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From The Editor  

 

Not that long ago, K-12 education and postsecondary education were mutually exclusive 

clubs. Each set their own agenda, strategies and goals – without input from the other and at times 

in direct conflict. Occasionally, they blamed one another for failures, yet most of the time they 

kept to themselves. 

In Kentucky, that has changed in recent years in large part due to the passage of Senate 

Bill 1 in the 2009 regular session of the General Assembly. Senate Bill 1 set the course for the 

most recent education reform in our state and a focus not only on academic standards, but 

college/career-readiness for all students. 

The legislation charged the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE), the Kentucky 

Board of Education (KBE) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) with developing 

“a unified strategy to reduce college remediation rates and increase the college completion rates 

of students enrolled in one or more remedial classes.” Specific targets were set for each. 

This forced both K-12 and postsecondary education to re-examine everything they were 

doing separately and start the dialogue on how they could work together toward this common 

goal so that Kentucky could develop a workforce that could attract new jobs and ultimately raise 

the standard of living in our state. 

Senate Bill 1 also charged the Kentucky Department of Education in collaboration with 

the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE) to “plan and implement a comprehensive process 

for revising the academic content standards in reading, language arts including writing, 

mathematics, science, social studies, arts and humanities and practical living skills/career 

studies.” 

A lot of what has been written and said about the Common Core State Standards revolves 

around their intended impact on students – and rightly so. That is what all of the work is about, 

and remains very much the focus of myself, the Kentucky Board of Education and educators in 

Kentucky. Our overarching goal is to provide students in the commonwealth with a world-class 

education that will prepare them to succeed in college, careers and the competitive, global 

economy. 

The standards, however, have also had another significant effect: They have allowed us 

to tear down longstanding walls that have existed between K-12 and higher education. Now, not 

only do we seek each other’s input, but we are collaborating on what goes on in classrooms at 

both the K-12 and college levels. More rigorous standards aligned with postsecondary 

expectations, teacher training, principal leadership, and professional learning are all areas where 

K-12 and postsecondary are coming together. We are collaborating to problem-solve and create 

innovative solutions aimed at improving learning for all our students. 

Senate Bill 1 serves as the driving force behind Kentucky’s involvement with the 

Common Core State Standards initiative. The Kentucky Board of Education, Education 

Professional Standards Board and the Council for Postsecondary Education voted to implement 

the Common Core State Standards in 2010. They were adopted as the Kentucky Core Academic 

Standards. And for the past two years, Kentucky teachers have faithfully implemented these new 

standards in their classrooms. 

The Kentucky Core Academic Standards present overwhelming positives for our students 

and state:  
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 The standards are aligned with college- and career-readiness expectations. Prior to the 

Kentucky Core Academic Standards, only a third of Kentucky students were ready for 

college or to enter the workforce. For students who did go to college, the majority had to 

spend money on remedial courses that didn’t count toward graduation for things they 

should have learned in high school. Many students quit postsecondary education before 

completing a degree or certificate. Today, with the Kentucky Core Academic Standards 

taught in all Kentucky classrooms, the percentage of students deemed ready for 

college/career has increased from 34 percent to more than 50 percent. 

 The Kentucky Core Academic Standards provide students, parents and teachers a 

consistent and clear understanding of the minimum of what students are expected to learn 

and be able to do at every grade level. Clearer standards help students better understand 

what is expected of them and allow for more self-directed learning. 

 The Kentucky Core Academic Standards are more rigorous than prior standards. Rather 

than learning facts and regurgitating them on a test, the standards require students to 

think more critically and be able to apply their knowledge and solve problems. The 

standards also develop 21st-century job skills such as communication, collaboration, 

creativity and innovation, critical thinking, and problem-solving – the skills that 

employers say are needed for today’s jobs.  

 The new standards are internationally benchmarked against those in countries with top 

educational performance. The old standards were not adequately preparing our students 

to succeed in college or the modern workforce. Among the 34 leading industrialized 

countries, the United States ranks 14th in reading literacy, 17th in science and a dismal 

25th in math. The U.S. has fallen from No. 1 in the world in the percentage of young 

adults with college degrees to No. 10. The new standards aim to solve this problem by 

raising the bar, equipping Americans with the knowledge and skills they need to compete 

with global peers. 

 The standards were developed through an open, inclusive, state-led process based on the 

best research available with input from higher education, employers, teachers, content 

experts and the public including those from Kentucky. Teachers were involved to ensure 

that the standards are practical for the classroom. The federal government was not 

involved in the development of the standards.  

 The development and adoption of the Common Core State Standards was an efficient and 

economical way to meet the mandates of Senate Bill 1 (2009). With no money 

appropriated for Kentucky to develop its own standards, we joined with 47 other states in 

an initiative spearheaded by the National Governor’s Association and the Council of 

Chief State School Officers to develop new, more rigorous standards in English/language 

arts and mathematics.  

 Kentucky has made the standards its own. Working with educators from both KDE and 

our universities, as well as our educational cooperatives, teams of educators from every 

district have come together to break down the standards into classroom learning targets 

that define outcomes and guide instruction. 

 Common standards are good for teachers. Common standards allow for more focused 

pre-service and professional development and help assure that what is taught is aligned 

with assessments including formative, summative and benchmarking. 
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Kentucky’s postsecondary institutions have worked hand-in-hand with K-12 on the 

development and implementation of the new standards, but KDE’s collaboration with higher 

education goes beyond the standards.  

Another effort focuses on improving teacher and leader effectiveness.  KDE and CPE are 

collaborating with a variety of other partners on a new evaluation system for teachers and 

principals called the Professional Growth and Effectiveness System (PGES). It emphasizes 

continuous improvement for educators and is designed to provide more meaningful feedback that 

can direct an educator’s professional development and address specific professional learning 

needs. 

A recent survey of nearly 44,000 school-based certified educators in Kentucky found that 

many of our first-year and beginning teachers do not feel adequately prepared in the areas of 

closing the achievement gap, differentiating instruction, and working with special populations 

(students with a disability and those who are gifted and talented). This will most certainly inform 

work between KDE and CPE in the area of teacher preparation. 

One of CPE’s policy objectives is to increase the effectiveness of Kentucky’s P-12 

teachers and school leaders. As part of that work, and with a $1.5 million grant from the 

Kentucky General Assembly, CPE is working with three university-school district partnerships 

to improve the effectiveness of how universities provide teacher training. 

The partnerships will focus on developing clinical models that aim to improve P-12 

student and teacher education candidate learning, facilitate the placement of teacher candidates 

in model P-12 settings and provide professional development for pre-service and practicing 

teachers. This work is vital to ensuring all students are taught by an effective teacher who is 

trained to be a facilitator to student learning, not simply a sage on the stage. Today’s students 

need to be active participants – and even drivers – in their own learning, and our schools need 

teachers who are prepared to engage students in the learning process, wherever students may be 

on that continuum. 

As they embrace innovation, our schools also need dynamic, innovative leaders. As part 

of its commitment to create effective leaders, CPE is working to expand the role of higher 

education institutions in the delivery of professional development programs for teachers, school 

leaders, guidance counselors, adult education instructors and faculty members. In 2012, KDE, 

CPE and Jefferson County Public Schools agreed to invest in principal training. Using the 

National Institute for School Leaders Training program, we are working with leaders in 

Kentucky’s lowest-performing schools; the intensive training is focused on leadership, strategic 

planning, student stakeholder, measurement and analysis, human resources, processes and 

results. This program will train a cohort of former principals, superintendents and higher 

education faculty across the state, who will work with school districts in their areas to train 

principals and assistant principals in the lowest-performing schools. 

The work and changes we are undertaking in public education are tremendous. Higher 

education’s participation in this work is critical and will continue to be as we face the challenges 

ahead of us. Together, I know we can achieve our goals; we can help our students reach their 

fullest potential, produce a well-prepared and educated workforce, and ensure our 

commonwealth’s economic prosperity for the future. 

 

Terry Holliday, Ph.D. 

Kentucky Department of Education
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Overview 

 

The Kentucky Journal for Excellence in College Teaching and Learning is a peer-reviewed 

electronic Journal sponsored by the Kentucky Council for Post Secondary Education Faculty 

Development Group. General categories for articles include theory, research, and practice. In 

addition, the Journal will publish manuscripts containing media reviews, profiles, and 

commentary. The Journal initially targets the professional development of college and university 

faculty within the Commonwealth. Its primary goal is to enhance student learning by promoting 

excellence in teaching in higher education institutions in Kentucky and beyond.  

 

Submission of Guidelines for Research, Theory, and Practice Papers, respectively 

 

1. Submit original manuscripts as MS Word documents to the Journal website. 

2. Use APA style when preparing the manuscript. Please refer to the American 

Psychological Association Manual of Style, Sixth Edition. 

3. Include an abstract of 200 - 250 words for research, theory, and practice.  

4. Use one-inch margins and double-space your text. 

5. The length of your manuscript should be between 3,000 – 5,000 words in Times New 

Roman, 12-point font. 

6. Use a minimum of tables. Provide image - ready tables, figures, graphs, and charts on 

separate pages. Include only essential data in the tables, figures, graphs, and charts. 

Combine tables whenever possible. 

7. Do not include the author’s name(s), positions, titles, or places of employment on the 

cover page to safeguard anonymity. 

8. Do not use generic masculine pronouns or other sexist terminology in your manuscript. 

 

Peer-reviewers read and recommend articles for publication under the research, theory, and 

practice categories. Articles published in the Kentucky Journal of Excellence in College 

Teaching and Learning, reflect the views of the authors and not of the Editors, Editorial Board, 

or Eastern Kentucky University.  

 

Submission Guidelines for Media Review, Profile, and Commentary 

 

1. Submit original manuscripts as MS Word documents to the Journal website. 

2. Use APA style when preparing the manuscript. Please refer to the American 

Psychological Association Manual of Style, Sixth Edition. 

3. Include an abstract of 120 words. 

4. Double-space your manuscript and insert one-inch margins. 

5. The length of your manuscript should be 2,000 to 3,000 words in Times New Roman, 12-

point font. 

6. Use a minimum of tables. Type tables on separate pages. Include only essential data in 

the tables. Combine tables whenever possible. 

7. Do not include author’s name(s), positions, titles, or places of employment on the cover 

page to safeguard anonymity. 
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8. Do not use generic masculine pronouns or other sexist terminology in your manuscript. 

The editors review papers in the media, profile, and commentary categories. Articles published 

in the Kentucky Journal of Excellence in College Teaching and Learning reflect the views of the 

authors, not those of the editors, editorial board, or Eastern Kentucky University.  

 

Brief Notes on Categories 

 

Research 

Educational research is a process of discovery that may or may not use the scientific method. 

There are limitations in the scientific method and other types of research methodology. The 

researcher recognizes and defines a problem, formulates a hypothesis, collects data, analyzes the 

data, and then provides a statement of conclusion that may or may not confirm the hypothesis. 

 

Theory 

Theory is a tested and testable concept that explains an occurrence. Researchers may analyze 

existing theories or apply them to contemporary situations. Sometimes researchers develop new 

interpretations to existing theories. A theory paper involves a lot of critical-thinking, reading, and 

reflection.  

 

Practice 

Practice involves almost everything teachers do relative to their profession. Teachers 

continuously try out new concepts and ideas, and reflect on “best practices.” They usually share 

their successes with colleagues in the profession. 

 

Media Review  
We live in an era of information overload and teachers play the role of sorting out and managing 

the material they intend to use in their classrooms. Media reviews contain reports, 

demonstrations, and/or critiques of print or electronic resources that enhance or facilitate 

teaching and learning. 

 

Profile 

A profile is a feature story of a person that highlights the person’s background, ideas, and 

accomplishments. Profiles describe qualities that are worthy of emulation. 

 

Commentary 

A commentary is a piece of writing that gives a perspective on an occurrence or event. It may 

clarify, explain, or illustrate issues related to the title. 
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The Kentucky Journal of Excellence in College Teaching and Learning 

 

Mission 

The Journal targets the professional development of college/university faculty in the 

Commonwealth of Kentucky. We also welcome submissions from faculty in the United States 

and overseas.  

 

Goals 

1. To adapt “best practices” to new teaching and learning contexts. 

2. To promote innovative research in the scholarship of teaching. 

3. To provide a forum for sharing successful teaching/learning strategies. 

4. To profile individuals who exhibit excellence in teaching. 

5. To stimulate ongoing professional development through teaching/learning resources. 

 

Submissions 

Articles must represent innovation in teaching and learning in higher education. Articles must be 

submitted exclusively to the Kentucky Journal of Excellence in College Teaching and Learning. 

Manuscripts must be double-spaced with one-inch margins, paragraphs indented five spaces, 

pages clearly numbered, 12-point Times Roman font, and should use the most current edition of 

The Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association. Upload an electronic copy 

to the Journal website.  

 

Journal Content 

The Journal will address innovative and practical teaching resources for faculty. It will also 

publish informative articles relating to the profession on topics such as: 

 “Best practices” 

 Innovative environments 

 Collaborative practices 

 Instructional technology 

 Creative pedagogical approaches 

 Student retention 

 Diversity within the teaching/learning environment 

 Creative and innovative teaching tips 

 Successful teaching/learning practices 

 Profiles of honorary award recipients 

 Book and media reviews 

 Professional meetings, workshops, conferences and resources 

 

Publication Information 

This peer-reviewed electronic Journal is sponsored by the Faculty Development 

Workgroup/Council on Postsecondary Education and published by the College of Education, 

Eastern Kentucky University. Reviewers represent faculty from public and private institutions of 

higher education all over Kentucky and beyond. A print copy of the Journal will be available at 

the annual Kentucky CPE Faculty Development Conference. 
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In This Special Issue 

 

Samuel Hinton, Eastern Kentucky University 

 

We welcome Dr. Terry Holliday as Guest Editor of this Special Summer 2013 Edition. 

Here are introductions to articles featured in this edition: 

Commissioner Holliday highlighted important developments leading to Common Core 

Academic Standards in Kentucky in his commentary K-12, Postsecondary Collaboration 

Focused on Improved College/Career-Readiness for All Students. He emphasized that Senate 

Bill 1 charged the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE), the Kentucky Board of Education 

(KBE) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) to “develop a unified strategy to 

reduce college remediation rates and increase the college completion rates of students enrolled in 

one or more remedial classes.” The Commissioner asserted that the Kentucky Core Academic 

Standards would enable the state to attract new jobs, raise the standard of living, and facilitate 

student success in competition with global peers. He declared, “The Kentucky Core Academic 

Standards present overwhelming positives for our students and state.”  

Verna Lowe wrote Changing Landscapes and Paradigm Shifts: Integrating the 

Common Core with Educator Preparation. She commented that Educator preparation and P-

12 education are on a trajectory of changing landscapes and shifting paradigms to meet the needs 

of providing a world-class education to our children and youth, who will be prepared to thrive in 

their personal and professional lives in this century. 

Charlie Swift and Hal Blythe reflected on a sample of criticisms levied at the Common 

Core School Standard efforts in “Without Contraries”: Casting a Critical Eye on the 

Common Core: A Commentary. They commented on headlines of criticisms such as lack of 

assessment; supporting an incomplete program; fuzzy, dumbed-down math and reading 

guidelines; overreaching of authority; and a lack of emphasis on creativity. They announced that 

EKU will hold cross-campus fora during the 2013-2014 academic year centered on “literary 

skills that all disciplines can teach.” 

 Dorie Combs authored Creativity to the Core: How the KY Core Academic 

Standards can Enhance Creativity. She indicated that the creative process requires a deep 

foundational knowledge, extensive practice, and a strong work ethic. She argued that the skills 

and habits of mind that are required for creativity can be aligned with the Common Core 

Standards (and the KY Core Academic Standards in particular) and explicitly taught at all grade 

levels. 

  Richard Day in First in Reform. The Adoption of Common Core State Standards in 

Kentucky stated that SB1 formalized Kentucky’s commitment to integrate the nascent Common 

Core standards into the state’s public education system and is the first state to do so. He 

discussed developments on educational reform in Kentucky from 1983 to 2012, and chronicled 

Common Core Standards milestones in the Commonwealth from 2007 to 2013. 

Jaesook Gilbert and others contributed Essential Elements for Preparing Future 

Teachers in Early Childhood Education Using Common Core Standards. In this article, they 

provided suggestions on what pre-service teachers need to know in order to be ready to teach in 

today’s kindergartens where the implementation of the Common Core State Standards reflects 

best practices. 
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Gary Houchens and Jill Cabrera in Preparing Principals for Instructional Leadership: 

Integrating the Common Core Standards described the process of weaving concepts and skills 

related to Common Core Standards into a university’s training program for aspiring school 

leaders. 

Brandi Jones-King and Meagan Musselman contributed Implications for Math and 

Science Professional Development within the Theory of Planned Behavior. They reported on 

a pilot study that used the Theory of Planned Behavior (TpB) as a framework for developing a 

questionnaire on professional development pertinent to science and engineering practices, and 

that could also be used for mathematical practices. 

Jillian Starman and others, in A Collaborative Professional Development Approach to 

Improving Student Outcomes, analyzed the strategy used to develop a collaborative 

professional development process focused on the implementation of the Common Core State 

Standards. In addition, the authors reported findings and discussed the effectiveness of the 

initiative for postsecondary faculty. 

Joanne Webb, Ann Larson, and others reported in A Collaborative Model for 

Implementing State Common Core School Standards that three education entities (a 

university, schools, and a state agency) collaborated to design and implement professional 

development to inform K-12 teachers, state agency personnel, and university faculty about 

legislated mandates for K-12 education (e.g., state implementation of the Common Core 

Standards for college- and career-readiness, increase in high school graduation rates, etc.). As the 

state was the first to adopt the Common Core Standards and the first to assess K-12 student 

learning in this education reform context, this early adopter model of professional development 

will be useful and informative for others embarking on such efforts. 

Ellen Maddin contributed Teaching Language Arts with Digital Story Telling. She 

examined teacher practice using digital storytelling as an instructional approach to the new 

English language arts standards. She followed the work of two middle school language arts 

teachers over a six-week period through their initial planning and implementation of student-

created digital stories within a unit centered on S.E. Hinton’s novel, The Outsiders (1967). 

 We received permission from Education Week to reprint Kathleen Gewertz’s article 

Chiefs Group: No Moratorium on Common Core State Standards. The first paragraph 

reported on a letter from a group of chief education leaders to the Education Secretary asking 

him to resist a call for a moratorium on high-stakes uses of tests on the common standards. She 

reported further that “Chiefs for Change said that states should—and could—ensure a 

‘thoughtfully’ managed transition to the common standards, with sufficient professional 

development for teachers, and careful attention given to how the new standards will affect 

teacher evaluations and other policies.” 

 

  

Samuel Hinton is Professor of Education, Eastern Kentucky University, and Editor,  

The Kentucky Journal of Excellence in College Teaching and Learning. 
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Changing Landscapes and Paradigm Shifts: Integrating the Common Core with Educator 

Preparation   COMMENTARY 

 

 Verna Lowe, Eastern Kentucky University 

 

Educator preparation and P-12 education are on a trajectory of changing landscapes and 

shifting paradigms to meet the needs of providing a world-class education to our children and 

youth who will be prepared to thrive in their personal and professional lives in this century. This 

shift moves from the “yesterday of schooling and educator preparation” involving a system of 

good intentions that worked for a percentage of learners to a holistic structure designed for all 

students and stakeholders. Currently, we are in the middle of this shifting paradigm focusing on 

“today’s system of intentional practice,” which involves collaborative research and best practice 

efforts to improve educator preparation and student achievement with P-12 learners.  

The future landscape is a “unified, intentional system” that incorporates a common set of 

challenging standards, provides a focus on research-supported practices, uses statewide-

integrated data, and embeds a continuous, professional learning cycle from preservice through 

inservice committed to P-12 student achievement at high levels. With the onset of practices 

evolving around the implementation of the Common Core Standards, an established unified and 

intentional system emerges influencing current educator practice in the field and the preparation 

of future educators and leaders. 

 

Common Core Standards: A Changing Landscape for P-12 and Educator Preparation 

What has contributed to this changing landscape for the profession and a shift in the 

paradigm of teaching and learning? Shifting the focus from teaching to learning has resulted in 

redefining the profession. Repurposing the expectations of the profession and its impact on 

student achievement created a series of actions at the national and state levels to move toward 

providing an improved teaching force. Among the efforts, federal assistance to states, and now to 

districts, in the form of Race to the Top grants helped to quickly elevate this endeavor, which 

coincided with the standards work. States adopting and implementing College and Career 

Readiness Standards supported the reframing work. The design of the Common Core Standards 

and the adoption by 46 states and the District of Columbia created a unified effort for curricular 

design and implementation for P-12 learners. Although this is only a highlight of influences, this 

work reflects a deep and longstanding commitment to changing the current practices within P-12 

schools and in professional preparation. 

The initiatives by the states around the Common Core have resulted in a more united 

network that crosses state and federal agencies and institutions of higher education. As of 2012-

2013, more than 20 states have begun implementation of the Common Core Standards with the 

remaining adoptees to move into these processes in 2014-2015 (CCSSO Spotlight, 2012). 

Multiple statewide initiatives have ranged from communication and engagement activities to 

systemic changes involving curriculum alignment, changing requirements in educator 

preparation, and continuous improvement support for the profession (CCSSO Spotlight, 2012).  

All of these state enterprises are focused on providing a rigorous educational experience for P-12 

students enabling them to be college- and career-ready through an effective professional 

education workforce.  
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Kentucky’s Response to the Integration of the Common Core Standards 

Given the context of these statewide endeavors, Kentucky was the first adopter of the 

Common Core as it coincided with the legislation of Senate Bill 1, which became known as 

Unbridled Learning. As legislated, Unbridled Learning focuses on the implementation of the 

Common Core Standards and College and Career Readiness for all P-12 learners. For Kentucky, 

this launched a second era of reform that enhances the extensive P-12 work of the Kentucky 

Education Reform Act (KERA) and more uniquely mandates the involvement of postsecondary 

education in supporting the transitions for college- and career-readiness and implementing the 

Common Core Standards across P-12 and educator preparation curricula.  

With the onset of legislation of Senate Bill 1 or Unbridled Learning, and the concurrent 

adoption of the Common Core Standards, known as the Kentucky Core Academic Standards, 

Kentucky’s educator preparation institutions became integral to the process of ensuring greater 

college preparedness and completion. Supported by the work of multiple state agencies and 

legislative funding, colleges and universities joined together in fulfilling the charge of integrating 

the Kentucky Core Academic Standards within all teacher preparation programs to ensure that 

preservice educators were prepared to teach P-12 learners the knowledge and skillsets to be 

college- and career-ready. Statewide efforts encompassed the creation of modules by the Council 

of Postsecondary Education (CPE) to quickly assist higher education faculty in acquiring the 

needed introductory information on the Kentucky Core Academic Standards and related best 

practices of assessment and instruction (DeAtley & Cain, 2012). In addition, four institutions 

provided a number of workshops statewide to assist faculty in higher education. Multiple 

colleges and universities collaborated creatively in offering a variety of workshops to their 

respective faculty. 

Much of the collaborative effort at colleges and universities focused on preparing faculty 

from both the professional and the arts and science areas in the concepts supporting the 

Kentucky Core Academic Standards. In addition, teacher preparation programs joined with the 

arts and sciences to provide the following: 1) more in-depth knowledge on assessment for 

learning (formative assessment) strategies; 2) an understanding of differentiated instruction 

focused on student acquisition and mastery of the Kentucky Core Academic Standards; 3) an 

increased effort to redesign P-12 learner tasks around performance-based learning; and 4) an 

emphasis on performance assessment of preservice educators within the context of clinical-based 

preparation. 

Concurrent with the work of the educator preparation institutions integrating the 

Common Core, the Kentucky Teacher Internship Program (KTIP) made changes to the lesson 

and unit design as well as the observation instrument as an alignment to the practices presented 

by the Unbridled Learning legislation. Since institutions typically implement the KTIP 

instrument somewhere in their programs, it provided a framework for the alignment of the 

Kentucky Core Academic Standards, integrating assessment, addressing differentiation, and 

assuring appropriate instructional design practices. Multiple educator preparation providers used 

this information as a guide to backward design these principles into their programs. 

All Kentucky institutions made a number of efforts to embed this work into the educator 

preparation curricula. Integrating the Kentucky Core Academic Standards into instructional and 

unit design highlighted a concerted effort across institutions. Educator preparation programs 

emphasized in courses more formative and summative assessment practices around the Kentucky 
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Core Academic Standards with a focus on monitoring student progress through assessment for 

and of learning practices. Efforts focused on best practices in differentiation in instruction and 

assessment in the professional curriculum. In many instances, institutions engaged in alignment 

practices with the Kentucky Core Academic Standards that became apparent with revised syllabi, 

redesigned authentic preservice performance projects, and greater collaboration with arts and 

science faculty in teacher preparation.   

 

One Institution’s Response to the Integration of the Common Core 

The following example will help illustrate the type of integrative work by educator 

preparation institutions with the Common Core: Eastern Kentucky University (EKU) engaged in 

an extensive effort of content alignment with the Common Core over a 20-month period from 

January 2011 through August 2012. The process, entitled Curricular Alignment for Retention 

and Transition at Eastern (CARTE), embraced models for building Professional Learning 

Communities (PLCs) within the College of Education and across the related disciplines in the 

College of Arts and Sciences. The work focused around five content areas including math, 

English, social science, natural science, and teacher education. Three different types of PLCs 

were employed to guide the work: 1) The Executive PLC organized the work, addressed needs of 

other PLCs, and provided evaluation processes for project outcomes. 2) Super PLCs were 

comprised of project leaders for each content area and focused on maintaining the perspective of 

the work. 3) Disciplinary PLCs worked with faculty on aligning syllabi to standards, addressed 

assessment for and of practices, redesigned courses, extended outreach to P-12 secondary 

schools, and focused on retention in educator preparation. As a result of the work, more than 200 

faculty were trained on the Common Core, 50+ syllabi were realigned in general education, 

developmental, and teacher preparation courses, and more than 60 faculty were highly involved 

in the alignment process. This work increased the cross-disciplinary discussions, gave value to 

collaboration with colleagues, and provided a model of collaboration through PLCs that could be 

transferred to preservice educators (Fair, 2013). 

 

Where are we today? 

The work of the integration of the Kentucky Core Academic Standards continues both at 

the P-12 curriculum level, transition to postsecondary, and educator preparation. Since the 

legislation of Unbridled Learning, more efforts arose to impact P-12 student achievement and 

the higher education models for preparing teachers and leaders. In 2010, the seminal release of 

the Blue Ribbon Panel Report, “Transforming Teacher Education through Clinical Practice: A 

National Strategy to Prepare Effective Teachers,” set the stage for embedding the work of the 

standards and shifting educator preparation to prepare professionals who align with the industry 

of teaching and leading. Since then, the Kentucky Education Professional Standards Board has 

implemented regulations around more extensive time in the schools, up to 200 hours, prior to 

student teaching, and co-teaching as a model for the professional semester.  The profession of 

education, as of this year, will have one accrediting body – the Council for the Accreditation of 

Educator Preparation (CAEP) – that poses rigorous expectations for institutions in order to 

prepare educators and leaders who are equipped to teach the Common Core and help P-12 

learners meet college/career goals for transitioning to postsecondary education. 

With the integration of the Kentucky Core Academic Standards, P-12 schools and 

educator preparation institutions have moved forward with the theory and practices of standards-
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based learning including: 1) Curriculum Alignment, 2) Assessment for and of Learning, 3) 

Monitoring of Student Progress by Standards and Targets, 4) Instructional Practices of 

Differentiation for ALL learners, 5) Standards-Based Reporting, and 6) Standards-Based 

Grading. This continues to expand the collaborative work between educator preparation and P-12 

leadership.   

All of these efforts focus around the work of the integration of the Common Core 

Standards. In the midst of all of this work, it is important to remember that the most precious 

resource we have as a state and nation is the learning potential of our children and youth. The 

development of the Common Core is indicative of the commitment to helping our children and 

youth compete globally in professional endeavors and engage in meaningful relationships and 

skills for personal growth and development. As we continue with this most important work in 

educator preparation, we are reminded that it is essential to produce learner-ready teachers and 

school-ready leaders (Luna et al., 2012) in order to supply the instructional and schooling 

environment needed for providing P-12 learners a world-class education. 
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“Without Contraries”: Casting a Critical Eye on the Common Core   COMMENTARY 

 

Charlie Sweet, Eastern Kentucky University 

Hal Blythe, Eastern Kentucky University 

 

“Without contraries is no progression.”   

William Blake 

 

A year ago we, as members of the Executive Committee at a Kentucky state institution 

charged with aligning college academics to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), created a 

report for KJECTL (Summer 2012) about our progress in complying with Senate Bill 1 (SB1), 

even detailing a website we jointly created with the state. Interestingly, our institution has a 

current Quality Enhancement Plan that it “will graduate informed critical and creative thinkers 

who communicate effectively.” This year we want to demonstrate some of that critical thinking 

by evaluating the CCSS argument both through our experience and with what various 

commentators are saying. Ultimately, Blake is correct; if an enterprise is to prosper, it must be 

able to withstand scrutiny. 

The most pervasive criticism of the CCSS is that its implementation will result in a 

“dumbing-down” rather than a raising of students’ performances. In a recent editorial in the Wall 

Street Journal, Gass and Chieppo (2013) examine their own state, concluding that 

“Massachusetts dropped its own standards in 2010 . . . in adopting the flawed standards of the 

Common Core.”  As evidence, they point to English:  “Compared with Massachusetts’ former 

standards, Common Core English standards reduce by 60% the amount of classic literature, 

poetry and drama that students will read” (A15). To be fair, the Bay State has always had higher 

standards than most states.  At the same time, in fact, the Thomas B. Fordham Institute, a 

Washington, D.C.-based think tank, argues that the CCSS are more rigorous than the standards 

used by three-quarters of the states (Hollingsworth, 2013). 

Another common criticism of the CCSS is the lack of assessment.  These standards have 

been adopted more as a common barometer than as a time-tested methodology for improving 

American education. Gass and Chieppo, for example, conclude that neither the federal 

government nor the D.C. group supporting the CCSS “can point to a program of theirs that has 

clearly improved student achievement in the past two decades” (A15). Obviously, these 

standards are so new that no longitudinal assessments have been completed so as to evaluate 

their effectiveness.  When New York, one of the first states to test students viz a viz the CCSS, 

tried an assessment in the spring of 2013, many students and parents complained that the 

questions could not be answered in the required time and that the assessment brought about 

extreme stress. 

Others criticize the ratifying states for supporting an incomplete program (which sounds 

strangely like what Congress did with ObamaCare). Kentucky, of course, signed on in 2009 

before the Common Core truly existed, and the Social Studies Assessment, Curriculum, and 

Instruction Collaborative (SSACI) has yet to publish its framework for social studies. Moreover, 

the focus of these standards seems to be on the speed of implementation. Writing in Shreveport’s 

The Times, Barry Erwin (2013) comments that, “If there is a lesson to be learned from . . . other 

states, it would be that Common Core is most successful when proper time and support are given 

to train teachers and prepare students prior to testing” (Opinionline, 9A).  
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The standards in math are often singled out as ineffective, which, with the United States 

slipping in world math rankings, is a major disappointment.  In fact, the World Economic Forum 

recently ranked American math and science education 48th (Frenkel and Wu, 2013).  So, while 

Frenkel and Wu believe everyone “should oppose efforts to scale back the hard-won and 

necessary Common Core Standards” (A15), critics such as Michelle Malkin (2013) refer to 

“fuzzy, dumbed-down Common Core math and reading guidelines” (25). 

Poor students may be hampered by testing based on Common Core standards, and 

unfortunately these are the students who need the most help.  According to Susan Spicka (2013), 

“Children in districts with high levels of poverty will be especially vulnerable to the new 

Common Core tests . . . .  What they reliably show is which students have come to school well-

fed, well-rested and well taken care of” (Opinionline, 9A). 

Still another criticism is that of over-reaching authority.  Many believe that the 

curriculum is a local school board issue, not something that should be imposed on a national 

level.  The CCSS initiative has been funded and championed by Bill Gates and the national 

Governors.  Some worry that by using the federal government’s Race to the Top funding, Big 

Brother is rearing his Orwellian head.  Some believe that maximally states should keep the 

decision-making in determining what their students should know and be able to do. 

The lack of emphasis on creative thinking deeply troubles us.  Nowhere does a CCSS 

standard address the need for 21st-century thinkers to develop this skill.  In fact, one could make 

a good argument that the imposition of the CCSS in a test-heavy environment will actually 

destroy the creative impulse.  Couple that supposition with the CCSS promoting less imaginative 

reading where students can even inadvertently absorb such skills as metaphor and glimmer-

catching, and American students could be winning the race to the bottom.  A 2010 study by IBM 

of over a thousand CEOs in this country determined that the number-one skill that businesses 

want higher education to inculcate is creative thinking, a job that will be made harder after a 

generation of CCSS students enters the halls of academia in 2024.  To be fair, Kentucky’s KDE 

website under its 10th grade on-demand writing end of course assessment lists this standard:  

“Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or events using effective technique, 

well-chosen details, and well-structured event sequences.”  Unfortunately, creative thinking, 

much like literacy, needs to be addressed across the curriculum, not just in one of the arts.  

Finally, last April we facilitated an Impact Seminar with all of EKU’s CCSS professional 

learning communities—math, English/reading, natural sciences, social sciences, and teacher 

prep--and one large problem area emerged that cut across the entire Common Core, literacy.  

According to Nelson (2013), an analysis “of statewide ACT testing in 2010 found that only 31 

percent of 11th-grade students could be considered `college- and career-ready’ under the 

Common Core when evaluated on reading a complex text.”   As a result, our focus in AY 2013-4 

will be in promoting higher literacy, and our plan of attack is to hold cross-campus fora that 

focus on literacy skills that ALL disciplines can teach. 

As we write this commentary (June 2013), Banchero (2013) notes that even though 45 

states have adopted the CCSS, Indiana and Indiana have put their decision to adopt on hold, and 

“Legislatures in Michigan, Alabama and several other states are considering anti-Common Core 

bills . . . .  Sen. Charles Grassley (R, Iowa) is seeking to prohibit federal funding for any 

Common Core efforts” (A3).  In short, critics appear to think that the CCSS Initiative is moving 

too quickly, actually lowering standards, and being implemented before research and assessment 

offer proof of its efficacy. 
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Blake might be happier if this troublesome concept of a runaway train called the CCSS 

Initiative were at least slowed down so that the tracks ahead could be checked.  
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Creativity to the Core: How the KY Core Academic Standards can Enhance Creativity   
RESEARCH 
 

Dorie Combs, Eastern Kentucky University 

 

Abstract 
The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) were developed by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) 

and the National Governor’s Association in response to concerns about the poor performance of US students in 

comparison to students in other industrialized nations. A lack of understanding of the standards has led some to assume 

that any standards-based curriculum is going to focus on lower-level thinking skills and therefore impede critical and 

creative thinking. While Kentucky’s English language arts and mathematics standards are derived from the CCSS, 

Kentucky’s learning targets and standards are not limited to the CCSS standards. That is, there are additional Kentucky 

learning targets and standards that are not in the CCSS, from first grade reading to Arts and Humanities. Kentucky’s 

curriculum meets all of the requirements of the 2009 Senate Bill 1, including Practical Living and Vocational Studies, 

World Languages, and Arts and Humanities. This paper describes the creative process as requiring a deep foundational 

knowledge, extensive practice, and a strong work ethic. The skills and habits of mind that are required for creativity 

can be aligned with the Common Core Standards (and the KY Core Academic Standards in particular) and explicitly 

taught at all grade levels. Teachers and instructional leaders must utilize their own creative thinking skills to redesign 

curriculum and schools to meet the demands of these more rigorous standards.  

Keywords: common core standards, creativity, skills, Kentucky 

 

 

The Common Core Standards 

The Common Core State Standards 

(CCSS) were developed by the Council of 

Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) under 

the auspices of the National Governor’s 

Association in response to:  

 An alarming high school dropout 

rate, especially for poor, minority 

males 

 A lack of alignment between the 

high school curriculum and college 

and work expectations 

 Low postsecondary education 

completion rates 

 Data indicating that reading and 

math performance of  American 

students has continued to lag in 

comparison to other industrialized 

nations 

 Inconsistency in state academic 

standards, curriculum rigor, and 

content expectations at each grade 

level 

 P-12 schools’ emphasis on low-level 

skills at the expense of problem 

solving, analytical thinking, and 

innovation 

 

“The Common Core State Standards were written by building on the best and highest 

state standards in existence in the U.S., examining the expectations of other high 

performing countries around the world, and careful study of the research and literature 

available on what students need to know and be able to do to be successful in college and 

careers. No state in the country was asked to lower their expectations for their students in 

adopting the Common Core. The standards are evidence-based, aligned with college and 

work expectations, include rigorous content and skills, and are informed by other top 

performing countries.” (Common Core State Standards FAQ’s http://www.corestandards. 

org) 

 

http://www.corestandards.org/
http://www.corestandards.org/


 

 

Clearly embedded in the CCSS is an 

expectation that students will be able to 

independently analyze complex text, 

generate solutions to difficult problems, and 

express ideas orally and in writing, creating 

new products. As the lead authors of the 

CCSS explain, “To help students meet the 

new standards, educators will need to 

pursue, with equal intensity, three aspects of 

rigor in the major work of each grade:  

conceptual understanding, procedural skill 

and fluency, and applications” (Coleman, 

Pimental, & Zimba, 2012, p. 12). 

As of this writing, 45 states, 

Washington, D.C., four territories and the 

Department of Defense Education Activity 

have adopted the Common Core State 

Standards (http://www.corestandards.org/in-

the-states). Rarely have 90% of our states 

agreed on anything, but there is something 

very profound about these standards that is 

building consensus during one of the most 

divisive political environments in our 

history as a nation.  However, there is now a 

concerted effort to create a political “wedge” 

issue out of the Common Core. This 

criticism is bolstered by myths and 

misunderstandings of the development of 

the standards, their specific content, and 

how they should be implemented.  

The CCSS promote a more rigorous 

curriculum and demand that teachers make 

significant changes in their own knowledge 

and instructional approaches. Even though 

the standards are more complex, some 

believe that the standards will somehow 

eliminate the joy and art of teaching, while 

promoting boring, rote learning of low-level 

knowledge and skills. Such criticism 

demonstrates a lack of understanding of the 

Common Core Sate Standards, their history 

or purpose. 

The concerns raised range from the 

use of assessments to evaluate teachers and 

the speed of implementation of standards, to 

the suggestion that the CCSS are a fascist 

plot by the federal government to control 

our children (Malkin, 2013; Beck, 2013).  

Others are making the assumption that any 

“standards” must be minimal and therefore 

mediocre. Such concerns are bolstered as 

high-stakes assessments are being 

implemented in several states this year. If 

you believe that schools can’t (or won’t) 

assess higher-order thinking, then it is easy 

to assume that the standards that will be 

taught will only be those that address low-

level learning.   

At the heart and soul of the Common 

Core Standards is a belief that all children 

can learn at high levels – a belief that is also 

the core of American democratic principles. 

The standards were created to “spell out the 

academic knowledge and skills all students 

need at each grade level to be ready for 

college and careers” at the end of high 

school (Coleman et al., 2012, p. 9).  If you 

do not believe this, it is therefore unlikely 

you can accept that any standards expected 

of all learners can possibly be rigorous.  

Those who believe public education ought to 

differentiate and separate the best and 

brightest from the average and mediocre will 

have difficulty accepting a standards-based 

curriculum. 

The CCSS consist of Mathematics 

and English / Language Arts (Reading, 

Writing, Listening and Speaking) college- 

and career-readiness expectations (end of 

Grade 12) that have been “back-mapped” by 

grade to Kindergarten. The Next Generation 

Science standards (NGSS) have been 

developed and approved by the National 

Research Council, the National Science 

Teachers Association, the American 

Association for the Advancement of 

Science, and Achieve, Inc. (Next Generation 

Science Standards, 2013). Standards for the 

Arts and the Social Studies are still in 

development by separate consortia.  

 

http://www.corestandards.org/in-the-states
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Kentucky Journal of Excellence in College Teaching and Learning                                           24 

Special Issue: Revitalizing Education: Bringing the Common Core State Standards  

into the Classroom, Summer 2013 

 

 

Kentucky’s Curriculum and Assessment 

System 

After Kentucky became the first state 

to adopt the CCSS in 2010, Kentucky 

teachers, teacher educators and district and 

state content specialists formed Leadership 

Networks for math and English language 

arts. Meeting monthly for two years, these 

networks “deconstructed” the standards, 

creating learning targets for each standard at 

each grade level, K-12 (www.education.ky. 

gov) 

While Kentucky’s English language 

arts and mathematics standards are derived 

from the CCSS, Kentucky’s learning targets 

and standards are not limited to the CCSS 

standards. That is, there are additional 

Kentucky learning targets and standards that 

are not in the CCSS, from first grade reading 

to Arts and Humanities.  Kentucky’s 

curriculum meets all of the requirements of 

the 2009 Senate Bill 1, including Practical 

Living and Vocational Studies, World 

Languages, and Arts and Humanities. 

Schools are more likely to teach 

what is assessed. Kentucky’s accountability 

system includes assessments in reading, 

writing, mathematics, science, and social 

studies. In addition, each school must 

complete “program reviews” regarding its 

curriculum for arts and humanities, writing, 

practical living and vocational studies, and, 

beginning in 2015, world languages. These 

assessments hold schools and districts 

accountable. Each school is assigned an 

overall composite score based on their 

students’ performance in all of these subject 

areas. In addition n to different subject test 

scores, Kentucky’s school accountability 

scores include a calculation for average 

student growth, change in “gap” scores (for 

low-performing sub-groups), attendance, 

college- and career-readiness, and for high 

schools, the graduation rate (http:// 

education.ky.gov/AA/Pages/default.aspx).  

It is not a simple formula, but the intent is to 

provide an honest snapshot of the school’s 

performance in all aspects of the curriculum. 

Contrary to popular assumptions, 

Kentucky does not impose “high stakes” 

tests for students. There is no Kentucky state 

regulation that requires students to make a 

particular score on any test to be promoted 

or to graduate. The accountability 

consequences apply to the school and the 

district, school and district leaders, and 

ultimately the local school board. Individual 

schools or districts can establish policies that 

hold students accountable in some way; 

however, most schools do not. Many schools 

offer rewards and incentives to students who 

demonstrate a good faith effort during 

testing – usually in the form of parties and 

special events. Only the End of Course 

Assessments for high school Algebra II, 

U.S. History, English II and Biology have a 

direct impact on a student’s course grade, 

but even then the test counts for a small 

percentage of the overall, final grade. The 

required ACT score can impact 

postsecondary options, but not graduation. 

Students are provided a menu of optional 

college- and career-readiness indicator tests 

in addition to the ACT. Schools use 

formative and interim assessments to 

evaluate individual student growth, identify 

unmet standards, and provide interventions 

to ensure that all students make satisfactory 

academic progress throughout the school 

year. The Kentucky Board of Education has 

consistently supported an assessment and 

accountability system that requires schools 

to ensure access and opportunity to learn all 

components of the Program of Studies.  

 

What is Creativity? 

Could these new Core Standards 

actually encourage innovation? When 

defining creativity, we tend to think of 

individuals who are artists and make 

http://www.education.ky.gov/
http://www.education.ky.gov/
http://education.ky.gov/AA/Pages/default.aspx
http://education.ky.gov/AA/Pages/default.aspx
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unusual, unique works and spend time in 

playful, random thought. There is 

considerable agreement among experts that 

creativity is “the ability to produce work that 

is both novel and appropriate (or useful),” 

(Sternberg & Lubart, 1999, p. 3 as cited in 

Dietrick, 2004) or “imaginative processes 

with outcomes that are original and of 

value” (Robinson, 2001, p. 118). 

Csikszentmihalyi (1996, 1999) points out 

that while the mental activity required for 

creativity is a documented cognitive process, 

there is also a societal component to that 

process.   

The creation of something that is 

both unique and useful requires a deep 

foundation of knowledge and skills. One 

must be able to analyze the current status of 

a problem and then generate possible 

solutions. This is impossible without having 

a deep understanding of the domain, its 

language, and methodologies. It is myth that 

geniuses are born with innate knowledge 

and skill. Creativity is a highly “disciplined 

process” (Azzam, 2009, p. 23-24) that 

requires daily commitment and technical, 

analytical thinking (Rutledge, 2008). One 

must clearly understand and be able to think 

critically in the particular field (Sternberg, 

2006). The elegance of the creation often 

belies the time, effort and errors that 

preceded it.   

Creativity requires both the divergent 

thinking necessary to generate ideas as well 

as the analytical skills to evaluate and make 

revisions. Current research in neuroscience 

is finding that creativity involves different 

brain processes that interact with each other. 

These include the spontaneous and 

emotional functions we commonly associate 

with creativity, as well as those that are 

deliberate and cognitive. While “emotions 

do not require specific knowledge, insights 

based on emotional processing are not 

domain specific... (However), creative work 

based on these insights might require 

specific skills for appropriate expression,” 

(Dietrich, 2004). 

While there are certainly some 

“creatives” who have expertise in more than 

one domain (da Vinci, for example), most 

hold vast, deep knowledge and skill within 

only one field. They are artists, or 

musicians, or mathematicians, or 

astronomers, or writers who commit a 

lifetime of study and practice 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). Certainly they 

may find inspiration, respite, or metaphor in 

other domains, but they are rarely experts in 

that area. 

It is estimated that true creatives 

spend 10 years or 10,000 hours learning and 

perfecting their skill before their first 

successful creation (Sternberg, Grigorenko, 

& Singer, 2004; Gladwell, 2008; Coyle, 

2009). Those who have been successful in 

their fields as very young adults or teens 

either began their studies as young children 

(Bach and Mozart, for example) or worked 

intensively, learning and practicing their 

craft over a shorter time (Bill Gates and the 

Beatles). Whatever the start date, true 

creativity can only occur with a solid 

foundation of domain-specific knowledge 

and skills. Although the new standards can 

certainly provide that foundation, creativity 

requires more than knowledge and skill. 

There are certain habits of mind that 

are the hallmark of successful creatives.  

First, creativity requires a strong work ethic 

– a willingness to focus on a task for hours, 

days, and even years. To be innovative, one 

must not only generate ideas, but set goals 

and monitor progress toward these goals 

(Combs, Cennamo, & Newbill, 2009).  In 

his book, The Talent Code, Dan Coyle 

(2009) stresses the role of focused, intensive 

practice in athletics and music. The success 

of the many Chinese pianists is largely due 

the fact that they begin lessons as young 
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children and practice 3-5 hours daily.  

Through her research, Carol Dweck has 

found that some individuals develop the 

belief that they can improve with practice, 

that failure is an opportunity to learn 

something new. She has termed this the 

“Growth Mindset” (Dweck, 2009).  

Individuals with a Growth Mindset are 

intellectual risk-takers who do not fear 

making a mistake and do not give up when 

their first attempt to solve a problem fails. 

These individuals believe that they can 

control their performance through trial and 

error and work. Those with the opposite 

“Fixed Mindset” are threatened by difficult 

situations, believing their own or others’ 

success is due to “talent” or an inborn “gift.”  

Dweck (2009) has found that students can 

be taught to have a Growth Mindset and has 

developed a series of training materials and 

web-based resources that parents and 

teachers can easily implement (Dweck, 

2009; http://mindsetonline.com/). With the 

success of his book, The Talent Code, Coyle 

(2009) has also developed an extensive 

website that primarily focuses on the role of 

“deep practice” on athletic performance 

(http://thetalentcode.com/). We can teach 

our students, at any age, to develop a growth 

mindset and learn to value practice, trial and 

error, and effort. To do this, we must help 

our children recognize what they know and 

what they need to know. We must give our 

students control of their learning. 

We assume that Bach was born a 

great composer or that Monet invented 

Impressionism without any prior study.  

Bach began his music studies at an early age 

because his father was a “piper” (one who 

builds and repairs organs) and many of his 

relatives were musicians.  He was the first of 

his family to complete school (Latin School) 

at the age of 18 and took his first 

professional post with a church shortly after.  

However, he wasn’t immediately recognized 

as the genius we know today. Monet began 

studying art at the age of 11 and had several 

influential teachers and mentors before he 

began to find success as an artist.  

Impressionism was largely a collaborative 

creation involving experimentation and trial 

and error among a group of innovation 

artists. While he had some acclaim as early 

as 25, he was not initially accepted by the 

established art community, and the style that 

is now known as Impressionism was not 

recognized in a formal exhibit until 1874, 

when Monet was 34! (http://en.wikipedia

.org/wiki/Claude_Monet). Michael Jordan, 

recognized as both a gifted and creative 

athlete, was cut from his high school 

basketball team his sophomore year of high 

school, later allowed back on the team after 

a growth spurt sent him to 6’ 3”. But his 

success is due less to his height and more to 

his commitment to practice http://www.nba. 

com/history/players/jordan_bio.html). 

The Math Common Core Standards 

include Math Practices that address some of 

these habits of mind. For example, CCSS 

MP.1 requires that students, “Make sense of 

problems and persevere in solving them,” 

and MP.6 asks that they “attend to 

precision.”    

To develop something unique or find 

a solution to a problem, one has to be open 

not only to new ideas, but to new 

combinations of ideas. Whether mixing oil 

paints, trying out new rhythms, or splicing 

genes, experimentation is necessary to the 

process. Of course, more often than not, 

these new combinations and trials will end 

in failure. The work ethic and commitment 

to the task is what leads them on. When one 

of Thomas Edison’s colleagues expressed 

disappointment in the lack of progress on a 

project, he is quoted as responding, “I have 

gotten a lot of results! I know several 

thousand things that won’t work” 

http://mindsetonline.com/).
http://thetalentcode.com/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Claude_Monet
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Claude_Monet
http://www.nba.com/history/players/jordan_bio.html
http://www.nba.com/history/players/jordan_bio.html
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(http://quoteinvestigator.com/2012/07/31/edi

son-lot-results/). 

Creativity is not limited to what 

occurs “inside people’s heads, but [lies] in 

the interaction between a person’s thoughts 

and a sociocultural context. It is a systemic 

rather than an individual phenomenon,” 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2009, p. 313; Beghetto & 

Kaufman, 2013). There is no doubt that 

sometimes the utility or appreciation of an 

invention or work of art may at first elude 

understanding (Picasso, the Beatles, and 

Galileo to name a few) but in time, these 

great works are recognized as 

groundbreaking and highly valued.   

Trying new ideas, therefore, can take 

a certain amount of emotional courage or 

cognitive risk-taking. There are countless 

stories of great scientists and artists who 

were criticized or even punished by others in 

their field, the church, or even the 

government. Their single-minded focus on 

their own knowledge was more powerful 

than any public scorn. 

The opportunity to learn an art or 

musical skill, at least at a rudimentary level, 

seems to be another factor that is critical to 

developing creative thinking (Root-

Bernstein & Root-Bernstein, 2013). While 

the great creatives are not necessarily 

accomplished artists or musicians, the arts 

seem to provide the mental abilities to think 

metaphorically, envision possibilities, and 

generate options. We have become a society 

in which only those with access to 

specialized training can truly develop their 

artistic skill through private lessons, out of 

school activities like camps and select 

schools. Schools must ensure that every 

child, regardless of income, has regular 

access to experience art, music, theater and 

dance. All students need to learn about art, 

to learn through the arts, and to do art. In 

Japan, for instance, all students are expected 

to select an activity to study intently.  

Generating ideas takes time. It is a 

mental process that often takes place 

unconscientiously during “defocused 

attention” such as rest, play, or even sleep.  

“Associative combinational creativity during 

altered states such as dreaming or 

daydreaming can play a vital part in the 

creative process for the arts and the 

sciences” (Dietrich, 2004, p. 1018). Human 

beings need to have time to “let our minds 

go” and to simply let our thoughts wander. 

The best environment for this is nature. 

Research has demonstrated that simply 

being outside can improve cognitive 

functions (Jonides, 2010)! Actual exercise is 

even better (Medina, 2008). Eliminating 

recess in an attempt to increase time on task 

in the classroom is pure folly. We cannot 

function without water, food, or sleep – and 

we cannot learn and think effectively 

without exercise and simply spending time 

outside.   

Creative thinking is commonly described 

in two different levels, “Big-C” and “Little-

c.” The great creatives possess the “Big-C,” 

while those who use creative thinking to 

solve routine tasks at home or work practice 

“Little-c.” Beghatto and Kaufman (2013) 

propose a Four-C Model that provides a 

framework for integrating creativity in Birth 

– 12 learning environments: 

 Mini-c – Interpretive creativity:  

Individual “aha’s” or discoveries that 

are creative to the child, and may be 

valued by the child’s social group 

and family, but do not necessarily 

have a value to the society at large.  

This would encompass children’s 

artwork, structures built with blocks, 

stories and poems, and problem 

solving, to name a few. Within the 

child’s world, the discoveries are 

unique and are valued by family, 

friends, teachers, and peers. 

http://quoteinvestigator.com/2012/07/31/edison-lot-results/
http://quoteinvestigator.com/2012/07/31/edison-lot-results/
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 Little-c – Everyday creativity: Day 

to day problem solving and 

innovations that require some degree 

of domain-specific knowledge.  

Examples might be building a unique 

garden, making up a new recipe, a 

class project, or a teenager’s poem, 

artwork, or song. These may solve 

problems, be individual artistic 

expressions, or the result of a class 

assignment, but they are none-the-

less unique and valued by the social 

group, though represent relatively 

low levels of knowledge and skill. 

 Pro-C – Expert or Professional 

creativity:  Professional innovations 

built from years of deliberate 

practice. These include research, 

books, works of art, music, and 

engineering innovations that may not 

have a long-term impact or a 

paradigm shift. 

 Big-C – Legendary creativity: 

These are groundbreaking 

developments that are recognized 

over time to have long-term value 

and / or paradigm-shifting 

breakthroughs. While often 

recognized at the time of the creation 

(Polio vaccine, the light bulb, radio, 

etc.), these may not be valued 

initially or even during the creator’s 

lifetime and would initially be 

categorized as Pro-C. 

 

 Using this model, the goal of 

public education should be to develop mini-

c and Little-c in order to prepare individuals 

to move into Pro-C (college and career), and 

maybe, Big-C. It is the responsibility of 

communities, schools, colleges, and 

workplaces to provide the opportunities, 

experiences and environments children need 

in order to practice creativity. The Common 

Core Standards can be the vehicle to 

accomplish this goal. 

 

How Can We Teach Creative Thinking? 
The Common Core Standards are not 

a checklist of facts and skills. These 

standards identify knowledge and skills that 

must be developed with increasing 

complexity as student progress from grade 

to grade. Embedded within the standards is 

the expectation that we will ask our students 

to think more deeply, to apply what they 

learn to real situations, and to create unique 

products and models. Creative thinking is 

not the top of the thinking pyramid so much 

as it is part of the problem-solving process 

that leads to innovation and invention. 

Creative thinking skills “are the 

cornerstones of productive, generative 

thinking in the rich, rigorous, and relevant 

curriculum espoused in the CCSS” 

(Bellanca, Fogarty, & Pete, 2012). 

Which standards explicitly require 

creative thinking skills? If creativity is a 

building, the standards are the foundation 

and framework. The specific content 

represents the type of building; the grade 

level represents the complexity. Just as a 

building has many systems (electrical, 

heating, plumbing, exterior, décor, for 

example), the curriculum is equally 

complex. The standards should be 

intertwined and integrated across and within 

content, spiraling up the grades, much like 

the electrical systems that connect all of our 

structures. In their book, How to Teach 

Thinking Skills within the Common Core, 

Bellanca, Fogarty and Pete (2012) analyzed 

the CCSS to identify the high-frequency 

words that identify the expected thinking 

skills. In this exhaustive list, “create” is 

found 11 times in the K-5 ELA and Math 

standards and 30 times in the 6-12 standards.  

Related terms, such as “write,” “develop,” 

and “produce” also appear often. 
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Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy (Anderson, 

2001) clearly depicts these relationships.  

Standards that specifically require higher-

order thinking, such as analysis and 

synthesis include: 

 CCRA R.4 Interpret words and 

phrases as they are used in a text, 

including determining technical, 

connotative, and figurative 

meanings, and analyze how 

specific word choices shape 

meaning or tone.  

 CCRA R.5 Analyze how 

knowing the author’s point of 

view helps the reader identify the 

true meaning of the text. 

 CCRA.SL.2 Integrate and 

evaluate information presented in 

diverse media and formats, 

including visually, quantitatively, 

and orally. 

 CCRA.SL .3 Evaluate a 

speaker’s point of view, 

reasoning, and use of evidence 

and rhetoric. 

 CCRA R.7 Integrate and 

evaluate content presented in 

diverse media and formats, 

including visually and 

quantitatively, as well as in 

words. 

 CCRA R.9 Analyze how two or 

more texts address similar 

themes or topics in order to build 

knowledge or to compare the 

approaches the authors take. 

 CCRA W.8 Gather relevant 

information from multiple print 

and digital sources, assess the 

credibility and accuracy of each 

source, and integrate the 

information while avoiding 

plagiarism. 

 CCRA W.9 Draw evidence from 

literary or informational texts to 

support analysis, reflection, and 

research.  

 CCSMP.1 Make sense of 

problems and persevere in 

solving them. 

 CCSS.Math.Practice.MP2 

Reason abstractly and 

quantitatively. 

 CCSS.Math.Practice.MP3 

Construct viable arguments and 

critique the reasoning of others.  

 CCSS.Math.Practice.MP8 

Look for and express 

regularity in repeated 

reasoning. 
 

Standards that promote creative 

achievements are: 

 CCRA.W.2 Write 

informative/explanatory texts to 

examine and convey complex 

ideas and information clearly and 

accurately through the effective 

selection, organization, and 

analysis of content. 

 CCRA.W.3 Write narratives to 

develop real or imagined 

experiences or events using 

effective technique, well‐chosen 

details, and well‐structured event 

sequences.  

 CCRA.W.6 Use technology, 

including the Internet, to produce 

and publish writing and to 

interact and collaborate with 

others. 

 CCRA.W.7 Conduct short as 

well as more sustained research 

projects based on focused 

questions, demonstrating 

understanding of the subject 

under investigation. 

 CCRA.W.10 Write routinely 

over extended time frames (time 
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for research, reflection, and 

revision) and shorter time frames 

(a single sitting or a day or two) 

for a range of tasks, purposes, 

and audiences. 

 CCSS.Math.Practice.MP4 Model 

with mathematics. 

 

 If each of these standards can be 

addressed in developmentally appropriate 

ways throughout the grades, then creative 

endeavors can be integrated as well, initially 

as “Mini-c” tasks, then as “Little-c” 

products. Resources such as the Partnership 

for 21st Century Schools (www.p21.org) and 

Project Based Learning (www.bie.org) 

provide the tools and machinery to facilitate 

this mode of instruction. Schools must 

redesign curriculum so that it integrates 

discipline-based content, infuses that 

instruction with the standards, and provides 

the environment and experiences to 

encourage creative achievements that apply 

those standards.  

In order to ensure that we teach our 

students to think creatively, schools must 

specifically provide: 

 Specific instruction for the 

development of broad general 

foundational knowledge and skills 

 Access to develop deep knowledge 

and skill in at least one domain 

 Opportunity for sustained and 

coached practice in one or more 

specialty areas 

 The development of and appreciation 

for hard work and persistence by 

promoting a Growth Mindset and 

valuing experimentation and 

inquiry 

 Opportunity for all children and  

youth to experience, develop skills 

in and practice the arts 

 Regular play,  collaboration, and 

brainstorming within a community 

of learners  

 An environment that supports 

intellectual risk-taking and the 

safety to learn from failure 

 Opportunities to apply knowledge 

and skills and to create unique 

models, writings, and products 

 Exercise, recess, and regular 

periods of time in nature 
The Common Core Standards do not 

prevent or discourage the teaching of 

creativity. The assumptions made by school 

leadership, teachers and the general public 

are what impose constraints on the 

curriculum. Bellanca and his colleagues 

(2012) identity three creative thinking skills 

that can be explicitly taught across content 

and throughout the grade levels:  

Generating, associating and hypothesizing. 

They propose a three-step instructional 

process for each thinking skill. First, the 

skills must be explicitly taught, the “talk-

through” phase. This is a critical component 

as the teacher provides the students with a 

clear explanation of the thinking skill 

through a concept development process.  

The teacher first defines and helps students 

recognize and practice the skill. Then the 

teacher helps the students assess their skill 

proficiency, reflecting metacognitively 

about their progress. The second phase is the 

“walk through” in which teachers guide 

students to practice the skill with the 

specific content. In the third phase, the 

teacher can use a “drive through” in which 

the students use the skill in a specific, 

standards-based assessment task. This three-

phase, scaffolding approach is grounded in 

Vygotsky’s theory and the gradual release of 

responsibility. “The teacher teaches the skill 

explicitly, demonstrating and vocalizing the 

learning; the teacher and student try it 

together, with the teacher monitoring and 

http://www.p21.org/
http://www.bie.org/
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providing guidance and finally the student 

performs the skill on his or her own with 

confidence” (Bellanca et al., 2012, p. 5).  

The selection of skills to be taught and the 

timing of that instruction depends upon the 

grade and subject area. However, schools 

and professional learning communities 

should vertically and horizontally align their 

curriculum to ensure all skills are addressed 

across all subjects and grades. 

The Common Core State Standards, 

and especially Kentucky’s Core Academic 

Standards, provide the bricks and mortar to 

reinvent schooling. But just as innovations 

in electricity and plumping have changed the 

way we build our homes, these standards 

demand change in our schools. We cannot 

continue to teach as we did even 10 years 

ago. If we are to guide the next generation to 

be creative, we must be innovative in our 

approach to instruction. Our school 

organization, schedules, and even their 

physical structures will have to adapt. 

Teachers will have to work hard and have 

the intellectual courage to apply their own 

Pro-C creativity, and instructional leaders 

will have to support and value their efforts.  
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First in Reform: The Adoption of Common Core State Standards in Kentucky 
 

Richard Day, Eastern Kentucky University 

 

Abstract 
Kentucky first drew national attention when its Supreme Court declared the entire system of schools to be 

unconstitutional in Rose v Council for Better Education, 790 S. W. 2d 186 (1989). The Rose case, argued by former 

Kentucky Governor Bert Combs, launched a third wave of school reform litigation based on both equity and adequacy 

as expressed in state constitutions (Day 2011, 2-4). On February 11, 2010, in an unprecedented joint meeting, the 

chairs of the Kentucky Board of Education, the Council on Postsecondary Education, and the Education Professional 

Standards Board signed a resolution directing their respective agencies to implement the Common Core State 

Standards in English/language arts and mathematics. This act formalized Kentucky’s commitment to integrate the 

nascent standards into the state’s public education system – the first state to do so. This article will trace the antecedents 

to Kentucky’s adoption of the standards as one expression of the late 20th century/early 21st century “corporate school 

reform movement” as manifested in the Commonwealth. The state that led America to reconsider how its schools 

should be funded, now celebrates a newfound spirit of interagency cooperation as it leaps at the opportunity to join 

with other states in an effort to define what students need to know and be able to do. 

Keywords: common core, state standards, education reform, Kentucky 

 

 

National Commission on Excellence in 

Education 1983 

In 1983, President Ronald Reagan’s 

National Commission on Education 

published its catalytic report, “A Nation at 

Risk: The Imperative for Educational 

Reform” (ANAR) and the late-20th century 

“corporate school reform movement” was 

launched. The report decried “a rising tide of 

mediocrity” in American high schools 

(National Commission on Excellence in 

Education, 1983, p. 9). While the report’s 

statistics were disputed, the nation’s 

attention was galvanized around the idea 

that American schools were failing. The era 

of school accountability had arrived. The 

Commission made findings in four areas: 

Content, Expectations, Time, and Teaching. 

In the area of content, the commission 

recommended an examination of curriculum 

standards in light of other advanced 

countries, and higher college admission 

standards (National Commission on 

Excellence in Education, 1983). 

While shocking at the time, the 

vision of school reform as drawn by ANAR 

was mild compared to the 21st century vision 

that would develop around President George 

W. Bush’s No Child Left Behind eighteen 

years later. ANAR was a response to the 

freewheeling reforms of the 1960s and early 

1970s which sought to “free the children,” 

and led to experimentation, challenges to 

authority, and a focus on social justice 

issues. ANAR called on states and the nation 

to craft genuine curriculum standards and 

strengthen high school graduation standards. 

“Far from being a revolutionary document, 

the report was an impassioned plea to make 

our schools function better in their core 

mission as academic institutions and to 

make our education system live up to our 

nation’s ideals.” It did not advocate market-

based competition, school choice through 

charter schools and vouchers, privatization, 

or high-stakes assessment and accountability 

(Ravitch, 2010, p. 22-26). 

At this point in the history of 

compulsory education in Kentucky, it is fair 

to say that the Commonwealth never led the 

nation in financial support for its schools, 

literacy, availability of highly educated 

teachers, or any other historical measure of 
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educational excellence. But that was about 

to change. 

Even before President Reagan’s 

national commission pushed for enhanced 

curriculum standards, the courts had been 

looking for a set of judicially manageable 

standards to determine whether a state had 

met its obligation to provide equitable 

schools for its children. In McInnis v. 

Shapiro, 293 F. Supp. 327 (1968), the first 

fiscal equalization case to make it all the 

way to the U.S. Supreme Court, plaintiffs 

argued that under the 14th amendment’s 

equal protection clause, funds should be 

distributed based on educational need. But 

they were unable to help the court devise 

“discoverable and manageable standards” by 

which the court could determine when the 

Constitution is satisfied, and when it is 

violated (Day, 2003, 339). What followed 

were two waves of school finance cases. In 

the first, based on the equal protection 

clause, plaintiffs argued for equitable school 

funding. When the court rejected 14th 

amendment arguments altogether in San 

Antonio Independent School District v 

Rodriguez, 411 U. S. 1 (1973), a second 

wave of cases began to appear in state courts 

and were based on education clauses in state 

constitutions (Day, 2003).  

Kentucky first drew national 

attention when its Supreme Court declared 

the entire system of schools to be 

unconstitutional in Rose v Council for Better 

Education, 790 S. W. 2d 186 (1989). The 

Rose case, argued by former Kentucky 

Governor Bert Combs, launched a third 

wave of school reform litigation based on 

both equity and adequacy as expressed in 

state constitutions (Day, 2011).   

The 1990s showed an increase in the 

number of plaintiffs around the nation who 

followed Combs’ lead. States began shifting 

away from the use of input measures—such 

as per-pupil expenditure, how many teachers 

held advanced degrees, or how many books 

were on the library shelves—to measures of 

output as shown by student test score results. 

The court’s willingness to accept a 

standards-based approach altered the 

yardstick used to determine when a school 

was adequately preparing its students (Day 

& Ewalt, in press; see also Hurst et al., 

2003). 

It was expected that these student 

achievement results would be roughly 

equitable among the various subgroups of 

students, (male v female; rich v poor; among 

races), but the standards were not anchored 

to a more tangible goal, such as college- and 

career-readiness, that described the expected 

level of student performance. This, at least 

in theory, allowed an equitable level of 

mediocrity to persist.  

An equally important contribution to 

the policy dialogue in Kentucky was the 

Prichard Committee’s publication of The 

Path to a Larger Life: Creating Kentucky’s 

Educational Future, in 1985. The Prichard 

Committee for Academic Excellence had 

formed in 1983 as an independent citizen’s 

advocacy group for better schools and was 

named for its first Chairman Edward F. 

Prichard who believed that, “Education is a 

seamless web running from the earliest years 

through the highest levels of educational 

achievement” (Prichard Committee, 1990, 

xiii). Path to a Larger Life was influential to 

the Rose court and proposed major changes 

in seven areas, including curriculum, teacher 

preparation, assessment of student 

performance, and education finance (Day & 

Ewalt, in press). 

Prichard’s plan outlined a desirable 

set of knowledge expectations, and 

anticipated a connection with postsecondary 

education, such as “early admission of 

students,” but a set of curriculum standards 

that anchored a high school diploma to 

entry-level college standards did not yet 
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exist (Prichard Committee, 1990, p. 34). 

Prichard pushed for the publication of 

school goals, the “identification of the 

competencies expected of all Kentucky high 

school graduates,” measurement of “the 

mastery of these competencies,” and 

assuring that a diploma is only awarded 

“when the student demonstrates that he or 

she has mastered the desired 

competencies…” (Prichard Committee, 

1990, p. 32).  

 

Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990 

The General Assembly’s response to 

the Rose decision came in the form of the 

sweeping Kentucky Education Reform Act 

of 1990 (KERA), the nation’s most 

ambitious statewide school reform package 

ever (Day, 2011; see also Guskey & 

Oldham, 1997). Uniquely, KERA went 

beyond restructuring the education 

bureaucracy and raising educational 

standards. It also created additional support 

systems for students, families, and teachers 

through extended schools services, Family 

Resource/Youth Services Centers, and 

enhanced professional development. School-

based, decision-making councils brought 

parents into local school policy-making – 

although councils were largely constrained 

by top-down mandates which dictated 

instructional formats, such as the ungraded, 

multi-aged Primary Program – and it is 

unclear whether councils ultimately raised 

student achievement results (Guskey & 

Oldham, 1997).  

The Rose decision, along with 

KERA, energized a number of education 

public interest groups, especially the 

Council for Better Education and the 

Prichard Committee, who were largely 

responsible for creating the demands and 

supports that made education reform 

possible. They acted at the state level, but 

had an additional impact on national 

education policy as Kentucky became the 

state to watch (Day & Ewalt, in press) 

Arguably, KERA’s most powerful 

feature was the advent of a new kind of 

high-stakes accountability system based on 

student achievement outcomes. In a 

departure from traditional norm-referenced 

testing, which gauged a student’s individual 

performance against that of his same-age 

peers, Kentucky’s new KIRIS test was 

designed to measure how well each school 

was performing. The old method of 

reporting only school-wide means concealed 

the substandard performance of as much as a 

third or more of the student population. The 

new data, disaggregated into subgroup 

performance, revealed those short-comings 

and changed the way educators talked about 

student success. The public reporting of 

student test score data by subgroups, along 

with the ranking of schools – a contribution 

of the news media – proved to be a powerful 

tool for driving change in this new era of 

“high-stakes” assessment (Day & Ewalt, in 

press, p. 267): 

The promise of equality of 

educational opportunity that had 

guided American schools for a 

century was effectively replaced by a 

new goal, equity of student 

achievement outcomes. State 

governments passed legislation, 

adopted new procedures and 

standards, and pursued policies in a 

number of areas that galvanized the 

new emphasis on outcomes over 

inputs. The question of what 

constitutes an adequate education for 

all students was expanded to include 

strong measures of equity in student 

outcomes, otherwise known as 

closing achievement gaps while 

maintaining high standards. As the 

court ordered, an efficient system of 

schools must be adequately funded. 
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Whenever the system is inadequately 

funded, excellence and equity are 

forced to compete. (Day & Ewalt, in 

press, p. 267-268) 

 

In the early 1990s, an effort to create 

voluntary national standards fell apart when 

history standards, which included social 

justice issues, were attacked by conservative 

groups as “the epitome of left-wing political 

correctness” during the George H. W. Bush 

administration. 

 

Goals 2000 

President Bill Clinton backed away 

from national standards and provided 

funding under his Goals 2000 program for 

states to write their own standards, pick their 

own tests, and be accountable for 

achievement (Ravitch, 2010).  

By 1996, a new national movement 

began when the National Governor’s 

Association, in concert with corporate 

leaders, created Achieve, Inc. Achieve is an 

independent, bipartisan, nonprofit education 

reform organization based in Washington 

D.C. that helps states raise academic 

standards and graduation requirements, 

improve assessments, and strengthen 

accountability (American Diploma Project 

2011, i). 

 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

When President George W. Bush 

signed the bipartisan No Child Left Behind 

Act of 2001 (NCLB) into law, a new 

definition of school reform became 

nationalized; one characterized by 

accountability (Ravitch, 2010) This 

reauthorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act built upon a 

standards-based reform whose roots were 

found in policy responses to the 1983 A 

Nation at Risk report decrying mediocrity in 

public schools (Kaestle, 2006, xii).  

In many ways, the law was 

consistent with KERA’s emphasis on 

performance outcomes and since Kentucky 

had already implemented its own standards-

based education system, much of the 

legislation fit fairly well in current practices 

in the state (KDE, 2010). NCLB required 

states receiving federal funding to 

implement a system of annual assessment of 

student progress for schools and districts. As 

initially enacted, the legislation allowed 

states to set the standards to which they are 

held accountable and a limited form of 

parental choice was provided for schools 

that persistently failed to make adequate 

progress. But a major accomplishment of the 

law has been its unapologetic national focus 

on measuring student outcomes and holding 

schools and districts accountable for those 

outcomes – a focus Kentucky began in 1990 

(Day & Ewalt, in press). 

 

American Diploma Project 2004 

By 2004 the American Diploma 

Project (ADP) produced its report, “Ready 

or Not: Creating a High School Diploma 

that Counts.” The report described “specific 

content and skills in English and 

mathematics graduates must master by the 

time they leave high school if they expect to 

succeed in postsecondary education or high-

performance, high-growth jobs.” The 

standards were said to be “considerably 

more rigorous than [the existing] high 

school standards” (American Diploma 

Project, 2007, p. 5). 

In 2005, the American Diploma 

Project expanded its partnership with the 

Thomas B. Fordham Foundation and the 

Education Trust. ADP boasted network 

districts in 35 states which included 85% of 

all public school students. The project set 

out to align high school standards, 

assessments and graduation requirements 

with college and career demands. Kentucky 
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signed on as one of five partner states that 

identified English and mathematics 

knowledge and skills (American Diploma 

Project, 2007, p. 7). Would ADP be able to 

avoid the political pitfalls and achieve a set 

of national standards where federal 

standards had failed? 

At the National Education Summit 

on high schools that year, governors from 45 

states joined with business leaders and 

education officials to address a critical 

problem in American education – that too 

few students were graduating from high 

school prepared to meet the demands of 

college and careers in an increasingly 

competitive global economy. The result was 

ADP’s creation of a set of benchmarks that 

were proposed as anchors for other states’ 

high school standards-based assessments 

and graduation requirements. ADP 

identified “an important convergence around 

the core knowledge and skills that both 

colleges and employers – within and beyond 

ADP states – require” (American Diploma 

Project, 2004, p. 3-4). 

The American Diploma Project set 

five goals and the criteria against which 

participating states were measured to 

determine if the goal had been met. 

 Common Standards – The criteria 

are met “if the standards writing 

process is guided by the expectations 

of the state’s postsecondary and 

business communities, if those 

communities verify that the resulting 

standards articulate the knowledge 

and skills required for success in 

college and the workplace, and if an 

external organization verifies the 

standards’ alignment to college- and 

career-ready expectations” 

(American Diploma Project, 2011, p. 

9).  

 Graduation Requirements – “High 

school graduates…need to complete 

a challenging course of study in 

mathematics that includes the 

content typically taught through an 

Algebra II course (or its equivalent) 

and four years of grade-level English 

aligned with college- and career-

ready standards” (American Diploma 

Project, 2011, p. 11). 

 Assessments – “[S]tates must have a 

component of their high school 

assessment system that measures 

students’ mastery of college- and 

career-ready content in English and 

mathematics. The assessment must 

have credibility with postsecondary 

institutions and employers” such that 

a certain score indicates readiness 

(American Diploma Project, 2011, p. 

13). 

 P-20 Data Systems – States must 

have “unique student identifiers to 

track each student through and 

beyond the K-12 system” and must 

have “overcome all barriers to 

matching” and have “the capacity to 

match longitudinal student-level 

records between K-12 and 

postsecondary, and matches these 

records at least annually” (American 

Diploma Project, 2011, p. 16). 

 Accountability Systems – States 

must value and reward the number of 

students who earn a college- and 

career-ready diploma, score college-

ready on high school assessments, 

and enter college without the need 

for remediation. ADP looks at state-

wide performance goals, annual 

school-level public reporting, school-

level incentives, the state’s 

accountability formula, the 

percentage of students who earn a 

college- and career-ready diploma, 

the percentage who score college-

ready on high school assessments, 
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the percentage of students who earn 

college credit during high school, 

and the percentage of high school 

graduates who are placed in college 

remediation classes.  “If a state 

collects and reports the data in a 

meaningful way, sets clear targets for 

schools to improve, and provides 

clear incentives and consequences 

that drive schools to improve 

performance and meet the targets” 

then ADP considers the state to have 

a comprehensive approach to 

accountability (American Diploma 

Project, 2011, 18–20). 

Kentucky’s legislators have 

remained steadfast in their emphasis on 

assessment and accountability measures for 

Kentucky schools. When the state’s CATS 

test came under attack in the mid-2000s, 

education leaders capitalized on the state’s 

participation in ADP and moved to a new 

era of education policy which looked toward 

national test instruments, while the state 

embraced a focus on college- and career-

readiness and norm-referenced testing built 

around a set of national curriculum 

standards. The establishment of the high 

school diploma as an indicator of college- 

and career-readiness was made at last (Day 

& Ewalt in press). 

 

Senate Bill 1 

The Republican-sponsored Senate 

Bill 1 (SB1, codified as KRS 158.6451, 

2009) completely dismantled the Kentucky-

based CATS testing system and phased in 

new standards designed to be shorter, 

clearer, and better focused on students being 

ready for college, work, and global 

competition. 

SB1 called for the Kentucky 

Department of Education (KDE)  

 to revise the statewide assessment 

program; criterion-referenced test; 

end-of-course examination; 

formative assessment; interim 

assessments; and national norm-

referenced test. 

 mandated revisions to the annual 

statewide assessment program; 

removing writing portfolios, arts & 

humanities, and practical 

living/career studies from being 

scored as part of the student 

assessment.  

 called for a longitudinal student data 

system in compliance with NCLB, 

for use by teachers and for school 

accountability. 

 and importantly, required that KDE, 

in collaboration with the Council on 

Postsecondary Education (CPE), 

utilize input from teachers and 

postsecondary faculty to plan and 

implement a comprehensive process 

for revising the academic content 

standards in all areas. SB1 also 

specified that national standards 

(where available) must be 

considered. The new standards had 

to be aligned with entry-level college 

course requirements and be included 

in teacher preparation programs, so 

that teachers will know how to use 

them. 

 

Common Core State Standards 

As it turned out, national standards 

were becoming available. A few months 

before the passage of SB1, the Common 

Core State Standards (CCSS) initiative was 

launched. Thirty years after A Nation at Risk 

called for the establishment of a clear set of 

Academic standards in core subjects that 

describe what students must know and be 

able to do, a voluntary interstate effort to 

write them began. 

The CCSS initiative is a state-led 

effort coordinated by the National 
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Governors Association and the Council of 

Chief State School Officers. During the 

early years of implementation, the states 

using the Common Core Standards were 

expected to develop new, shared methods 

for testing and reporting student progress to 

parents, teachers, officials, and the general 

public (Day & Ewalt, 2013, in press). The 

standards-development process was 

completed in approximately one year by 

Achieve, Inc. (Mathis, 2010). These 

standards were finalized on June 2, 2010 

(Porter et al., 2010). By September 2009, 48 

states (not Texas or Alaska) Washington 

D.C., the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico 

were counted as participating in this effort 

(NGA, 2009). 

 

Race to the Top” (RTTT) Grants 

But on July 24, 2009, President 

Barack Obama and Education Secretary 

Arne Duncan announced $4.35 billion in 

competitive “Race to the Top” (RTTT) 

grants. To be eligible, states had to adopt 

“internationally benchmarked standards and 

assessments that prepare students for 

success in college and the work place” (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2009). But the 

support of the Obama administration for this 

hitherto voluntary national effort would 

create confusion as to whether CCSS was a 

national effort or a federal effort. When 

viewed as a federal effort, CCSS became 

ripe for politicization. 

Arguments in support of common 

core standards, as advanced by ADP and 

others, focused heavily on connecting a high 

school diploma with college- and career-

readiness. Supporters of common core said 

that American high schools had changed 

little since the mid-20th century and 

graduates were leaving high school 

unprepared to meet the demands of college 

and careers. They pointed to disappointing 

high school graduation rates and high 

college remediation rates. This was 

contrasted with an increased skill demand 

from business and industry and a sharp 

decrease in well-paying jobs for which a 

high school diploma is sufficient. In their 

report “Ready or Not,” Achieve noted that 

almost ninety percent of 8th graders expected 

to participate in some form of postsecondary 

education and nearly two-thirds of parents 

consider college a necessity. But the 

American high school system sends a 

confusing set of signals about how to reach 

the goal. High school grades could not be 

compared from school to school. Grades 

were based on effort as much as mastery. 

State mandated tests may count toward 

graduation, or they may not. National 

admissions tests were not aligned with the 

high school curriculum and neither were 

college placement tests, which varied from 

campus to campus, even within the same 

state system. Most high school graduates 

needed remedial help in college, and most 

college students never attain a degree 

(American Diploma Project, 2004, p. 2-6). 

Graduates seeking careers were no 

better off. Employers rarely asked about 

high school achievement or standardized test 

scores. States offered no easy access to 

information about graduates’ academic 

records. Most employers say high school 

graduates lack basic skills and most workers 

question the preparation their high schools 

provided (America Diploma Project, 2004, 

p. 2-6). 

The solution CCSS supporters said 

was to anchor high school graduation 

requirements and assessments to real world 

standards – the knowledge and skills 

colleges and employers actually expect if 

young people are to succeed in their 

institutions America Diploma Project, 2004, 

p. 2-6) 

In ACT’s 2006 report, “Reading 

between the lines,” the authors argue that 
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there are high costs ($16 billion per year in 

lost productivity and remediation) associated 

with students not being ready for college 

level reading and suggest that students are 

actually “losing momentum” during high 

school, that poor readers struggle and are 

frequently blocked from advanced work, 

that low literacy levels prevent mastery of 

other subjects and is commonly cited as a 

reason for dropping out (“Reading between 

the lines,” 2006, p. 2-6). NAEP reading 

results from 1971-2004 showed average 

reading scores for 9-year-olds were the 

highest on record but scores for 13-year-olds 

had risen only slightly since 1975. But 

reading scores for 17-year-olds had actually 

dropped 5 points between 1992-2004 (Perie, 

Moran, & Lutkus, 2005).  

In “Ready or Not,” Achieve argued 

that the knowledge and skills required for 

college are also required in the workforce.  

Poor reading skills persist in limiting 

opportunity and are frequently cited by 

employers as a principal limiting factor as 

80% report shortages of qualified workers. 

Improving college and workforce readiness 

is critical for a diverse talented workforce 

needed to ensure economic global 

competitiveness (America Diploma Project, 

2004, p. 2-6).  

Kentucky’s early adoption of the 

not-yet-written CCSS standards, in February 

2010, was met with great fanfare. SB1 had 

created the first time in history that the three 

governing boards affecting P-20 education 

in the state had met – and for the first time, 

considered how to build the seamless 

educational system of Ed Prichard’s dreams. 

SB1 called on state education agencies to 

revise Kentucky’s academic standards to: 

 focus on critical knowledge, skills 

and capacities needed for success in 

the global economy 

 result in fewer, but more in-depth 

standards to facilitate mastery 

learning 

 communicate expectations more 

clearly and concisely to teachers, 

parents, students and citizens 

 be rooted in evidence-based research 

 consider international benchmarks to 

ensure that the standards are aligned 

from elementary to high school to 

postsecondary education so that 

students can be successful at each 

education level.  

The joint effort of the Kentucky 

Board of Education, the Council on 

Postsecondary Education, and the Education 

Professional Standards Board in adopting 

CCSS was hailed as an “historic moment” 

and the most important education reform 

initiative since KERA. Governor Steven L. 

Beshear said, “These standards will move us 

closer to our ultimate goal, a K-12 system 

that positions our children for success” 

(Day, 2010). 

“Kentucky is once again at the 

forefront in education reform,” said CPE 

Chair Paul Patton. “I am very pleased with 

the level of cooperation and commitment by 

Kentucky’s policy and education leaders in 

the development of these draft content 

standards. Consistent academic standards, 

aligned to college and work expectations, 

will help our students reach higher levels of 

success” (Council on Postsecondary 

Education, 2010).  

Kentucky Board of Education Chair 

Joe Brothers said, “With the implementation 

of the Common Core State Standards, 

teachers and administrators will have a 

blueprint to move the state forward in P-12 

education. This is just the beginning of 

Kentucky’s next chapter of education 

reform, and it reflects the mandates of the 

state’s legislature – specifically, Senate Bill 

1 – and our application for federal Race to 
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the Top funding” (Council on Postsecondary 

Education, 2010). 

EPSB Chair Lorraine Williams said, 

“To truly make a difference in Kentucky’s 

students’ ability to demonstrate what they 

know and are able to do and to make them 

more competitive in the marketplace, it is a 

refreshing move to narrow the number of 

standards taught at each level. ESPB is 

excited to be part of this cutting edge 

initiative and looks forward to working with 

our university partners to ensure that our 

undergraduate and graduate teacher 

preparation programs embrace the Common 

Core Standards and prepare a stronger 

workforce capable of teaching the 

curriculum to a deeper, more rigorous level” 

(Council on Postsecondary Education, 

2010). 

Kentucky Education Commissioner 

Terry Holliday told the assembly, “if you 

want to know where the state is going, read 

our Race to the Top grant” (Day, 2010).  

Perhaps thinking about the challenges 

of implementing common academic 

standards in a large education system, 

Prichard Committee Executive Director Bob 

Sexton said, “Now it is critically important 

that we provide our schools and teachers 

with the support and resources they need to 

make sure these standards do what they are 

designed to do - ensure the success of 

students in every part of Kentucky” (Day, 

2010). 

 

Task Force on Transforming Education 

in Kentucky 2009 

Kentucky did not wait to get started. 

Governor Beshear created the Task Force on 

Transforming Education in Kentucky by 

October 2009. The group was tasked with 

envisioning a statewide system of schools 

that would meet the emerging and complex 

demands of 21st century life in a global 

economy. The Task force created a state 

policy blueprint that called for improved 

pre-school programs and accessibility, 

raising the compulsory school age from 16 

to 18, and funding to expand the state’s 

ability to recruit high-quality teachers. KDE, 

CPE and EPSB had already begun 

developing a unified strategy to reduce 

college remediation rates and provide 

accelerated learning opportunities for 

secondary students (Kentucky, 2011). 

Using the educational reforms of 

Senate Bill 1 (hereafter known as Unbridled 

Learning to distinguish it from later SB1s 

which occur in every legislative session) and 

its status as the first state in the nation to 

adopt the Common Core Standards as the 

foundation of its application, Kentucky took 

part in the RTTT grant competition as a 

means of funding its recently enacted, but 

under-resourced reforms. Through RTTT, 

the federal government sought to encourage 

education reforms in four areas: new 

standards and assessments linking primary 

and secondary education to success in college 

and the workplace; improved data systems to 

measure student performance and contribute 

to formative assessment; enhancing the 

recruitment and retention of effective school 

personnel, particularly in poor performing 

districts; and reducing the performance gap 

for the lowest-achieving schools. Although 

Kentucky would be recognized twice as a 

finalist, the state was unsuccessful in 

securing first- or second-round funding from 

RTTT. 

 

Race To The Top Grant 2011 
In December 2011, Kentucky was 

awarded $17 million, much less than the 

$175 million it requested, to implement 

reforms designed in part to prepare students 

for more rigorous science, technology, 

engineering, and math (STEM) course work 

(Day & Ewalt, in press). 
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But the application process solidified 

the state as an early adopter of most RTTT 

reform ideas, particularly Common Core 

State Standards, and that drew the attention 

of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. In 

February 2011, KDE announced that it had 

received a two-year, $1-million grant from 

the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation to 

support implementation of the new Common 

Core Academic Standards. Focused on 

improved classroom instruction and 

alignment with Common Core Standards as 

required under Unbridled Learning, KDE 

partnered with the Prichard Committee to 

expand existing work being done through 

the Literacy Design Collaborative and 

Mathematics Design Collaborative. The 

grant was part of a nationwide effort by the 

Gates Foundation to develop and test 

prototype classroom assessments and 

instructional tools (“KDE Receives Grant,” 

2011). 

According to KDE’s Director of 

Program Standards Karen Kidwell, the 

Gates money allowed the state “to scale up 

work” with eight different regional 

leadership networks. The leadership 

networks were multi-agency teams of K-12 

and higher education professionals whose 

purpose was to provide the necessary 

instructional support for successful 

implementation of CCSS, and the 

assessments based on the new standards (K. 

Kidwell, telephone interview, August 5, 

2013). Kentucky’s approach was strongly 

influenced by “Professional Learning in the 

Learning Profession,” a report of the 

National Staff Development Council which 

argued for a “professional learning system” 

that was responsive at the individual 

teacher/grade and content-area level, and 

sought to build capacity in every teacher to 

refine “new learning into more powerful 

lessons and assessments, [and] [reflect] on 

the impact on student learning.” The system 

also called for “state and federal policies 

that encourage regular teacher 

collaboration” (Darling-Hammond et al., 

2009, p. 3). In what KDE officials 

considered high praise, one participant in the 

2012 Instructional Support Leadership 

Network evaluated the experience, writing,  

I feel like this is the right work. It 

wasn’t just, “here’s the standards.” It 

was here’s how you assess. Here’s 

how you instruct. There was a lot of 

informational support that came to 

leadership that could go to teachers. 

It was structured. It was organized. It 

was given to us in a way we could 

make it manageable. Did it require a 

lot of change for myself as an 

administrator, and for teachers? 

Absolutely. But here’s how: through 

an emphasis on highly effective 

teaching and learning. 

What distinguishes the professional 

learning networks from similar ideas, such 

as professional learning communities, is its 

focus on outputs and “shared 

accountability.” Just as the reform 

movement shifted from an input-driven idea 

to one based on outcomes, the professional 

learning network must be aligned with state 

and local goals for student achievement and 

“decisions about professional learning are 

made collaboratively by educators, among 

educators, their colleagues, and their 

supervisors, and based on student, educator, 

and system data” (K. Kidwell, telephone 

interview, August 5, 2013; see also KDE, 

2012) 

Nationally, with bipartisan support 

for a conservative proposal, and much 

evidence-based rationale, CCSS seemed to 

be on track for a relatively easy adoption 

among the 45 adherents that remained by 

2013. The thornier issue appeared to be 

whether a set of national exams based on the 

CCSS could be agreed to, and would be 
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affordable. But backlash against CCSS was 

surfacing in state legislatures in Alabama, 

Indiana, Michigan, Missouri, Pennsylvania 

Missouri, Georgia, South Dakota, and 

Kansas (“Exit Strategy,” 2013).   

In April, the Republican National 

Committee surprised many educators when 

it passed a resolution bashing the standards. 

The resolution says that the Republican 

National Committee recognizes the CCSS 

for what it is — an inappropriate overreach 

to standardize and control the education of 

our children so they will conform to a 

preconceived “normal…” Claiming that the 

Obama administration’s RTTT incentives 

had clouded the picture, states’ rights issues 

were resurrected among conservatives 

(“Common Core Standards Attacked,” 

2013).    

Sen. Charles Grassley, a Republican 

from Iowa, followed the RNC’s 

denouncement by starting a bid to eliminate 

federal Education Department funding for 

the CCSS effort. Education Secretary Arne 

Duncan had supported the standards, and 

awarded $360 million to two multi-state 

consortia to develop standardized tests: The 

Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for 

College and Careers (PARCC) and The 

Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium 

(SBAC). Grassley called CCSS an 

“inappropriate overreach to standardize and 

control the education of our children” and 

saying that the RNC “rejects this CCSS 

plan” (“Common Core Standards Attacked,” 

2013).    

In a letter to colleagues on the 

appropriations subcommittee that handles 

education funding, Grassley asked that they 

cut off all future funds for CCSS and its 

assessments, and “restore state decision-

making and accountability with respect to 

state academic content standards.” The letter 

says in part: 

While the Common Core State 

Standards Initiative was initially 

billed as a voluntary effort between 

states, federal incentives have 

clouded the picture. Current federal 

law makes clear that the U.S. 

Department of Education may not be 

involved in setting specific content 

standards or determining the content 

of state assessments. Nevertheless, 

the selection criteria designed by the 

U.S. Department of Education for 

the Race to the Top Program 

provided that for a state to have any 

chance to compete for funding, it 

must commit to adopting a “common 

set of K-12 standards” matching the 

description of the Common Core. 

The U.S. Department of Education 

also made adoption of “college- and 

career-ready standards” meeting the 

description of the Common Core a 

condition to receive a state waiver 

under the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act. Race to the Top 

funds were also used to fund two 

consortiums to develop assessments 

aligned to the Common Core and the 

Department is now in the process of 

evaluating these assessments 

(Grassley, 2013). 

 Once a public policy issue becomes 

politicized, it is difficult to accurately 

predict its future. But a new report from the 

Center on Education Policy (CEP) finds that 

while concern over funding for CCSS 

implementation is high, state education 

leaders say that the effort will go forward. In 

their report, “Year 3 of Implementing the 

Common Core State Standards: State 

Education Agencies Views on the Federal 

Role,” CEP found that the majority of the 40 

states responding to the survey, taken during 

the winter and spring of 2013, said that it is 

unlikely that their state will reverse, limit, or 
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change its decision to adopt CCSS this year 

or next. Few state education leaders said that 

overcoming resistance to CCSS was a major 

challenge in their state (Renter, 2013).  

 In Kentucky, Education 

Commissioner Terry Holliday has not felt 

any pressure to change the state’s position 

on CCSS adoption: 

Kentucky did not experience any 

push back on its adoption of the 

Common Core State Standards, 

which occurred in 2010. The new 

standards, known as the Kentucky 

Core Academic Standards, have been 

taught in schools for two years, and 

students have been tested on the new 

standards twice, in spring 2012 and 

2013. The new standards went 

through the Kentucky Board of 

Education’s regular review and 

approval process and were also 

vetted through a public hearing and 

several legislative committees. (T. 

Holliday, e-mail communication, 

August 5, 2013)  

 

 Kentucky’s early adoption and 

vigorous pursuit of a new assessment system 

based on the standards seems to have 

positioned the state comfortably in front of 

the national political kerfuffle set off by the 

RNC. But that does not mean all is rosy in 

the Bluegrass: 

In spite of the numerous budgets cuts 

and dwindling resources, Kentucky 

educators are leading the nation in 

the focus on improving student 

college- and career-ready rates. The 

eyes of the nation are on Kentucky 

as it implements more rigorous and 

internationally benchmarked 

standards. However, without 

additional funding our educators in 

Kentucky will soon burn out and 

student learning will suffer. As we 

get ready for the 2014 General 

Assembly, my number one priority is 

to share this concern with legislators. 

At the minimum, I will be pushing 

for restoration of funding to 2008 

levels. Our children and educators 

deserve this investment. (Holliday, 

2013) 

 

The history of education in Kentucky 

is littered with examples of legislative action 

followed by prolonged periods of disregard 

for the schools. In 1990, when the General 

Assembly passed KERA, the public 

perceived education as the top priority in the 

Commonwealth and the state met the 

challenge with its largest one-time infusion 

of education funding. But since that time, 

Kentucky has shown significant progress in 

national rankings and concern has eased in 

relation to other pressing problems (Day & 

Ewalt, in press). 

 

Foundation for a Healthy Kentucky 

Survey 2012 

A 2012 survey of Kentuckian’s 

views on key issues conducted by the 

Foundation for a Healthy Kentucky during 

the presidential race identified the economy 

(65%) and healthcare costs (42%) as far 

outpacing public concerns over education 

(8%) (Foundation for a Healthy Kentucky, 

2012). Given the underfunded pension 

programs and existing structural imbalances 

in the state budget along with an antiquated 

tax structure, it remains to be seen whether 

the state legislature will provide adequate 

financial support for its Unbridled Learning 

mandates. Hanging in the balance will be the 

dream of a seamless education system, 

where every teacher knows how to use the 

more rigorous, internationally-benchmarked 

academic standards, and every student who 

earns a high school diploma is truly ready 

for career and/or college success.  
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Common Core Development Milestones 

 November 2007 - CCSSO policy 

forum discussed the need for one set 

of shared academic standards 

 December 2008 - NGA and ADP 

report urges states to create 

internationally benchmarked 

standards  

 April 2009 - NGA & CCSSO 

Summit in Chicago called for states 

to support shared standards  

 June 2009 - 46 states publicly 

proclaimed support 

 July 2009 - Writing panels were 

announced 

 July 24, 2009 - Race to the Top 

competitive grants announced. To be 

eligible, states had to adopt 

“internationally benchmarked 

standards and assessments that 

prepare students for success in 

college and the work place.”  

 February 11, 2010 – Kentucky 

adopts CCSS  

 March 2010 - First draft officially 

released  

 June 2010 - Final draft released 

(English Language Arts and Math) 

 July 2010 - Kentucky launches 

Leadership Networks for teacher, 

school, and district leaders around 

the implementation of the Common 

Core State Standards within the 

context of highly effective teaching, 

learning, and assessment practices 

 October 2011 - Kentucky selected as 

model Demonstration State for 

Transforming Professional Learning 

to Prepare College- and Career-

Ready Students: Implementing the 

Common Core by Learning 

Forward/Council of Chief State 

School Officers 

 Spring 2012 - Kentucky assesses 

CCSS in new accountability system 

 April 2013 - Common Core opposed 

by Republican National Committee  
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Essential Elements for Preparing Future Teachers in Early Childhood Education Using 

Common Core Standards   RESEARCH 

  

Jaesook L. Gilbert, Northern Kentucky University 

Susan Griebling, Northern Kentucky University 

 

Abstract 
The purpose of this paper is to discuss suggestions on what pre-service teachers need to know in order to be ready to 

teach in today’s kindergartens where the implementation of the Common Core State Standards reflects best practice. 

The introduction of the Common Core State Standards in Kentucky has ushered a new culture in kindergarten. 

Kindergarten used to be seen as a preparation year in which children could be equipped in listening, walking in lines, 

getting along with others and learning letters. Today, children in kindergarten are expected to begin reading, writing, 

adding and subtracting. Rigor begins early in the school year as kindergarten children are screened and assessed to 

determine groupings and which children will need additional supports to meet the CCSS expectations. Teacher 

education programs, in turn, need to ascertain how to resolve the challenges of this new culture. The teacher candidates 

will need to be prepared for what they will experience or face in schools. In this paper, the authors will provide 

suggestions on what pre-service teachers need to know in order to be ready to teach in today’s kindergartens where 

the implementation of the Common Core State Standards reflects best practice. 

Keywords: essential elements, teacher preparation, early childhood, common core standards 

 

 

Impact of Common Core on Teacher 

Preparation Programs 

 Not all that long ago, kindergarten 

was seen as a preparation year for entry to 

school – a year in which children could be 

taught about listening, walking in lines, 

getting along with others and learning 

letters. Not so much anymore. Young 

children entering kindergarten in 2013 are 

expected to know these basic skills already 

or at least teachers hope they do. The 

introduction of Common Core State 

Standards (CCSS), which represents the 

“culmination of an extended, broad-based 

effort to fulfill the charge issued by the 

states to create the next generation of K-12 

standards in order to help ensure that all 

students are college and career ready” 

(National Governors Association Center for 

Best Practices, Council of Chief State 

School Officers, 2010, p. 3), has raised the 

stakes for all grade levels including 

kindergarten.  

 Children in kindergarten are 

expected to begin reading, writing, adding 

and subtracting. Rigor begins early in the 

school year as kindergarten children are 

screened and assessed to determine 

groupings and which children will need 

additional supports to meet the CCSS 

expectations. In many kindergarten 

classrooms, there is little time for play as 

teachers are scrambling to fit a full day 

curriculum of academic expectations into 

half-day programs. The CCSS describes for 

the kindergarten teacher the content and 

skills expected of their students and suggests 

that although “the use of play with young 

children is not specified by the Standards, … 

it is welcome as a valuable activity in its 

own right and as a way to help students meet 

the expectations” (National Governors 

Association Center for Best Practices, 

Council of Chief State School Officers, 

2010, p. 6). The recognition of play as a 

teaching tool in the CCSS for young 

children raises the question of the impact of 

kindergarten teachers’ professional 

background on children’s learning. 

 Teachers in Kentucky who obtain a 

position in a kindergarten classroom come 

from a variety of pre-service backgrounds, 
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and the teacher preparation route 

kindergarten teachers choose may impact 

their orientation to teaching. The teacher 

preparation routes for kindergarten teachers 

in Kentucky are Elementary Education 

(Elementary) or Interdisciplinary Early 

Childhood Education (IECE) certification 

programs. The focus and content for 

Elementary certification is primary through 

grade 5, while IECE certification programs 

focus on birth to primary. Experiences in 

these two programs will reflect the age 

range or grade scope of the teacher 

licensures. Thus, Elementary certified 

teachers may emphasize whole class 

instruction and teacher-directed method 

more than IECE-certified teachers; whereas 

IECE-certified teachers may not be as 

comfortable teaching subject area content or 

skills, but are competent in implementing 

developmentally appropriate one-on-one or 

small group instruction in kindergarten.   

 The purpose of this paper is to 

provide suggestions on what pre-service 

teachers need to know in order to be ready 

to teach in today’s kindergartens where the 

implementation of the Common Core State 

Standards reflect best practice. The next 

section begins with a historical look at 

kindergarten.  

 

Historical Review of Kindergarten 

Kindergarten, or a child’s garden as 

envisioned by Friedrich Froebel, the father 

of Kindergarten in 1837, was for children 

ages three to six years old, and children used 

gifts and occupations for play and self-

activity (Morrison, 2008; Osborn, 1991). 

The specific skills Froebel wanted children 

to learn in kindergarten were “habits of 

cleanliness and neatness, courtesy, 

punctuality, and deference toward others” in 

addition to “language, numbers, forms and 

eye-hand coordination” (Osborn, 1991, p. 

44). Froebel believed in “a divine essence, a 

sprit, within the child" (Nell, Drew, & Bush, 

2013, p. 12) and viewed the teacher’s 

function as “engaging and guiding the whole 

child as an intelligent thinking and feeling 

being, growing into self-consciousness 

through play” (Nell, Drew, & Bush, 2013, p. 

12). 

In 1863, Mary Mann and Elizabeth 

Peabody, the authors of the first book on 

kindergarten, advocated teaching via objects 

and moral instruction. She designated the 

kindergarten teacher to be the child’s friend 

rather than a judge (Osborn, 1991). The 

objectives for kindergarten education, 

according to Patty Smith Hill, the director of 

the Louisville Free Kindergarten 

Association 1893 to 1905 and head of the 

kindergarten department at the Teacher’s 

College of Columbia in 1910, are “the 

cultivation of social adjustment (learning to 

work and play together), habits of 

purposeful work, self-reliance, and good 

thinking” (Hill, 1923, p. 56). Hill also 

suggested the provision of additional 

materials like dolls and miniature furniture 

to Froebel’s gifts (Osborn, 1991). 

By 1900, Vandewalker (1908) 

reported as many as 400 kindergartens in 

public schools, with 23 states offering public 

funds for kindergarten and total of 5,000 

kindergartens in the United States. However 

with the increased presence of public school 

kindergartens, integration of child 

development principles within the 

kindergarten curriculum became essential 

(Osborn, 1991). By the 1990s, attending 

kindergarten became an expectation for 90 

percent of the children as kindergarten 

became a part of the state’s educational 

system (Robison, 1987). 

 Today, kindergarten (at least half-

day kindergarten) as the beginning of formal 

schooling for the majority of children in the 

United States is no longer in dispute. 

According to Kauerz (2006), 43 states 
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require school districts to provide 

kindergarten and 14 states mandate 

kindergarten attendance. However, for many 

children, the first day at kindergarten is not 

their first school experience. About 75 

percent of four-year-old children attended 

preschools (state-funded or private) and/or 

Head Start in the 2010-11 academic year 

(National Institute for Early Education 

Research, 2011). As a result, the mission for 

today’s kindergarten has evolved to 

preparing children for first grade (i.e., 

academic focus) rather than learning to 

transition to formal schooling (Graue, 2006). 

Russell (2011) conducted a review of 

newspaper articles, policy documents, and 

professional association activities in 

California since the 1950s and reached a 

conclusion similar to Graue (2006) in that 

these “three sources of public discourse—

newspapers, state policy talk, and organized 

professional activities—progressively recast 

the purpose of a kindergarten education 

from a vehicle for young children’s 

development to the foundation for the 

individual child’s future academic 

achievement” (p. 256). Others (e.g., Gallant, 

2009; Goldstein, 2007; Jacobs & Crowley, 

2010) allude to increased attention to 

academics, standards and accountability in 

kindergarten and, in turn, for kindergarten 

teachers to have their children achieve the 

content standards by means of direct 

instruction and receive less time for play, 

socialization and exploration. 

Pappano (2010) agrees that 

kindergarten has changed but children’s 

cognitive ability has not, as evidenced in a 

study that compared the cognitive 

development of today’s children with 

Gesell’s 1925 findings of kindergarten-age 

children’s intellect. The next section will 

examine more closely the developmental 

level of children who are enrolled in 

kindergarten classrooms today in the United 

States. 

 

Developmental Level of Kindergartners 

 Children qualify for kindergarten if 

they are five years old at the beginning of 

calendar year, but states have different 

cutoff dates for kindergarten eligibility 

(Kauerz, 2006). This means a kindergarten 

classroom can consist of four-year-old 

children at the beginning of the year. Berk 

(2006) asserts the age range for a 

kindergarten classroom can be 4 3/4 to 7 ¼ 

years; thus, spanning over two years. 

 Both preschool and kindergarten age 

children fall into Piaget’s Preoperational 

Stage (Morrison, 2008). Children in the 

preoperational stage are increasing in their 

ability to use symbols (e.g., words) to 

internalize events and problem-solve 

through mental representation (Morrison, 

2008). However, Piaget (1952) indicates 

there is a cognitive shift between five and 

seven years of age. Whiting and Edwards 

(1988) describe this shift as “achieving the 

age of reason,” and kindergarten-age 

children are more like school-age children 

than preschool age children as they become 

less egocentric and increase in logical 

thinking (Tomlinson, 2009). Play continues 

to be an important learning tool for 

kindergarten-age children, but four to seven 

years olds enjoy playing games with rules, 

not just symbolic play (Piaget & Inhelder, 

1969). Tomlinson (2009) summarizes 

kindergarten-age children’s development in 

the following ways:  

 Physically, kindergarten-age children 

are more coordinated and have 

gained control over their small and 

large muscles, which facilitates their 

writing skills. 

 Socially, kindergarten age children 

become better at controlling their 
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emotions, following rules, and 

interacting with their peers. 

 Cognitively, kindergarten age 

children have increased memory, 

attention, and self-regulation ability.  

Thus, the developmental level of 

kindergarten-age children suggests they 

benefit from a learning environment that 

encourages active exploration, positive 

relationships, and schedule that allows for 

active and quiet times, as well as hands-on 

activities and concrete materials (Copple & 

Bredekamp (Eds.), 2009). 

 

Implication for Preparing Successful 

Kindergarten Teachers 

 As stated above, kindergarten 

students are more competent socially and 

emotionally than they have ever been in 

their life. They have made great advances 

cognitively but still need adult assistance in 

achieving more complex, higher-level 

thinking and sense of self. Thus, a good 

kindergarten teacher will foster children’s 

natural approach for or desire for learning 

by incorporating historical purpose for 

kindergarten, building foundation for formal 

schooling through socialization and play, in 

addition to introducing the academics 

needed to be ready for first grade content. 

 Graue (2006)’s assertion of 

kindergarten being at a crossroad is more 

valid today with the introduction of the 

CCSS. Recently, IECE teacher candidates at 

Northern Kentucky University (NKU) have 

been observing more direct instruction and 

time spent on CCSS in their kindergarten 

placements. The university supervisors have 

also been noticing heightening of 

cooperating teachers’ concern for as well as 

knowing how to facilitate kindergarten 

students’ learning of CCSS content through 

teacher directed/led instruction. The 

kindergarten classroom setting, indeed, has 

changed regarding expectations for teachers 

and students, and teacher candidates must 

know the CCSS and how it fits in with their 

teaching.  

 With today’s kindergarten 

classrooms consisting of students who are 

still very much a preschooler in their 

cognitive processing and who benefit from 

concrete experiences and opportunities to 

play with new information and content, 

especially at the beginning of the school 

year, teacher education programs preparing 

kindergarten teachers must provide 

curriculum that focuses on CCSS but also 

“standards of experience” (Katz, 2007). 

Katz (2007) defines “standards of 

experience” as extended interactions and 

sustained investigations that allow children 

to be intellectually absorbed and challenged 

so that they can gain confidence in their 

ability to purposefully apply skills they are 

learning and understand their part within the 

classroom community. Thus, kindergarten 

teachers who will be ready to teach in 

today’s kindergarten classrooms are a 

combination of traditional early childhood 

educators—who value play and the use of 

centers, and are well-versed in 

developmentally appropriate practice—as 

well as traditional elementary school 

teachers, who value content teaching, whole 

class instruction, management, and 

masterful integration of student groupings. 

Below is a list of suggestions that should be 

considered by teacher education programs 

that prepare future kindergarten teachers. 

 

Essential Elements for Teacher 

Preparation Programs 

1. Understanding kindergarten-age 

children’s development - Pre-service 

teachers can learn about the 

developmental level within the 

cognitive, social, emotional and physical 

areas of kindergarten-age children by 

observing children within the 
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kindergarten classroom age range. 

Because the purpose is to observe and 

note the developmental ability of 

kindergarten-age children, this 

observation does not have to occur in 

kindergarten classrooms but can be 

conducted with any children between the 

ages 4 3 4⁄  to 7 1 4⁄  years. This observation 

assignment can be incorporated into a 

child development, human development 

or programming course within early 

childhood education programs, and in a 

specific subject area methods, human 

development, or class management 

course for the elementary education 

programs. 

2. Linking CCSS to Appropriate Pedagogy 

- CCSS content should be introduced 

after pre-service teachers gain an 

understanding of kindergarten-age 

children’s developmental abilities so that 

they can analyze CCSS expectations in 

relation to children’s developmental 

abilities before designing lessons that 

incorporate CCSS expectations in 

different subjects. Written lesson plans 

should demonstrate pre-service teachers’ 

ability to connect CCSS expectations to 

developmentally appropriate practice 

principles of balancing adult- and child-

guided experiences. These include play, 

group work, learning centers, teaching 

methods using hands-on materials, 

posing thought-provoking questions, 

providing specific feedback and cues, 

creating optimal level of challenges, 

modeling, individualization for each 

student, as well as direct teaching 

through provision of information and 

directions (Copple & Bredekamp (Eds.), 

2009). 

3. Assessment Structures and 

Differentiation - Knowledge and 

application of assessment and 

instructional strategies for differentiating 

curriculum is essential for the fast-paced 

culture of kindergarten. Teachers 

entering the kindergarten classroom need 

an expertise in understanding how 

screenings, Response to Intervention 

(RTI), and ongoing assessment are used 

for data-based decision-making and 

curriculum development so that this 

process reflects Sandall, Hemmeter, 

Smith and McLean’s (2005) statement: 

“The styles, methods and content of 

assessment must become compatible 

with, rather than at odds with, the 

behavior and interests of young 

children” (p. 47). Assessment of a group 

of students should be based on the 

developmental needs of the children; 

planning curriculum as well as 

groupings should be based on those 

assessments. 

In particular, pre-service teachers 

need time to practice using assessment 

data to create a variety of grouping 

formats befitting the students, content, 

and context (Epstein, 2007). The first 

step in gaining this competence is by 

talking to teachers about when and why 

they use certain groupings. This can be 

completed in any of the subject methods 

courses, a classroom management course 

in Elementary programs, in a 

kindergarten programming course or 

interaction/guidance course for IECE 

programs either as an assignment or 

guest speaker option during a session. 

The second step is to have pre-service 

teachers practice appropriate group 

learning experiences with classmates 

through role-playing during a class 

session or requiring them to try with 

children. Regardless of the format, pre-

service teachers would benefit most if 

this interaction were videotaped for later 

analysis. 
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4. Collaboration ability - Understanding 

children’s social and cultural context is 

important (Copple & Bredekamp (Eds.)., 

2009); therefore, kindergarten teachers’ 

expertise of the Common Core State 

Standards expectations, developmental 

abilities, and pedagogy reflecting best 

practice for kindergarten-age children is 

not sufficient. Kindergarten teachers 

need to be able to collaborate with their 

students’ families and their own 

colleagues to meet children’s needs.  

Children’s relationships to their parents 

are very important to children’s self-

concept and mastering CCSS 

expectations. IECE pre-service teachers 

can gain this ability in a family 

involvement course by writing a position 

paper that helps them think through the 

relationship. The Elementary pre-service 

teachers can work on this in their 

methods courses as they design lesson 

plans. One additional requirement for 

writing lesson plans can be to add an 

extension activity section that articulates 

the family’s and teacher’s role. The 

mission for these assignments is to have 

the pre-service teachers recognize and 

respect a family’s contribution and gain 

understanding that teachers alone cannot 

ensure kindergarten students’ learning.  

Pre-service teachers also need 

experiences working in collaboration 

with colleagues, paraprofessionals and 

specialists. Multiple perspectives result 

in better decision-making and 

programming for children (Sandall, et. 

al., 2005). This experience could come 

from Elementary and IECE students 

working in collaborative teams on a 

leadership project during their field 

placements or attending IEP meetings 

and analyzing the collaborative process 

required for supporting children with 

special needs.  

In summary, the introduction of 

the Common Core State Standards in 

Kentucky has introduced a new culture 

in kindergarten. Teacher education 

programs, in turn, need to ascertain how 

to resolve the challenges of this new 

culture. The teacher candidates will need 

to be prepared for what they will face in 

schools. Pre-service teachers’ ability to 

engage in intentional teaching strategies 

that are based on solid foundation in 

development and how young children 

learn will be essential. While Elementary 

licensure programs have traditionally 

focused on content-driven direct 

instruction, Interdisciplinary Early 

Childhood Education programs have 

focused on development and learning 

through play. Now they must join forces 

and share the knowledge about this 

unique stage of childhood in order to 

meet these children’s learning needs. 

Sharing expertise across programs using 

the suggestions given in this paper will 

be essential to preparing teacher 

licensure candidates to teach 

kindergarten.   
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Preparing Principals for Instructional Leadership: Integrating the Common Core 

Standards   RESEARCH 

  

Gary Houchens, Western Kentucky University 

Jill Cabrera, Western Kentucky University 

 

Abstract 
Western Kentucky University has structured its own P-12 school principal certification program with a heavy 

emphasis on instructional leadership, starting with a strong understanding of the Common Core Standards and their 

role in providing a firm foundation for effective instruction. Educational research from the past 40 years reveals that 

effective school principals are “learning leaders” (Hallinger, 2011). Principals in high-performing schools devote 

much of their focus to the process of teaching and learning and dedicate their efforts to the improvement of both.  

Principal training programs must then make fostering instructional leadership a top priority (Jackson & Kelly, 2002).  

The purpose of this article is to describe the process of weaving concepts and skills for effective instructional 

leadership, including the central place of the Common Core, into the university’s training for aspiring school leaders.  

Significance for practitioners in K-12 schools is discussed. Western Kentucky University’s experience in training a 

new generation of school leaders can inform other university programs as they design and revise their own P-12 

administrator certification curricula. Moreover, school districts, which are charged with the professional growth of 

practicing administrators, may also consider the instructional leadership framework utilized at WKU for on-going 

professional development. In this way, WKU’s P-12 principal preparation program can be a model for both 

practitioners and other universities. 

Keywords: instructional leadership, principals, common core standards, certification 

 

 

Introduction 

Educational research from the past 

40 years reveals that effective school 

principals are “learning leaders” (Hallinger, 

2011).  Principals in high-performing 

schools devote much of their focus to the 

process of teaching and learning and 

dedicate their efforts toward the 

improvement of both. Principal training 

programs must then make fostering 

instructional leadership a top priority 

(Jackson & Kelly, 2002). Western Kentucky 

University has structured its own P-12 

school principal certification program with a 

heavy emphasis on instructional leadership, 

starting with a strong understanding of the 

Common Core Standards and their role in 

providing a firm foundation for effective 

instruction. 

Western Kentucky University is a 

regional comprehensive institution located 

in Bowling Green, Kentucky with a long 

history in the training and development of 

educators. Kentucky State Normal School 

was one of the institutions that eventually 

gave birth to WKU in 1964, and the 

university continues to offer undergraduate, 

graduate, and doctoral programs for the 

certification and training of P-12 teachers 

and school leaders (Baird, Carraco, & 

McDaniel, 2006).   

The Department of Educational 

Administration, Leadership, and Research 

(EALR) offers a post-Master’s degree 

program for certification of P-12 school 

principals. The recently revised, cohort-

based program includes 18 credit hours of 

core education administration courses 

leading to Level I (provisional) certification, 

along with 9 hours of co-requisite courses in 

school law, school finance, and instructional 

leadership. An additional 12 hours of 

coursework leads to Level II (professional) 

certification and qualifies a teacher for Rank 

I status if he/she does not possess it already. 

The faculty members of WKU’s 

EALR department have designed a program 

curriculum with a strong foundation in 
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instructional leadership. Core concepts and 

skills, discussed below, are first introduced 

in EDAD 684, Instructional Leadership, and 

reinforced in a spiral curriculum woven 

throughout the remainder of the program.  

WKU’s instructional leadership framework 

begins with a solid grounding in curriculum, 

a centerpiece of which is the Common Core 

Standards. 

 

Instructional Leadership: Promoting 

Teacher Expertise 

 Hallinger (2011) suggested the term 

“learning leader” as a broader way to 

conceptualize the role of school principals in 

promoting improvements in student 

outcomes than the traditional term 

“instructional leadership.” As Hallinger 

notes, however, principal behaviors that 

contribute to teacher professional learning 

have the single biggest impact on student 

outcomes (Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 

2008). This finding is consistent with 

Marzano, Frontier, and Livingston’s (2011) 

definition of effective “supervision” as “the 

enhancement of teachers’ pedagogical skills, 

with the ultimate goal of enhancing student 

achievement” (p. 2). 

 Marzano et al. (2011) offered this 

definition in their book, Effective 

Supervision: Supporting the Art and Science 

of Teaching.  The authors further identify 

five conditions necessary for the 

enhancement of teacher pedagogical skills, 

including a) a well-articulated knowledge 

base for teaching, b) focused feedback and 

practice, c) opportunities to observe and 

discuss expert practice, d) clear criteria for 

instructional improvement and a plan for 

success, and e) providing recognition of 

expertise (p. 4). 

 The education administration faculty 

at WKU have adopted Marzano et al.’s 

(2011) definition of effective supervision as 

their operational definition of instructional 

leadership. The principal certification 

program, therefore, places strong emphasis 

on the principal’s role in building teachers’ 

pedagogical skills through fostering the five 

necessary conditions for improving teaching 

expertise. The first of these conditions 

involves the principal’s duty to foster a 

clear, common understanding of effective 

teaching practice, beginning with a strong 

curriculum. 

 

Curriculum as a Foundation for Effective 

Teaching Practice 

 Marzano (2003) suggested that one 

characteristic which distinguishes effective 

schools is the presence of a “guaranteed, 

viable curriculum” (p. 22). A key 

component of a guaranteed, viable 

curriculum is “opportunity to learn,” the 

extent to which all students have access to 

the same content, and the extent to which 

the intended curriculum is implemented and 

actually learned by students (Marzano, 

2003, p. 23). The authors point out that 

variance in how teachers understand, teach, 

and assess curricular standards has a major 

impact on how much of the curriculum 

students actually attain, and therefore on 

achievement outcomes. Effective teaching, 

then, carefully and intentionally integrates 

the intended curriculum throughout the 

instructional cycle. 

 Danielson’s (2012) Framework for 

Teaching, adapted for the Kentucky 

Department of Education, includes five 

domains, beginning with effective planning 

and preparation. Curricular standards are 

foundational to this domain, which includes 

the integration of a teacher’s content 

knowledge, how that knowledge is 

translated into meaningful learning 

outcomes, and how those outcomes are 

communicated to students, taught, and 

assessed in a way that informs further 

instruction. Under WKU’s definition of 
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instructional leadership, a school principal 

has the key responsibility of ensuring a 

guaranteed, viable curriculum though 

effective classroom teaching practice. 

 The Common Core Standards help to 

address the need for a guaranteed, viable 

curriculum and its place in effective 

teaching in numerous ways. In addition to 

being more rigorous than many of the state 

standards that preceded them (Carmichael, 

Wilson, Porter-Magee, & Martino, 2010), 

the Common Core Standards lay out 

curricular concepts and skills that logically 

and sequentially build into large-grain 

learning progressions over multiple grade 

levels. The organization and sequencing of 

the Common Core increases the likelihood 

of concept mastery by students necessary for 

the next level of learning and provides an 

opportunity for more meaningful 

remediation and enrichment based on 

student progress toward the standards 

(Daggett, Gendron, & Heller, 2010).   

 The specificity of Common Core 

Standards also mitigates somewhat against 

the tendency for variance of instruction 

across classrooms, further ensuring that all 

students are exposed to the same, high-

quality curriculum, and provides a better 

foundation for common formative 

assessments. Well-designed, formative 

assessments can provide rich data on student 

progress toward learning goals, which 

teachers can collaboratively analyze and use 

to further inform instruction. 

 While the Common Core Standards 

do still require thoughtful prioritization, they 

nevertheless offer an excellent starting point 

for enhancing effective teaching practice.  

Western Kentucky University’s principal 

preparation program therefore utilizes the 

Common Core at the beginning of its work 

in developing effective instructional leaders 

who know how to support teachers in the 

improvement of their practice. 

 

Preparing Principals for the Common 

Core Standards 

Marzano et al. (2011) organized the 

concept of a well-articulated knowledge 

base for teaching into four domains: 

classroom strategies and behaviors, planning 

and preparation, reflecting on teaching, and 

collegiality and professionalism. As 

Marzano et al. (2011) noted, these domains 

closely resemble the first four domains of 

the Danielson (2012) Framework for 

Teaching in terms of organization of 

pertinent research and theory on teaching 

and learning. Furthermore, Popham (2009) 

provided an instructional decision-making 

framework which includes four stages: 

curriculum determination, instructional 

design, instructional monitoring, and 

instructional evaluation (p. 20). The four 

stages complement the curricular and 

instructional aspects of Marzano et al.’s and 

Danielson’s models and are interwoven into 

WKU’s principal certification program. 

 

Mapping & Prioritizing the Common 

Core Standards 

Teachers’ knowledge of content and 

curriculum is a vital component of Marzano 

et al.’s (2011) knowledge base for teaching 

and Danielson’s (2012) Framework for 

Teaching. Similarly, Popham’s (2009) 

instructional decision-making framework 

begins with curriculum determination. In 

their foundation instructional leadership 

course at WKU, students engage in mapping 

relevant curricular standards for a wide 

range of content areas and grade levels (P-

12). Many of the students enrolled in these 

courses are classroom teachers who 

individually bring expertise in specific grade 

levels and content areas. Providing a larger 

lens of curricular standards is particularly 

important to broaden their knowledge 

beyond the scope of individual expertise and 
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prepare them for varied instructional 

leadership roles.  

Since 2010, the Kentucky 

Department of Education, in partnership 

with regional educational cooperatives, has 

engaged content area teacher leaders 

throughout the state in a process of 

unpacking Common Core Standards, 

translating standards into student-friendly 

learning targets, prioritizing the standards, 

and then sharing their work with teachers in 

local schools where district leaders helped 

direct efforts to remap existing curricula 

(Kentucky Department of Education, 2013).  

WKU’s principal preparation program 

extends this work with aspiring leaders by 

asking students to engage in a similar 

process, recognizing that the depth of 

implementation of curriculum mapping has 

varied greatly from school to school and that 

many teachers utilize content sources 

outside the Common Core (e.g., Kentucky 

Early Childhood Standards 3 and 4, 

Kentucky Core Academic Kindergarten 

Standards, Kentucky Core Academic 

Standards, QualityCore Standards, and 

Kentucky Occupational Skills Standards).  

Furthermore, other subject areas are 

awaiting the finalization of Common Core 

Standards (science and social studies). This 

variance in the depth of implementation 

creates an opportunity for WKU’s principal 

candidates to lead additional curriculum 

mapping efforts in their schools, becoming 

more familiarized with curricular sources 

like the Common Core and engaging 

colleagues in collaboration. 

Faculty members model the use of 

various mapping methods, including both 

the KDE protocol and locally-developed 

protocols. Students are shown steps for 

unpacking standards to determine learning 

targets, prioritize the targets, and sequence 

identified targets into learning progressions 

(Popham, 2008). As part of the fieldwork for 

the curriculum coursework, students 

subsequently engage in curriculum mapping 

activities applicable within their own 

classrooms and/or schools. Each student 

selects a unit of study which addresses one 

or more standards for a content area.  

Rubrics are provided to describe the criteria 

for curriculum mapping as well as quality 

indicators.  

Furthermore, as Reeves (2007) has 

pointed out, mapped curricula may still 

represent more content than teachers can 

reasonably teach to proficiency in a single 

school year. This is what Marzano (2003) 

means by ensuring that a curriculum is 

“viable.” Reeves (2007) emphasizes that 

teachers must collaboratively prioritize 

standards based on which standards are 

essential for readiness at the next level of 

learning. In addition to mapping curricula, 

WKU’s principal candidates also lead a 

prioritization process to ensure that their 

proposed curriculum is viable. The 

curriculum mapping and prioritization 

component of the coursework concludes 

with professional reflection about the 

benefits, challenges, and lessons learned 

during the process.  

 

Observing and Providing Feedback on 

Practice 

Once a guaranteed, viable 

curriculum has been established, 

instructional leaders must provide focused 

feedback on teaching practice. Marzano et 

al. (2011) advocated five ways to encourage 

and provide focused feedback with teachers: 

self-ratings, walkthroughs, observations, 

cueing teaching and student surveys.  

Focused feedback and practice can have a 

powerful effect in adult learning. Within the 

educational leadership courses at WKU, 

students participate in focused observations 

of other teachers in actual P-12 classroom 

settings to learn aspects of guiding teacher 



Kentucky Journal of Excellence in College Teaching and Learning                                           60 

Special Issue: Revitalizing Education: Bringing the Common Core State Standards  

into the Classroom, Summer 2013 

 

 

effectiveness and growth. For example, 

students use formative observation tools to 

collect and analyze data on important 

aspects of instruction. Two areas of focus 

for observations are student engagement and 

teacher questioning strategies. Both areas 

were emphasized by Marzano et al. (2011) 

and Danielson’s (2012) models and are 

crucial to student success given the rigor of 

the Common Core Standards. Following 

their observations, students engage in both 

individual and collective reflection about 

what was observed as well as their own 

experiences as observers within the 

classrooms. 

As educators have explored the 

Common Core Standards, there has been an 

increasing need for what Marzano et al. 

(2011) described as opportunities to observe 

and discuss expertise. He elaborated upon 

five ways to provide such opportunities: 

instructional rounds, expert coaches, expert 

videos, teacher-led professional 

development, and virtual communities.  

Faculty members at WKU create 

opportunities for students in the program to 

engage in these methods related to 

implementation of the Common Core 

Standards. For example, students within a 

class may participate in an instructional 

round within a school for a full morning 

focusing on one problem of practice related 

to instruction in the Common Core.  

Alternatively, they may view expert videos 

to describe what they observed and correlate 

this with components of the Danielson 

(2012) Framework for Teaching. By 

engaging directly in these methods for 

observing and discussing expertise, these 

future instructional leaders experience the 

benefits for students and teachers. 

 

Balanced Assessment 

Assessing student learning of the 

Common Core Standards is especially 

critical in the current era of schooling with 

the results having increasingly complex 

implications for students, teachers, and 

schools. Although Michael Scriven coined 

the terms formative and summative 

assessment nearly four decades ago 

(Popham, 2009), educators have continued 

to explore these concepts and assessment 

practices while gaining greater insight into 

their relevance for teaching and learning.   

In their groundbreaking meta-

analysis, Black and Wiliam (1998) set the 

pace for educational researchers to explore 

the power of formative assessment for 

guiding teaching and learning. Stiggins 

(2008) distinguished between assessment for 

learning, which is synonymous with current 

research on formative assessment, and 

assessment of learning, which is associated 

with more traditional summative 

assessments (e.g., unit exams, benchmark 

tests, end-of-course exams, high-stakes 

assessments). Furthermore, Stiggins (2008) 

and Popham (2008) emphasized the need to 

promote assessment literacy among teachers 

and leaders. Popham (2009) described the 

intricate link between assessment and 

instruction in his decision-making 

framework and described appropriate uses 

of summative and formative assessments 

within the framework. Darling-Hammond 

and Pecheone (2010) outlined a model for 

balanced assessment with an emphasis on 

creating coherency between the Common 

Core Standards, learning progressions, and 

formative and summative assessments.  

Marzano et al. (2011) addressed assessment 

within their discussion of providing clear 

criteria and planning for success. In terms of 

criteria, these authors focused on two major 

areas for gauging effective teaching: (1) 

classroom strategies and behaviors and (2) 

value-added student achievement. Planning 

for success, according to Marzano et al. 
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(2011), should include professional growth 

and development plans. 

EALR faculty members at WKU 

strive to foster an understanding of 

“balanced assessment” for instruction and 

encourage the concept of developing 

assessments for learning as an integral part 

of curriculum development. WKU faculty 

believe future educational leaders must have 

a rich understanding of sound assessment 

practices that enhance student learning of 

the Common Core Standards and reflect, as 

accurately as possible, what students know 

and can do. Furthermore, WKU faculty 

promote embedding formative assessments 

within the teaching and learning process for 

students as well as adult learners. 

Given the vital role of assessment 

within instruction, another key learning 

outcome for students in WKU’s program is 

the ability to identify attributes of both 

summative and formative assessments and 

the functions of each as related to instruction 

of the Common Core Standards. After 

studying foundational research in 

assessment practices (e.g., Popham, Black & 

Wiliam, Stiggins), students in our program 

select and implement a set of formative 

assessment strategies within their own 

classrooms or schools as another component 

of their fieldwork. Following 

implementation, students write a summary 

of implemented practices as well as 

reflections about their experiences with 

formative assessment. 

 

Conclusion 

Aspiring school leaders at Western 

Kentucky University immerse themselves in 

the work of becoming instructional leaders, 

starting with an understanding of how to 

embed the Common Core Standards in 

school-wide curricula as a foundation of 

effective teaching practice. The long-term 

test of the program’s efficacy will be in how 

these educators function as leaders of P-12 

schools around the state. Data are still being 

collected in this regard, but anecdotally, 

graduates of the program report that they 

feel well prepared to meet the challenge of 

establishing a highly-effective teacher in 

every classroom, and have a stronger 

understanding of the role of curriculum, 

including the Common Core Standards, in 

effective teaching practice. 

Western Kentucky University’s 

experience in training a new generation of 

school leaders can inform other university 

programs as they design and revise their 

own P-12 administrator certification 

curricula. Moreover, school districts, which 

are charged with the professional growth of 

practicing administrators, may also consider 

the instructional leadership framework 

utilized at WKU for on-going professional 

development. In this way, WKU’s P-12 

principal preparation program can be a 

model for both practitioners and other 

universities, as it exemplifies the integration 

the Common Core and the Framework for 

Effective Teaching Practice in a structure 

that continually informs the leadership of 

school administrators. 
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Implications for Math and Science Professional Development within the Theory of Planned 

Behavior   RESEARCH 
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Meagan Musselman, Murray State University 

 

Abstract 
This pilot study used the Theory of Planned Behavior (TpB) as a framework for developing a questionnaire that will 

help with planning professional development pertaining to the science and engineering practices, with the intention of 

repeating the same process for the mathematical practices. To ensure that all components of the new standards are 

implemented with fidelity, teachers should be provided with the appropriate tools, understanding, and 

administrative/peer support in order to foster their buy-in of the changes.  Efforts to implement the new standards in 

all classrooms require a concerted effort in the planning of Professional Development (PD) for appropriately preparing 

teachers for the infusion of the science, engineering, and mathematical practices, which were new introductions to the 

standards’ format. The TpB, which has historically been used primarily in health and physical sciences, provides a 

sound framework and methodological approach for monitoring teachers’ attitudes and beliefs, thereby leading to 

predicting teachers’ behaviors in implementing the practices. This article provides an overview of the science, 

engineering, and mathematics practices; the constructs of the TpB; a description of how the TpB provides a solid 

framework for planning PD; and a discussion of the implications of applying the TpB in an educational setting, 

specifically for planning PD within the context of the practices. 

Keywords: common core, mathematics, science, professional development, theory of planned development 

 

 

Introduction 

 

State initiatives such as the Next Generation 

Science Standards and Common Core 

Mathematics Standards, particularly with 

regard to the science, engineering, and 

mathematical practices, present a natural 

burden on school districts to introduce new 

professional development (PD) requirements 

in order to ensure that all teachers are 

implementing them appropriately.  The 

success of these PD opportunities, and 

teachers’ behaviors afterward, depends on 

the teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, and responses 

to the delivery.  If the PD is ineffective, 

teachers’ beliefs and assumptions may 

create barriers that restrict the success levels 

of the school districts.  Therefore, teachers 

should be allowed to provide input for PD 

decisions, and a solid theoretical framework 

is required in order to maximize decision-

making potential.  The Theory of Planned 

Behavior (TpB) provides a conceptual 

framework for connecting and exploring 

relationships between an individual’s 

attitudes and behaviors within several areas 

of consideration: (a) to direct the 

development of instruments to measure the 

variables that determine behavior; (b) to 

predict behavior; and (c) to assist in the 

development of belief-based intervention 

techniques for influencing behaviors (Ajzen, 

1988; Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). 

This pilot study utilized the TpB as a 

framework for developing a questionnaire 

that will help with planning professional 

development pertaining to the science and 

engineering practices, with the intention of 

repeating the same process for the 

mathematical practices.  To ensure that all 

components of the new standards are 

implemented with fidelity, teachers should 

be provided with the appropriate tools, 

understanding, and administrative/peer 

support in order to foster their buy-in of the 

changes.  Efforts to implement the new 

standards in all classrooms require a 

concerted effort in the planning of PD for 
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appropriately preparing teachers for the 

infusion of the science, engineering, and 

mathematical practices, which were new 

introductions to the standards’ format.  The 

TpB, which has historically been used 

primarily in health and physical sciences, 

provides a sound framework and 

methodological approach for monitoring 

teachers’ attitudes and beliefs, thereby 

leading to predicting teachers’ behaviors in 

implementing the practices.  This article 

provides an overview of the science, 

engineering, and mathematics practices; the 

constructs of the TpB; a description of how 

the TpB provides a solid framework for 

planning PD; and a discussion of the 

implications of applying the TpB in an 

educational setting, specifically for planning 

PD within the context of the practices. 

 

Changes to Kentucky Mathematics and 

Science Standards 

 The need for the United States to 

remain competitive on a global scale led to 

the development of new standards in 

Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science 

over the past four years.  Kentucky was one 

of the states involved in the process of 

updating standards to meet students’ 21st-

century needs.  Particularly, the mathematics 

and science standards have shifted to require 

more process than content understanding, 

which can lead to teachers’ feelings of 

inadequacy or fears of failing.  Therefore, 

school districts are left with the burden of 

determining how best to provide effective 

professional development that can change 

the culture in their classrooms.  Before the 

introduction of the theory presented in this 

paper as a plausible solution, the changes 

that have occurred within the math and 

science standards will be discussed, as well 

as why they are so important to education. 

Science and Engineering Practices 

As Kentucky has moved from Core 

Content to the Next Generation Science 

Standards, a lot has changed with science 

education across the state.  These changes 

are reflected in both the curriculum and the 

way teaching occurs.  The Core Content in 

science was focused primarily on content 

knowledge.  Along with content knowledge, 

the Next Generation Science Standards have 

included eight science and engineering 

practices embedded in the framework.  

These practices include: asking questions 

(for science) and defining problems (for 

engineering); developing and using models; 

planning and carrying out investigations; 

analyzing and interpreting data; using 

mathematics and computational thinking; 

constructing explanations (for science) and 

designing solutions (for engineering); 

engaging in argument from evidence; and 

obtaining, evaluating, and communicating 

information (Achieve, Inc., 2013). 

The purpose of embedding the 

science and engineering practices within the 

framework of the new science standards is 

to focus on engaging students in their 

learning.  These practices promote direct 

student involvement and inquiry learning.  

As teachers are adjusting to the new 

curriculum, they will likely make changes to 

their teaching styles.  These science and 

engineering practices demand a much more 

collaborative, hands-on approach to learning 

than the previous state standards required. 

 

Standards for Mathematical Practices 

 Much like the change Kentucky 

experienced in moving from Core Content to 

the Next Generation Science Standards, 

there are similar experiences in moving to 

the Common Core State Standards for 

Mathematics.  Mathematics also has 

practices that are embedded in the standards 

that are based on processes and proficiencies 

that math students should demonstrate as 
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they work toward mastery.  These 

mathematical practices include: making 

sense of problems and persevering in 

solving them, reasoning abstractly and 

quantitatively, constructing viable 

arguments and critiquing the reasoning of 

others, modeling with mathematics, using 

appropriate tools strategically, attending to 

precision, looking for and making use of 

structure, and looking for and expressing 

regularity in repeated reasoning (National 

Governors Association Center for Best 

Practices & Council of Chief State School 

Officers, 2010). 

 Similar to the changes experienced 

with science, teachers are most likely 

moving toward a more hands-on, 

collaborative approach to teaching 

mathematics and getting away from 

extended periods of direct teaching.  These 

practices imply that students are active in 

the learning process and teachers must make 

time in the classroom for application of the 

content being taught.  In order to help 

decrease stress, teachers and leaders from 

across the State of Kentucky deconstructed 

the standards and identified which 

mathematical practices could be addressed 

by each standard.  These documents are 

available to teachers on the Kentucky 

Department of Education’s website.  

These changes within the math and 

science standards make it evident that 

cultural change must take place in 

classrooms because teachers have not been 

acclimated to teaching process over the past 

few decades.  Kotter (2008) states that 

“…urgent action is not created by feelings 

of contentment, anxiety, frustration, or 

anger, but by a gut-level determination to 

move, and win, now.  These feelings quite 

naturally lead to behavior in which people 

are alert and proactive, in which they 

constantly scan the environment around 

them, both inside and outside their 

organizations, looking for information 

relevant to success and survival” (p. 8).  

This sense of creating urgency for the 

betterment of the work environment, which 

in education encompasses the school and, 

therefore, the children within it, illustrates 

the necessity for high-quality PD.  

Therefore, a strong theory is required to 

support the creation of these PD 

opportunities.  The next section describes 

the theory that is being proposed in this 

paper, known as the Theory of Planned 

Behavior. 

 

Theory of Planned Behavior (TpB) 

 The TpB is used to assess attitudes 

and, according to Fishbein and Ajzen 

(2010), can be used to predict individuals’ 

behavior.  Assuming that humans make 

decisions by utilizing rational thought and 

systematically using available information 

leads to the conjecture that every action is 

given thought before the individual decides 

whether or not to engage in the behavior 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  A historical 

review of attitude research by individuals 

such as Thomas, Znaniecki, and Bandura 

was utilized to develop the TpB’s methods 

of measurement, first known as the 

Reasoned Action Approach, leading to the 

TpB (King, 2012).  Throughout the past 

three decades, multiple researchers have 

provided support for the validity of the TpB 

within short-term behaviors (Amireault, 

Godin, Vohl, & Pérusse, 2008; 

Andrykowski, Beacham, Schmidt, & 

Harper, 2006; Bledsoe, 2006; Blue, Marrero, 

& Black, 2008; Bonetti & Johnston, 2008; 

Chtazisarantis & Haggar, 2008). 

 The purpose of the TpB 

questionnaire is to assess multiple facets of 

teachers’ attitudes and intended behaviors 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).  After 

questionnaires are completed for each 

component of the science and either 
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engineering practices and/or mathematical 

practices, results can be disseminated to plan 

and develop affective PD that will influence 

teachers’ behaviors (Ajzen, 1988; Ajzen, 

2010).  The presentation of PD then occurs, 

followed by classroom observations, which 

can be used to measure actual behaviors 

compared to reported intentions and provide 

assessment of PD effectiveness. 

 According to Ajzen (1988), the 

measurement of verbal attitude and 

personality traits can allow for prediction of 

behavior, therefore, measuring these through 

questionnaires can help school districts 

predict what teachers would do if conditions 

they requested were provided.  Other 

attitudinal characteristics that contribute to 

prediction of behaviors include confidence 

level with which the attitude is held, amount 

of information on which the attitude is 

based, involvement with the attitude object, 

and the way in which the attitude is 

acquired. 

 

Background Factors 

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) identified 

two basic types of background factors that 

influence the way in which an individual’s 

intentions function, i.e., personal factors and 

social factors.  An individual’s positive or 

negative evaluations of performing a 

behavior or the individual’s attitudes toward 

the behavior comprise the personal factors.  

These personal factors represent an 

individual’s judgment of the performance of 

a behavior as good or bad, or the 

individual’s decision in favor of or not in 

favor of performing the behavior.  These 

components influence the individual’s 

intention to perform a particular behavior 

and influence the individual’s belief that 

other individuals or groups who are 

important to the individual (relative to the 

particular behavior) should also perform the 

behavior.  In addition, the information made 

available to the individual from internal and 

external sources (knowledge, media, and 

intervention processes) influences beliefs, 

attitudes, and subsequent behavior. 

 

Behavioral Beliefs and Attitudes 

As indicated in Figure 1, Ajzen and 

Fishbein (1980) also support a two-

component consideration for measuring an 

individual’s intention: (a) the measurement 

of intention must correspond to the 

behavioral criterion in action, target, 

context, and time; and (b) the intention must 

not change before the behavior is observed 

in order to use it to predict behavior.  The 

ability to predict behaviors by intentions 

depends on the extent to which the 

intentions lead to the performance of 

behaviors that control the outcome.  The 

behavioral intention is determined by the 

attitude toward the behavior and the 

subjective norm. 

 Ajzen (1988) added perceived 

behavioral control as an important 

component to the TpB as specified in Figure 

1 to indicate that the individual must believe 

that he or she possesses the required 

resources and opportunities to perform the 

behavior.  Each component of the TpB can 

be used to determine specifics about an 

individual’s intention to perform a behavior.  

Considering the individual’s beliefs about 

the likely outcomes and subjective 

evaluation of the outcomes provides a clear 

understanding of why an individual holds 

favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward 

performing a behavior.  Considering the 

normative expectations of individuals and 

groups important to the individual with 

regard to the behavior (perceived social 

pressure) provides a clear understanding of 

why the individual elects to perform or not 

perform a behavior.  Considering factors 

that can prevent or facilitate performing a 

behavior can be used to determine an 
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individual’s perception of high or low 

behavioral control.  The combination of 

these factors provides a basis for 

determining an individual’s tendency to 

perform or not perform the behavior.   

 The constructs of the TpB depicted 

in Figure 1 consist of multiple tiers that 

contain different levels of items contributing 

to beliefs and behaviors (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

2010).  Although some modifications have 

been made to the theory throughout the last 

three decades, the theory has remained 

relatively intact with most changes being 

additions rather than subtractions or 

substitutions.  The first tier consists of 

behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, and 

control beliefs.  The second tier consists of 

attitude toward the behavior, subjective 

norm, and perceived behavioral control.  

These constructs contribute to the intention 

to perform, and subsequently to the 

behavior. 

Tier One.  Behavioral beliefs are the 

outcome expectancies that indicate the 

positive or negative evaluations an 

individual has developed about performing a 

behavior and they contribute to attitude 

toward the behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

2010).  Normative beliefs can be injunctive - 

a perception of what should be done with 

regard to performing a specific behavior - or 

subjective - a perception of whether the 

individual should or should not perform a 

specific behavior - or subjective - a 

perception of whether the individual should 

or should not perform a specific behavior.  

These normative beliefs lead to a subjective 

norm - the perceived social pressure to 

engage in a behavior.  Control beliefs are 

beliefs about personal and environmental 

factors that can help or impede an 

individual’s attempt to carry out a behavior 

and they lead to perceived behavioral 

control, which is a sense of high or low self-

efficacy with regard to a behavior.   

Tier Two.  Attitudes toward the 

behavior, subjective norms, and perceived 

behavioral control are components that 

contribute to the formation of the 

individual’s intention, which indicates a 

readiness to perform a behavior (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 2010).  Another component referred 

to as actual control (see Figure 1) is a 

potential variable connecting perceived 

behavioral control and the movement from 

intention to behavior.  Actual control 

consists of a presence, or lack of, skills, 

abilities, and environmental factors.  If there 

are no actual control components preventing 

the behavior, the individual’s intention leads 

to the behavior; however, if there are other 

existing factors that impede actual control, 

the individual may intend to perform the 

behavior but lack the ability to do so. 

 

Summary of TpB 

In summary, the TpB posits a 

framework depicted in Figure 1 for 

examining the intentions and behaviors of 

teachers who are faced with the infusion of 

educational initiatives through the 

mechanism of professional development 

efforts. Personal factors and social factors, 

as well as information received from internal 

knowledge development and external 

sources, influence teachers’ intentions and 

subsequent behaviors.  Individuals must 

believe that they possess the required 

resources and opportunities to perform the 

behavior. A teacher’s behavioral beliefs, 

normative beliefs, and control beliefs have 

corresponding interrelationships to a 

teacher’s attitude toward a behavior, 

perceived social pressure to engage in the 

behavior, and sense of high or low self-

efficacy with regard to the behavior and the 

teacher’s actual control or skills and abilities 

as depicted in Figure 1. These constructs 

influence a teacher’s intention or readiness 

to perform a behavior and subsequently the 
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act of performance of the behavior.  The 

impact of the working constructs of the TpB 

within a teacher engaged in a professional 

development experience is also a viable 

explanation and measure for predicting 

behavioral output of the teacher upon 

completing said experience. 

 

Using the Theory of Planned Behavior 

(TpB) in Examining Professional 

Development 
 Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) identified 

methods for creating a TpB questionnaire to 

measure teachers’ attitudes and predict 

subsequent behaviors. The responsibility for 

creating a TpB questionnaire belongs to the 

researcher because each study is focused on 

understanding different types of behaviors.  

Guidelines for creating a TpB questionnaire 

for use in applications involving the infusion 

and implementation of professional 

development in education provided by 

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) include the 

following five steps:  (1) “define the 

behavior of interest in terms of its action, 

target, context, and time elements...make 

sure that your criterion measure corresponds 

exactly to the behavior you have in mind” 

(p. 261); (2) “define the corresponding 

behavioral intention” (p. 261); (3) “define 

the corresponding attitude and subjective 

norm” (p. 261); (4) “elicit salient outcomes 

and referents" (p. 262); and (5) “define 

behavioral beliefs, outcome evaluations, and 

motivation to comply” (p. 262). 

Completing steps one through three 

will allow the researcher to explain behavior 

at a general level, but completing steps four 

and five allows for a substantive amount of 

information about the cognitive foundation 

underlying the behavior to be obtained.  The 

National Foundation for the Improvement of 

Education describes high-quality 

professional development as a listing of 

characteristics:  (a) champions the goal of 

improving student learning of every activity 

within the school; (b) “fosters a deepening 

of subject matter knowledge, a greater 

understanding of learning, and a greater 

appreciation of students’ needs” (National 

Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, 1996, p. 83); (c) assists teachers to 

appropriately meet the needs of diverse 

student populations; (d) allows ample time 

for “inquiry, reflection, and mentoring, and 

is an important part of the normal working 

day” (p. 83); (e) sustains efforts for long-

term change of practice; (f) emphasizes 

teachers’ intellectual development and 

leadership; (g) “balances individual 

priorities with school and district needs” (p. 

83); (h) utilizes new technologies; (i) 

“involves shared decisions designed to 

improve the school” (p. 83); and (j) supports 

a clearly articulated vision for students. 

This view of high-quality professional 

development is highlighted in the literature 

by multiple researchers who support 

professional development venues that 

consist of collaborative learning contexts; 

teachers engaged in research and inquiry, as 

well as instruction and assessment; teachers 

exploring high-quality, relevant subject 

matter with consistent feedback and follow-

up activities; and teachers experiencing 

teacher networks, study groups, partnerships 

with universities, peer reviews, online-

learning activities, and curriculum-

development projects rather than district-

mandated workshops or training seminars 

(Little, 1994; Darling-Hammond & 

McLaughlin, 1995; Smylie, Allensworth, 

Greenberg, Harris, & Luppescu, 2001; 

National Staff Development Council, 2001). 

Using the TpB as the foundational alignment 

structure for professional development in 

education as an applied area of consideration 

for theory and practice generated the matrix 

depicted in Table 1, which was created to 

demonstrate how the TpB accomplishes the 
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goals set forth by the National Commission 

on Teaching and America’s Future (1996). 

 

Application of the Theory of Planned 

Behavior (TpB) to Practices Professional 

Development (PD) 

The TpB has historically been used 

to measure relatively short-term exercise 

and medical science behaviors.  The task of 

measuring these constructs becomes 

progressively more difficult when 

attempting to predict teachers’ behaviors 

relative to educational initiatives such as the 

introduction of science, engineering, and 

mathematical practices.  Two focus areas of 

discussion will demonstrate the application 

of the TpB to PD aimed at addressing these 

practices: (a) the description, purpose, and 

concept of the practices in order to 

understand how TpB constructs apply to PD 

related to the practices; and (b) the 

description and alignment of each construct 

from the TpB relative to its application 

within a PD scenario for teachers. 

The behavioral beliefs construct is 

the outcome expectancy that contributes to 

the attitude toward the behavior (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 2010).  These should be aligned with 

normative beliefs, control beliefs, and 

attitude toward the behavior.  In essence, 

this construct in variable form measures 

teachers’ beliefs that the use of these 

practices will produce negative or positive 

outcomes. 

The normative beliefs construct is 

injunctive – a perception of what should be 

done with regard to performing a specific 

behavior – or subjective – a perception of 

whether the individual should or should not 

perform a specific behavior (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 2010).  They are aligned with 

behavioral beliefs, control beliefs, and 

subjective norms.  In essence, this construct 

in variable form measures teachers’ beliefs 

that science, engineering, and mathematical 

practices should be used. 

The control beliefs construct is 

comprised of beliefs about personal and 

environmental factors that can help or 

impede an individual’s attempt to carry out a 

behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).  These 

are aligned with behavioral beliefs, 

normative beliefs, and perceived behavioral 

control.  In essence, this construct in 

variable form measures teachers’ beliefs that 

their individual personal or environmental 

issues may prevent or contribute to their use 

of science, engineering, and mathematical 

practices.  Examples of factors that may 

contribute to the use of these practices may 

include self-efficacy, administrative support, 

time, behavior management, and others.  

The attitude toward the behavior 

construct is the positive or negative 

evaluation an individual has about 

performing a behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

2010).  It is aligned with behavioral beliefs, 

subjective norms, perceived behavioral 

controls, and intentions.  In essence, this 

construct in variable form measures the 

degree to which teachers believe in science, 

engineering, and mathematical practices, 

i.e., teachers’ degrees of confidence in the 

practices’ ability to promote success in 

students. 
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Figure 1.  Theoretical Framework for Theory of Planned Behavior. Adapted from “Applying 

the Theory of Planned Behavior to Measuring Teachers’ Reported Belifs with Regard to 

Response to Intervention,” by B. King (2012), Journal of Research and Advanced Studies, 1(1), 

p. 30. Copyright 2012 by the Department of Research and Advanced Studies, The University of 

West Florida. 
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Table 1.  Comparison of TpB Process and Characteristics of High Quality Professional 

Development 

Theory of Planned Behavior Five Step 

Process (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980, pp. 261-

262) 

Characteristics of High Quality Professional 

Development (National Commission on 

Teaching and America’s Future, 1996, p. 83) 

(1) define the behavior of interest in terms of 

its action, target, context, and time 

elements 

(a)  champions the goal of improving students   

learning of every activity within the 

school; 

(d)   allows ample time for inquiry, reflection, 

and mentoring, and is an important part 

of the normal working day; 

(2) define the corresponding behavioral        

intention 

(b)  fosters a deepening of subject matter 

knowledge, a greater understanding of 

learning, and a greater appreciation of 

students’ needs; 

(3) define the corresponding attitude and 

subjective norm 

(c)  assists teachers to appropriately meet the 

needs of diverse student populations; 

(h)  utilizes new technologies; 

(4) elicit salient outcomes and referents (e)  sustains efforts for long-term change of 

practice; 

(i)    involves shared decisions designed to 

improve the school; 

(5) define behavioral beliefs, outcome 

evaluations, and motivation to comply 

(f)   emphasizes teachers’ intellectual 

development and leadership 

(g)   balances individual priorities with school 

and district needs; 

(j)   supports a clearly articulated vision for 

students 

 

The subjective norm construct is the 

perceived social pressure to engage in a 

behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).  It is 

aligned with normative beliefs, attitude 

toward the behavior, perceived behavioral 

control, and intention.  In variable form, this 

construct essentially measures teachers’ 

beliefs about the presence of social pressure 

to use or not use science, engineering, and 

mathematical practices. 

The perceived behavioral control 

construct is a sense of high or low self-

efficacy with regard to a behavior (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 2010).  It is aligned with control 

beliefs, attitude toward the behavior, 

subjective norms, and intention.  In essence, 

this construct in variable form measures 

teachers’ confidence in their abilities to use 

science, engineering, and mathematical 

practices. 

The intention construct is the 

indication of readiness to perform a behavior 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).  It is aligned with 

attitude toward the behavior, subjective 

norm, and perceived behavioral control.  In 

essence, this construct in variable form 

measures teachers’ beliefs that they will use 

science, engineering, and mathematical 

practices in their classrooms. 

Ultimately, utilizing these constructs 

allows decision-makers to measure factors 
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contributing to the behavior, such as the 

following, before planning PD for teachers: 

 Do teachers have any confidence in 

the changes being made? 

 Do teachers believe that these 

changes will have the expected 

results? 

 Do teachers feel that they have or 

will be provided with the necessary 

support? 

 What do teachers feel is needed to 

implement the changes? 

 Do teachers believe that there is a 

level of pressure to comply? 

 Do teachers believe that they have 

the proper knowledge and ability to 

implement the changes? 

 Do teachers believe that their 

students have the ability to be 

successful with these changes? 

Answering these questions can help in 

determining the needed focus of the PD, 

whether it be team building, content 

training, demonstrating how effective the 

changes can be, etc.  Classroom 

observations prior to the PD can also 

provide a wealth of knowledge about current 

behaviors.  These constructs can then be 

measured after the PD to measure 

effectiveness in changing intentions.  

Classroom observations afterward allow 

measurement of actual changes in behavior. 

 

Methodology 

 

Initial Focus Questionnaire 
 The first stage of instrument 

development for this study was the creation 

of a questionnaire that utilized open-ended 

focus questions.  A total of 54 participants 

responded to questions via 

SurveyMonkey®.  A link to the survey was 

sent to teachers who responded that they 

would be willing to complete the 

questionnaire.  All participants taught 

science at the elementary, middle, or high 

school level.  Each science and engineering 

practice, including 

 Constructing explanations and 

designing solutions; 

 Asking questions and defining 

problems; 

 Using mathematics and 

computational thinking; 

 Obtaining, evaluating, and 

communicating information; 

 Analyzing and interpreting data; 

 Developing and using models; 

 Planning and carrying out 

investigations; and 

 Engaging in argument from 

evidence, 

was assessed individually.  Within each of 

these surveys, Science and Engineering 

Practices as a general term that included the 

concept of all individual practices was 

assessed using the same question structure 

as each individual practice.  The purpose of 

this stage was to determine which indicators 

should go into questions based on teachers’ 

perceptions of variables.  After collecting all 

responses, it was determined that responses 

for each category were similar enough that 

the same indicators could be used for all 

categories.  Coding of all responses 

provided themes for which the pilot survey 

questions would include. 

 

Pilot Questionnaire 
 Following the suggested structure 

provided by Fishbein and Ajzen (2010), the 

pilot questionnaire was designed to measure 

subcategories from the constructs, including 

 Outcome evaluations; 
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 Behavioral belief strength; 

 Motivation to comply; 

 Injunctive belief strength; 

 Identification with referent and 

descriptive belief strength; 

 Power of control factors; 

 Control belief strength; 

 Direct attitude scale; 

 Direct perceived norm scale; 

 Direct perceived control scale; 

 Behavioral intention scale; and 

 Past behavior 

A total of 18 participants responded to the 

60-item questionnaire either via 

SurveyMonkey® or in paper format when 

attending a session discussing the Next 

Generation Science Standards at a summit.  

Items were formatted as semantic 

differentials, which utilize bipolar adjective 

scales.  No demographics were collected for 

this pilot because the focus of the study was 

to validate the instrumentation, not measure 

the actual participants’ descriptive 

responses. 

 

Results 

 

 The purpose of this pilot study was 

to validate the instrumentation in order to 

utilize it in a larger setting.  Data from the 

questionnaires completed in person were 

combined in SPSS® with the responses 

from the SurveyMonkey® participants.  The 

SurveyMonkey® responses were 

downloaded and manually entered into 

SPSS®.  For the current study, a Cronbach’s 

Alpha, as well as a factor analysis, was 

conducted utilizing SPSS®.   

 The Cronbach Alpha was .839 with 

an N of 60 and no exclusions.  This 

coefficient of reliability demonstrates a 

relatively high level of internal consistency.  

Therefore, it is a reasonable assumption that 

all items measure an underlying construct 

(Field, 2009). 

 Next, a factor analysis was 

conducted to determine how many factors 

were formed from these items and whether 

the factors aligned with the proposed 

constructs in the TpB.  The scree plot, which 

graphs the eigenvalue against the factor, 

statistically supported the presence of seven 

factors.  The Varimax with Kaiser 

Normalization rotation method, which 

clarifies the factors by statistically 

exaggerating the loadings, was then used 

while limiting factorization to seven.  The 

item numbers, factor loading values, and 

TpB constructs are provided in Table 2. 

After determining the factor 

loadings, items for the individual factors 

were analyzed to determine similarity 

between items.  When possible, factor 

names were aligned with constructs names 

from the TpB that matched what was being 

measured.  The findings are as follows: 

 Factor 1 – Attitude toward the 

Behavior (items were primarily 

measuring whether participants 

believed the behavior was good or 

bad) 

 Factor 2 – Subjective Norm (items 

were primarily measuring what 

participants believed others would 

think of the behavior) 

 Factor 3 – Behavioral Self-Efficacy 

(items were primarily measuring 

whether participants believed they 

can do what is good for students and 

how their self-efficacy impacts their 

support for the behavior) 

 Factor 4 – Normative Beliefs (items 

were primarily measuring whether 

participants want to do what others 

expect) 

 Factor 5 – Control (items were 

primarily measuring whether 

teachers believed they would possess 
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the proper tools to practice the 

behavior and whether having those 

would help them perform the 

behavior) 

 Factor 6 – Perceived Control (items 

were primarily measuring whether 

participants believed they had 

control over performing or not 

performing the behavior) 

 Factor 7 – Behavioral Beliefs (items 

were primarily measuring whether 

participants believed the increased 

need for time and resources was 

worth it) 
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Table 2.  Factor Analysis Results for Pilot Questionnaire 

 

Item 

Number 

TpB 

Construct 

Factor 1 

Loading 

Factor 2 

Loading 

Factor 3 

Loading 

Factor 4 

Loading 

Factor 5 

Loading 

Factor 6 

Loading 

Factor 7 

Loading 

47 SN .925 -.046 -.023 .199 .043 -.136 .027 

45 AtB .899 .115 -.130 -.073 -.294 .061 .016 

48 SN .865 .141 .369 -.151 .063 -.166 -.074 

51 PbC .837 .293 .009 -.076 -.068 -.176 -.305 

46 AtB .834 .374 .312 -.177 .022 -.106 .000 

30 NB .793 .258 .168 .214 .020 -.379 -.128 

29 NB .686 .462 -.128 .249 .153 -.393 -.097 

12 BB .665 -.170 .204 .611 -.023 -.026 .218 

56 I .663 .578 -.054 .059 .030 .032 -.298 

55 I .663 .578 -.054 .059 .030 .032 -.298 

57 I .660 .362 .134 -.094 -.113 .194 -.231 

10 BB .581 -.222 .289 .461 .026 -.143 .460 

31 NB .566 .100 .221 -.159 .467 -.343 .325 

43 AtB .561 .434 -.421 -.016 .065 .104 .173 

59 PB .544 .187 -.127 -.459 -.120 -.069 -.451 

49 SN .534 -.029 .532 -.078 .195 .405 .114 

9 BB .490 -.223 .485 .408 -.338 -.134 .322 

24 NB -.088 .941 .022 .019 -.221 .119 .140 

28 NB .129 .905 -.212 -.006 .186 -.048 .099 

27 NB .263 .890 -.054 .004 .254 -.159 .006 

25 NB .136 .882 .134 -.102 .039 .041 -.039 
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23 NB .114 .876 .000 .077 -.213 .185 .165 

22 NB .264 .867 -.212 .142 -.150 .016 .027 

26 NB .239 .844 -.292 -.049 .033 .037 .048 

53 PbC .291 .588 -.056 -.399 -.181 .230 -.121 

58 I .524 .579 -.044 -.070 -.147 .266 -.225 

14 BB -.153 .567 -.507 -.209 -.289 .135 .204 

39 CB -.526 .548 .037 -.056 .246 -.545 -.039 

16 BB -.026 -.511 -.055 -.184 -.085 -.007 .227 

44 AtB .298 .487 -.275 -.358 -.035 -.183 .018 

3 BB -.130 -.116 .885 .094 .100 -.085 .100 

2 BB .019 -.192 .861 .044 .229 .234 .141 

5 BB .318 -.082 .814 -.019 -.179 .001 -.159 

4 BB -.238 -.257 .774 .197 .193 .286 .248 

1 BB .151 .070 .728 .191 .067 -.023 .070 

37 CB -.442 -.041 -.575 .100 -.053 -.418 .071 

15 BB -.413 .231 -.462 -.346 -.148 .030 .171 

17 NB .004 -.058 .267 .926 -.023 .099 .039 

19 NB .235 -.037 .014 .865 .265 .224 -.183 

32 NB -.228 .154 -.036 .837 .007 -.144 -.102 

18 NB .078 .200 .004 .788 -.202 .20 -.229 

21 NB .535 .192 -.027 .636 .338 .313 .150 

40 CB .064 .141 -.303 -.572 .495 -.091 .261 

11 BB .390 -.222 .411 .484 -.135 -.245 .344 
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60 PB .400 .085 .098 -.475 -.407 .203 -.349 

50 SN .285 -.005 -.384 -.467 -.292 .063 .032 

34 CB .096 -.052 .327 .153 .866 -.080 -.075 

35 CB -.053 -.099 .422 .060 .836 .138 .007 

36 CB -.242 .492 .120 .006 .638 .247 .190 

38 CB -.516 -.122 .062 .033 .602 -.294 .015 

41 CB -.046 -.049 -.414 -.114 .553 .259 .388 

42 CB -.193 .223 .368 -.030 -.470 .393 .371 

52 PbC -.275 .111 .124 .112 -.079 .852 -.002 

54 PbC -.133 .377 .063 .204 .051 .819 .118 

6 BB .040 -.043 .610 .211 .233 .641 .024 

33 NB .339 .117 .431 .363 .422 -.505 -.042 

8 BB -.241 -.040 -.112 -.296 -.127 -.263 .850 

7 BB -.073 .017 .273 -.194 .167 .272 .773 

13 BB -.077 .452 -.094 .068 .102 .392 .707 

20 NB -.020 .110 .458 .546 .115 -.001 .580 

Note. SN = Subjective Norm, AtB = Attitude toward the Behavior, PbC = Perceived Behavioral Control, NB = 

Normative Beliefs, BB = Behavioral Beliefs, I = Intention, PB = Past Behavior, CB = Control Beliefs.  Items in bold 

indicate significant factor loadings.  Factor 1 = attitude toward the behavior, Factor 2 = normative beliefs, Factor 3 = 

behavioral self-efficacy, Factor 4 = normative beliefs, Factor 5 = Control Beliefs, Factor 6 = perceived behavioral 

control, Factor 7 = behavioral beliefs 

 

The loadings in Table 2 show that the 

number of items for each factor ranged from 

7 to 17.  Additionally, it is clear from the 

loading, when adopting the more restrictive 

.5 loading as the rule for inclusion, that 7 

distinct factors were generated where the 

items within the factors were correlated with 

one another but were less correlated with 

other factors. 

 Regarding the data for the teachers, 

it is apparent that the 7 factors begin to align 

with the constructs from the TpB.  As stated 

earlier in this paper, once the focus of the 

study is the responses provided by 

participants and descriptives are analyzed, 
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administrators should be able to determine 

components such as 

 Teachers’ beliefs that the use of the 

these practices will produce negative 

or positive outcomes; 

 Teachers’ beliefs that science, 

engineering, and mathematical 

practices should be used; 

 Factors that may contribute to the 

use of these practices such as self-

efficacy, administrative support, 

time, behavior management, etc.; 

 Degree to which teachers believe in 

science, engineering, and 

mathematical practices , i.e., degrees 

of confidence in the practices’ ability 

to promote success in students; 

 Teachers’ beliefs about the presence 

of social pressure to use or not use 

science engineering, and 

mathematics practices; and 

 Teachers’ confidence in their 

abilities to use science, engineering, 

and mathematical practices 

 

Conclusion 

 

 Major educational reform such as 

changing state standards in multiple subject 

areas can be a very stressful and scary 

situation for teachers and school districts.  

Therefore, it is pertinent that school districts 

maximize opportunities for changing the 

culture of classrooms.  This paper has 

presented a theory that allows for discovery 

of key components for influencing teacher 

buy-in because the success of any 

educational reform depends on the buy-in 

from the individuals who will most be 

implementing the changes, which are 

teachers.  The results of this pilot study 

provide a promising theory for measuring 

multiple facets of teachers’ beliefs and 

attitudes.  Further use of these 

questionnaires and implementation of 

classroom observations can aid school 

districts in the creation of high-quality 

professional development that fosters 

cultural change, which will ultimately affect 

students positively. 

 

Future Research 

 

Although loadings did not 

completely align with the TpB, no items will 

be excluded prior to administering the 

questionnaire again because the suggested 

number of participants for an instrument 

with 60 items is between 200 and 300 

(Field, 2009).  Therefore, it is the belief that 

18 participants is not sufficient to exclude 

some items, and even with the limited 

number of participants, there were patterns 

forming within the factors that indicate the 

potential for alignment with the TpB 

constructs.  Also, since this theory has not 

been utilized heavily in education, further 

research involving these semantic 

differential items may lead to the discovery 

of other factors that exist within education 

specifically. 

Future research should utilize the 

theory within school districts that will allow 

for initial pre-instrument assessment, pre-

professional development observations of 

classroom practices, meetings to disseminate 

data, professional development planning 

based on results, post-professional 

development instrument assessment, and 

post-professional development observations 

of classroom practices.  Although this is a 

lengthy process, the benefit to the school 

districts is believed to be vast. 
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Abstract 
The purpose of this article is to analyze the strategy used to develop a collaborative professional development process 

that focused on the implementation of the common core state standards. In addition, the author will report findings, 

and discuss the effectiveness of the initiative for postsecondary faculty. Faculty can verify that not every student comes 

to a two or four year college program prepared to succeed in credit bearing coursework. To facilitate improvement of 

student success, states across the country collaborated with teachers, researchers and leading experts to design and 

develop the common core state standards. The standards were developed to ensure that all students, regardless of 

where they live, are well prepared with the skills and knowledge essential to collaborate and compete with their peers 

(Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2012). Kentucky was the first state to adopt the Common Core Standards, 

and beginning in 2010 a large scale effort was developed to provide faculty with information about how 

implementation of the standards could affect postsecondary education. To address the need for information about the 

Common Core Standards, representatives from Kentucky institutes of higher education (IHE) collaborated in the 

development and delivery of information about the Common Core Standards. 

Keywords: collaboration, professional development, common core, student outcomes 

 

 

Within higher education, 

collaboration has been suggested as a way to 

enhance student learning (Knefelkamp, 

1991; Love & Love, 1995), and studies of 

particular collaborations, including 

interdisciplinary teaching (Turner, 1998; 

Smith & McCann, 2001) and learning 

communities (Lenning & Ebbers, 1999; 

Smith & McCann, 2001), demonstrate that 

they enhance student performance in such 

areas as grade point average, persistence and 

learning outcomes. 

Institutions are becoming more 

aware of the need to increase efficiency and 

effectiveness through all types of 

partnerships (business, industry, collegial) as 

well as initiating cross-disciplinary faculty 

communities. While little has been written 

about how to foster collaboration within 

higher education (Martin & Murphy, 2000), 

research confirms that collaborative efforts 

among experienced stakeholders can be an 

impetus to transformation (Kezar, 2006; 

Love & Love, 1995; Knefelkamp, 1991). 

Ideally, collaboration leverages one of the 

most valuable resources available to any 

organization: its specialized and 

knowledgeable personnel. Similarly, 

collaboration across institutions or agencies 

can make the best use of the effective 

organization and existent capacity to 

leverage directed reform at other levels. As 

expertise is redirected, it will likely develop 

and reorganize in accordance with the 

higher-order objectives it is meant to realize, 

adding stability to the reformulated 

structures and processes. 

The goal of this study is to describe 

the strategy used to develop a collaborative 

professional development initiative that 

focuses on the implementation of the 

Common Core State Standards, present 

findings from evaluation of the professional 
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development, and discuss the effectiveness 

of the initiative for postsecondary faculty. 

 

The Design 

To meet statewide professional 

development needs at the postsecondary 

level, an inclusive, parallel approach was 

designed to provide faculty with options to 

access resources and information through 

online information modules, institutes of 

higher education (IHE) grants, and statewide 

workshops collaboratively developed by 

four education entities. Although these ran 

in parallel fashion, they complemented and 

reinforced each other in terms of content and 

outcomes for common audiences.   

Online modules were developed by 

the state higher education agency in 

collaboration with university and college 

faculty members across departments and 

schools to provide information about Senate 

Bill 1 (2009) and the Common Core 

Standards in English language arts and 

mathematics. They were designed to provide 

information around the Common Core State 

Standards for faculty who teach freshman 

year or introductory courses and education 

faculty who train future teachers. Prior to 

development of the modules, postsecondary 

faculty were surveyed to assess and identify 

existing knowledge regarding the 

legislation, pedagogies for highly effective 

teaching and learning, and infusion of core 

academic content standards for reading and 

mathematics for introductory courses in 

postsecondary education institutions. Based 

on the responses to the survey, content for 

the modules was developed to address the 

gaps in knowledge and provide examples of 

best practices. 

The IHE proposals to receive non-

competitive grants were submitted by each 

of the eight public universities, the 

community college system, and the private 

college and university association to provide 

professional development around college- 

and career-readiness and implementing the 

Common Core Standards. The grant funding 

proposal emphasized and encouraged 

collaboration between public and private 

institutions and K-12 schools. Using funds 

from the grant, institutions and their 

collaborating partners developed workshops, 

professional learning communities, and 

resources to help faculty understand the 

requirements of the legislation and the 

responsibilities of the campuses regarding 

the implementation of the Common Core 

Standards.  

The statewide workshops and 

webinars were collaboratively developed for 

postsecondary faculty and administrators by 

four independent education entities. The 

objectives of the workshops were to share 

information about implementing the 

Common Core Standards in English 

language arts and mathematics, discuss 

changes in assessment and accountability, 

and highlight the significance of aligning 

standards and assessment for postsecondary 

education. Academic content and college of 

education faculty and administrators from 

the state’s public and private colleges and 

universities, as well as some elementary and 

secondary teachers and district 

administrators, participated in these events. 

 

Evaluation of the Effort 

From the beginning of the planning 

process, evaluation of the effort was 

incorporated into the professional 

development design. A university-based 

data evaluation office was assigned the task 

of designing the evaluation criteria and 

methodologies. The evaluation team utilized 

investigator triangulation and 

methodological triangulation. To address 

investigator triangulation, two separate 

investigators examined the effects of the 

professional development implementation. 
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To address methodological triangulation, 

two discrete survey instruments were 

designed to gather evidence; the first was 

distributed six weeks after the initial event 

and the second six months after the event. 

Using Guskey’s (2002) five levels of 

professional development evaluation model 

to guide the process, the first survey focused 

on adequacy of the professional 

development describing participant reaction 

and learning, while the second survey 

focused on degree of impact describing 

participant use of new knowledge, student 

outcomes, and organizational support.  

 

Adequacy of the Professional 

Development 

Information on participants’ 

reactions to the professional development 

opportunities and what participants learned 

was gathered through an online survey of 

those who took part in each of the three 

different professional development formats: 

(a) online modules, (b) IHE activities and 

projects, and (c) statewide workshops and 

webinars. A link to the survey was sent to 

participants via email approximately six 

weeks after they completed the sessions. No 

effort was made to distinguish among 

sessions or formats. One hundred and 

ninety–six participants completed the survey 

at the point when the data was collected.   

The survey consisted of rating-scale 

and open-ended items developed by the 

evaluation team. For clarity, responses were 

combined to simply “Agree” and 

“Disagree.” These data show that the vast 

majority of those who participated in the 

professional development considered the 

sessions to be a valuable learning 

experience. The highest-rated items related 

to the clarity of goals and objectives, session 

planning and organization, and access to 

needed materials and resources. This 

indicates that sessions were clear in their 

intent, well organized, and provided 

participants with all necessary materials and 

resources. The lowest-rated items concerned 

the efficient and effective use of training 

time, and participants’ ability to apply what 

they learned. Even so, approximately 75% 

of participants offered positive responses to 

these items.  

The first open-ended item asked 

participants, “How did you benefit from 

participating in this Senate Bill 1 (2009) and 

the Common Core Standards learning 

experience?” Eighty-five percent (85%) of 

participants offered positive comments on 

this item, most stating that the sessions 

provided an excellent overview and helped 

deepen their understanding of the 

implications of legislative mandates and the 

Common Core Standards. The few negative 

comments appeared to come from 

participants already familiar with the 

legislative mandates and the standards who 

felt the sessions offered little new 

information. 

The second open-ended item asked 

participants, “How do you anticipate that 

this learning experience will impact student 

learning and success in your classroom?”  

Although the majority of participants 

offered positive comments, many of these 

indicated that rather than changing their 

teaching, the effort would likely help high 

school teachers better prepare students for 

college-level work and, hence, improve 

college instruction. About 30% of 

participants indicated that the training was 

not applicable to their teaching or would not 

influence their teaching. 

In a final open-ended response item 

participants were asked to identify how the 

learning experience could be improved. The 

comments offered on this item focused 

primarily on the session format or content.  

Specifically, participants suggested that the 

sessions be more inclusive and interactive, 
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offer more time for questioning and 

discussion, and employ a wider variety of 

learning activities. Regarding the content, 

participants overwhelmingly stressed the 

importance of practicality. Many mentioned 

the need for more practical classroom 

examples, more detailed suggestions of 

instructional activities, and more emphasis 

on specific teaching and assessment 

practices that participants could implement. 

 

Impact of the Professional Development 

Without targeting infrastructure 

change, sustainability relies on maintaining 

momentum achieved during a learning 

experience. To evaluate the impact of the 

professional development, a second survey 

was distributed electronically approximately 

six months after participant’s experience 

with one or more of the professional 

development formats: (a) online modules, 

(b) IHE activities and projects, and (c) 

statewide workshops and webinars. As with 

the initial survey, no effort was made to 

distinguish among sessions or formats. One 

hundred and fifty-seven participants 

completed the second survey at the point 

when the data was collected.   

The first section in the survey 

focused on identifying activities and 

contributions the participants’ engaged in up 

to six months after the training experience.  

The majority of participants (78%) 

identified that they kept reviewing training 

materials, and 86% of the participants 

identified that they continued discussion 

with colleagues, campus leaders and policy 

makers. While some participants (65%) 

offered advice related to the standards and 

assessment to colleagues, institutions or 

organizations, 26% disclosed that they 

helped develop tools such as glossaries, 

booklets and digests, and 31% used 

technology such as multimedia and social 

media such as Facebook, Twitter and blogs. 

The next section measured the 

degree of networking and collaboration 

among participants. Over half of the 

participants (54%) indicated that they took 

part in efforts to bring together colleagues 

across campus, and 44% disclosed that they 

met new campus colleagues who they would 

not have otherwise met during this process. 

In addition to participating in campus related 

activities, 31% of participants identified that 

they engaged in bringing colleagues together 

from other institutions across the state, as 

well as from other states, to work on 

Common Core State Standards related 

issues, and disclosed that they had the 

opportunity to work with new colleagues 

because of this experience.  

The third section focused on 

institutional support and perceived 

sustainable opportunities to continue the 

efforts. Sixty-nine percent (69%) of 

participants perceived institutional support, 

and 59% took part in regular meetings to 

discuss issues related to implementation of 

the Common Core Standards. The majority 

of participants (80%) participated in 

departmental discussion regarding the 

implications of the Common Core State 

Standards, and 54% of participants 

identified that they were part of a 

coordinated effort to align courses with the 

Common Core State Standards and 

assessments. While 60% of participants 

disclosed that collaborative structures have 

been established to continue the work, 50% 

saw evidence of cultural change, and 30% 

felt that the work was valuable in relation to 

merit, tenure, and promotion.  

The fourth section described the 

impact on teaching, and measured the 

degree that participants aligned course 

materials to the Common Core State 

Standards. Seventy percent (70%) of 

participants believed that the learning 

experience prepared them to align their 
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courses, and 61% indicated that they were 

also prepared to model application of the 

Common Core State Standards for their 

students. In the six months since the learning 

experience, 53% of participants had 

implemented course materials and strategies, 

and 86% saw their students engaged in 

Common Core Standards-related activities 

in their courses. Thirty-seven percent (37%) 

identified that their students contributed to 

the development of tools and technology for 

the implementation of the common core 

state standards and assessment, 51% saw 

improvement in attitudes toward learning 

among their students, and 49% saw an 

improvement in learning outcomes.  

 The final section targeted the impact 

on scholarship and service. Forty-seven 

percent (47%) of participants believed their 

learning experience related to the 

implementation of the Common Core State 

Standards and assessments provided issues 

worthy of academic investigation, and 41% 

identified that the issues discussed will 

become an important part of their scholarly 

activities in the near future. Fifty-eight 

percent (58%) of participants consider the 

issues related to implementing the Common 

Core State Standards worthy of discussion in 

the committees in which they are involved, 

59% plan to seek opportunities to connect 

their work on the committees with the 

implementation, and 64% deem the overall 

learning experience a worthwhile effort 

contributing to their work. 

 

Discussion 
The majority of faculty who 

responded to the adequacy of training survey 

related favorably to the professional 

development activities and felt that the 

information presented in the sessions was 

valuable. Those already familiar with the 

information expressed concern about the 

depth of the information and may have 

found it helpful to better understand the 

level of knowledge (beginner, intermediate 

or advanced) being presented. The degree of 

impact survey expanded on the extent to 

which participants were applying 

information learned from the professional 

development opportunities in the classroom, 

the impact this was having on student 

outcomes, and the level of institutional 

support that provided opportunities to 

continue the efforts. Faculty identified that 

they are seeing improvement in learning 

outcomes, and are encouraging their 

students to develop resources to support the 

implementation of the Common Core State 

Standards.  

This study described how internal 

and external collaboration was employed, 

and how faculty made new connections with 

internal and external colleagues in the six 

months preceding the professional 

development opportunity. The survey did 

not, however, give details regarding the 

objectives or outcomes of these new 

collaborations, and additional research 

regarding these connections is needed. 

  

Conclusion 

Not every student comes to a two- or 

four-year college program prepared to 

succeed in credit-bearing coursework, and 

looking at the degree of impact from the 

results, it is possible to make several 

assumptions. First, collaborative 

opportunities – internal and external to an 

institution – can provide faculty with new 

information and resources to enhance 

instruction. Second, access to new 

information and resources facilitates 

improvement in student engagement and 

learning, which can lead to improved 

student outcomes. Finally, it is important to 

identify ways to sustain collaboration in 

order to leverage resources and transform 

education at all levels of learning.  
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Abstract 
In this early part of the 21st century, education leaders are increasingly challenged to improve P-12 teaching and 

learning to increase student achievement and to prepare all students for college and career success.  Education reforms 

such as the adoption of the Common Core Standards within existing policies and practices of state department, district 

and school bureaucracies requires the repurposing and refocusing of existing resources and structures. This article 

describes the efforts in one state to employ collaboration to meet the requirements of legislated mandates for 

implementation of the Common Core Standards in English language arts and mathematics and the implications of the 

legislated mandates for postsecondary education.  Three education entities (a university, schools, and a state agency) 

collaborated to design and implement professional development to inform K-12 teachers, state agency personnel, and 

university faculty about legislated mandates for K-12 education (e.g., state implementation of the Common Core 

Standards for college- and career-readiness, increase in high school graduation rates, etc.). As the state was the first 

to adopt the Common Core Standards and the first to assess K-12 student learning in this education reform context, 

this early adopter model of professional development will be useful and informative for others embarking on such 

efforts. 

Keywords: common core, collaboration, professional development, teacher content knowledge, education reform 

 

 

Introduction 

This article provides a narrative 

about a collaborative effort among diverse 

stakeholders (state, school, and district 

partners) to engage in a dynamic and 

sustainable model to meet the requirements 

of legislated mandates related to the 

Common Core and College and Career 

Readiness Standards. This model, developed 

by collaborative teams in the first state to 

adopt the Common Core and College and 

Career Readiness Standards and among the 

first to use aligned assessments, may be 

useful for audiences engaged in this work as 

these Standards are adopted and 

implemented by states (including the newly 

released Next Generation Science 

Standards) (Next Generation Science 

Standards, 2013).    

Kentucky’s efforts to build equity 

and excellence in public education have 

produced substantial results over the past 

several decades (Weston & Sexton, 2009). 

Beginning with the 1989 court ruling that 

declared that the school finance system 

violated equal protection guarantee and 

1990 legislation that provided the state with 

mechanisms to take steps toward a school 

system that delivers a high-quality education 

for all children, the state has continued to 

focus on improving education to serve all 

students. From 1990 to 2000, the Kentucky 

legislature enacted major education reforms 

such as House Bill 197, which established a 

pilot program in end-of-course testing for 

Algebra I, Algebra II, and Geometry.  

Senate Bill 130, which required, beginning 

in 2008-2009, a series of diagnostic 
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assessments to assess high school readiness 

(in grade eight), college readiness (in grade 

10), and college admission and placement 

examinations (using ACT test scores) in 

grade 11. While each set of reforms was 

ambitious, each addressed just one segment 

of education, and none was specifically 

aimed at improving students’ college and 

career readiness. 

In 2009, and in response to the new 

Common Core Standards, the Kentucky 

legislature passed Senate Bill 1, an omnibus 

education reform bill that called for 

standards to be based on national and 

international benchmarks and that mandated 

collaboration among state agencies and 

elementary, secondary, and postsecondary 

education institutions to reduce the 

percentage of students needing 

developmental work in college and to 

increase the number of students graduating 

from high school and college (Senate Bill 1, 

2009). This collaboration led to the 

development of a unified strategy for college 

and career readiness that included 

professional development for teachers and 

postsecondary faculty (Kentucky Council on 

Postsecondary Education, 2011). The 

current reform efforts related to the new 

Common Core Standards differ from earlier 

reforms in three primary ways: 1) state 

supports are more focused on changing 

instruction in all Kentucky classrooms, 2) 

district-level leadership is included in all 

reform activities, and 3) all education-

related agencies are involved, including the 

Kentucky Department of Education 

(KDOE), the Kentucky Council on 

Postsecondary Education (CPE), and the 

Education Professional Standards Board 

(EPSB). In short, Kentucky’s current reform 

effort is focused on affecting the entire 

education system in support of increased 

college and career readiness. 

Kentucky is certainly no stranger to 

reform efforts or content standards, having 

led the nation in reform efforts with the 

1990 Kentucky Education Reform Act. This 

legislative attempt to improve education 

outcomes for Kentucky students included 

development of standards regarding what 

students should know and be able to do, as 

well as performance assessments. Since that 

time, Kentucky has revised standards a 

number of times and made numerous 

changes to its assessment system. While 

Kentucky has demonstrated improvements 

in student performance on both state and 

national measures, college readiness 

measures on the ACT have proved 

disappointing. Kentucky’s 4th and 8th grade 

mathematics scores on the National 

Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) 

have, since 2000, continued to show 

improvement and have remained around the 

national average and Kentucky’s 4th and 8th 

grade reading scores have also improved and 

are higher than the national average 

(Kentucky’s NAEP Scores, 2011).  

Kentucky student performance on the ACT 

has remained below the national average and 

has been unchanged for the last several 

years (2010 Public School, 2010).  

Through “Learning Forward,” part of 

Kentucky’s Transforming Professional 

Learning to Prepare College- and Career-

Ready Students: Implementing the Common 

Core initiative (2013), Kentucky has 

engaged in a statewide infrastructure to 

support educator effectiveness in 

collaboration with the Kentucky Department 

of Education, Commissioner [Anonymous] 

and leading state agency personnel. An 

exciting next step in the education reform 

related to the Common Core Standards is the 

development of a state professional learning 

system where “all components are clearly 

articulated and integrated into policies and 

practices across all functions of the 
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department of education where professional 

learning occurs (Learning Forward, Gates 

Foundation, MetLife Foundation, & Sandler 

Foundation, 2013, p. 3).    

The professional learning strategies 

and activities described in this article are 

reflective of the kinds of professional 

learning articulated in the Kentucky’s new 

model, developed to support critical policy 

elements, including: vision/function of 

professional learning as a part of an 

education system; definition of professional 

learning to establish common understanding 

and practice; standards for professional 

learning to establish quality indicators; roles 

and responsibilities of stakeholders, 

including teachers, principals, central office, 

regional agencies, state agency, etc.; and 

resources (e.g., time, staff, technology, 

funding, and materials) for ensuring 

effective professional learning (Learning 

Forward, Gates Foundation, MetLife 

Foundation, & Sandler Foundation, 2013).  

The initiatives described in this 

article are transferable to the new Kentucky 

professional learning model, in that they are 

(as a model system of professional learning 

should be) directly related to the Common 

Core State Standards. They ensure that the 

standards are used to enable teaching and 

learning that prepares students for college 

and/or careers (at all grade levels); are 

sustainable over time; and can be replicated 

in other states.  

At the time of the national movement 

to develop Common Core Standards in 

mathematics and English/language arts, 

Kentucky college remediation rates were 

quite high. Only 40% of Kentucky high 

school students’ ACT scores met college 

readiness expectations for reading, 16% for 

science, and less than 21% for college-level 

algebra. Kentucky legislators responded to 

this dismal situation with Senate Bill 1:  

Whereas, the General Assembly 

finds the continuing high rates of 

high school students who require 

remediation at the postsecondary 

education level totally unacceptable 

and an unwarranted additional 

expense to the state, students, and 

parents who expect that completion 

of high school coursework should 

lead to successful entry and success 

in postsecondary education, the 

Council on Postsecondary Education, 

the Kentucky Board of Education 

and the Kentucky Department of 

Education are hereby directed to 

develop a unified strategy to reduce 

college remediation rates by at least 

fifty percent (50%) by 2014 from 

what they are in 2010 and increase 

the college completion rates of 

students enrolled in one (1) or more 

remedial classes by three percent 

(3%) from 2009-2014. 

Earlier legislative attempts to improve 

student outcomes focused on the Kentucky 

Department of Education (KDOE) and high-

stakes accountability for schools and 

districts. What makes Kentucky’s current 

reform effort unique is the requirement to 

include higher education faculty in the 

development of new standards and to ensure 

that all teacher preparation faculty engage in 

professional development related to the 

standards. In addition, SB1 mandated that 

the Kentucky Educational Professional 

Standards Board (EPSB), Kentucky DOE 

and Kentucky CPE “coordinate information 

and training sessions for faculty and staff in 

all of the teacher preparation programs in 

the use of the revised academic content 

standards.” The bill also required training in 

the planning of classroom instruction based 

on the revised standards in pre-service 

teacher preparation programs and teacher 

internships. In effect, SB1 required all the 
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education partners to come together to 

remedy the college readiness problem in 

Kentucky. The bill mandated adoption of 

new standards, development of a balanced 

assessment system that emphasizes the use 

of formative assessment, and a coordinated 

teacher preparation program that ensures 

teacher candidates understand the standards 

and how to use formative and summative 

assessment results to support student 

achievement.   

In March 2010, Kentucky became 

the first state to adopt the new Common 

Core Standards. For the first time, the three 

main education boards (the Kentucky Board 

of Education, the CPE, and the EPSB) met 

together for the sole purpose of adopting the 

standards. The three entities collaborated to 

establish a statewide system of support to 

encourage implementation of the standards 

at all levels of the education system with the 

vision that “Every school district in the 

Commonwealth of Kentucky has a 

knowledgeable and cohesive leadership 

team that guides the professional learning 

and practice of all administrators, teachers, 

and staff so that every student experiences 

highly effective teaching, learning and 

assessment practices in every classroom, 

every day” (Leadership Networks). 

Implementing the components of the 

legislative mandate and the new academic 

content standards would require significant 

change from all constituency groups. Kezar 

(2006) identified the combination of 

expertise through partnerships as one of the 

strategies for maximizing resources and 

identifying new solutions to problems. The 

greater challenge for instituting 

collaboration is the organizational approach 

of department silos within hierarchical 

administrative structures (Zemsky, Massy, 

& Wegner, 2005).   

Senate Bill 1 Responsibilities for Teacher 

Educators 

Collaboration leverages one of the 

most valuable resources available to any 

institution or entity by coordinating 

specialized expertise and knowledgeable 

personnel. Given the lack of sufficient 

supporting data to demonstrate the 

implementation of such a strategy, 

institutions of higher education in Kentucky 

were directed to collaborate with 

elementary, secondary, and postsecondary 

education institutions, as well as with state 

agencies and other educational partners, to 

help teacher educators in the state’s public 

and private institutions address and provide 

evidence to state agencies and legislators in 

the following areas:   

 Disseminate content standards to teacher 

preparation programs. 

 Provide statewide training for teacher 

preparation on integration of standards 

instruction, assessments, and 

improvement of student higher order 

thinking and communication skills. 

 Build expertise in deconstructing the 

standards so that teacher candidates have 

strong grounding in mathematics, 

literacy, and literacy across the content 

areas. 

 Analyze current requirements at the pre-

service teacher level to identify 

weaknesses in writing instruction and 

consider how skills to improve writing 

should best be taught to teachers. 

 Understand Kentucky Department of 

Education’s Characteristics of Highly 

Effective Teaching and Learning 

(HETL) and their practical applications.  

HETL includes characteristics that are 

common to all content areas: learning 

climate; classroom assessment and 

evaluation; instructional rigor and 

student engagement; instructional 

relevance; and knowledge of content. 

 Work to develop teacher education 

course syllabi to engage teacher 
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candidates in learning Senate Bill 1 

elements, alignment of standards and 

objectives, program reviews, classroom 

assessment, and the new state 

accountability assessment system for P-

12 schools and students. 

 Prepare teacher candidates to translate 

the standards into clear learning 

outcomes/targets to facilitate designing 

high-quality, formative, interim, and 

summative assessments to meet 

outcomes/targets. 

 Collaborate to share models of high-

quality instruction, including with P-12 

partners at the cooperative, district, and 

school levels. 

 Prepare teacher candidates to produce 

ongoing diagnostic assessment systems 

to improve student achievement and to 

meet the needs of individual instruction. 

 Provide training to integrate standards in 

instruction, assessments, and 

improvement of student higher-order 

thinking/communication skills. 

 Provide teacher candidates with 

classroom, field, and clinical experiences 

that focus on rigorous and congruent 

high-quality learning experiences to 

engage P-12 students. 

 Integrate and model research-based and 

effective assessment practices in teacher 

preparation programs to help teacher 

candidates assess the learning of their 

diverse student populations. 

 Prepare teacher candidates to 

understand, implement, and be able to 

communicate about an assessment 

system that uses multiple measures and 

formative assessment and to be 

knowledgeable about how the system 

leads to student achievement on 

summative assessments. 

 Coach and prepare teacher candidates to 

use clear, reliable, and valid 

communication skills with stakeholders 

regarding student performance. 

 Implement new state agency Program 

Review Document (PRD) requirements 

and Kentucky Teacher Internship 

Program (KTIP) elements and tasks in 

teacher education program course 

syllabi, field and clinical experiences, 

and the unit’s assessment system for 

accreditation evidence. 

 

Content Leadership Networks 

To foster collaboration between 

institutions of higher learning and K-12 

schools, Kentucky put in place a 

comprehensive support system at the state, 

district, school, and university levels that 

includes a regional infrastructure based in 

the eight regional education cooperatives.  

Each cooperative is provided with a 

mathematics and an English/language arts 

content specialist who worked with 

Kentucky DOE-based consultants to plan 

Content Leadership Network (CLN) 

sessions focused on the Kentucky Core 

Academic Standards ([KCAS), assessment 

literacy, and characteristics of highly 

effective teaching and learning. Each 

regional network includes at least three 

teacher leaders (elementary, middle, and 

high) from each district. Some districts have 

opted to include additional special education 

teachers. The first year of network meetings 

focused on understanding and 

deconstructing the new standards. In the 

second year, the focus was on developing 

instructional plans to implement the new 

standards. The Kentucky DOE also provided 

resources to the regional cooperatives to 

support higher education faculty in 

facilitating and participating in the networks. 

Two university faculty members 

from both mathematics and 

English/language arts served as members of 

the Content Leadership Network (CLN) 
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facilitation team. In addition, faculty 

members from the College of Education and 

the College of Arts and Sciences attended as 

network participants. Involving higher 

education faculty members ensures that 

university faculty members have deep 

understanding of the content and 

expectations of the new standards and 

familiarity with the state’s implementation 

strategies.  

CPE has also supported this work 

with grants to each of the state’s public 

universities and to a consortium of 

independent Kentucky colleges.  The 

University of Louisville used the grant funds 

to provide professional development on the 

new standards and SB1 and to support the 

alignment of introductory mathematics and 

English courses to the new standards.  

Perhaps the most promising grant activity 

has been the establishment of Faculty 

Learning Communities that include 

university faculty and high school teachers 

so that each can better understand the 

content of the standards and the level of 

rigor required for college success. 

In addition to the CLN, Kentucky 

DOE established regional Instructional 

Support Leadership Networks (ISLN) 

focused on curriculum, which include 

principals and district-level leadership such 

as superintendents and assistant 

superintendents (see Fig. 1). These district 

and teacher leaders work together to 

establish a district plan to ensure that all 

teachers receive professional development 

on the content and implementation of the 

standards. 

The statewide system has 

strengthened many existing partnerships and 

encouraged new ones.  The University of 

Louisville and the Kentucky Valley 

Education Cooperative have worked 

together for many years to ensure that 

teacher candidates are placed in highly 

effective classrooms and on school and 

district leadership development. The CLN 

collaboration has strengthened this 

partnership. Facilitators from the leadership 

networks share information about standards 

implementation at meetings of KVEC’s 

Organization of Principals, Instructional 

Coaches Network, and Guidance Counselor 

Network and with the leadership of KVEC’s 

Teaching American History Grant and 

CATALYST Grant for Library Media 

Specialists. A member of KVEC’s 

Supervisors Organization serves as a 

facilitator on the Math network. The 

involvement of higher education faculty in 

the work of implementing the content and 

expectations of the new standards has 

strengthened pre-service teacher education, 

and all involved have benefited from the 

knowledge gained from the collaboration.  

A new partnership established with 

the networks is the collaboration of the 

Kentucky DOE and the Bill and Melinda 

Gates Foundation (BMGF). The foundation 

has provided Kentucky DOE with resources 

to support this work and an instructional 

framework for both mathematics (Formative 

Assessment Lessons) and English/language 

arts (Literacy Design Collaborative).   

Following is a description of the 

work of two regional Instructional Support 

Leadership Networks, the Mathematics 

Leadership Network and the English 

Language Arts Leadership Network. 

 

The Mathematics Leadership Network 

The KVEC Mathematics Leadership 

Network (MLN) facilitation team consisted 

of representatives from higher education, K-

12 administration, and the state department 

of education. The team varied in expertise, 

as noted in Table 1. KVEC MLN 

participants represented 15 school districts 

in the KVEC region and the University of 

Louisville. Each district selected three 
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participants (teachers, instructional coaches, 

or district personnel) to represent each grade 

band (K-5, 6-8, 9-12). Additional 

representation was allowed for the largest 

district in the state and districts that wanted 

to send participants with expertise in special 

education. At the university level, 

mathematics educators and mathematicians 

representing each grade band participated.  

Facilitators designed MLN 

professional development around the four 

following principles of effective 

professional development outlined by 

Guskey (2000, p. 36-38).  

 A clear focus on learning and learners. 

Year 1 of the MLN focused on 

supporting participants as learners of 

new content (e.g., Common Core State 

Standards for Mathematical Content and 

Standards for Mathematical Practices 

[CCSS-M]). During Year 2, the focus 

shifted to students as learners by 

supporting participants in implementing 

CCSS-M in their classrooms. The final 

year of the MLN focused on participants 

supporting non-network teachers in their 

districts as learners of CCSS-M.  

 An emphasis on individual and 

organizational change. By design, the 

participant structure (three participants 

from each district at each grade band) 

supported individual change in Year 1. 

The beginnings of organizational change 

occurred in Year 2 as MLN participants 

provided district leadership to support 

implementation of CCSS-M. Further 

individual and organizational change, 

the details of which were determined by 

contextual factors, constituted the focus 

of Year 3. 

 Small changes guided by a grand vision.   

The vision for the MLN was for building 

capacity within districts for effective 

implementation of the CCSS-M. Over 

the course of three years, participants 

focused on a variety of smaller changes 

to support this overall vision. 

 Ongoing professional development that 

is procedurally embedded. Participating 

districts were encouraged to make a 

three-year commitment to the MLN. In 

Years 1 and 2, participants met for two 

days in the summer and six full-day 

meetings during the school year. In Year 

3, the meetings shifted to one day in the 

summer and four full-day meetings 

during the school year. Over the three 

years of the MLN, the Kentucky DOE 

mathematics specialist spent time in 

schools providing job-embedded 

professional development to enhance 

MLN participants’ practices in 

alignment with network goals. 

The main MLN curriculum focus 

was CCSS-M, but KDOE purposefully 

incorporated additional content and practices 

to support the foundational belief that good 

teaching, not new standards, would lead to 

improved student achievement (Wagner, 

2003). In conjunction with CCSS-M, 

mathematics content networks across the 

state focused on assessment literacy, best 

teaching practices, and building participants’ 

leadership skills. By the time the MLN 

disbanded, activities were used to strengthen 

connections among the four foci. 

Common Core State Standards for 

Math (CCSS-M). Participants began Year 1 

by examining content explicitly stated in 

CCSS-M. Participants held grade band 

discussions to identify prerequisite content 

implicit in CCSS-M for their own grade, 

which resulted in the creation of student-

friendly learning targets for lesson and 

assessment design. Through the process of 

creating these targets, participants identified 

grade-level content gaps between 

Kentucky’s existing standards and CCSS-M 

as Kentucky transitioned to CCSS-M across 

K-12 in one school year. During Year 2, 
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participants focused on the big ideas of 

CCSS-M in their particular grade band. 

They brought examples of tasks and 

assessments representing these big ideas to 

gather input about the alignment of these 

resources to the content from network 

colleagues. Through identifying learning 

targets, analyzing content gaps, and 

examining tasks and assessments, teachers 

realized they would teach content they had 

never before taught and acknowledged the 

challenges accompanying this transition.  

The second major focus of the 

CCSS-M curriculum was the standards for 

mathematical practice. Participants spent a 

great deal of time in Year 1 unpacking the 

practices to understand what they meant for 

participants’ respective grade levels. During 

Year 2, participants implemented lessons 

that explicitly engaged students with 

mathematical practices.  

The Kentucky DOE organized their 

synthesis of research literature on effective 

teaching into five components of Highly 

Effective Teaching and Learning (HETL): 

learning climate, classroom assessment and 

reflection, instructional rigor and student 

engagement, instructional relevance, and 

teachers’ knowledge of content (Kentucky 

DOE, n.d.). Because participants’ 

implementation of CCSS-M occurred during 

Year 2, attention to HETL was 

accomplished through modeling and 

introduction of the constructs in Year 1 and 

explicit focus during Year 2. Facilitators 

introduced the Mathematics Tasks 

Framework (Stein, Smith, Henningsen, & 

Silver, 2000) as a tool for assessing the 

cognitive demand of tasks. Participants’ 

maintenance of the cognitive demand of 

tasks and orchestrations of meaningful 

classroom discourse were supported through 

engagement with the five practices of 

anticipating student responses to tasks, 

monitoring students’ responses during 

implementation of the tasks, selecting 

student work for sharing, sequencing 

responses in an intentional order, and 

connecting the various responses to each 

other and to important mathematics (Smith 

& Stein, 2011). MLN meetings focused 

largely on formative assessment and, in 

particular, ways to provide feedback to 

students, using Stiggins and colleagues 

(2006) to provide common statewide 

assessment literacy language.   

With the support of the facilitation 

team, participants planned and presented 

MLN breakout sessions featuring some of 

the ways they were implementing MLN 

curriculum in their classrooms and schools.  

A milestone in developing participants’ 

presentation skills was the design and 

facilitation of a showcase at the end of Year 

2, during which participants presented one 

significant change in their practice to 

regional and state education leaders. Over 

the course of three years, inter-district 

conversations at MLN meetings and intra-

district conversations between participants 

and their local leaders shaped how each 

network participant would utilize the MLN 

curriculum to meet their districts’ needs. 

Year 3 focused on supporting sustainable 

leadership practices, shifting the focus from 

preparing participants to implement school 

and district improvements to establishing 

structures that could continue refining the 

implementation of these improvements.  

Throughout the first two years of the 

MLN, participants were tasked with 

synthesizing considerable information about 

content and practice and incorporating novel 

strategies into their teaching practices. To 

help participants visualize and develop 

cohesive practices that incorporated CCSS-

M, characteristics of HETL, and effective 

assessment, participants engaged in unifying 

learning activities on the use of Formative 

Assessment Lessons (FALs) (MARS, 2012).  
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FALs are focused on rich tasks of high 

cognitive demand that highlight important 

mathematics content from CCSS-M. On the 

day prior to the FAL, teachers formatively 

assess students’ individual FAL responses to 

identify common issues and to generate 

task-specific questions and prompts as 

feedback. On the day of the FAL, students 

address the teacher’s feedback, and work in 

small groups to compare and contrast 

solutions and then are provided student work 

that intentionally offers multiple solution 

paths. Whole class discussion on the student 

work follows so that students can make 

connections between their individual 

responses and those of others. MLN 

participants first experienced a FAL as 

learners before deciding upon a FAL to 

implement in their classrooms. In a network 

meeting subsequent to implementing a FAL, 

participants brought copies of students’ 

work on the pre- and post-assessments, their 

feedback to students, and any artifacts used 

to orchestrate the discussion during 

implementation of the task. Participants 

formatively assessed their implementation of 

the FALs and received peer feedback to 

further refine their teaching practices. 

Impact/Outcomes. Over the three-

year span of the MLN, participants had 

many opportunities to self-assess and 

provide feedback to facilitators on the 

usefulness of the content to classroom 

teachers and district leaders. The facilitation 

team used formative assessment data to plan 

future MLN meetings and shared data 

analyses with district leadership along with 

suggested next steps, particularly if 

participants indicated they valued particular 

content but did not necessarily feel 

comfortable with that content. Overall, 

participants were very positive when 

describing the impact of participating in the 

MLN: 

“Participating in the [MLN] has 

reinforced my understanding that 

effective teachers are continuously 

growing in their craft.  There is 

always more we can do to help all 

students reach their mathematics 

potential.” 

 

“The formative assessment lessons 

that we have worked on through the 

network have caused me to look at 

my instruction in a new way.  Instead 

of just looking for right and wrong 

answers on students’ papers I now 

take the time to analyze the 

procedures that were used and focus 

on what may have caused a wrong 

answer. Sharing student work and 

having students analyze one 

another’s problem solving strategies 

has created higher-level thinking 

within the classroom.” 

 

Soon after the beginning of Year 2, 

ongoing analysis of formative evaluation 

data indicated that additional methods would 

be needed to gather valid and reliable data in 

determining the effectiveness of the MLN.  

In response, KVEC leadership and the 

mathematics specialist designed the 

Leverage Project, which would provide 

opportunity for the specialist to intensively 

coach a small cadre of network participants 

in developing their capacities to implement 

components of HETL. In the future, this 

cadre of Leverage Teachers would become 

the fulcrums by which KVEC educators 

could lever some of the complex practices 

comprising the MLN curriculum. 

Members of the first Leverage 

Project were beginning to leverage their 

capacities throughout their schools by the 

end of Year 2. Additionally, all Leverage 

Teachers were given a platform to share 

their professional growth with KVEC 

educators during a summer showcase 
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between Years 2 and 3 in an attempt to 

increase the chances that these Leverage 

Teachers would become recognized leaders 

within the region. With the beginning of 

Year 3 a new cadre formed, while the 

original Leverage Teachers worked to scale 

their expertise throughout their school and 

district. The new cadre also included 

principals to enhance their abilities in 

supporting their mathematics teachers’ 

professional development. When the MLN 

disbanded there were two cadres of 

Leverage Teachers and one cadre of 

Leverage Principals capable of assisting the 

region in various professional development 

efforts. 

 

The English Language Arts Leadership 

Network 

The KVEC English Language Arts 

Leadership Network (ELA LN) consisted of 

representatives from higher education, K-12 

administration, and the state department of 

education and varied in expertise (see Table 

2). Participants represented 15 school 

districts in the KVEC region and the 

University of Louisville. Each district 

selected three participants (teachers, 

instructional coaches, or district personnel) 

to represent each grade band (K-5, 6-8, 9-

12). Additional representation was allowed 

for the largest district in the state and 

districts that wanted to send participants 

with expertise in special education. At the 

university level, literacy educators and a 

professor from the College of Arts and 

Science’s Department of English 

participated. The ELA LN facilitators 

designed the ELA LN professional 

development with the same content and 

approach as the MLN. 

Common Core State Standards for 

English/Language Arts (CCSS-ELA). 

Years 1 and 2 focused on learning and 

learners (utilizing the HETL Framework) 

and supported participants in implementing 

the CCSS-ELA in their classrooms, 

scaffolding individual change to lead to 

organizational change, and developing 

teacher leaders to build district capacity 

around the CCSS-ELA. In conjunction, 

English Language Arts content networks 

across the state focused on assessment 

literacy, best teaching practices, and 

building participants’ leadership skills. In 

Year 3, the ELA LN shifted from preparing 

participants to implement school and district 

improvements to establishing sustainable 

leadership structures that could continue 

refining implementation of these 

improvements. The ELA specialist provided 

support for deep implementation of the 

CCSS-ELA through ongoing professional 

development on content knowledge and/or 

strategy. 

Years 2 and 3 of the ELA LN 

focused on Standards 

implementation, using the Literacy 

Design Collaborative framework 

(funded by the Bill and Melinda 

Gates Foundation) (LDC, 2012a).  

To aid fellow educators in preparing 

students to meet the rigorous 

expectations of the new Common 

Core State Standards for Literacy in 

English Language Art, 

History/Social Studies, Science, and 

Technical Subjects, the network 

teachers and other LDC partners 

developed LDC tasks, modules, and 

courses designed to teach students to 

meet Common Core literacy 

standards while engaging in 

demanding content. The modules 

(units of study) answer four 

questions: what task should students 

do, what skills do students need to 

master the standards, what 

instruction do I need to provide, and 

what is the expectation or how will I 
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assess student work? The modules 

include teacher- or student-selected 

engaging texts and are often 

organized around a question that 

students explore to write a formal 

piece that demonstrates their 

understanding of an issue and their 

ability to use evidence from the 

readings as support. 

Impact/Outcomes. Paralleling the 

MLN, the ELA LN participants had many 

opportunities to self-assess and provide 

feedback to facilitators during the three-year 

span of the professional development. Three 

significant themes emerged from the 

feedback. First, ELA LN meetings were 

perceived to contribute to the understanding 

of the CCSS-ELA. Participants noted the 

gradual, deliberate, and intentional 

deconstruction of the standards as a helpful 

way to understand what is expected of the 

grade levels below and above the grade they 

were teaching. This deconstruction was also 

perceived to reduce anxiety around the 

implementation of new standards. Second, 

participants reported that LN meetings 

contributed to their understanding of 

assessment practices and the link between 

instruction and assessment. Finally, the 

work within the LN was perceived by many 

to have increased their leadership 

responsibilities within their school/district.  

Participants had been asked to lead 

professional development around the CCSS-

ELA for their team, department, school, or 

district. For many, this new role reportedly 

served as a catalyst for them to engage in 

sharing, collaborating, and the coaching of 

colleagues around the new standards, 

assessment practices, and a deeper 

understanding of reading and writing.  

Below are comments by ELA-LN 

participants: 

 “…the work in this Network has 

truly deepened my understanding in 

all aspects, especially the 3 writing 

modes and the role formative 

assessment plays in boosting student 

achievement.” 

 “I am seen as more of a teacher 

leader and have worked more with 

our administration and other 

teachers.” 

 

Conclusion 

Teachers are integral to the success 

of any educational reform, and they must be 

empowered to make instructional decisions, 

to use and infuse new technologies, to use 

data from formative and summative 

assessments to make informed decisions, 

and to lead communications in vertical and 

horizontal teams related to professional 

learning and the transfer of learning to 

practice. They must be engaged in 

professional learning communities and have 

the support of highly competent 

superintendents and principals to support 

and track implementation of professional 

learning and student achievement. 

Furthermore, the Learning Forward (2013) 

initiative in Kentucky advocates that 

elements of a comprehensive system of 

professional learning must be reflected in 

state legislation and state school board 

regulation, including: vision; definition; 

standards of professional learning; 

evaluation; roles and responsibilities; and 

resource. Additionally, constituency groups 

from across agencies, departments, schools, 

universities, and other appropriate entities 

must be aligned with a coherent policy 

framework to adopt and implement more 

effective and sustainable approaches to 

professional learning. 

In this article, we described the 

efforts in Kentucky to employ a 

collaborative model to implement a state 

legislative mandate and the common core 

standards. The model included a partnership 
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among a university, K-12 schools, and a 

state department of education. The 

collaboration was born out of necessity and 

a commitment to meet the requirements of 

legislated mandates for changes in 

measurable educational outcomes for K-12 

students. This partnership and its various 

components also enticed collaboration 

among IHEs to provide professional 

development to inform teachers, state 

agency personnel, and university faculty 

about legislated mandates for K-16 

education reform.  

The leaders and participants in the 

collaborative model described in this article 

stand ready to focus on the individual and 

collective effectiveness of educators to 

move from legislation to collaborative 

implementation of the Common Core 

Standards in Kentucky’s schools. Some key 

lessons from the collaborative model 

described in this article include: 

 Multiple partners (the state 

department of education, P-12 

administrators, teachers, and 

university faculty) are essential to 

statewide efforts to reform K-16 

education through adoption and 

implementation of the Common Core 

Standards. 

 There is a need for systematic 

forums in which diverse stakeholders 

who are engaged in state-wide 

initiatives related to the adoption of 

the Common Core Standards can 

share and reflect upon their 

implementation models, results, 

outcomes, and recommendations for 

the future.   

 Academic success for all students 

requires teachers’ deep 

understanding of the Common Core 

Standards and their outcomes related 

to student growth and achievement.  

Professional learning is at the heart 

of deep understanding and change in 

the classroom practices of teachers. 

 The reform of the Common Core 

Standards adoption includes an 

urgent need for careful attention and 

responses to changes in 

accountability, standards 

implementation, teacher evaluation, 

assessment, and teachers’ 

professional learning. 

 Sustainable models for collaboration, 

strategies, and activities related to 

implementation of the Common Core 

Standards and teachers’ learning can 

only be ensured through authentic, 

systemic, and policy- and practice- 

related structures, including adequate 

resources (e.g., funding, time), 

administrator support and leadership, 

and collaborating partners’ 

investment. 

 Collaborative models to support 

implementation of the Common Core 

Standards across a state and within 

districts and schools requires “shared 

vision, collaborative effort, and 

distributed leadership,” as well as the 

intelligent uses and applications of 

new technology that “increases 

efficiency, effectiveness, and 

equitable access to professional 

learning and instruction supports for 

increased educator effectiveness and 

student learning”  (Learning 

Forward, Gates Foundation, MetLife 

Foundation, & Sandler Foundation, 

2013).   

The fortuitous opportunity to design 

and implement an “experiment shaped in 

context” regarding collaboration to reform 

K-16 education suggests that the details and 

incentives are the crux for leveraging 

success as a true system of educational 

collaboration is built (Christensen & Eyring, 

2011). We acknowledge the need for data 
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collection on the success of the collaboration 

and professional development model in 

terms of measurable outcomes (e.g., 

academic achievement of students, teacher 

efficacy, curriculum reform, etc.). We 

anticipate future research in this area based 

on multiple data sets as these are further 

organized. We are grateful for the 

opportunity to receive feedback from 

knowledgeable and interested parties on our 

preliminary implementation model of 

professional development.
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Figure 1. Kentucky Regional Content Leadership Networks 
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Table 1.  Mathematics Leadership Network Facilitation Team 

 

Partner Position Relevant Experiences 

[State] Department of Education Mathematics 

Specialist (field-

based) 

6-12 mathematics teacher & PD 

provider; mathematics coaching 

[State] Department of Education  Elementary 

Mathematics 

Consultant  

K-5 mathematics teacher & PD 

provider 

[County name] County Public 

Schools 

Assistant 

Superintendent 

K-12 mathematics teacher & PD 

provider 

[University] Professor of 

Mathematics 

Education 

7-12 mathematics teacher; K-12 

PD provider; research related to 

teacher knowledge and 

assessment 

 

[University] Associate Professor 

of Mathematics 

Education 

6-8 mathematics teacher; K-8 

mathematics PD provider; 

research in coaching 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Kentucky Journal of Excellence in College Teaching and Learning                                           102 

Special Issue: Revitalizing Education: Bringing the Common Core State Standards  

into the Classroom, Summer 2013 

 

 

Table 2.  English Language Arts Leadership Network Facilitation Team 

 

Partner Position Relevant Experiences 

[State] Department of Education  English/Language 

Arts Content 

Specialist (field-

based) 

Elementary school teacher, 

district instructional coach, [City] 

Writing Project (LWP) co-

director, literacy consultant, PD 

provider 

[State] Department of Education  Literacy Consultant  Middle school language arts 

teacher, instructional resource 

teacher, PD provider, LWP 

facilitator 

[County name] County Public 

Schools 

Instructional Coach K-5 teacher & PD provider 

[University] Liaison for 

Partnerships 

High school English teacher, 

district and state writing 

consultant, [City] Writing Project 

co-director, writing portfolio 

consultant , associate 

commissioner in the Office of 

Teaching and Learning at [state 

DOE] 

[University] Director of [City] 

Writing Project, 

Instructor  

Writing Consultant, PD provider, 

former middle school language 

arts teacher & high school teacher 

[University] Associate Professor 

of Literacy 

Education  

Elementary school teacher, 

national Writing Project state 

director, researcher, PD provider, 

Literacy Program Coordinator, 

University faculty member 

teaching classes for 

undergraduate and graduates and 

mentoring PhD students, Author 
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Teaching Literary Analysis with Digital Storytelling: An Instructional Approach   RESEARCH 

 

Ellen Maddin, Northern Kentucky University 

 

Abstract 
This qualitative, single case study examined teacher practice using digital storytelling as an instructional approach to 

the Common Core State Standards in English Language Arts, following the work of two middle grades teachers over 

a six-week period through initial planning and implementation of student-created digital stories within a unit centered 

on S.E. Hinton’s novel, The Outsiders (1967). The aim of the study was to work closely with the participants, allowing 

teaching and learning to unfold naturally, while providing opportunities for participants to describe their experiences 

and share their insights to reveal the essence of the phenomenon. Three-part interviews with teacher participants, field 

notes from nine classroom observations, a project wiki, teacher-created artifacts and student work samples captured 

insights at each phase of the project. Results support the viability of Wallace’s (2004) theoretical framework for 

understanding teaching with the Internet, particularly in the areas of instructional planning and monitoring of student 

work. Implications for teacher practice include the value of co-teaching as a supportive condition for effective 

technology integration and the efficacy of a learner-centered environment, implemented alongside instructional 

strategies similar to those used to teach the writing process, to teach digital storytelling to middle-grade learners. 

Keywords: teaching, literary analysis, digital storytelling, instructional approach 

 

 

Introduction 

To date, 45 states and three 

territories have adopted the Common Core 

State Standards in English Language Arts, 

and many have begun to implement them.  

The new standards present a challenging and 

rigorous roadmap for middle grade teachers 

and their students. They require that students 

in grade seven engage in literary analysis 

and compare written works to audio, filmed, 

staged, or multimedia versions. Students at 

this level are expected to be able to gather 

relevant information from multiple print and 

digital sources, evaluate the credibility of 

those sources, and present research findings.  

Although references to technology use are 

open to interpretation, it is clear that 

technology will play a critical role in 

implementation. The standards require 

learners to be both print and screen literate, 

to use technology to produce and publish 

writing, and to interact and collaborate with 

other writers using web-based mediums.   

  How to best address the academic 

rigor of the new standards and engage 

students in meaningful uses of instructional 

technology is a topic of great interest to 

researchers and practitioners. Among those 

technologies with potential in the area of 

English language arts is digital storytelling. 

Students in the middle grades—whom Marc 

Prensky (2001) referred to as “digital 

natives”—are highly motivated by the 

prospect of designing digital products that 

integrate voice narration, text and images to 

communicate ideas (Gregory & Steelman, 

2008; Sadik, 2008). Drawing on the work of 

Prensky (2010) and others, Dreon, Kerper, 

and Landis (2011) noted the cultural 

relevance of digital storytelling for the 

YouTube generation, further supporting its 

potential for connecting middle school 

students to the curriculum. 

Robin (2011) defined digital 

storytelling simply as the “practice of using 

computer-based tools to tell stories.” Rule 

(2001) suggested that digital stories “derive 

their power by weaving images, music, 

narrative and voice together, thereby giving 

deep dimension and vivid color to 

characters, situations, experiences, and 

insights.” An emerging body of literature 

supports students’ use of digital storytelling 

to strengthen understanding of content and 
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encourage reflection (Jenkins & Lonsdale, 

2007; Genereux & Thompson, 2008; Ohler, 

2008; Sandars & Murray, 2009). Others 

have observed the potential of digital 

storytelling to help students construct 

meaning during reading and interact more 

deeply with texts (Sylvester & Greenidge, 

2010; Gregory & Steelman, 2008; Sadik, 

2008; Kajder, 2004). Because the process of 

designing a digital story parallels the writing 

process, the medium has also emerged as a 

vehicle for helping students compose, 

organize and express ideas creatively (Fries-

Gaither, 2010; Kulla-Abbott & Polman, 

2008). 

The purpose of this study was to 

examine teacher practice using digital 

storytelling as an instructional approach to 

the new English language arts standards.  

The researcher followed the work of two 

middle school language arts teachers over a 

six-week period through their initial 

planning and implementation of student-

created digital stories within a unit centered 

on S.E. Hinton’s novel, The Outsiders 

(1967). Students’ work focused on analysis 

of theme, characterization, conflict or setting 

in the novel. The following research 

questions were investigated: 

For a reading/writing unit that 

incorporates digital storytelling, 

1) How do teachers approach 

instructional planning? 

2) What instructional strategies to 

teachers use? 

3) How do teachers help their 

students acquire the necessary 

technology skills? 

 

Instructional Planning for Technology 

Integration 

Effective planning includes 

identifying standards and learning outcomes 

at the onset of lesson design (Wiggins & 

McTighe, 2005; Young & Bush, 2004; 

Pitler, Hubbell, Kuhn, & Malenoski, 2007, 

p. 15).  Clear learning targets increase the 

likelihood that technology will be used to 

support students’ acquisition of knowledge 

rather than becoming the focus of the lesson 

(Young & Bush, 2004; Chen, Callinger, 

Howard, & Oskorus, 2008). In digital 

storytelling, Ohler (2008) advised teachers 

to design instruction so that students would 

focus first on the elements of the story and 

secondly on the technology. Pitler et al. 

(2007, pp. 30-33) recommended the use of 

criterion-referenced rubrics to communicate 

learning goals and expectations with 

students at the beginning of a learning 

sequence and to maintain student focus on 

key content throughout the unit.   

Wallace (2004) found that “pre-

active phase of teaching,” where instructors 

locate and select materials for students to 

use, required greater amounts of effort and 

time when teachers were planning for the 

use of Internet than when they were using 

more traditional materials, such as 

textbooks. Unlike district-adopted 

curriculum materials, which provide 

intellectual and physical boundaries, the 

Internet is “a door virtually open to a 

boundless space” providing “neither 

physical nor intellectual boundaries.”  

Wallace noted that while this feature is 

typically promoted in a positive light, 

focusing on the “exciting possibilities” for 

learning, the reality is that the Internet, in all 

of its “boundlessness,” can pose genuine 

problems for educators who are attempting 

to organize instruction according to a state-

mandated course of study. 

 

Instructional Strategies for Digital 

Storytelling 

  The Common Core State Standards 

in English Language Arts require that 

students make connections between 

communication processes in five strands:   
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reading, writing, speaking, listening, and 

language (p. 4). Students are expected to be 

able to write about what they read—for 

example, by analyzing how the setting 

shapes the development of characters or plot 

in a story (p. 36). Adapting the work of 

Lambert (Center for Digital Storytelling) to 

educational settings, Robin and Pierson 

(2005) identified ten elements of a digital 

story:     

1. The Overall Purpose of the Story  

2. The Narrator’s Point of View  

3. A Dramatic Question or 

Questions  

4. The Choice of Content   

5. Clarity of Voice  

6. Pacing of the Narrative   

7. Use of a Meaningful Audio 

Soundtrack 

8. Quality of the Images 

9. Economy of the Story Detail 

10. Good Grammar and Language 

Usage 

 

Robin and Pierson’s elements of digital 

storytelling are harmonious with the 

integrated model of literacy presented in the 

standards. By attending to the ten elements 

of the digital story, students communicate a 

concise and meaningful message through the 

integration of text, voice narration, images 

and music. Ohler (2008) also recognized 

digital storytelling as an integrative medium, 

describing the story construction process as 

a blending of oral, written, art, and digital 

skills that improve literacy and expression in 

all areas. 

Fries-Gaither (2010) found parallels 

between the creation of a digital story and 

the writing process. In both, composition 

was more manageable for learners when it 

was broken down into incremental steps.  

Digital storytelling instruction began with a 

prewriting phase in which students 

brainstormed ideas for the stories they 

wanted to develop. Next, students worked 

on drafts of their digital story scripts. Peer 

review and feedback were important 

components during this phase. In addition to 

the creation of a story script, the digital 

storytelling composition process included 

the creation of a storyboard that captured 

images and music selected to complement 

the content and tone of the stories. 

Conferencing with peers and the teacher 

allowed students to revise and rearrange 

their work before going into the production 

phase of the project. 

Using images to represent ideas and 

emotions—both symbolically and literally—

is an important element of digital 

storytelling (Ohler, 2008). Also known as 

nonlinguistic representation, the selection of 

story images to represent and elaborate on 

knowledge is a strategy that increases 

reflection and recall (Pitler et al., 2007, p. 

86). Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (in 

Pitler et al., 2007, pp. 6-8) identified non-

linguistic representation as one of nine 

categories of instructional strategies that 

significantly affect student achievement.  

Pitler et al. (2007) described nonlinguistic 

representation as a way to help students 

activate background knowledge and connect 

new information to what they already know 

(p. 71). Stressing that students are motivated 

by the challenge, creativity and opportunity 

to collaborate with peers, Pitler, et al. 

recognized movie-making (a term that 

precedes digital storytelling) as a means of 

incorporating the strategy of nonlinguistic 

representation into instruction. 

 

Study Method 

 This investigation employed a 

qualitative case study approach for two 

reasons: 1) contextual conditions were 

relevant to the phenomenon under study, 

and 2) the focus of the study was to answer 

“how” and “why” questions (Yin, 2003). 
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The aim of the study was to work closely 

with the participants, allowing teaching and 

learning to unfold naturally, while providing 

opportunities for participants to describe 

their experiences and share their insights to 

reveal the essence of the phenomenon.  

After several observations, it became 

apparent that the study participants intended 

to combine their classes and co-teach the 

digital storytelling unit. As a result, the 

research became a single case study. Using 

Yin’s (2003) approach, the unit of analysis 

was the process of planning and 

implementing the digital storytelling literary 

analysis project. 

Qualitative data were collected over 

a period of six weeks. Data sources included 

three-part semi-structured interviews, 

conducted separately with each teacher 

participant. The interviews took place during 

the planning and implementation phases of 

the project. Researcher field notes were 

recorded on a classroom observation guide 

during nine classroom observations. Notes 

from informal conversations with teachers 

during non-teaching time were kept in a 

journal. Additionally, the researcher had 

access to teacher-created artifacts, relevant 

correspondence between the teachers, 

student work in progress, a project wiki, an 

online peer review environment, and 

students’ final digital stories. 

Data were analyzed using an 

iterative process. Initially, the data from 

each source were organized by research 

question. To place feasible limits on the 

study, data were further examined against 

propositions from relevant literature. 

Linking the data to propositions enabled the 

researcher to describe and explain the 

phenomena of teacher practice in terms of 

existing theoretical frameworks (Yin, 2003).  

Analysis of the study data was linked to the 

following propositions: 

1) Teachers approach planning 

differently when they are integrating 

technology. Even with extensive 

planning and preparation, teachers 

face many “unknowns” when 

teaching with the Internet (Wallace, 

2004). 

2) Use of the Internet for pedagogical 

support poses unique challenges as 

teachers anticipate, monitor and 

asses student learning (Wallace, 

2004). 

 

Study Context 

Setting.  This study took place in a 

suburban middle school in southwestern 

Ohio serving approximately 1,300 students 

in grades seven and eight. On the website, 

the first of the school’s core values 

underscored the importance of decision-

making based on students’ needs: “School is 

organized around students and how they will 

be inspired or impacted.” The use of 

technology for teaching and learning was 

also a high priority in the school. The 

website boasted, “Technology is integrated 

into everything we do.” 

Teacher teams were empowered to 

make decisions about how they used time 

and physical spaces within the building. 

This flexibility allowed the participants in 

this study to negotiate within their teams for 

extra project work time and the use of a 

multi-media center in the building. Using a 

flexible block schedule, the participants in 

this study typically met with their English 

language arts students for 50 minutes four 

days of the week and for 90 minutes one day 

of the week. 

Participants.  The participants in 

this study were two grade seven English 

language arts teachers who worked together 

on an interdisciplinary team. Pseudonyms 

have been used to protect the anonymity of 

the study participants and the school.  
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Monica had thirty-one years of teaching 

experience; eleven of those years were at 

Maple Middle School. Monica was an avid 

user of technology who actively sought out 

new applications for her students. Bethany 

had been teaching for nearly six years, all at 

Maple Middle School. While a competent 

user of technology, Bethany was less 

confident in her technology skills than 

Monica. She was willing to integrate 

technology into her lessons, but she 

frequently deferred to Monica when 

planning for its use. Together, the teachers 

were responsible for 240 students, whom 

they co-taught in groups of approximately 

60. 

The study participants had access to 

a double classroom, with a room divider that 

they could open or close based on need.  

This classroom contained desks and six 

large tables for students, along with two 

teacher work areas. In addition to the double 

classroom, the teachers had access to an area 

called the Learning Commons. This area 

was used more frequently than the double 

classroom during the six weeks of the study.   

Formerly a media center, the Learning 

Commons had been renovated with input 

from students. A key factor in the redesign 

was ergonomics; the space had to be 

physically comfortable and well-equipped 

for teaching and learning. The facility 

provided ample seating for sixty students 

and their computing devices. 

Each school day began with a ten-

minute Advisory meeting, which was 

followed by four hours of “core” classes and 

a lunch period. During this four-hour period, 

the study participants co-taught English 

language arts to four groups of grade seven 

students. The last part of the day was 

designated for elective “encore” classes.  

During the elective periods, the study 

participants were available for teamwork 

and planning.  

 

Procedures and Data Sources 

 Prior to conducting classroom 

observations, the researcher met with both 

teachers during their shared planning time.  

The study participants explained their 

instructional goals and described their initial 

plans for integrating technology. They were 

preparing to teach the novel The Outsiders, 

and they intended to launch a 

complementary technology project within 

the first week of the unit. Both teachers had 

used a variety of technology applications; 

however, neither had worked specifically 

with digital storytelling. The researcher and 

the participants established dates for 

classroom observations and interviews. It 

was also decided that a project wiki would 

be established to provide a common work 

area for teacher planning and for sharing 

instructional resources with students. 

Project Wiki.  The researcher 

created a password-protected wiki for the 

digital storytelling project. Only the teacher 

participants, their students, and the 

researcher had access to the collaborative 

work area. Initially, the teachers in the study 

used the wiki to share learning resources 

with students, such as Internet links to 

literary terms, examples of literary elements 

and models of digital stories. As the unit 

progressed, the use of the wiki evolved to 

include students’ digital story planning 

artifacts and their completed digital stories 

Classroom Observation Guide.  
During each of the nine classroom 

observations, the researcher used a 

classroom observation guide which had 

three sections: 1) description of the physical 

environment, 2) description of instructional 

activities and learning arrangements, and 3) 

description of the teacher role(s) and 

interactions with students. After each 

classroom observation, the researcher met 

with the study participants to verify the 
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accuracy of the observation and to ask 

clarifying questions. 

Interview Guides.  The researcher 

interviewed the study participants 

separately—using the same question sets—

during the planning, implementation, and 

assessment phases of the project. Separate 

interviews provided ample time for 

elaboration, circumvented the possibility of 

interview sessions being dominated by 

either of the participants, and provided 

opportunities to compare perspectives and 

further examine each teacher’s unique 

contribution to the collaborative effort. Each 

interview was recorded using a digital voice 

recorder to ensure accuracy during 

transcription. Audio recordings were 

immediately transcribed following each 

interview, allowing the researcher to clarify 

the transcriptions with the study participants, 

if necessary, during subsequent site visits.  

The interview protocol is presented in Table 

1. 

 

 

Table 1.  Teacher interview guides 

Project Phase Research Question Interview Questions 

Planning How do teachers 

approach 

instructional planning 

for a reading/writing 

unit that incorporates 

digital storytelling? 

 

1. What are the learning objectives for the unit you are 

currently designing? 

2. What are some of the things you must consider when 

you are planning a new unit in which technology will be 

integrated? 

3. What made digital storytelling an appealing component 

in this unit?  (What makes this assignment a “good fit”?) 

4. Were there any special skills you had to learn to prepare 

for this unit?  If so, please explain. 

Implementation 

 

What instructional 

strategies do teachers 

use in a 

reading/writing unit 

that incorporates 

digital storytelling? 

1. How do you help students get ready for digital 

storytelling?   

  - Before reading 

  - During reading 

  - After reading 

2. What instructional materials do you use to help students 

plan their digital stories? 

3. What resources do you provide to students while they 

are working on their digital stories? 

4. Describe the learning arrangements/grouping you use 

while students are working on literary analysis.  

5. Describe the learning arrangements/grouping you use 

while students are working on technical aspects of 

digital storytelling.  

How do teachers help 

students acquire the 

technology skills 

needed to produce a 

digital story? 

1. What kinds of help do your students need when they are 

using technology to create a digital story? 

2. What strategies/techniques have you found to be most 

successful in providing the help and support that your 

students need? 
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Artifacts of Teaching and 

Learning.  Throughout the study, the 

researcher had access to teacher-prepared 

materials. These included step-by-step 

instructions for using technology 

applications, models and examples, 

templates and graphic organizers. Most of 

the instructional materials were presented to 

students in a digital format. The researcher 

was also able to view the work of individual 

students and small groups as the unit of 

study progressed. Student work included 

brainstorming and planning documents, 

storyboard scripts, digital stories in progress, 

and final “published” digital stories. 

Researcher Journal and Email 

Correspondence.  The researcher kept a 

journal during the study to record notes from 

informal conversations. This helped to 

clarify what had been observed and to 

increase the accuracy of the field notes.  

Additionally, the researcher was included as 

a recipient on relevant email correspondence 

between the study participants. 

Communication through email was an 

important data element in this study as it 

served to chronicle the collaboration 

between the study participants and helped 

the researcher to connect what was 

happening in the classroom to the teachers’ 

intended instructional design. 

 

Data Analysis 

Multiple data sources were used to 

enhance data credibility in this study (Yin, 

2003). The researcher first examined each 

data set independently against the research 

questions and secondly against the 

propositions from relevant literature. In the 

final phase of analysis, data sets were 

converged, organized into research question 

categories, and linked to the propositions. 

 

 

Findings 

Results for the second and third 

research questions—which address 

instructional strategies and technology 

support for students during the 

implementation of the instructional unit—

have been combined into one section. The 

data revealed overarching themes connected 

to the study propositions. These themes have 

been interwoven into the results for each of 

the research questions.  

 

How do teachers approach 

instructional planning for a 

reading/writing unit that incorporates 

digital storytelling?  The participants in this 

study began the process of planning by 

identifying the skills and concepts they 

expected students to learn.  Monica 

explained,  

Most of the learning 

objectives are ones that deal 

with literary elements. We 

want students to look at 

theme, be able to think 

symbolically, and apply deep 

thinking strategies to a text, 

and also think of ways that 

they could share those ideas 

with other people . . . .  We’ll 

talk about conflict, 

characterization—how the 

author makes the characters 

come alive. 

Bethany’s expectations for the unit 

also focused on specific learning outcomes; 

however, she alluded to a desire to give 

students an opportunity for creative 

expression in another medium, building on 

what they had done previously:  

We want the kids to be able 

to make inferences based on 

the text and draw 

conclusions—with explicit 

evidence from the text—and 

do that in a way that is 
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creative. This whole year 

we’ve been focusing on 

writing and how we can 

make a piece informative or 

persuasive—and this [digital 

story] could be a way to share 

your feelings about the theme 

or the characters in The 

Outsiders and present it in a 

way that is more creative and 

unique.   

Beyond identifying what students 

should learn, the teachers had a multitude of 

considerations regarding how the learning 

would take place. Each group of 30 students 

included 5-6 students with special needs.  

Creating an environment where all students 

had the supports they needed and the right 

level of challenge was a key consideration in 

the planning process. Monica and Bethany 

found that careful grouping of students 

could mitigate some of challenges of mixed 

ability levels within their large classes.   

Bethany described the process in this 

manner: 

 Depending on the purpose, 

we have different ways we 

group students. We use a lot 

of data to formulate our 

groups. So we usually look at 

the data first – who are the 

highest readers and the 

lowest readers – and we use 

this information to put 

students in heterogeneous 

groups or homogenous 

groups, depending on what 

we want them to do. And we 

can override the data based 

on how well we know the 

students at this point—if we 

know that the scores reflect 

more of the work ethic than 

what the student can do. 

Thinking about learning 

arrangements with regard to the use of 

computers was a key consideration from 

Monica’s point of view. “You have to do a 

lot of planning ahead and thinking about 

how the kids are going to work. Are they 

going to work by themselves or together in 

partners? How many computers are we 

talking about and what physical space are 

we working with?” Both teachers indicated 

that they considered what they wanted 

students to practice or learn before they 

chose a technology application for the task.  

If it made more sense to complete an activity 

without computer technology, they reverted 

to more traditional tools such as paper and 

pencil or poster boards and markers. 

The study participants relied on their 

past experiences to develop a timeline for 

their study of The Outsiders. In the initial 

planning meeting with the researcher, they 

approximated how long it would take for 

students to complete assigned readings, 

engage in class discussions, and apply their 

understanding of literary elements to an 

analysis of the novel. They explained that 

student learning had formerly been 

measured through periodic quizzes, an end-

of-unit test, and a paper of literary analysis 

on some element of the novel, such as 

theme, conflict characterization or setting.  

There was some uncertainty about how 

much time would be needed to integrate 

digital storytelling in place of the formal 

writing assignment, but both teachers were 

enthusiastic about modifying the unit to 

accommodate a technology project. In the 

past, the teachers had introduced the 

culminating activity, i.e., the paper, as they 

neared the end of the unit. For this project, 

they decided to introduce the concept of 

digital storytelling at the onset of the novel 

study in order to give students time for ideas 

to “percolate.”   
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Another important piece in the 

planning puzzle was the necessity of having 

a back-up plan in the event that the network 

wasn’t available or the applications the 

students were supposed to use weren’t 

working properly. Of the two teachers, 

Bethany expressed a greater level of concern 

in this area:   

Looking at all the different 

facets, you need to be 

thinking, “How is this going 

to work, and is it going to 

work in such a large group 

setting?” You have to be able 

to monitor and make sure 

[students] are on track and 

doing what they are supposed 

to be doing. And you have to 

be predicting or anticipating 

what might go wrong and 

having ideas in the back of 

your mind for how you’re 

going to fix things so that 

class time isn’t wasted  . . .  

especially in the planning 

stages of the project. 

Selecting technology tools that 

complement learning activities and fit well 

with students’ computing skills was another 

aspect of the planning process. The students 

in this study had previously used a variety of 

programs to complete their work in school.  

The teachers were able to capitalize on this 

prior experience and to more accurately 

predict how long it would take students to 

learn a new application, in this case Photo 

Story 3. Table 2 is a display of the 

technology applications used by students in 

this study.   

The teachers continued their 

planning efforts throughout the unit. They 

used their common planning time, as well as 

their lunch periods, to debrief on the success 

or challenges of their instruction that day, 

plan for the next day, and prepare materials 

for student use. Since both had previously 

taught The Outsiders, they were able to mine 

resources that had been developed in prior 

years. Nevertheless, new materials had to be 

developed to accommodate digital 

storytelling. The study participants used 

word processing, spreadsheet and 

presentation tools in Google Apps for 

Education to create and share materials with 

students. They prepared a rubric and a 

storyboard template based on models 

available on Robin’s (University of 

Houston) Digital Storytelling website. They 

collected links to literary terms and models 

of digital stories and posted them on the 

project wiki. Student requests for 

resources—such as a “how-to” guide for 

using Zotero to prepare a bibliography or 

links to copyright-free media—were another 

factor in planning. Bethany and Monica 

approached instructional planning as an 

ongoing and fluid activity, responding to 

students’ direct requests, or what they 

thought students needed, on a daily basis. 
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Table 2.  Technology applications 

Technology  

Tool 

Instructional  

Use(s) 

Learning 

Arrangement(s) 

Student Prior 

Experience? 

Photo Story 3  Digital story production  Independent 

 Pairs 

No 

Google Docs/ 

Google Apps 

for Education 

 Brainstorming story ideas 

 Literature response 

 Pre-writing/drafting story script 

 Story board 

 Conferencing 

 Peer review 

 Small group 

 Pairs 

 Independent 

Yes 

Schoology  Learning management 

environment 

 Communication 

 Document sharing 

 Discussion 

 Whole group 

 Independent 

 Pairs 

Yes 

Zotero  Organizing image and audio 

files 

 Citing image/audio sources 

 Independent 

 Pairs 

Yes 

Symbaloo  Organizing and sharing Internet 

resources  

 Whole group 

 Independent 

Yes 

 Internet 

Explorer/ 

Google Chrome 

 Researching literary terms 

 Locating copyright-free images 

 Locating music tracks with 

creative commons licensing 

 Independent 

 Pairs 

Yes 

PB Works Wiki  Viewing digital story examples 

and planning models 

 Templates for planning and 

storyboarding 

 Links to resources for literary 

analysis 

 Links to copyright free media 

resources (images, music) 

 Digital story publishing 

 Whole group 

 Independent 

 Pairs 

 Small group 

No 

TodaysMeet  Online meeting room for peer 

review feedback 

 Small group Yes 
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What instructional strategies do 

teachers use in a reading/writing unit that 

incorporates digital storytelling, and how 

do they support students’ concurrent use 

of technology? The teachers in this study 

co-taught each class session observed by the 

researcher. A typical class period began with 

direct instruction by one or both of the 

teachers. This segment generally lasted 10 to 

15 minutes and served to establish the 

learning goals and project expectations for 

the class period.  The whole group 

introduction might be followed by a small 

group activity or an opportunity for students 

to work with an editing partner. In four of 

the nine classroom observations, students 

were given facilitated project work time. In 

these sessions, one teacher conducted 

conferences with students, calling upon 

them individually or in pairs to show their 

work and talk about their progress, while the 

other teacher walked around the Learning 

Commons, stopping at tables to answer 

questions or provide assistance. A dry-erase 

board near the entrance of the room 

contained a list of the tasks students should 

complete during the session. 

Students were assigned one to two 

chapters of reading as homework three to 

four days a week. The study participants 

used journal writing to encourage students to 

interact personally with the text and to help 

them apply their emerging understanding of 

literary elements to the novel. Journal 

prompts were posted as assignments in 

Schoology, the district online learning 

management system (LMS). Reminders of 

assignments and due dates, suggestions and 

project tips were also posted for students in 

Schoology. The project wiki served a 

somewhat different purpose. Whereas 

Schoology provided a learning environment 

for all subjects and assignments, postings to 

the project wiki were specific to the study of 

The Outsiders and digital storytelling. 

Figure 1 depicts pages in the project wiki.

 

 

 

Figure 1.  PB Works Project Wiki. 
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Bethany described the value of the wiki in 

this manner:  

We used the wiki to organize 

[the project] and to give kids 

a central location where they 

could always go to for any 

materials they would need.  

We wanted the kids to get 

used to going to a certain 

place where everything is 

located. They could always 

go there for anything they 

might need or forget or lose. 

So, I think having the wiki as 

the organizational tool for the 

class was hugely important.  

During the first week of the unit, 

students examined “Nothing Gold Can 

Stay,” a poem by Robert Frost quoted in The 

Outsiders. The researcher took notes as 

students discussed the theme of the poem.  

Together, the researcher and the study 

participants created a model digital story to 

share with students. Using ideas from 

students’ discussion in the story script, the 

teachers selected images to portray the 

passing of time and the change of seasons.  

They added instrumental music—a piece 

described as “bittersweet” in the 

catalogue—to capture the mood of the 

poem. The study participants used the model 

to introduce the concept of digital 

storytelling, emphasizing the potential of the 

medium to use images, narration, text, music 

and special effects to carry a message. The 

teachers explained that students could 

demonstrate their understanding of literary 

elements in the novel through a digital story 

or through an essay. They presented a rubric 

(Figure 2) to guide students’ understanding 

of the project components and expectations.  

All of the 240 students in this study chose to 

complete a digital story.

 

Figure 2.  Digital Story Rubric 
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Bethany and Monica used 

technology to support small group 

cooperative and collaborative work 

throughout their implementation of the 

literature unit. A key tool for this purpose 

was the word processing application in 

Google Apps for Education, which 

permitted multiple students to write 

concurrently to a single file. In one of the 

observed activities, students gathered in 

table teams to brainstorm ideas about theme, 

characterization, conflict and setting. Each 

group used a unique text color to identify its 

contributions to bank of ideas. The files 

were shared with consecutive class periods, 

allowing students to add their ideas to the 

collection. As the day progressed, the 

challenge of adding original ideas increased.   

By the fourth class period, students went 

beyond idea generation; their work was 

focused on finding text evidence to support 

the suppositions of the earlier groups. As 

students began planning their digital stories, 

they returned to the group brainstorming 

document for ideas. Bethany explained, 

“The collaborative brainstorming activity 

allowed the kids as a group to focus on the 

big literary elements of the story . . . . . Then 

they could pinpoint what they felt most 

passionate about.”   

Students worked independently or in 

pairs on their digital stories. Prior to 

composing the storyboard, students wrote 

proposals for their intended topics and 

participated in conferences with the 

teachers. The storyboard template—a table 

for organizing the story script, images, and 

notes about special effects or transitions 

between frames—was presented to students 

as a shared Google document with “read-

only” rights. Students copied and renamed 

the file to begin their digital story planning.   

Figure 3 depicts the storyboard template.    

The study participants shared Robin’s 

(2011) 70/30 rule explicitly with students:  

Seventy percent of students’ time would be 

spent in pre-production work (planning, 

storyboarding, and collecting media); thirty 

percent of their time would be spent 

producing the digital story video.

 

Figure 3.  Digital Story Storyboard in Google Docs 
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Teaching students about copyright 

and fair use was an important consideration 

during the unit implementation. While 

students were reading the novel, they began 

collecting images to support the ideas they 

planned to develop in their digital stories.  

The study participants provided links to 

copyright free images and music; however, 

students could also search on their own for 

media available under creative commons 

licensing. Stressing the importance of 

attribution, the study participants insisted 

that students prepare citations and include 

them in a Credits frame at the end of their 

movies. Students had prior experience with 

Zotero, an Internet tool for organizing and 

citing research sources. For the digital story 

project, students were required to cite media 

sources, in addition to information sources. 

Zotero allowed students to collect citations 

while they planned their stories.   

The study participants required 

students to complete their storyboards and 

have teacher approval before advancing to 

story production in Photo Story 3. During 

the production phase, the teachers 

encouraged students to rely on one another 

for assistance. They prepared step-by-step 

computer task instructions, which were 

posted on the digital story wiki and available 

in print in the classroom. If a student had 

exhausted her team resources and needed 

teacher assistance, the teachers asked the 

student to point to the last step she was able 

to complete. This not only helped the 

teachers to pinpoint the problem quickly, but 

also communicated the expectation to the 

student to “try it on your own first” before 

relying on a teacher to solve the problem.  

While the primary purpose of the strategy 

was to maximize students’ on-task time 

during class, it also benefited students who 

had missed class, allowing them to catch up 

more easily. Monica explained, “We are so 

virtual now.  So when kids are absent, the 

first thing they’re going to ask is ‘Where is 

it online?’” 

Another benefit of encouraging 

students to become more self-reliant in their 

use of technology was that it allowed the 

study participants to use their class time 

with students differently. Bethany found that 

she could be more responsive to students’ 

interests and emotional needs:    

One of my students was 

really focused on the theme 

of prejudice. She got very 

caught up in the time period 

of the 1960’s, so I gave her 

the book Warriors Don’t Cry.  

I’ve also shown kids movie 

clips—Remember the Titans 

and The Blind Side—to help 

them connect to that feeling 

of “What do you do when 

you don’t have anyone to 

count on but yourself?”   

 Both of the study participants 

observed that students appeared more 

willing to invest time in planning and 

producing their digital stories than they 

typically invested in composition 

assignments. Students were willing to search 

for the right image backdrop or to stage a 

photo with family and friends to depict a 

story idea. Monica described students’ use 

of additional (unassigned) programs to 

enhance the quality of their productions.  

“We’ve had kids staying after school to 

work on their digital stories or volunteering 

to stay after to help their friends. They’re 

using programs like Photoshop to edit and 

get the effect they want. Some of them are 

editing or remixing audio with Garage 

Band.” In addition to spending time outside 

of class on the creative/technical aspects of 

their stories, many students outperformed 

their teachers’ expectations for literary 

analysis. Bethany noted, “Some kids are 

doing text-to-text comparisons without 
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really knowing it. It’s really cool. They’re 

learning and they’re doing all of this high-

level thinking, and they don’t even realize 

it.”    

 

Discussion and Implications for Practice 

Through a literature unit using The 

Outsiders and digital storytelling, the 

teachers in this study were able to address 

several key objectives in the Common Core 

State Standards in English Language Arts: 

 Use technology strategically 

when creating, refining, and 

collaborating on writing. 

 Use technology, including the 

Internet, to produce and publish 

writing and present the 

relationships between 

information and ideas efficiently 

as well as to interact and 

collaborate with others. 

 Take advantage of technology’s 

capacity to link to other 

information and to display 

information flexibly and 

dynamically.  

The study participants’ approach to 

planning included not only what work 

students would complete but also how that 

work would be accomplished through 

learning arrangements such as independent, 

small group and paired activities. In order to 

plan successful lessons, the teachers used 

their knowledge of pedagogy and content, 

along with their knowledge of students’ 

capabilities in reading, writing, and the use 

of technology tools. This observation 

supports a primary finding in Wallace 

(2004), namely that teaching with 

technology is a complex undertaking that 

requires educators to call upon multiple skill 

sets and experiences simultaneously. The 

teachers in this study possessed 

complementary skill sets that enabled them 

to anticipate students’ learning needs and 

respond to unforeseen challenges along the 

way. Another implication for teacher 

practice is that co-teaching may provide a 

mechanism of support for the integration of 

technology projects and rigorous content, 

especially in mixed-ability classroom 

settings.  

The writing process, as described by 

Fries-Gaither (2010), was a well-known 

approach to writing instruction for the study 

participants and their students. Mirroring the 

writing process in the planning, 

implementation and assessment of students’ 

digital stories provided the study 

participants with a familiar teaching path.  

Explicit instruction using Robin’s (2011) 

70/30 rule helped the study participants to 

maintain emphasis on the message of the 

digital story rather than the “bells and 

whistles” of the technology medium. The 

study participants also used Robin and 

Pierson’s (2005) elements of the digital 

story to construct the evaluation rubric and 

guide their lesson content. Leveraging 

students’ experiences with familiar 

instructional tasks may be another way to 

introduce technology without allowing it to 

overshadow learning goals.  

 

Conclusion 

As teachers endeavor to implement 

the Common Core State Standards in 

English Language Arts, further investigation 

into the conditions that best support their 

work are warranted. This study presents one 

example of how two middle grades teachers 

worked together to implement a literature 

unit that aspired to the challenge of new 

academic standards and incorporated the 

skills and dispositions associated with 21st 

century career and college readiness. The 

world outside of school will continue to 

press its case for high academic standards 

and 21st century skills, yet the paths for 

successful implementation of these 
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imperatives are just beginning to be forged. 

Though difficult to quantify, the journey is 

clearly worth taking.  Perhaps a better 

appreciation of the complexities of teaching 

and learning with technology in the age of 

new Common Core will emerge through the 

case stories we continue to share. 
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Chiefs Group: No Moratorium on Common-Core Stakes   COMMENTARY 

 

Catherine Gewertz, Education Week 

 

[Editor’s Note] As first appeared in Education Week's Curriculum Matters, May 21, 2013. 

Reprinted with permission from Editorial Projects in Education. 

 

A group of state education chiefs has sent a letter to U.S. Education Secretary Arne 

Duncan, urging him to resist a call for a moratorium on high-stakes uses of tests on the common 

standards. 

In a letter released today, Chiefs for Change says that accountability measures tied to 

the Common Core State Standards should be preserved, not delayed. 

“The members of Chiefs for Change reject any calls for a moratorium on accountability," 

the letter says. “This position overstates the challenge and undervalues our educators. ... We will 

not relax or delay our urgency for creating better teacher, principal, school, and district 

accountability systems as we implement more rigorous standards. That is a disservice to our 

students and would undermine the tremendous amount of preparation our states’ education 

agencies, districts, schools, and educators have contributed to this multiyear effort.” 

Without mentioning her by name, the Chiefs were referring to AFT President Randi 

Weingarten, who recently called for a moratorium on high-stakes consequences of the common 

standards and their assessments. She was referring to policies like teacher evaluations that are 

based in part on how well students score on those tests. 

Chiefs for Change, you might recall, is operated by the Foundation for Excellence in 

Education, the Tallahassee, Fla.-based group founded by former Florida Gov. Jeb Bush. 

In the letter to Duncan, Chiefs for Change called that position tantamount to “pulling 

back on accountability.” 

In her speech, Weingarten specifically refuted this claim, knowing it would be 

forthcoming. She argued that schools and teachers should be held accountable for the common 

core, but not until they were given enough time to get adequate materials and professional 

development for it. 

Chiefs for Change said that states should—and could—ensure a “thoughtfully” managed 

transition to the common standards, with sufficient professional development for teachers, and 

careful attention given to how the new standards will affect teacher evaluations and other 

policies. 

Hanna Skandera, one of the 11 chiefs who signed the letter, said it was driven by 

“hearing various conversations going on across the country right now and having such a strong 

conviction, as Chiefs for Change, about the importance of accountability first and foremost.” 

“We wanted to just say, ‘Wait, we've worked so hard as a nation, and in our own states, 

to take a stand for what we believe is putting kids first, what allows us to get better information 

so we can get better at serving our kids,’” she said in a telephone interview. 

“Now is not the time to step away from accountability, but to embrace it,” said Skandera, 

New Mexico’s acting chief. “As we transition to the common core, there is no reason to put a 

halt on accountability.” 

 

Catherine Gewertz is an assistant editor for Education Week. 
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