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INITIAL PROGRAMS CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Mission of the Institution and of the Unit

The University of Rhode Island is the State’s public learner-centered research university. We are a community joined in a common quest for knowledge. The University is committed to enriching the lives of its students through its land, sea, and urban grant traditions. URI is the only public institution in Rhode Island offering undergraduate, graduate, and professional students the distinctive educational opportunities of a major research university. Our undergraduate, graduate, and professional education, research, and outreach serve Rhode Island and beyond. Students, faculty, staff, and alumni are united in one common purpose: to learn and lead together. Embracing Rhode Island’s heritage of independent thought, we value:

· Creativity and Scholarship 

· Diversity, Fairness, and Respect 

· Engaged Learning and Civic Involvement 

· Intellectual and Ethical Leadership 

As stated in The School of Education Mission Statement, the unit seeks to integrate the strengths of the university with those of our partners in communities, the private sector, public agencies and the policy community to promote, together, the highest levels of learning and achievement for all students and the positive development and well-being of children, youth, adult learners, and families.  

Philosophy, Purposes, and Professional Commitments and Dispositions

Our approach is shaped by our fundamental commitment to diversity and social justice.  We seek to ensure that, through teaching, research, policy analysis and service, all children, individuals and families are fully prepared and empowered to participate in a diverse democratic society.  Accordingly, programs within the School of Education (SOE) prepare candidates to become exemplary practitioners and scholars.  We prepare them to access, generate, use and disseminate knowledge about teaching, learning and human development through programs structured as elements of a life-long process of candidate’s intellectual growth and professional development.  We prepare them to work collaboratively with others to solve critical education and human problems in our increasingly global and diverse community.  Our goals are to prepare beginning professionals who have the potential to become master teachers, to foster the development of teachers to develop mastery of the profession, and to work in partnership with districts to support and continuously improve the educational and community contexts in which all students learn and grow.

The Knowledge Bases of the Conceptual Framework

Initial certification programs at the University of Rhode Island seek to prepare beginning professional teachers who have the potential to become master teachers and educators.  Advanced programs enable educational professionals to actualize that potential.  Master teachers function as decision makers and facilitators of learning as they work in the confluence of teacher, learner, subject matter, and environment (Smylie, Bay & Tozier, 1999). They are reflective of their own practice; continue to learn about the world around them, the skills and content they teach, about teaching and learning, and about their students and their community (Darling-Hammond, 1999; Fenstermacher, 1986; Schon, 1983; Shulman, 1987).  Master teachers understand the historical and contemporary roles of schools in a democratic society (Ladson-Billing, 2005; McAninch & McAninch, 1996; Tozer, 1993). Knowledgeable about a range of philosophies of education, they can subsequently articulate their own and, from it, derive implications for their practice (Beyer, Feinburg, Pagano, & Whitson, 1989; Brown, Bransford, Ferrara, and Campione, 1983; Clabaugh & Rozcyki, 1990; Giarelli, 1991).  Master teachers continue to seek professional challenge and contribute to leadership in education, in their schools, districts, communities, and through their professional organizations (Leinhardt, 1988; Livingston & Borko, 1989).  They remain informed of contemporary research and writing by leaders in their fields and are active partners in shaping and implementing models of good practice.

The Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge Base for Beginning Teachers

Preparation of beginning teachers is the foundation for the development of mastery.  In 1986, the Holmes Group published a call for the re-visioning of teacher preparation, Tomorrow’s Teachers. The group specifically called for the explication of a knowledge base of teacher education.  In 1989, The American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education commissioned the publication of A Knowledge Base for the Beginning Teacher (Reynolds, 1989).  The project authors identified an emerging professional knowledge base for beginning teachers that has served as the basis for the development of teacher preparation programs and national standards for teaching performance.  Feiman-Nemser and Remillard (1996) tentatively identified emergent themes for necessary professional knowledge for teachers.  These are:

· The history and structure of schooling in the United States

· The developmental and specific needs of pupils

· Characteristics of learners and learning

· Dimensions of curriculum and instruction

· Creating a learning environment

· The ethical dimensions of teaching

These domains of professional knowledge have been further elucidated and codified in a series of teaching standards documents, most notably the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium’s (INTASC) Model Standards Beginning Teacher Licensure and Development (1992).  
Content Knowledge

Teachers must possess a deep, multidimensional content literacy that is built upon, but goes beyond conceptual and procedural knowledge in the content area (Bybee, 1997; Shulman, 1987).  It includes understanding of the philosophical, social, and historical dimensions of the discipline, of connections within and between disciplines, and of complex connections between disciplinary knowledge, societies, and individuals (Lederman, 1993).  The development of multidimensional content literacy requires broad knowledge of fine arts, literature, language, the humanities, mathematics, the natural sciences and the social sciences.  It also requires the development of conceptual and procedural knowledge of a discipline – its principles, structures, tools and values.  It is our belief that this type of content knowledge is best developed through a structured program of general education and a major in a discipline based on explicit pathways through the major to develop the conceptual and procedural knowledge most relevant to teaching in public school settings.

Content Pedagogy

Shulman (1986; 1987) name the body of knowledge required to teach a subject pedagogical content knowledge.  Teachers must possess an expertise – a conditional knowledge – that flexibly uses knowledge of both the content and of teaching and learning models to construct effective teaching and learning environments for all students that lead to learning of the concepts, principles, procedures, applications, and values of a discipline. This conditional knowledge is built upon multidimensional understandings of the discipline, of general pedagogy, and of the most effective models for learning specific content and strategies for teaching specific content.  Teachers must not only be capable of defining for students the knowledge claims of a discipline. They must also be able to explain why a particular proposition is deemed necessary, why it is worth knowing, and how it relates to other propositions or concepts, both within and outside of the discipline.  They must show validity, relevance and value, both in theory and in practice. We believe that content pedagogy is developed in concert with content knowledge and professional and pedagogical knowledge, and is refined in practice.  This is accomplished through a sequence of early field experiences followed by a clinical practicum in the specific subject supported by a formal curriculum on teaching and learning in that discipline.

Performance Expectations for Candidates

Over much of the past decade almost all Rhode Island teacher education institutions worked collaboratively on an initiative that was first known as Project Performance. That initiative, in which the School of Education at URI was a critical partner, linked tightly to both INTASC and NCATE standards. The objective was to develop a statewide set of standards and core beliefs about what new teachers should know and be able to do as well as an articulated system for support for those new teachers and their mentors as they moved into the field.  Project Performance evolved into statewide preK-16 “dialogues” across teacher education and arts and sciences disciplines that later moved to the campus levels. These efforts also led to the development of performance-based systems of assessment of candidate competencies during the early stages of the project. 

These collaborative efforts led to a common set of standards for initial teacher preparation, the Rhode Island Beginning Teaching Standards (RIPTS) to guide teacher preparation institutions across the state, the Rhode Island Department of Education, and other key stakeholders (e.g., teacher unions; districts). This collaboration has been critical for the SOE’s efforts to continuously improve its preparation of candidates as well as to our school and district partners. By having all higher education institutions, schools, and districts work toward and hold common expectations of pre-service and beginning teachers there will be ever increasing coherence among candidates experiences in campus-based and field experiences, and in their initial entry to professional practice once certified. Such collaboration in the ongoing formulation, adoption, and refinement of these standards and beliefs will help to ensure that candidates and certified teachers continue to experience what is being asked and experienced coherently and in ways that are grounded in the best of the knowledge base. For example, the Rhode Island “diversity” standard was recently revised based on collaborative statewide work across institutions and stakeholders with intensive consultation from nationally recognized scholars.

The SOE has adopted a set of Core Beliefs about Teacher Education that capture knowledge, abilities and professional dispositions that candidates will attain as a result of such preparation.  These core beliefs guide the review and development of our programs, the design and implementation of our courses, and the criteria, evidence and standards of our assessment system.  The Core Beliefs were revised and affirmed by the faculty in December of 2002, including the faculty of advanced programs. The Graduate School of Library and Information Studies (GSLIS) endorsed and affirmed the Core Beliefs of Teacher Education, including the Diversity Vision, at its faculty meeting on February 19, 2003 as compatible with the GSLIS Educational Outcomes. Representatives of the partner districts contributed to the revision of the Core Beliefs at a meeting of the Middle Level Advisory in October 2002. 

The SOE Core Beliefs are framed as dispositions operationalized by the Rhode Island Beginning Teacher Standards, which explicate the performances that are expected of candidates.
Advanced Programs Conceptual Framework

In addition to strong undergraduate programs, the University, as evidenced in its mission statement, is committed to providing strong graduate programs that promote students' development as both master educators and educational leaders. It is committed to expanding, transmitting, and fostering the application of knowledge for the benefit of the state, the nation and the world.


As stated in The School of Education Mission Statement, the unit seeks to integrate the strengths of the university with those of our partners in communities, the private sector, public agencies and the policy community to promote, together, the highest levels of learning and achievement for all students and the positive development and well-being of children, youth, adult learners, and families.  

The School of Education offers two advanced teacher preparation programs, a Master of Arts in Education (with Specializations in Adult, Elementary, Secondary and Reading Education), and a Master of Arts Teacher Certification (MATCP) program.  The School's two Master's programs also are intended to provide additional breadth and depth in the competencies of the teacher, and provide a foundation for advanced graduate study in education. In addition to the above graduate programs, the SOE partners with the graduate programs in Library Media, Kinesiology, School Psychology, & Speech & Language Pathology.  Also, there is a Joint PhD in Education program that is operated with URI's sister state institution, Rhode Island College.

A key aspect of the advanced program conceptual framework is that it is centered on six (6) "themes" or threads woven throughout program design, coursework, and assessments.  These six themes represent the essential areas of expertise or competence that accomplished educators should possess.  They were identified by faculty to have the most relevance and applicability to URI’s advanced program, which intends to develop accomplished practitioners by extending and elevating the proficiencies acquired through initial teacher training.

These themes primarily emerged from a thorough review of the current professional literature related to effective teacher education in contemporary America, a careful analysis of the RIBTS core propositions, National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) and other standards applicable to URI's advanced programs and the requirements of the Specialty Program Association (SPA's).  The six themes are listed below:

1. Develop deeper understanding of content (depth and breadth); 

(Cochran, DeRuiter, King, 1993), (Darling-Hammond, 1998), (Ferguson, 1991), (Ferguson & Ladd, 1996). Brouwer, N. & Korthagen, F. (2005).
2. Assume a greater leadership role in the educational community and become agents of educational change;

(Crowther, Kaagen, Ferguson, & Hann, 2002), (Institute for Educational Leadership, 2001), (York-Barr, & Duke, 2004) Ackerman, R. & Mackenzie, S. V. (2006).
3. Actively participate in a variety of diverse learning communities with commitment to all students;

(Ferguson,1998), (Haberman, 1996), (Webb, Nemer, & Chizhik,1998), (Godley, A. J., Sweetland, J., Wheeler, R. S., Minnici, A., & Carpenter, B. D. (2006), (Baise-Boyle, M. (2005), (Obidah, J. E. & Howard, T. C. (2005), (Hyland, N. E. & Noffke, S. E. (2005).
4. Develop scholarly research skills and contribute to new knowledge through scholarly research and interpretation;

(Burnaford, Fischer, & Hobson, 2001), (Clark, & Erikson, 2003), (Henson, 1996), (Mills, G. (2006), (Price, J. N. & Valli, L. (2005).
5. Engage in professional development;

(Cohen, McLaughlin, & Talbert, 1993), (Garet, Birman, Porter, Desimeone, Herman, & Suk Yoon, 1999), (Garet, Porter, Desimeone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001), (Hamre, B. & Oyler, C. (2004).
6. Adapt and expand instructional/leadership repertoire & model reflective practice;

(Ebmeier, 2003), (McKerrow, Dunn, & Killian, 2003), (Spillane, Hallet, & Diamond, 2003), Coiro, J. (2005), Coiro, J. (2003).
Table 1 below lists the Advanced Program Themes the joint NCATE/SPA program assessment points, rationale for the assessment and examples of forms assessments take. 

Table 1: Advanced Program Themes, Sample Assessments, Rationale, and Form of Assessment

	Advanced Program Themes
	Name Assessment

NCATE SPA
	Primary Supporting Research 
	Rationale
	Form of Assessment (examples)

	1. Develop deeper understanding of content (depth and breadth);


	1. Highly Qualified

2. Content Based Assessment
	A.  Cochran, K.F., DeRuiter, J.A., & King, R.A. (1993). Pedagogical content  knowledge: An integrative model for teacher preparation. Journal of Teacher Education

B. Darling Hammond, L. (1998). Teachers and teaching: Testing policy hypotheses from a national commission report. Educational Researcher, 27(1), 5-15.

C. Ferguson, R. (1991). Paying for public education: New evidence on how and why money matters. Harvard Journal of Legislation, 28, 465-498

D Ferguson, R. & Ladd, H. (1996). How and why money matters: An analysis of 

Alabama schools in Holding Schools Accountable, ed. Helen Ladd (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution) 265-298.
	Candidates should have a   strong background in the subject matter in order to be effective educators and promote student learning.
	BA list or reason Highly Qualified: BA, Content Exam, or Housse “high objective uniform state system of evaluation” 

Content Assessment: Comprehensive examination, (e.g., Provide evidence of application of your content specific coursework in your own classroom; content pedagogy- assessment of student work samples

	2. Assume a greater leadership role in the educational community and become agents of educational change
	7. Leadership
	A. Crowther, F., Kaagen, S. S., Ferguson, M., & Hann, L. (2002). Developing teacher 

leaders: How teacher leadership enhances school success. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

B.  Institute for Educational Leadership. (2001). Leadership for student learning: Redefining the teacher as leader. Washington, DC: Author.
C. York-Barr, J. & Duke, K. (2004). What do we know about teacher leadership? 

Findings from two decades of scholarship. Review of Educational Research, 74(3), 255-316.


	Candidates should during an advanced preparation program show their ability to improve the environment in which they work.  Candidates should be agents of school and social change
	Candidates document leadership and/or scholarly activity in their professional field. 

Comps National Board Leadership Task

Field Experiences, Case Studies, Research Reports, Action Research, Portfolio Tasks and/or Follow-Up Studies.



	3. Actively participate in a variety of diverse learning communities with commitment to all students
	5. Effect on student learning
	A. Ferguson, R.F. (1998). Can schools narrow the black-white test score gap? In C. Jencks & M. Phillips (Eds.). The Black-White test score gap (pp. 318-374) Washington DC: Brookings Institute.

B. Haberman, M. (1996). Selecting and preparing culturally competent teachers for urban schools. In J. Sikula & T. Buttery & E. Guyton (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Teacher Education (2nd ed., pp. 747-760). New York NY: Macmillan. 

C. Webb, N.M., Nemer, K.M., & Chizhik, A.W. (1998). Equity issues in collaborative group  assessment. Group composition and performance. American Educational Research Journal, 35(4), 607-651


	Candidates must help society realize the democratic goal of equal educational opportunity for all of the learners in America's classrooms. Teachers' attitudes and beliefs can be changed positively by direct instructional and practical experiences that pertain to diversity.


	Student work samples, National Board Task, EDC 574



	4. Develop scholarly research skills and contribute to new knowledge through scholarly research and interpretation


	6. Research Skills
	A. Burnaford, G.,Fischer, J., Hobson, D. Eds.  Teachers Doing Research: The Power of Action through Inquiry. (2nd ed.), (2001). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. Manham: NJ
B. Clark, A., Erikson, G., eds. Teacher Inquiry: Living the Research in Everyday 

Practice. Routledge Farmer, Inc. New York: NY (2003)
C. Henson, K.T. (1996) Teachers as Researchers. In J. Sikula, T.J. Buttery, & E. Guyton (Eds.), Handbook of Research on teacher education (2nd ed., pp. 53-64). New York: Simon & Schuster. 
	Candidates should be committed to research, to improve their own knowledge and to help shape change and reform.  Research‑based clinical teacher education should be context sensitive, cumulative and reflective.
	EDC 574 review of research Thesis, scholarly paper or dissertation

	5. Engage in professional development.
	7. Leadership and Professional Development
	A. Cohen, D. K., McLaughlin, M.W., & Talbert, J.E. (Eds.) (1993). Teaching for 

understanding: Challenges for policy and practice. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
B. Garet, M., Birman, B., Porter, A., Desimeone, L., Herman, R., & Suk Yoon, K. (1999) Designating effective professional development: Lessons from the Eisenhower program. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

C. Garet, M., Porter, A., Desimeone, L., Birman, B., & Yoon, K, S. (2001). What makes professional development effective? Results from a national sample of teachers. American Educational Research Journal, 38(4), 915-945.
	Candidates should play a more active role in their professional development. Candidates should model modes of thinking that include inquiry, analysis and evaluation of their own beliefs and practices.   Candidates should be reflective practitioners who continually evaluate the effects of their choices and actions and who continually seek opportunities to grow professionally.


	IPlan and/or NBST Tasks

	6. Adapt and expand instructional/leadership repertoire & model reflective practice.
	3., 4., Clinical Experience
	A. Ebmeier, H. (2003). How Supervision Influences Teacher Efficacy and Commitment: An Investigation of a Path Model. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 18(2), 110-141.
   
B. McKerrow, K., Dunn, R., & Killian, J. (2003). Beyond the Turf Wars: Collaboration in Preparing School Leaders. Education Leadership Review, 4(1), 1-10.

C. Spillane, J., Hallet, D., & Diamond, J. (2003). Forms of Capital and the Construction 

of Leadership: Instructional Leadership in Urban Elementary Schools. Sociology of Education, 76 (1), 1-17.
	Candidates expand their repertoire through research-based practice.  Teacher training programs must expose candidates to ways of teaching with technology.


	Video Tape lesson with evaluation

Internship, Practicum or Clinical Experience


Translated into practice, these six themes drive course syllabi and critical performance assessments and also provide the structure for program and unit assessment.  Instructors use these themes to organize and deliver course content, depending on the specific nature of the course.  

Program-level matrices are maintained to identify when and where specific themes are addressed within advanced programs, and to ensure that each theme is adequately addressed throughout programs.  Because these themes are grounded in the RIBTS, NBPTS and SPA propositions and standards, they provide a shorthand system for referencing specific standards.  Matrices are maintained, therefore, which align or cross-reference themes with all relevant SPA standards.
Where unit assessment is concerned, these six themes are the vehicles through which candidates demonstrate knowledge, skills and dispositions that satisfy each proposition.  Formative and summative assessments of individual candidates are partly based on evidence compiled in the form of a program portfolio.  Portfolios are evaluated as candidates progress through the program.

In summary, the School's conceptual framework employs a thematic system as the principal vehicle for ensuring program consistency and unity.  The six themes in this framework build upon the RIBTS standards.  When applied to curriculum, instruction, practice, assessments, etc. these themes ensure that various course and program-related experiences occur within well-defined parameters, and that well-defined, high standards are applied when evaluating candidate knowledge, skills and dispositions. These themes also are the means through which candidates demonstrate their individual competencies.

Over the years the mission of the University of Rhode Island's School of Education (SOE) has expanded or broadened dramatically to include the preparation of a wide variety of professional educators as well as to prepare professionals in educationally related fields.  However, the uniting factor is that candidates in advanced programs in the School of Education have been prepared to serve as change agents who seek solutions to problems that affect schooling and the needs of the wide age range of learners that they serve.  Similarly, the advanced program of educator preparation focuses on the development of reflective professional practice.  Lastly, just as teaching, research, and service are among the basic tenets that guide a university professor, we expect our advanced program graduates to model similar levels of scholarly inquiry and practice. (Clark, & Erikson, 2003)

Consequently, our faculty agrees that our collective and collaborative efforts should be focused upon developing professionals who model Reflective Practice, Facilitation of Change, and Scholarly Inquiry (McKerrow, Dunn, & Killian, 2003). All advanced programs include these guiding principles within the coursework and within the field work that advanced students experience.

The School of Education, in its commitment to preparing educators for the 21st Century, is cognizant of the change forces that affect its programs, curriculum, instructional strategies, diversity and the preparation of professionals who have the ability to adapt easily and naturally to changes in their environment (Haberman, 1996). Therefore, all faculty members recognize their responsibility to prepare advanced students to serve as facilitators of change (York-Barr, & Duke, 2004). Our graduates view change as a normal and expected part of their work, their professional life and are prepared to provide leadership for change within their professional positions.

As our advanced students and graduates continue their professional careers, we strive to prepare them to become solvers of difficult problems through reflective thinking and practice. (Ebmeier, 2003), (McKerrow, Dunn, & Killian, 2003), (Spillane, Hallet, & Diamond, 2003). The SOE emphasizes that action is an essential aspect of the reflective process.  
Finally, since the focus is graduate education, it should be no surprise that our faculty have included scholarly inquiry as one of the foci of advanced programs. (Burnaford, Fischer, & Hobson, 2001)  Our students are prepared to assume leadership roles in solving educational and social problems within their professional environments through the acquisition of knowledge and professional development in a research oriented environment.
The Unit Assessment System
The professional teaching program of the SOE is designed to prepare candidates to demonstrate the professional knowledge, skills and dispositions for beginning teachers that are explicated in the INTASC Model Standards for Beginning Teacher Licensure and Support and the Rhode Island Beginning Teacher Standards.  The program enables candidates to:

· Understand the historical and social context of education in the United States and the impact of that context on educational opportunities and outcomes for pupils in U.S. schools.

· Prepare all pupils to be able to think critically and act to a high degree of intellectual complexity.

· Understand and apply theories of cognition and child development to create many pathways to learning.

· Understand and apply instructional models based on theories of cognition and development.

· Assess pupil learning through a variety of approaches.

· Use data from assessments of learning, including standardized assessments of achievement, to design and structure instruction to meet the identified needs of all pupils in their classrooms.

· Identify and access the diversity of experiences and perspectives that students bring to learning environments, using this knowledge to match learning opportunities to the needs of individual children.

Development in the program is assessed in four broad domains, identified by the Holmes Group (1986) and supported by the knowledge bases as crucial to good teaching practice.  These are:

· Effective communication and interpersonal relationships

· An academic knowledge base consisting of a broad foundation and deep knowledge of the central concepts, principles, and tools of inquiry in a discipline

· Pedagogical knowledge bases, including content pedagogy and 

· Ability to assure learning for diverse learners.

Assessment in these domains is both formative and summative, with summative assessments occurring at key decision points in the program.  Development of the assessment system has lead to increasing coherence within and between programs.  This coherence is manifest in the curriculum maps prepared for each program.  An overview of the decision points, tasks assessed and domain assessed within each task and point is provided in Figure 1.

Commitment to Technology: The role of technology in the teacher education programs has been enhanced through the infusion of resources provided by the Rhode Island Teachers in Technology (RITTI), Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers to Use Technology  (PT3), and New Order Multi-Modal Advanced-Design Classrooms (NOMAD). These grants have brought up to date training to faculty and teachers in the schools. Outcome-based tasks have recently been revised to ensure that candidates graduating the programs demonstrate their mastery of the use of technology in instruction. The Unit Plan- Content Pedagogy is an example from the Secondary Education Program.  

Our most recent grant, NOMAD, will allow URI to create a context of consistent access to current hardware, software, and models of effective use of technology for instruction that are appropriate for pre-K through 12 education.  The context is both physical — 21 classrooms and 4 auditoria in 10 buildings on 3 campuses — and virtual — software, Web services, social software, online learning, remote experimentation and visualization, scientific probes and other lab instrumentation, proprietary software created at URI, supported by the necessary network connections and display technologies to extend learning opportunities both in and out of the classroom. The context is also supported by mobile technology: PDAs, iPods, personal response systems ("classroom clickers"), and laptops. Taken together — physical, virtual, and mobile — it's clear the URI project will support "nomadic learning," the learning style of the "Net Generation." 
The Unit Assessment System for the  School of Education, the Professional Education Unit at the University of Rhode Island, is set up to provide for the collection and analyses of data relative to candidate performance and unit operations.  The purpose of this data collection is two fold to evaluate the progress of program candidates and to improve programs at both the initial and advanced levels.  Through the Unit Assessment System we collect data within and across programs for analyses. The unit assessment analyzes data on unit operations and the aggregated data on candidate performance.  These data are used to measure unit effectiveness and promote program improvement. 

Unit Assessment System Processes

Data from candidate assessments and on unit operations are examined by Program Assessment Committees and the Unit Assessment Committee (made up of a representative from each program), also known as the Council for Teacher Education.  The School of Education’s Unit Assessment System is outlined in Figure 1 at the end of this document. These committees review aggregated data on candidate performance and data on unit operations.  These data are used to make judgments about program and unit effectiveness. Each Program Committee approves a Program Assessment Plan that specifies assessments for examining individual performance at various transition points across each program to make judgments about candidate progress through programs. The 2004 NCATE SPA program review process serves as a model for this plan and is represented in Table 1 listed below.  

The program level and unit level assessments are linked to provide a consistent and rich level of data for review. The program level critical performance assessments and follow-up data from programs (e.g., graduate surveys, exit surveys) serve as data for unit level assessments.  The program level assessments are moving toward common formats to provide common data for aggregation:

1. Licensure assessment, or other content-based assessment

2. Content-based assessment

3. Assessment of candidate ability to plan instruction

4. Assessment of internship, practicum, or other clinical experience

5. Assessment of candidate effect on student learning

6. Additional assessment SPA or program based

7. Additional assessment SPA or program based (optional)

8. Additional assessment SPA or program based (optional)

A report at the program and unit level is written analyzing the data from assessments above (1-8).  The report represents how the data are used to improve both candidate performance and program quality. This description, while based on individual assessments (1-8), is a summary of findings, the faculty’s interpretations, and changes made at the program and unit levels. Each report describes the steps program faculty have taken to use information from assessments to improve both candidate performance and the program outcomes. This information should be organized around (1) content knowledge, (2) pedagogical and professional knowledge, skill, and dispositions, and (3) effects on student learning and on creating environments that support learning.

It is the responsibility of the NCATE Coordinator and the Unit Assessment Committee to coordinate follow-up surveys for candidates and employers, common critical performance tasks, training and technical studies to ensure reliable and valid data. 

System Components Figure 1 identifies the relationship of programs to the unit during the assessment process.  Central to this process is the collection of data from program and unit assessments, a data management system, unit and program assessment committees, the council of teacher education, an assessment coordinator and the unit head.

Unit Operations and Program Assessments are intended to systematically collect data central to the operation of units and programs. For the unit this includes data on:

1.
Advisement – e.g., program, career 

2.
Instruction – e.g., teaching, evaluation, clinical experiences, course logistics

3.
Records – e.g., programs of study, check sheets, licensure 

4.
Resources – e.g., facilities, personnel, equipment/technology, funding 

5.
Faculty Matters—e.g., workload, evaluation/performance reviews, diversity, development, voice

6.
Candidate Matters – e.g., diversity, complaints, student groups, communications

7.
Staff Matters – e.g., diversity, workload, evaluation/performance reviews, development, and voice

8.
Organization– e.g., governance, management, climate

Individual programs also collect data to help in the assessment of candidates and of programs themselves. Data include:

1. Learning Products– based on institutional, state and professional society standards, professional knowledge/skills/dispositions and impact on student learning, and specified proficiencies (e.g. candidates' portfolio tasks).

2. Transition Points – Individual candidate records on pre-specified program transition points (e.g., program admission or exit)

3. Program Components – learning products aggregated by courses, field experiences, and other such curricular elements (e.g. aggregated performances in a capstone course).

4. Post-Program Assessments – follow-up surveys of program completers and their employers as well as results from state licensure tests and external reviews (e.g., Rhode Island state program reviews).

The Data Management System is the system by which information is collected for data analyses and report writing.  The core of this system is an electronic portfolio system (efolio) that is presently utilized by the elementary, secondary, early childhood, music, physical education, and library media.  We are presently under contract with True Outcomes and have standardized our critical performance tasks, evaluation instruments, and follow-up instruments in this system. We have met our goal in having data entry automated, and have connected TrueOutcomes to the university PeopleSoft system for student information acquisition.

Table 1. Program Assessments - (Specialization in ________________ Education)

	Name of Assessment
	RIBTS/ Graduate Themes
	Type or

Form of Assessment
	When the Assessment Is Administered
	Attachments

	
	
	
	
	Assessment
	Scoring Guides/

Criteria
	Data Table

	1. 

[Licensure assessment, or other content-based assessment]
	RIBTS 1& 2

Grad Themes #1

Content

#5

Prof. Devel.
	
	
	
	
	

	2. 
[Content-based assessment]
	RIBTS 1 &2 Grad Themes #1

Content
	
	
	
	
	

	3. 
[Assessment of candidate ability to plan instruction]
	RIBTS 3, 4, 5 & 9 

Grad Theme #6

Prof.

Practice
	
	
	
	
	

	4. 
[Assessment of internship, practicum, or other clinical experience]
	RIBTS 1-10

Grad Theme #6

Prof.

Practice
	
	
	
	
	

	5. 
[Assessment of candidate effect on student learning]
	RIBTS 3 & 4

Grad Theme #3

Diverse

Learning
	
	
	
	
	

	6. 

[Additional assessment]
	Misc RIBTS

Grad Theme #4

Research
	
	
	
	
	

	7. 

[Additional assessment]
	Misc RIBTS

Grad Theme# 2

Leadership
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Additional assessment (optional) 
	
	
	
	
	
	


Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance

Evidence must be presented in this section that assessment results have been analyzed and have been or will be used to improve candidate performance and strengthen the program. This description should not link improvements to individual assessments but, rather, it should summarize principal findings from the evidence, the faculty’s interpretation of those findings, and changes made in (or planned for) the program as a result. 

Describe the steps program faculty has taken to use information from assessments for improvement of both candidate performance and the program. This information should be organized around (1) content knowledge, (2) pedagogical and professional knowledge, skill, and dispositions, and (3) effects on student learning and on creating environments that support learning.

Figure 1 Unit Assessment: University of Rhode Island




The University of Rhode Island Benchmark Assessment Plan













Figure 2.  Generic structure of the URI SOE benchmark assessment system
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Observations of Teaching by University Supervisor








Employer survey- 1 year out





Content Evaluation on planning task








Early Field Experience Observation Log EDC 250





Performance Task/Rubric: Assessment of Student Work











Assessment of Planned Practice: Unit or Intervention Planning Task








Academic Content Knowledge Work Samples





Final Evaluation of Student Teaching by University Supervisor and Cooperating Teacher














Pre-practicum evaluations











Philosophy of Teaching Statement





Post program completion portfolio








Program Completion Exit Survey








Admissions Portfolio


Overall GPA 2.5


Pre-Professional GPA 2.5


Content Area GPA 2.5


Praxis I or SAT/ACT scores














Pre-Student Teaching Portfolio


Overall GPA 2.5


Professional GPA 2.5


Content Area GPA 2.5


Passing score: Praxis II Subject test &


PLT Licensure Test





Exit Portfolio


Overall GPA 2.5


Professional GPA 2.5


Content Area GPA 2.5








Transition Checkpoint Assessments for School of Education Initial Candidates








Rubric or Criteria








Data Tables





Data Tables





Data Tables





Analyses and Plan for Improvement





Data Tables








Admission to Program








1.Surveys of Graduates


2. Surveys of Employers


3.Testing for Licensure





Exit From Clinical Practice and/or Program Completion








External Reviews


1. State Approval 


2. NCATE Approval





Program Level Assessment Committee or Coordinator





Rubric or Criteria








Review and Evaluation








Program Courses and Experiences


Transition Points





Rubric or Criteria








Admission to Clinical Experience and/or Comprehensive Exam








Conceptual Framework Unit


(Mission and Vision


Program) 








Council for Teacher Education








Unit Assessment Committee










































































2 year out RITER follow-up Survey





Clearance by the Office of Teacher Education (i.e. Student Teaching certificate, TB test, Background check)





Interview Process: presentation of admissions portfolio and RIBTS-based questions








