PAGE  


Reframing Accountability

Reframing Accountability:

A Pre-service Program Wrestles with Mandated Reform

Fred L. Hamel, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor

School of Education

University of Puget Sound

1500 North Warner 

Tacoma, WA 98416

fhamel@ups.edu

&

Carol Merz, Ed.D.

Professor & Dean

School of Education

University of Puget Sound

1500 North Warner 

Tacoma, WA 98416

cmerz@ups.edu

Fred L. Hamel specializes in literacy education and teacher learning.

Carol Merz specializes in politics of education and social foundations.
Journal of Teacher Education, 2005

Reframing Accountability:

A Pre-service Program Wrestles with Mandated Reform

Abstract

This article describes one school of education’s efforts to navigate a state-level mandate requiring all candidates for teacher certification to demonstrate “positive impact on student learning.”  It explains our ongoing efforts to make sense of the requirement, to measure its congruence with program philosophy, and to develop a response.  We report on informal fact-finding we did to determine how other institutions in our state were responding to the mandate, and we describe our attempts to demonstrate “positive impact” for accreditation.   In addition, the paper raises dilemmas we face in the process.  How do we negotiate conflicting definitions of impact and of student learning?  What is adequate growth for diverse pre-service teachers in terms of teaching for understanding?  How do we position ourselves and our program in relation to controversial state demands?  
Introduction 

 The idea of evaluating pre-service candidates by their students’ academic achievement is jarring the world of teacher education.  Such policy has become a requirement in state approval protocols, NCATE standards, and is even showing up in federal legislation as a proposal that professional programs be evaluated on the academic achievement of the students of their graduates.  


In our state, Washington, teacher education programs are under a mandate to demonstrate that their candidates make a “positive impact on student learning.”  The phrase “positive impact on student learning” occurs in no less than nineteen different places in the Washington Administrative Code governing the approval of professional programs.  It is a requirement for the mission of teacher preparation, a condition of program approval, an element of accountability, and a separate condition in each endorsement program.  Several of these requirements specify that programs demonstrate impact using multiple methods of measurement over time.  Another requires programs to retain candidate work samples to show positive impact.  A new state pedagogy assessment will evaluate candidates by focusing primarily on what students are doing during lessons rather than on teacher behavior (Performance-based, 2004).   


At the federal level, proposed requirements of states under Title II of the Higher Education Act make the remarkable step of asking that states rank teacher education programs by the test scores of the students of their candidates.  At least one state, Louisiana, appears to be moving in this direction (Archer, 2004).  And our own recent NCATE accreditation review team openly forwarded the requirement that institutions demonstrate how “teacher candidates…have a positive effect on learning for all students” (Professional Standards, 2002, p.16). 

In this paper, we document our own unsettled responses to what we refer to as the “positive impact mandate.”  Although a host of research efforts today aim to illuminate how teacher education might be more evidence-based, we offer an inside account of how one program responded to a specific state policy.  We report on informal fact-finding we did to determine how other teacher institutions in our state were responding to the positive impact mandate, we describe our efforts to meet the demands of NCATE evaluators, and we highlight dilemmas we continue to face in connecting the complex learning of beginning teachers to the learning of their students.  As a documentary account, we emphasize our own grounded responses to issues teacher educators will continue to face as accountability reforms inexorably bear on teacher education.  In addition, we theorize about negotiated responses to policy mandates and about the nature of a “good negotiation” at both implementation and policy levels. 

Framing and Reframing 


The positive impact mandate differs in substance from long-standing practice in teacher education emphasizing the evaluation of instructional methodologies, management of the classroom, and professional behavior.  Teacher evaluation, in other words, has typically been grounded in the behaviors, qualities, and growth that teachers exhibit rather than in changes exhibited by students – although supervisors and mentor teachers also have looked to student response, especially lesson engagement or time on task, as a measure for effective teaching.

On the one hand, a positive impact emphasis seems reasonable enough.  Not only are teachers hired to affect student learning, but the new policy language makes explicit what many reformers have long wanted – an emphasis on student understanding rather than on the act of teaching.  The literature on teaching for understanding, for example, is replete with stories of sound pedagogical methods or curricula that yield conceptual misunderstandings among students (e.g. Schneps & Sadler, 1987).  In addition, constructivist conceptions of learning, widely-supported in pre-service education literature, “involve fundamental shifts … from focusing on dispensing content to placing students efforts to understand at the center of the educational enterprise” (Windschitl, 2002, p.143).  The positive impact mandate thus seeks, perhaps in its best intention, to forcefully remind programs to keep real learners in view and to heighten teacher responsibility for how students respond to intended lessons and units of instruction. 

Yet, the reform mandate troubles us as well.  We are concerned, first, about what Lakoff (2003) calls “framing language” – that is, how uses of metaphor powerfully shape thinking.  We wonder whether, in adopting the state’s language of “positive impact on student learning,” we are co-opted into an agenda not of our choosing.  Lakoff takes civic discourse as an example to show how popular metaphors such as “tax relief” throw certain images and values to the fore (victimization, individual freedom) while relegating other values (giving one’s share, contributing to the public good) to the shadows.  For Lakoff, professed Democrats who themselves use terms like tax relief often do not realize how far such framing language has shaped the terms of the debate.  Likewise with positive impact--a term now bandied about between state legislators and professional educators.  To what extent do we accept a metaphor that frames teaching as something that is done to students, that frames teaching less in terms of responsiveness, listening or negotiating with students about the goals and purposes of learning?  

Second, we view the positive impact mandate as part of a larger movement in U.S. education policy that reflects the “tightly regulated deregulation” noted by Cochran-Smith (2004), where increased federal and state control of teacher education outcomes are coupled with school accountability measures and support for alternative routes to certification.  As a whole, this movement has wedded itself to the results of standardized test scores, which have become required milestones for judging teacher, school, district, and state performance.  

Even if we agreed with testing as a way to assess school improvement, using standardized scores as indicators of teacher preparation is exceedingly problematic.  Pre-service teachers often are not solely responsible for instructional or curricular decisions in their classrooms; their unit plans and day-to-day instructional decisions develop within crucial conditions over which they have little control (for example, a mentor’s existing discipline plan).  Pre-service teachers also typically do not have enough time with students to bring about gains on standardized measures.  And student teachers experience instructional contexts that differ significantly – involving varying time spans with students, disparate institutional expectations, differing student populations, and uneven levels of school support.   

While such arguments seem obvious, more complex are the assumptions about teacher learning that underpin the deregulation/accountability movement.  Teacher growth is framed as a market-driven response to incentive and punishment, a “common-sense” view of human behavior we find particularly limiting and not grounded in literature on teacher development.  Even assuming the language of positive impact, for example, understanding how and why students respond to instruction in classroom settings is among the most complex dimensions of teacher knowledge.  Teacher candidates must learn to understand student thinking from a variety of perspectives.  They must learn how their own “understanding of student understanding” might drive instruction (Hamel, 2003).  Teacher learning, for these dimensions, depends significantly on institutional contexts (Grossman, Thompson, & Dingus, 1999; Little & McLaughlin,1993; Louis, Marks & Kruse, 1996, Newell & Holt, 1997), involves collaborative attention to learning artifacts (Ball & Cohen, 1999), and supportive assistance from knowledgeable others in working through situated problems of practice (Moore, 2003, Tharp & Gallimore, 1988).  

In addition, novice teacher learning is often reflected less in “what happens” during a particular lesson or unit (whether the sequence worked as intended, whether students exhibited learning goals) but more in how the candidate makes sense of student response.  From this perspective, critical teacher reflection, flexibility in thinking, multiple interpretations, posing alternative plans or adjustments for what should come next, articulating existing frames of reference – these are the stuff of teacher competency and growth.  The nature of a beginning teacher’s reflection might reflect a growth trajectory for teaching decidedly different from what would be determined through student test scores or from any measurable impact on kids.

We are not averse to good intentions underlying the positive impact mandate.  In our program, we want all students to become apprentices to student learning and to carefully assess and document growth.  We believe that it can become convenient to ignore what it takes to support learning effectively for all students.  We do not advocate an approach where candidates merely become skilled in interpreting why lessons didn’t go well, with little knowledge of how to achieve their learning goals with students.  Yet, we are unwilling to reduce the process of evaluating novice teachers into something over-simplified for public consumption.  

Hence our dilemma:  How do we connect our own knowledge and ongoing efforts at teacher evaluation with emerging policy?  Specifically, how do we represent ourselves to the state when called to account for candidates’ “positive impact on student learning?”  To what extent do we allow ourselves, and our candidates’ experiences, to be affected by a mandate around which we ourselves remain guarded?  How do we take responsibility for the teaching of our candidates?

Lakoff argues that the right response to framing language is to “re-frame.”  Rather than finding a middle ground, re-framing involves using language to tell the truth as we see it, and to do so “forcefully, straightforwardly, and articulately, with moral conviction, and without hesitation.”  We see one of our crucial roles in teacher education as leading in such re-framing work, using our professional knowledge and experience in schools, in teacher education and with pre-service candidates to affect how policy makers think.  That is, we see our role neither as giving in to inept policy, nor as digging in, turning our back, or as maneuvering stealthily around such policy.  Instead, we aim to leverage our ongoing efforts with teachers to interpret, push back, and publicly shape how policy is experienced and lived.  

In what follows, we document two initial steps we took in responding to the positive impact mandate in our state.  We offer these steps not as a model for others to follow, but as disclosure of our behind-the-scenes efforts—efforts we see in retrospect as attempts at re-framing.  First, we asked what are possible ways of measuring and documenting results of our students’ efforts.  Specifically, we informally contacted other state teacher education programs to assess what other institutions were doing with positive impact.  Second, preparing for an NCATE accreditation visit, we inventoried course assignments to see what we were “already doing” to meet the terms of the reform.  

An Informal Survey

In preparing for our state-level and NCATE accreditation reviews, we had been apprised through our pre-contacts with evaluators that criteria relating to impact on student learning would be especially important.   We admitted an essential fairness in these requests:  How well do we help candidates attend to and positively affect student learning?  Was what we imagined our candidates learning actually showing up in any discernible way – in artifacts from student teaching or through other data or evidence we collect in the program? 

We started by asking other institutions in the state how they were attempting to meet the requirements.  By 2003 several programs had been reviewed by NCATE and/or the state, and faculty at those institutions had some experience with the mandate.  An email request for information was sent to all 22 teacher preparation programs, framed not as a formal survey but as on-going dialogue among programs facing a common challenge.  

About half of the institutions responded.  Reports varied in detail.  Some responses included descriptions of assignments as they were given to pre-service teachers; others included course syllabi with assignments described in great detail.  Others simply provided a narrative summary of what they did.  Some programs had undergone reviews and felt somewhat confident in their plans.  Others suggested that their current plans are quite tentative and would require significantly more work.  Almost all programs indicated that their plans had changed as they had attempted to implement the requirement.  Often changes were made after colleagues at state meetings suggested new interpretations or new possibilities.  

Because the detail of these informal reports varied so greatly, we report the frequency of various activities across the institutions in the broadest terms.  Methods of documenting candidate impact on student learning falls roughly into four categories:  


1. Pre-Post Testing: More than half of the respondents required their pre-service teachers to conduct fairly formal pre-post testing and use the results in a portfolio or report. Usually candidates conducted pre-assessments before beginning to teach a unit in student teaching. Definitions of units varied, but clustered around ten lessons or three weeks of instruction. Usually all students in the class received pre-post testing, and they sometimes received additional formative assessment during the teaching unit.  At the conclusion of the unit, candidates usually wrote a narrative of the instructional activities, describing any changes that were made to meet student needs and analyzing the results. Some institutions required this be done for the whole class of students taught; others asked their candidates to select 3-5 students representing a range of abilities and report on those specifically. 

             2.  Collection of student artifacts.  Most programs asked candidates to present samples of student work in their portfolios. These might be early and late samples of work within an instructional unit, which could be analyzed in a pre-post format, but in a much more informal way. They were usually to be accompanied by an analysis or reflection, showing the candidates’ ability to understand student thinking.   

3.  Use of expert judgment.  Some institutions asked cooperating teachers and university supervisors to make explicit judgments about the ability of candidates to make a positive impact on student learning. One institution asked its students to include feedback from cooperating teachers and supervisors in a portfolio in which they demonstrated positive impact. Other institutions asked cooperating teachers and supervisors to evaluate the portfolio itself.

4. Candidate reflection or self-evaluation.  All institutions reported requiring candidates to prepare a reflection on their instruction. Some were very specific in guiding the reflection through a series of questions, and others were quite general in allowing the candidate to structure the reflection individually. For programs having a capstone course following student teaching, this reflection often formed a major portion of the course activities.

These categories often overlapped; they are in no way mutually exclusive. In fact, some institutions explicitly mentioned multiple measures. Three institutions mentioned that developing positive impact on student learning was a sequence of activities in which candidates developed an awareness of student needs, learned to target instruction to specific goals, and learned to assess student progress.  Most institutions responding also required candidates to submit some sort of portfolio in which they demonstrate their ability to make a positive impact on student learning.  This may be as part of a course, or a “stand-alone” assignment, or as part of student teaching.  The portfolio may include pre-post testing, instructional plans, student work samples, and a reflection or self-evaluation by the candidate.

 Although our survey revealed no clear model for demonstrating that candidates had a “positive impact on student learning,” it did yield an interesting collection of commonplace methods—activities we recognized, even if configured differently, in our own program.  This helped us see our own practices as part of a shared knowledge base, and we could also see the rough outlines of a shared “technology” for measuring candidate impact that could be consistent with our beliefs about teacher education.  We had been dismayed by the notion of test scores as the primary measure of candidate growth, and our colleagues were helping confirm for us that, in fact, diverse and complex practices are involved.  

Self Inventory

A second step emerged as we considered what we might do to satisfy an outside, evaluating audience.  In this step, we asked ourselves what we were already doing that met the concerns of the positive impact mandate.  Our process took on four distinct stages:  an initial gathering of assignments, constructing an idealized sequence, collecting more learning artifacts, and faculty conversation. 

  
Initial Gathering.  We began by asking faculty members in the masters of arts in teaching (MAT) program to forward examples of activities, assignments, and artifacts from coursework and field experience that related to candidates’ abilities to affect and assess student learning.  Over the course of about one month, we received lesson plans, assignments, student work, syllabi, teaching cases, reflections on student work, and more.  These artifacts initially were collected randomly in a centrally located binder.  Faculty often entered documents with cover sheets explaining what the artifact was, and how they felt it supported candidates’ learning about student learning.

An Idealized Sequence.  As the collection grew, we decided that we needed an organizational model to frame our work.  A subcommittee agreed to take the initial collection of artifacts, to look for general patterns and themes relating to candidate impact on student learning, and to share the results with the faculty.   The subcommittee used the collection to construct an idealized organizational frame, reflecting both the artifacts in hand and what we envisioned the program aimed for – that is, what students might learn over one year’s development.  We generated the following five-phase sequence, which our broader faculty found generally acceptable:

1.  Raising Awareness:  Artifacts suggested that an early phase in our 

program involves helping candidates come to participate in a culture that asks questions about student learning.  How do we know students are learning, and what lenses do we assume for judging learning and our own impact?  In this phase, we focus candidates on questioning what students are doing and experiencing, rather than simply what the teacher is doing.  We habituate students with specific questions as they do school visits, evaluate case studies and complete lesson and unit plans:  What do you, or the teacher involved, intend students to learn?  How do you know they have learned?   How else might learning be occurring?  What assumptions inform your judgments?   In this early phase, we also offer initial design principles that highlight the importance of linking assessments to clear, thoughtful learning goals. 

2.  Ways of Looking at Student Work:  This dimension focused on the various ways candidates might understand student learning.  In the fall especially, we noted that candidates work to bring various perspectives on assessment into play in their fieldwork.  For example, candidates observe, collect and examine examples of student work in the field.  They learn ethnographic techniques, record student activity in classrooms, and then reflect on notes with peers.  Secondary candidates complete case interviews in both middle schools and high schools to diagnose learning needs and to examine the ways that student learning may diverge from or coincide with teacher objectives.  These efforts focus specifically on expanding teachers’ conceptions of assessment and literacy.  


3. Emphasis on Assessment Design:  Artifacts also suggested that candidates have concrete opportunities to develop usable classroom tools for assessing student learning.  In assessment and methods classes, students learn formal and informal methods for assessing the impact of teaching on students, and for using assessments to revise instruction.  Specifically, candidates develop lesson plans that focus carefully on identifying learning needs and on assessing the impact of teaching on students.  Candidates learn the importance of establishing purposes and goals for instruction.  They develop larger units that incorporate backward design structure (Wiggins & McTighe, 1998), rubrics, and pre-assessment and final assessment measures.   Students learn ways to use assessment data to revisit and revise teaching strategies and lesson objectives.  Consistent attention to judgments about student learning is also modeled openly by professors in methods courses. 

4.  Attention to Student Learning in Practice.  During student teaching internships, candidates seek to construct lessons that build upon their understandings of students and upon earlier coursework.  Besides ongoing informal and formal assessments, MAT students complete two formal artifact collections, involving a) copying two full class sets of student work based on a selected lesson, b) examining the students work in detail, c) and writing reflections on what they learn both about students and about their teaching from their examination.  Assessment is central to observation conferences with supervisors and mentor teachers.  Positive impact is judged according to candidates’  intended learning goals, Washington State’s essential academic learning requirements (EALRs) and district benchmarks.  Students are expected to use assessment results to modify classroom instructional practice. 


5. Reflections on Knowing and Assessment:  In this dimension, students engage in sustained reflection on their own teaching, their students’ learning, and on their core assumptions about knowing, learning, and development.  In seminar sections throughout the program and after student teaching, students have an opportunity to revisit classroom artifacts, challenge frameworks, further analyze their teaching practices, and suggest modifications for future practice.  In an end of year philosophy seminar, students examine their core beliefs and philosophical assumptions about students and teaching—and how these influence their approaches to and conceptions of student learning. 

More Collection.  After developing these categories, we circulated a form that listed the categories with suggestions for “possible exhibits” at each stage – listing existing artifacts and other documents we thought might be relevant.  This form was included in the central document binder, and MAT faculty were asked to include other documents they thought might be relevant.  We also asked individuals to initial when they included something—so others would know at a glance which documents were already collected in the binder and whether we were achieving representative balance across program faculty and courses.  The table below shows the five categories with the artifacts suggested for each category.   A calendar sequence was included to show a general direction of growth, although we assumed that each dimension would overlap and develop recursively.
Table:  Framework for Exhibits
	Calendar Sequence
	Dimension
	Possible Exhibits

	Pre-requisites
	Raising awareness

(participating in a culture that asks questions about student learning) 


	 question sheet for school visits

        with student responses 

 case studies / readings focused on uncovering the worlds of students

 lesson plan sheet with student 

       artifact

· unit plan sheet with artifact 



	Fall Methods

and Assessment  


	Ways of looking at student work

(approaches and perspectives on understanding student learning)
	 scripting support and  scripting artifacts

 literacy case studies  

 peer feedback on micro-teaching

 readings focusing on perspectives 

       on assessment 

	
	Emphasis on design

(concrete practices for assessing dispositions and growth) 
	 lesson plan assignments (esp. assessment dimensions) 

 student lesson plan artifact

 unit plan & artifact

 dispositions assessment

 model professor evaluation rubric or strategy

 pre-assessment examples 

 revised lesson

 (students revise lesson after teaching) 



	Spring

Internship  


	Attention to student learning in practice

(revising ways of attending to student learning in context; using classroom-based knowledge to drive instruction)
	 artifacts collections from student teaching

 reflections on specific lessons, goals, students

 lesson plans from field

 supervisor/mentor feedback 



	Summer Reflective Term  
	Reflections on knowing and assessment

(sustained reflection on core assumptions about knowing and development)
	 ongoing reflection papers from seminars

 portfolio artifacts 

 masters theses 




Conversation.  We developed the collection process above largely to meet the expectations of the state and NCATE for accreditation, but we took the added step of initiating conversation about such questions.  Even after this work, we remained ambivalent toward the positive impact mandate.  Was it something we could embrace -- a  way toward demonstrating responsibility for the professional work of our candidates?  Would it be largely irrelevant to our beliefs and day-to-day relationships with candidates – something we would tolerate for the sake of accreditation and state approval?  Or would we find it contrary to our beliefs, creating program changes that undermine our core commitments about teacher learning, placing us into more active resistance mode?  We took up such questions as part of our debriefing of the NCATE review, and we decided first to revisit our larger program goals.  Included in this discussion was attention to questions of impact:  What did we learn through the artifact collection?  What clear gaps exist in what our students are being asked to do and demonstrate?  How do we demonstrate such impact to ourselves and to others?  We have also found ways to embed discussions of artifacts and student learning into ongoing faculty research or self-study initiatives.  In this way, we have found ways to adapt policy initiatives to our own needs, but it is clear that the process also has shifted our attention to the concerns of the policy as well.  

Re-framing Dilemmas and Active Negotiation of Policy

Naming Issues:  Well-intended policy recommendations can unwittingly promote limited conceptions of teaching and learning.  Yet, we also want to improve our ability to clarify for others how our candidates affect student learning, to take responsibility for our teachers’ work.  Indeed, even as our evaluators were supportive of our idealized sequence and its representative artifacts, we have continued to wrestle with the issues it raised for our own development as a program (Beck, et al, 2004).  For example, is it possible to promote a reflective model of teacher learning and results-driven models of instruction simultaneously?  While the two do not necessarily conflict, in practice significant forces push them apart.  The state’s interest in promoting results in terms of achievement scores can shape teacher thinking in directions away from “wondering how or why” a student thinks as he or she does.  Yet, an emphasis on reflection alone is also inadequate.  In our case, do we generate teachers who are merely good a reflecting on why lessons didn’t go well?   

We recognize too that beginning teachers are early-career learners.  It is easy to overwhelm novices and create early career cynicism if top-down mandates appear disconnected from the reality of teachers’ work or from their learning needs.  Thus, despite the state mandate we find it incumbent on us to advocate for novice teachers as learners, especially when policy makers want fast results. We want teacher candidates who will enter the profession with a sense of efficacy; who will last through the first challenging years of practice and not become discouraged.  Experienced teachers often find it difficult to bring about positive achievement results with various students, so what is a reasonable expectation for beginners?  To what extent should we mediate and re-interpret policy to protect teaching candidates from regulations insensitive to their learning needs? 

Finally, we find that field placement contexts often blur a well-intended focus on student learning, as the materials and expectations provided for novice teachers in schools (e.g. textbooks, computer programs, content objectives, district initiatives, tests to be given at a certain date, mentor teacher beliefs) re-direct candidates toward efficient coverage and the maintenance of existing norms.  In actual school settings, understanding student understanding is elusive, influenced by multiple factors, and hard to track, so schools and teachers commonly take their bearings from other measures -- trying to deliver the same content to all sections of a class or using common text-book or program-based assessments.  What contextual, school or district-wide factors, then, support teaching candidates to focus on student learning/growth in their placement contexts?  


A Sports Analogy:  In reframing such issues, one implicit but fundamental question we ask is:  How negotiable is state-mandated policy? Are state and federal mandates negotiable?  What is our range of possible responses?  The answer, we believe, is most often situated in a complex web of linkages of oversight, responsibility, and agency.  In other words, it depends.  Yet, as an example of response to rules applied in a specific context, we find it helpful to look at a sports analogy—in this case, of how skilled athletes can modify a situation seemingly governed by a set of explicit rules.  

In a soccer game, when a free kick is awarded to a team, the governing rule is that no opposing player can be nearer than 10 yards to the ball.  This gives the team awarded the free kick space to actually take the kick.  If the free kick is near one of the goals, the defending team usually sets up a line of players bunched together, called a “wall,” to help the goalkeeper, but the rule is the same -- the wall of players cannot be closer than 10 yards to the ball.  When constructing a defensive wall, however, experienced teams immediately send a player out to stand about 2 yards from the ball – between the ball and the goal.  Why?   

From a defensive perspective, this “illegal” step forces the offensive team to appeal to the referee, who will then stop the game and mandate all defensive players to get back the required 10 yards, a move that allows the defensive team needed time to gather enough players.  It also gives the goalkeeper and defenders time to communicate to set the wall at an optimal angle.  Indeed, even after the referee steps off the 10 yards, experienced players typically creep back one yard when the referee turns around to restart the play – effectively placing the wall 9 yards away.  This ritual is followed game after game and reflects the ten-yard rule as it is lived.  


The analogy is imperfect, but our emphasis is on what we see as the active negotiation of skilled players with a seemingly impervious rule—a rule which holds real consequences (if players don’t obey, they risk being formally cautioned or removed from the game).  What soccer players do amounts to something like the following:  1) know the rule, 2) know your own territory and interests, 3) find possible space within the rule, 4) assert / bid for what you need, 5) wait for a response.  Rather than immediately and dutifully stepping back the required 10 yards, players usurp ground and wait to see what happens.  This approach does not subvert the policy nor does it dominate one’s opponents, since they can always appeal to the referee.  The usurping move instead functions to assert specific needs (to protect the goal) and puts the burden of response back on the other team.  In addition, it effectively stops the game – allowing time for teams to gather resources for the upcoming play.  Interestingly to us, soccer officials almost always allow this strategy/ritual.  Rather than seeing it as a form of cheating, they participate in the process.  Indeed, for players to obediently line up 10 yards away from the start might be seen as naïve. 

Good Negotiation:  We believe that the departmental practices we describe in this paper reflect a somewhat similar attempt at active negotiation.  Such negotiation we experience as healthy and pragmatic involvement (rather than as cheating or stealth), as a way of responding to real public concerns, as bids for time and space, and as ways to leverage what we know and assert what we need.  Our efforts represent mundane, everyday departmental work in relation to policy expectations that matter.  Yet such work has relied upon the stance of negotiation described above.  

We assert here, then, those features that we feel have made for a “good negotiation”—that is, a negotiation where our needs, concerns, and knowledge are given weight, a negotiation that actively shapes how policy is in fact lived and that may have the power to re-shape policy itself.  First, we’ve given attention to the strengths of public policy and have tried to see valid intentions and goals there, even if this is initially difficult.  We see linkages, for example, between the positive impact mandate and Grossman’s (2004) call for more credible evidence in our work as teacher educators.  
Second, we have adopted a stance of agency, something commonly missing (often  understandably so) at school, district and university levels, as educators encounter weighty state and federal directives.  This includes, on the one hand, an abiding belief that no policy is neutral or non-ideological in relation to the interests of teachers, schools, or children.  On the other hand, such a stance involves trusting, accessing, and asserting our own situated knowledge in relation to what the mandate is about.  For example, we could advocate more strongly for the use of expert judgment as a method of documenting teacher effectiveness.  Expert judgment is used widely in other fields, in our medical systems and in our legal systems as ways of establishing credibility.  We can further the acceptance of such measures by being willing ourselves to develop and demonstrate rubrics and standards for such judgment, as long as we are mindful that we need to convince outside audiences that  such tools make a difference -- can adequately diagnose, measure and affect real problems in teaching and learning. 

Central to our negotiation has been the willingness of leadership to mediate or filter policy – rather than simply acting as a cipher for the ideology of a mandate.  Such leadership signals to each professional member that their knowledge and practice matters – and keeps resistance from simply going underground.  Fourth, we have assembled collaborative contexts for keeping our questions and concerns alive.  Only in shared discussion have we been able to name our unique dilemmas explicitly, seek openings in policy, and experience solidarity around our concerns.  We have opened communication channels across multiple contexts – between faculty members, between faculty and administration, and across institutions.  In relation to the positive impact mandate, for example, we can help the community understand the gaps that occur in the performance of our candidates between pre-service and later employment by considering intervening variables of assignment, district context, and induction support.  These issues can only surface in collegial, professional dialogue between the community of teacher educators and the community of policy makers. 

We believe these four basic features have implications not only for how teacher educators position themselves toward state and federal policy – but also for how we prepare teachers and administrators in a time of accountability reform.  We believe, for example, that non-negotiability is often a construct rather than an inherent dimension of policy itself, and that the features above help us discern what might be possible, how far to push, as well as what we might have to learn from attention to outside mandates.  
Conclusion
As a professional body, we are working to re-frame the terms of discourse about one specific reform in teacher education, namely, positive impact on student learning.  By reframing we hope we can reconcile some of the differences and tensions between the worlds of practice and policy.  We are surfacing core practices, naming dilemmas, examining belief systems, revising assessment practices, and speaking about what we know – with each other, with students, and with policy makers.  We see the acts of re-framing and negotiating less as compromise or defiance, but as a way to be strong players in democratic discussions about learning to teach.
A stance of active negotiation also gives us time to stop the game a bit, to wait and see.  We believe, for example, that large-scale, tightly–monitored, results-driven directives run contrary in many ways to the very nature of American schools.  Our system of schooling has long been described at “loosely coupled” (Weick, 1983), meaning that substantial space exists at various institutional levels for policy to be interpreted and implemented in ways that fit local circumstances.  Such a system has allowed resilience, flexibility, and stability in American education (Cuban, 1990).  A results-driven model seeks tightly-coupled linkages, but it is yet to be seen if this fits a system that largely, and in practice, still values and requires local control.

Re-framing includes self-examination, not merely argument to fend off critics.  The impact mandate has helped us make the thread of student learning more explicit for ourselves and our candidates.  In this sense, we will continue to look at, and improve, how our own program supports candidates’ abilities to bring about student learning—and to push back, to re-interpret such directives in ways that allow us to advocate for candidates in ways that fit our goals, cautioning against over-simplified and disempowering notions of learning for beginning teachers (Beck, et al, 2004).  We propose to review the student data annually.  We need to ask ourselves if we are satisfied that our candidates are promoting student learning as they teach.  Further, we need to ask how much data is enough to answer this question.  Does such data collection and reflection at both the candidate and faculty level improve our program or detract from what we consider to be our primary mission of preparing candidates to enter classrooms?
We believe we have a responsibility to carry out this “reframed” reform and to bring our considered experience forward into the policy dialogue.  We must take responsibility for the instruction of our candidates and must work to find appropriate ways to demonstrate the work they do.  We hope to assert initiative in opening lines of communication, sharing the dilemmas, and thinking together about possible solutions. We must help policy makers see the complicated nature of the problems of documentation, but we must own the results of our work.  
We must knock on the doors of legislators, members of Congress, and state officials to share our beliefs and even pride in the results of our efforts.  If we say we refuse to be responsible for the results of our candidates’ instruction in the schools in which they teach, we will be at the mercy of policy makers who will see our stance as obstructionist, defensive, and irresponsible.  If we accept the goal of assuring the quality of teacher preparation and accept the responsibility for our candidates’ subsequent teaching, we can work with policy makers to find the best ways of accomplishing our common goals.
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