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Throughout my twenty-year career in education, I’ve been a teacher, a 
researcher, an accreditor, and a dean, and I am now working in a state 
department of education. Working in all of these areas has given me a lot of 
insight into schools of education and how they work. As a dean, I learned 
more in the two years spent within a school of education than I had in the 
ten years that I worked with NCATE. One of the things I’ve learned in my 
many years in the field is that change is constant. In just the last twenty 
years, technology has transformed the way we interact with one another, the 
way we learn, the way that just about everything happens in our world. The 
ethnic makeup of this country is continuously changing, bringing diversity 
to our schools and affecting teaching and learning. Our cultural landscape is 
changing. Things seem to be happening much faster, the world is much 
flatter, and we have so many different cultures coming together. The U.S. 
economy has certainly changed, moving from an industrial economy to a 
service economy. Jobs are different, and in order to get and maintain those 
jobs, skill levels need to be adjusted. The world’s population has grown—we 
are well on our way to 7 billion people—but at the same time the world has 
gotten a lot smaller. Politics is always changing, with the seat of power 
switching sides as we hope against hope that the other side will fix things. 
Knowledge and how we acquire it is changing in tremendous ways. What 
we know has increased, the methods for discovering things about the world 
have expanded, and the time in which knowledge is doubling is rapidly 
shrinking. And we’ve got a distribution of wealth—particularly in the 
United States—that is also changing and, as many would argue, not in a 
good way. Just as the world has changed, so has the teacher preparation 
landscape and the narratives that drive it.  

In the early 1990s, schools, colleges, and departments of education were the 
sole providers of teachers. Today, we have multiple providers under the 
alternate-routes umbrella. Back in 1991, we were regulated mostly by the 
states, with some national regulation and voluntary accreditation. Today, 
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schools of education base their programs not only on state and national 
standards but also increasingly on standards developed by school districts 
and even by the various providers themselves. Back in the early 1990s, 
teacher preparation programs worked for the most part with pre-service 
teachers only. Today, these programs work with pre-service teachers as well 
as new teachers. In 1991, we considered schooling as something that 
happened to students. They didn’t have very much say in what they learned 
or how they learned it. Today the model is changing. We’re not quite where 
we want to be, but people are beginning to recognize the importance of 
giving students a much larger role in directing their schooling. In the early 
1990s, we had multiple outcomes for schooling. Some kids graduated and 
were college ready; other kids graduated and weren’t college ready. Some 
kids graduated and went directly into the workforce; other kids graduated 
and were unemployed. Many kids dropped out. The dropout rate continues 
today, but the narrative is a little bit different. Today we talk about all 
students, every child, being prepared to be either college or workforce ready. 
This has tremendous implications not only for the way that schools operate 
but for the way that schools of education have to operate as well.  

The work being done by CCSSO is pretty groundbreaking, in that the 
educators there are developing a vision of what a 21st century effective 
teacher looks like. Some would argue that the original INTASC standards, 
developed in the early 1990s, did a good job of identifying the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions needed for new teachers. They may have been 
enough at one point, but the new InTASC standards really push the 
envelope. These standards create a vision of what an effective teacher in 
today’s world should look like. And this new iteration of the standards is for 
all teachers, not just the new ones. The standards now incorporate new 
knowledge, gleaned over the last twenty years. We now know so much more 
about child development and about how people learn—for example, the 
constructivist model and approach has gained a lot of prominence. We now 
know a lot more about what motivates people to learn. All of these things 
have been incorporated into the new InTASC standards. In addition to that, 
the new standards clearly recognize the role of new technologies, 
particularly the Internet and social networking, and they bring that into the 
classroom. They also incorporate new expectations for learning and for 
teachers, expectations that teachers will really be able to have a positive 
impact on every student in the classroom. Most importantly, the new 
standards incorporate a student-centered approach, allowing the student to 



Preparing Tomorrow's Teachers 
 

 
55

 

take control of his or her learning, understand what the goal is, and learn 
through assessment and self-assessment. To top it off, the standards 
incorporate a hands-on, project-based approach to solving problems as a 
pathway to learning. These standards provide a very different take on what 
an effective teacher should look like, which means that teacher education 
has to change as well.  

There are certain key themes in the new InTASC standards. First and 
foremost, the standards speak to customizing learning for diverse learners. 
Embedded in this is the realization that the definition of diversity has 
changed. At one point in education, we thought of diversity only in terms of 
race. Not only has the definition of race expanded but the definition of 
diversity has expanded to include gender, ethnicity, and different abilities, 
which range from students in special education to those who exhibit 
particular skills in a given area. The standards are now saying that teachers 
have to be able and ready to address each and every child. In addition to 
that, there is a focus on the application of knowledge and skills. This means 
that we are not only interested in ensuring that students gain certain 
knowledge but focused on making sure they are able to apply that 
knowledge to authentic problems in real-world settings. This is a 
tremendous difference in terms of our expectations for students. The new 
standards include cross-disciplinary skills, as opposed to the old model of 
silos, where there is no connection between English and history and 
mathematics and social studies. The new standards look across the fields, 
incorporating subjects such as financial literacy and the environment. The 
standards also stress assessment literacy, since so many teachers spend much 
of their time doing assessments but don’t necessarily have the skills to push 
people forward. I was happy to see that the new standards emphasize 
assessment literacy not only to determine what has been learned but for 
learning itself. The standards also speak to a collaborative professional 
culture, relaying the message that teaching can no longer be done in 
isolation. Teachers need to have the opportunity to work collaboratively 
with their peers to analyze data and to provide feedback to students based 
on their work. These types of activities serve to make the outcome greater 
than can be done with an individual teacher at one time. In addition to that, 
the standards emphasize the idea that teachers need to be leaders and 
advocates on behalf of their students. Teachers need to exhibit skills that 
could move the profession forward as well as move students to greater 
learning goals. I had the privilege of being part of the committee that revised 
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the standards and consequently wanted to push those standards into the 
curriculum at the school where I was the dean. 

A couple of years ago, I became dean at Trinity Washington University, 
which is a small university in the heart of Washington, D.C. Established 
over one hundred years ago, the institution itself has about 2,600 students, 
and will probably reach 3,000 in the coming years. Ninety percent of the 
students are African American. The undergraduate program, which really 
drives the institution, enrolls more students from District of Columbia public 
schools than from any private university in the country. The school works 
very hard to do whatever it takes to get students to the finish line. Trinity 
Washington is a Catholic institution that thrives on social justice. As a 
matter of fact, the president of Trinity Washington, Patricia McGuire, 
recently started blogging for the Huffington Post on the state of education. 
The university revolves around its traditional, all-female undergraduate 
program, which consists of about 1,000 students. The curriculum is very 
progressive in terms of its ability to move young women through a college 
career. The university’s graduate School of Education consists of about 350 
students. The NCATE-accredited school has a large continuing-education 
program for those individuals who are already teachers, but the school itself 
has programs in counseling and administration, and programs for people 
who want to be teachers, ranging from special education to English 
language literacy, elementary, secondary, and reading. In terms of faculty, 
the school has 10 full-time faculty members and many adjuncts.  

One of the things that became quickly apparent as I thought about 
incorporating the InTASC standards into the curriculum was that I was 
dealing with a typical cast of characters, many of which can be found in 
workplaces across the country. First, there were people who were clearly 
dismissive of the idea, who did not want to hear about another set of 
standards. They said that teacher educators were already being bombarded 
with standards—state, national, and student—and they weren’t going to add 
any more. Then there were the people who were very defensive and even 
some who were almost combative in their defensiveness. “What do you 
mean you want us to do something different? What we are doing is fine.” 
Then there were the people who were just resigned: “If you want me to do 
it, I’ll do it, but I’m not going to put my heart into it.” Then there were the 
people who were interested but also cautious and busy. People who believed 
in the idea but who couldn’t imagine when they would find the time to 
implement it, what with teaching so many courses, doing committee work, 



Preparing Tomorrow's Teachers 
 

 
57

 

living their lives. Then there were the people who were interested and 
already on board. This group had begun doing many of the things outlined 
in the InTASC standards, and wanted to see everybody else doing the same 
thing. And then there were the people who were just on fire about the idea, 
who believed very strongly in this and brought not only the appropriate 
knowledge and skills to the context but also the passion to want to make the 
changes we were talking about.  

In the midst of this very interesting mix, I discovered that there are many 
types of changes that people will present. Type 1 is the rearrangement, in 
which people engage in a standards crosswalk, but as there are no real rules 
for doing crosswalks, it’s possible to make the outcome show that we are 
already doing what we need to be doing and thus no actual changes are 
needed. Type 2 is additive, which involves simply adding a course to 
accomplish the application of knowledge and skills, or choosing to insert 
new objectives into standing courses or substitute a new unit, policy, or 
procedure. Though this is a change, it’s not the type of change that will have 
a profound impact on candidates. Type 3 is the game changer—the type of 
change that will definitely make a difference. To motivate people to make 
this type of change, the argument must be philosophical, in that it needs to 
resonate with people in a way that makes them feel compelled to act, not 
because someone told them to, not because they are going to get paid if they 
do it, but because it’s the right thing to do and because they want to be part 
of something larger than themselves—something that will have a positive 
impact on candidates and thus a positive impact on the students with whom 
the candidates will be working. I truly believe that if we are going to make 
the types of changes that will lead to positive outcomes, we need to capture 
the hearts and minds of professors in schools of educations, which still 
produce the vast majority of teachers in this country. In many ways, schools 
of education have done a decent job of preparing teachers, but times have 
changed, the world has changed, and these schools need to change along 
with them. Education is a very broad system in this country, and pointing to 
teachers or schools of education as the problem is not going to get us to the 
finish line, but there are some changes that need to be made, and if we want 
to make those changes, then we’ve got to go to the heart. We’ve got to go to 
the professors in the schools of education and effect the type of game-
changing mentality that will inspire them to change programs.  

I’m an avid reader, and a couple of books I’ve recently read have given me 
insight into how this type of change might happen. One is Drive by Daniel 
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Pink, who argues that intrinsic motivation—defined by the three factors of 
autonomy, mastery, and purpose—leads to peak performance in terms of 
excellence, creativity, and innovation. According to Pink, not only is the 
success of an extrinsic motivation system—that which involves rewards and 
punishment—inconsistent but it often fosters short-term thinking; 
encourages working for rewards instead of outcomes; and, as we’ve seen 
with some of the recent testing scandals, sometimes leads to unethical 
behavior. In Changing Minds, Howard Gardner discusses seven factors that 
he believes play a role in making people change their minds: reason, 
research, resonance, re-descriptions, resources and rewards, real-world 
events, and resistances. Reason involves a rational approach to mind 
change, such as through the use of logic and analogy. In addition to a 
rational argument, relevant data is important, because some people aren’t 
going to budge unless you can show them that the research says X, Y, and 
Z. You’ve also got to appeal to people’s emotions, so that what you propose 
resonates with them as the right thing to do. A change of mind may be more 
likely to take place when the idea can be re-described, or represented in 
multiple ways, to reinforce the message and help people understand the 
value of change. Mind-changing is sometimes more likely to occur if 
resources and rewards are available; if people think that something is a good 
idea but unattainable, they are not going to put forth the effort. Real-world 
events can motivate individuals to change, and so talking about how very 
different the world is, how technology has changed the way that kids 
interact with the world, could be a starting point. And no matter how 
convincing these six factors can be, you also have to address people’s 
resistances, those established beliefs that people put up as a challenge to 
prevent the change you want to happen. Clayton Christensen writes about 
innovation, and his perspective is that if you’re going to have transformative 
change, which is what we all want based on this conversation, you’ve got to 
allow an incubation period for ideas in a non-competitive environment, 
allowing time for experimentation, change, and improvement in the form of 
pilot programs. Over time, the change will become mainstream.  

It is clear that our schools of education need to change—there is no doubt 
about that. For that to happen, we need to recognize that schools of 
education don’t exist in a vacuum. We can’t just point to an institution and 
tell it to change. Schools of education can address the InTASC standards, 
but in order to make significant changes, they need supportive partners. 
Number one on this list is flexible university administrators. There is now an 
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increasing emphasis in education programs on clinical work, and if we want 
to improve on the quality of that, then administrators need to understand 
that professors aren’t going to be in the universities all the time; we need 
them to go out and get involved in the schools, as students are going to be 
spending more time doing field experiences and clinical practices. With the 
current reward structure, a professor needs to write and publish in order to 
gain tenure; thus, how will such a professor find the time to be in the field? 
Administrators need to understand this and perhaps come to the conclusion 
that there needs to be different levels of professors in order to fulfill this 
clinical role. Schools of education need active district and school partners, 
because no matter how much clinical work I want to do, if I don’t have a 
school that is going to take my candidates, it won’t happen. The research 
community needs to provide not only information to schools of education 
about what effective teachers look like but also examples. Partners need to 
provide resources and technical assistance—resources to pay cooperating 
teachers, resources to train mentors, and technical assistance such as rubrics 
to provide information to institutions to help them make the necessary types 
of changes. If we really want schools of education to change, rather than 
trying to meet various regulatory requirements, we need an aligned 
regulatory environment, as it relates to accreditation, state approval, 
assessments, and licensure.  

In the final analysis, schools of education need to change. If the goal is to 
prepare teachers who can help all students master complex types of 
knowledge and skills, then we’ve got to win the hearts of the professors and 
give them some help. The new InTASC standards are a wonderful 
representation of what an effective teacher should look like. Preparation 
programs can be successful—we have people in our schools of education 
who are working harder than any other professionals out there—but they 
need the help of collaborative partners to make changes that will be 
effective. 
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