. It didn’t enable teachers to use creativity and critical 
thinking and develop the kinds of skills that they felt were most important. 
And it seems that the ready solution for all the problems in education is to 
first blame it on the teachers and then develop a system to identify and get 
rid of the “bad apples.” 
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Just yesterday I was interviewed by an L.A. Times reporter who was doing a 
story on teacher evaluation and value-added assessment. She interviewed, or 
rather interrogated, me for an hour and a half. I talked at length about our 
work with InTASC and the national and teacher standards, and the 
comprehensive plans for the development of both new and practicing 
teachers through meaningful accreditation, meaningful support and 
assessment, and meaningful evaluation. I talked about ending the 
privatization of classrooms and bringing collaboration in. And the thing that 
she came back to over and over again was, “All that sounds good, but isn’t 
value-added assessment just easier?” And several of my colleagues have 
talked about this concept of value-added or outcomes-based assessment of 
schools and teachers, and I think that in forums like this, we need to 
continue to look at the comprehensive systems that we need to develop, and 
take a hard look at what the current policy context is and the fact that folks 
in Washington and in far too many of our states are paying significantly 
more attention to a policy agenda different from the one we’ve heard about 
here today. And that is going to be a significant challenge. 

Sharon and I were just talking about the fact that our policymakers in 
Washington need to hear from more than just teachers and their unions 
about the frustration that teachers feel, about this demonizing of teachers. I 
think about our colleagues from California and their very comprehensive 
continuum process. Far too often, the kinds of questions that we get from 
Washington are things like, “How do we know if these complex and 
expensive credentialing processes actually correlate with effective teachers in 
the classroom? And if in fact we can already more easily measure teacher 
effectiveness once we are there, why do we need these complex and 
expensive credentialing processes?” And I know you’ve heard this one: 
“Where are the outcome standards? Where is the InTASC standard that 
says that every teacher ought to be able to ensure that every one of his or her 
students achieves one year of growth in one year’s time?” We need to be 
ready to answer these kinds of questions as we develop better and more 
meaningful standards through the common core. 

Part of what is frustrating for us about Washington is that when we come 
and have these substantive conversations, we understand the dynamic of 
both ends. We’re not talking about developing comprehensive teacher 
development and licensing standards and ignoring outcome standards, but 
our policymakers are very often only interested in an either-or solution 
rather than a both-and solution. They are coming from a perspective of 
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having limited time, limited resources, and so they want the one best thing. 
And if this one best thing works better than that one, then we’re going to put 
our resources here and not there. So as we begin to have those policy 
discussions, we’ll need to come up with ways to impart to policymakers a 
broader understanding of what a comprehensive system change ought to 
look like. We might start out at different places but we need to at least get 
our policymakers to understand the kind of systemic changes and initiatives 
that we’re offering.  

Sharon Robinson 
Both Jim and Segun have added complexity to the rich presentations we’ve 
had today. I’d like to come at this from another direction and speak from the 
perspective of higher education as an industry, and then get into some of the 
implications for teacher education. I’m struggling on the glass-half-full side 
because the only entity that is vilified as much as the unions is teacher 
education. 

We are currently experiencing a moment when the industry is challenged by 
a perfect storm of factors, beginning with the reality that the cost of higher 
education has escalated over the past decade to the point where not only is it 
outpacing the rising costs of everything else—including health insurance—
but the states can no longer afford it and middle-class families can’t even 
envision saving for it. As a result, every higher education degree represents a 
debt—to the student, to the family, or to both. Another factor is that state 
revenues, which have been a major source of public higher education 
funding, are declining. And the projections suggest that they will not 
stabilize until the end of the next decade, perhaps in 2018. Therefore, public 
higher education institutions can’t expect to look to the state for financial 
rescue. The third factor of this storm is the fact that one doesn’t necessarily 
need to go to school to get the content—the content is now commoditized 
and easily accessible. This realization came to me when my smart-mouthed 
four-year-old grandson asked me a question and I answered, “I don’t 
know.” He replied, “Well, go look it up on the Internet.” Here was a learner 
who at four already had the attitude that there was nothing he couldn’t find 
out. What are the schools going to do with him and the rest of his cohort? 

These three factors make it clear that we must significantly change what 
higher education is doing—and do it faster, cheaper, and better, and in ways 
that are demonstratively so in every respect. As it relates to teacher 
education, the model of the enterprise being confined to a campus and 
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requiring someone to turn on the utilities in a room and provide an 
instructor is no longer enough. The candidate must be in an authentic 
practice, acting on an academic foundation that can be established 
anywhere—whether virtually, in a classroom, or elsewhere—and that can be 
tested, documented, and verified. But it certainly doesn’t have to be the 
same model that I experienced or that was even prevalent five years ago, 
because we know so much more about how to deliver effective, high-impact 
instruction through other means. If the end game is well defined, as we are 
attempting to do with performance assessment in teacher education, then we 
must expect and prepare for various delivery systems to emerge that will 
create more competition among those who deliver these services. This could 
really serve the public well, but only if we do a good job of building the 
assessment tools that will help us measure impact and effectiveness of all 
providers. 

I’ve been sharing with my membership a new set of rules for teacher 
education, and we’ve come up with five. 

• Rule #1: Candidates in training are neither teachers of record nor 
highly qualified. Another way of saying this is that only expert 
practitioners should get the challenging cases. If we’re going to go 
with what makes sense, let’s start doing what makes sense and give 
expert practitioners the challenging cases. 

• Rule #2: All providers of educator preparation must provide their 
candidates with a rich, rigorous, sustained, clinical development 
component. This is not meant to be a casual thing but something 
specific and developed in close partnership with schools—schools in 
which the candidate will experience people who are experts at 
knowing how to advance student achievement and people who are 
working on a range of challenging situations. Thus, all new 
candidates to the profession will understand that they will most 
likely be working in a school that needs to improve, and part of 
their training is learning how to be part of that team as a contributor 
from the very outset. Now this means that school districts have to 
be willing to work with us and open up those schools as places that 
can be made ready for the delivery of expert instructional services 
and expert management, all on behalf of the services given to the 
students who are there and the development of the next generation 
of educators. 
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• Rule #3: Those who find themselves engaged in the enterprise of 
developing new educators must provide those candidates and the 
public with data from highly valid performance assessments, so that 
the candidates know where they are in terms of the skills and 
attributes necessary for beginning competent practice; so that the 
program knows where it is with respect to its efficacy; and so that 
the public knows where the program and those candidates are with 
respect to their ability to serve what the public really cares about:  
P–12 student achievement. 

• Rule #4: If you do this work, you must contribute to a data system 
that will allow analysis over time of the impact your program is 
actually making on student achievement. This means we’ve got to 
get over what we can’t do perfectly and with absolute certainty in 
terms of outcomes. We’ve got to make a reasonable inference about 
the impact of this enterprise on the real outcome, which refers to the 
future of our economy. And finally, 

• Rule #5: All those who do this work should be accredited from the 
first moment they operate so that everyone is part of a community 
of professionals who are working to strengthen the impact of their 
programs and engage in a community in which they can contribute 
and benefit as we all try to do it faster, cheaper, and better.  

Jim Cibulka 
I think that we have some real disconnects when we talk about more 
effective teachers for today’s learners. The Common Core State Standards 
are going to ask for a higher level of performance for teachers, yet we still 
have this disrespect of teachers, which Segun was talking about. We have 
salaries and working conditions that are lamentably behind those of other 
countries that take teaching quality seriously. So I guess that’s the half-
empty view of the glass. We don’t quite have it together yet, and we’re 
focusing on the rotten apples in the barrel rather than buoying up the 
profession as a whole. So though I’m optimistic, I’m cautious. I do see in the 
Common Core and InTASC standards something that may change the 
whole conversation, but from a policy perspective and from the attitude 
perspective of the civic and political communities, I don’t think America is 
there yet.  
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Sharon Robinson 
Let me just say that we’re not sitting around waiting for them to get there, 
either. I think that we have to provide some leadership, and an aspect of that 
leadership is the substantial coalition that has developed around 
performance assessment and teacher education. We are now working with 
money that we have raised from private philanthropy and through the 
contribution of our goodwill and the goodwill of institutions. We are ready 
to field-test in advanced states and have about fifteen more that will be 
coming on board in the spring; by 2012, we will have a valid instrument that 
we can actually market to those in teacher education. This is something 
we’re doing now because the industry is ready, and it will serve our interest 
as we serve the public’s interest. 

We are also designing a template for building state data systems that will 
allow an analysis of the impact of these providers on student achievement. 
This is very fragile yet, and it is something that is going to take a lot of 
nurturing; but if we wait until we can do it perfectly, all we do is hold 
ourselves open to continued vilification because we don’t have anything to 
bring to the table. So we have now developed a template in collaboration 
with NCATE, the Data Quality Campaign, and CCSSO to guide 
discussions between states and teacher preparation programs about how 
data can be collected, analyzed, shared, and used to improve teacher 
preparation and result in an increase in student achievement. As part of 
stimulus-money grants, many states are required to come up with these data-
collection plans, but there was no existing framework on which to build. We 
provided the template so that we can get on with this conversation and resist 
the temptation to feel sorry for ourselves. Instead, we want to figure out 
what we can fix and then fix it. After each fix, we’ll tell somebody, and we’ll 
keep counting the fixes until one day we realize, Oh my goodness, we’re 
getting over this. If we don’t count the fixes, we’ll never know the progress 
we’re making.  

Segun Eubanks 
On that same optimistic note, we’ve had a yearlong conversation about 
what the profession looks like, who controls it and why, and its history. We 
know that in our profession, unlike many other professions, the daily 
practitioners—teachers—have virtually no control or authority. What would 
assessment and support systems look like if teachers were actually in control 
and had governance over their processes? We already know a little bit about 
that: peer review. There’s no one tougher than a teacher when it comes to 
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peer review. A recent slogan of the profession has been “With us, not to us”; 
well why not “By us”? What would the profession look like if it were run by 
us, by those who are actually in the classroom teaching? This year NEA will 
launch what we are calling the Commission on Effective Teachers and 
Teaching. We’re bringing together a group of accomplished, practicing 
teachers from across the country—not union leaders, not policy analysts. 
Some people told us that if we have a committee of only teachers, it won’t 
have credibility. Our answer to that was that it’s time for us as teachers to 
create our own credibility. We’re putting together this commission to talk 
both to the policy community and to the union about what the teaching 
profession ought to look like in the 21st century, and what new and different 
roles unions and teachers ought to play in a re-envisioned teaching 
profession—one in which we’re not whining about the problems but actually 
doing something about them. We are very excited and hopeful about this, 
and you can expect to be hearing a lot about the work of these great teachers 
in the coming year. 

Reaction and Comments—David Driscoll 
The argument goes as follows: A consortia sets up testing. It is so rigorous 
and so effective that it not only aligns with the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) but actually exceeds it. Therefore, NAEP can 
go away. As the chair of the National Assessment Governing Board 
(NAGB), I want to react to the idea of either NAEP or NAGB going away. 
There are a number of things we do at NAGB besides testing in 
mathematics and language arts, and playing the role, which we didn’t ask 
for, of independent verifier, as people raced to the bottom in setting state 
standards. For example, we do testing in economics and the arts, and have a 
long history—our testing goes back to 1972—in the field. I don’t think 
NAEP is going anywhere anytime soon. Now let’s open it up to the floor. 
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