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The issue. Many reputable studies have shown that the teacher is a key to student success (Strong 2009). However, the formal preparation teachers receive is not sufficient: after graduation, they still have much to learn about the nature, goals, strategies, and context of teaching (Feiman-Nemser, 2008). Teachers also need to develop in other ways - both personal and professional - that support their continued commitment to a very demanding profession (Danielewicz, 2001; Hammerness, 2006). Accordingly, it is essential to study how to maximize ongoing teacher growth and development.

Some theorists have claimed that teachers undergo a steady transition from "novice" to "expert." However, there is evidence that some teachers progress much more rapidly than others and indeed that some barely progress at all (Hargreaves, 2008; Kennedy, 2005). Moreover, some teachers experience decline in motivation and a considerable proportion quickly leave the profession. We need to study teachers over time and identify ways to foster the necessary forms of teacher development.

Originality, potential contribution to knowledge. For the past 5 years and continuing to 2010, we (Beck and Kosnik) have been conducting a longitudinal study of new teachers, of whom 22 began teaching in 2004 and 24 in 2007. The primary purpose of this research has been to assess the effectiveness of the participants' preservice preparation. However, as these 46 teachers enter a later career stage, we have an ideal opportunity to continue to study them with a focus on how they change and develop (or not) over time. During the proposed new study (2010-2013), the group of 22 will be in their 7th to 9th years of teaching and the 24 in their 4th to 6th years. All 46 participants appear keen to continue in our research program, as in the past. We have a team of 13 researchers (plus ourselves), including graduate assistants and faculty volunteers, and are in a position to carry out one of the largest in-depth longitudinal studies of teachers ever conducted. Our prior knowledge of the teachers and rapport with them will greatly enhance the research. 

Briefly, our research will yield: (i) detailed knowledge of changes (and continuities) in the views, attitudes, and practices of teachers - and the reasons for these - from their 4th to 9th years of teaching; (ii) knowledge of the topics that are of most importance to teachers in inservice education; (iii) knowledge of the forms of professional education and support the teachers have experienced and the ones they have found of most assistance; and (iv) knowledge of the kind of preservice education that best prepares teachers for continued growth during their career. While our study will focus especially on elementary (K-9) literacy teachers, we believe it will also have implications for teachers working at higher grade levels and in other subject areas.

Wider social benefit. The limited effectiveness of schooling in teaching basic skills remains a major public concern. While we believe that the achievements of teachers are frequently underestimated and the strong impact of socioeconomic factors is often overlooked, we do think there is room for improvement. In the OECD International Adult Literacy Survey released in June 2000, over 40% of Canadians were found to be below the "suitable minimum skill" in literacy, and a further OECD study published in May 2005 noted that the Canadian literacy rate had not improved since 2000. Data released by Ontario's Education Quality and Assessment Office (EQAO) in August 2009 reported that elementary students in the province have improved only minimally in reading, writing, and mathematics over the past 4 years (as measured by EQAO testing) and about one-third are not meeting basic provincial standards. Although socioeconomic variables and the relatively high proportion of ESL students in Canada are undoubtedly relevant here, it is clear that increased effectiveness in teaching literacy and mathematics must be sought. We believe our study will contribute significantly to providing a basis for the teacher development needed to achieve this goal.
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Objectives


The main objectives of the proposed research are as follows: 


(a) Primarily, to study change in the views, practices, context, and identity of K-9 teachers from their 4th to 9th years of teaching, with special attention to literacy teaching.  


(b) To investigate what "content" or "curriculum" is appropriate for inservice teacher education.

(c) To determine what types of inservice support (e.g., mentoring, workshops, courses, teacher research, school-based initiatives) are most effective in fostering teacher development.

(d) To examine what kind of preservice education best prepares teachers for continued growth during their career.

Context


Relevant scholarly literature. The importance of ongoing teacher development has been emphasized repeatedly in the literature on education. Initial teacher education is not enough: teachers must continue to grow throughout their career (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Crowther, 2009; Feiman-Nemser, 2008). Snow, Griffin, & Burns (2005) argue that we should reject the "status shift" notion according to which becoming a certified teacher brings full expertise. Bransford, Darling-Hammond, and LePage (2005) stress the need to provide student teachers with "the core ideas and broad understanding of teaching and learning that give them traction on their later development" (p. 3). According to Feiman-Nemser (2001), we must think of preservice teacher education not as a last opportunity to "cram" in material but rather as "laying a foundation...and preparing novices to learn in and from their practice" (p. 1016).

Apart from improvement in pedagogical knowledge and skill, other kinds of ongoing professional and personal growth are required if teachers are to refine their approach and maintain energy and motivation for their work. Hagger and McIntyre (2006) say that "teachers' professional and personal identities tend to be intertwined" and this connection provides them with "essential resources on which they draw as classroom teachers" (p. 55). According to Danielewicz (2001) and Hammerness, Darling-Hammond, and Bransford (2005), teachers' personal identity has a pervasive influence on their approach to teaching. Connelly & Clandinin (1999) claim that teachers' approach to their work is ideally an expression of their emerging life narrative, and where this is not the case they may well abandon the profession. Feiman-Nemser (2008) states that "teaching and learning to teach are deeply personal work" (p. 699), and Rodgers and Scott (2008) report that, in the field of learning to teach, "identity and identity formation have taken center stage" (p. 732).

A prominent earlier idea in the literature was that teacher change occurs in stages or phases, with steady progress from "novice" to "expert" (Berliner, 1986; Feiman-Nemser, 1983; Richardson & Placier, 2001). Recently, however, there has been "a movement from relatively rigid, deterministic, hierarchical, and traditional stage theories in teaching to more flexible accounts" (Richardson & Placier, 2001, p. 912). It has been observed that change can go in a negative direction: teachers can become disillusioned, lose their motivation, and even leave teaching (Hammerness, 2006; Hargreaves, 2008; Kennedy, 2005). And among teachers who remain positive and continue to grow, development is not necessarily uniform. There is variation in the speed of learning to teach and in "the kind of teaching being learned" (Feiman-Nemser, 2001, p. 1039). Hammerness, Darling-Hammond, and Bransford (2005) maintain that, if well prepared, some teachers "develop a more expert practice even as beginning practitioners" (p. 381).

Much has been written about the considerable barriers to teacher growth. Inertia in school culture often prevents positive change from spreading beyond a given group of unusually effective teachers (Sarason, 1990, 1996). According to Cuban (2008), improvement in teaching practice is hindered by a 












     combination of: mistaken beliefs about teaching and learning; inadequate organizational structures; and incomplete implementation of reforms. Many claim that professional development and related school reform fail because teachers are not allowed enough input: PD programs and other reform efforts are typically "top-down" or "outside-in" (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Webster-Wright, 2009; Zeichner, 1995). There is now fairly broad agreement in the research literature that reforms must be both bottom-up and top-down, inside-out as well as outside-in (Fullan, 2009; Hargreaves, 2008; Hopkins, 2007). 

Among more teacher-centred approaches to PD and school reform currently being proposed are the following: (i) mentoring or coaching (Achinstein & Athenases, 2006; Knight, 2009; Neuman & Cunningham, 2009; Strong, 2009); (ii) local induction programs (Moir & Hanson, 2008; Strong, 2009; Wang, Odell, & Schwille, 2008); (iii) teacher research (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; Goswami, Lewis, Rutherford, & Waff, 2009; Pine, 2009; Somekh, 2006); (iv) teacher leadership (Crowther, 2009; Donaldson, 2006; Falk, 2009; Harris & Muijs, 2005; Lieberman, 2008); and (v) professional learning communities (Lieberman & Miller, 2008; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006; Mitchell & Mitchell, 2008; Westheimer, 2008). However, many of these approaches are what Cuban (2008) would call partial solutions: they are primarily bottom-up, largely ignoring the system support needed by individual teachers and schools. Many focus mainly the process of change, failing to address the questions raised by Feiman-Nemser about what kind of teaching is being learned. A more comprehensive approach is needed, and one that involves a clearer sense of direction for teaching and teacher development. 

Theoretical approach/framework. The theoretical stance we (Beck and Kosnik) bring to our research is "critical," which in part explains our concern with change. We believe that teaching (along with related societal norms and structures) requires constant critique and reform (Britzman, 2003; Cochran-Smith, 2004; Giroux, 2005; Rodgers & Scott, 2008); it should not just reflect past or current ideas and practices. This does not mean that we are negative toward teachers and teaching; on the contrary, we believe that teachers even now contribute much more than is typically recognized by politicians, school district officials, and the general public. However, in any profession there is room for improvement, and ongoing reform of teaching is crucial for students, society, and teachers themselves. 


While our theoretical approach is critical in this sense, it is also "progressive" and "constructivist." We agree with Dewey (1900, 1902, 1909, 1916, 1938) that learning must be related to everyday life, that students should play a major role in their own learning, and that learning is always a social process. And we concur with constructivists that students should co-construct their learning in light of their prior knowledge and broader life needs (Brophy, 2002; Piaget, 1932) and, again, that learning has a strong social dimension (Richardson, 1997; Vygotsky, 1978). As before, these themes help explain our focus on change. In our view, the reforms advocated by progressives and constructivists over the past hundred years have only been partially implemented. Schooling in the 21st century remains too removed from "real-life," largely top-down and transmissional in nature, and often without a truly social aspect. Continued teacher (and school) development is needed to address these shortcomings.

In line with progressive and constructivist thought, we take the current realities of schooling seriously. Schooling practices, though flawed, reflect to some extent the genuine needs of students, teachers, and society; as Dewey (1916) said, in education the future must largely grow out of the present. Having this perspective, we see the need to investigate the present views and practices of teachers, the constraints they work under, the impact of the school environment on them, changes they see as desirable and feasible, and the supports they find helpful. Given our critical stance, we do not accept unquestioningly the views and practices of teachers. Often teachers are unduly influenced by prevailing societal ideologies or the educational fads of the day; or they are simply unaware of alternative educational approaches. But we believe that the input of teachers is vital. As several writers have said, school reform proposals developed solely by academics or other external critics tend to be simplistic and out of touch with reality (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Kennedy, 2006; Zeichner, 1995). We must work WITH teachers in devising new directions for schooling. 

Connections to ongoing research. Over the past 13 years, we (Beck and Kosnik) have pursued a research program in the field of critical, progressive, and constructivist teaching and teacher education. This has resulted in many refereed articles and conference presentations and several books, including Innovations in Teacher Education (SUNY Press, 2006), Priorities in Teacher Education (Routledge, 2009), and Teaching in a Nutshell (Routledge, 2010, forthcoming) (see details in Section 4, below). For the past 9 years, our research has focused especially on literacy teaching and teacher education. We have carried out provincially-funded large-scale research (with Hart) on the literacy teaching practices of teachers in Grades 3 and 6 throughout Ontario (Beck, Hart, & Kosnik, 2002), and on literacy preservice instruction by teacher educators in Ontario universities (Kosnik et al., 2002). More recently, we have conducted the small-scale SSHRC project Effective Program Structures for Teacher Education (2001-03) (on which Innovations in Teacher Education was based) and the large-scale SSHRC projects Teacher Education for Literacy Teaching (2003-06) and Key Components of Learning to Teach Literacy (2006-10) (on which Priorities in Teacher Education and Teaching in a Nutshell were based). Although a main focus in these latter two projects has been literacy, many general findings have emerged. The interest in this research has been considerable. In the four years 2006 to 2009 we had 14 papers on the research accepted by the American Educational Research Association alone and received many invitations from universities and other organizations in Canada and beyond to present on the research.

The central component of the above two large-scale SSHRC projects has been longitudinal study of the impact of preservice education on new teachers: 22 who began teaching in 2004 and 24 who began in 2007. Using project-funded and university-funded research assistants along with faculty volunteers, we have established a team of 13 researchers (plus ourselves) to study these teachers. The teachers have been glad to participate in the research and, remarkably, all 46 are still in the study. The inclusion in the second cohort of 9 U.S. participants was an important development and will increase interest in our research in the United States and elsewhere.  

Although our chief interest in these two projects has been implications for preservice education, in analyzing the data we have been intrigued by the changes over time in the teachers' views and practices. For example, most of the original group of 22 have grown considerably in their ability to identify key teaching goals and construct a solid program to meet those goals; but at the same time, some have reported becoming less "motivated" as teachers in their later years. Partly as a result of seeing such patterns, we have become intensely interested in how and why teachers change and develop (or not) over the years and the implications of this for inservice teacher education. As these teachers increasingly enter a later career phase, we see a great opportunity to draw on their experiences, views, and practices and study teacher change in a more systematic and longer-term manner. Our study sample, though not large from some points of view, is substantial for an in-depth qualitative study; if we were able to follow these teachers for another 3 years beyond 2010, observing and interviewing them twice a year, it would constitute one of the largest longitudinal qualitative studies of teachers ever conducted. 

In summary, the proposed 2010-13 SSHRC project would build on our previous two large-scale SSHRC projects but go beyond them in the following ways: (a) It would shift the focus from preservice education and beginning teaching to inservice education and later-career teacher development. (b) It would follow the original group of 22 teachers into their 7th to 9th years and the second cohort of 24 into their 4th to 6th years (with opportunites to compare the second cohort with the original cohort in their 4th to 6th years). (c) It would examine how inservice education and other forms of support enable teachers to grow and survive in the profession. (d) In so far as it attended to preservice education, its concern would be how preservice education might better prepare teachers to develop over the long-term. Finally, (e) it would use its U.S. component to learn about current U.S. trends that may be considered (though not necessarily followed) in Canada in the future, such as closer connections between preservice and inservice education, more stringent external regulation and evaluation of teachers, and strongly test-based models of research on teacher effectiveness. 

Importance, originality, and anticipated contribution to knowledge. The teacher is the single most important school-based (as distinct from society-based) factor in student success (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Strong, 2009). Accordingly, it is crucial to find out as much as possible about teacher change, especially positive change or "development." Although achieving positive teacher change is often challenging, extensive resources continue to be devoted to this end; and in order to ensure that these resources are well used - and if possible increased - we must continue to study this area.

We believe our proposed project can make a major original contribution in this key area for several reasons. First, our research on preservice teacher education positions us well to study inservice teacher development. We can explore whether and how the key elements we have identified for the former (e.g., program planning, pupil assessment, classroom organization, professional identity) apply to the latter. Grossman, Hammerness, and McDonald (2009) emphasize that research on teaching and teacher education must be linked, and we concur. Teacher education (whether preservice or inservice) must be guided by a sound conception of what form teaching should take. We have been able to contribute in this area and our proposed study of later-career teaching will extend this contribution. 

Second, as we continue to study the 46 teachers, we will be able to complete an unusually extensive longitudinal study of teachers. This will help us form a broader understanding of teacher change (both positive and negative), including changes that occur in teachers' views, abilities, and motivations, the factors involved, and the supports needed. We will also be able to provide concrete examples of teacher change, for the benefit of teachers, policy makers, and inservice teacher educators. 

Third, we can tackle the much-discussed but controversial topic of "stages" of teacher development, showing in detail how current stage theory needs to be qualified and refined. We will examine cases where teachers experience a plateau or regression in some aspect of their professional life and the factors involved in such occurrences. And we will be able to assess some of the common and potentially damaging stereotypes of "novice" and later-career teachers. 


Fourth, the study will throw light on which learnings in preservice teacher education support continued growth later in a teacher's career, and enable us in turn to design ways to promote such learnings: for example, an over-arching conception of the nature of teaching and the role of the teacher; an awareness of the need to keep growing; and a set of strategies for promoting one's own ongoing professional and personal development.

In making the above contributions, we will attend to applied knowledge as well as theory: we want our research to serve both the professional and academic communities. We will write a book and extensive journal and conference papers on teacher change and inservice education, in collaboration with graduate students. In addition, the dissertations of our master's and doctoral students in this area will have a significant impact on the field as a result of what they will learn through the project. 

Methodology


Research methods, strategies, and activities in relation to objectives. Our methodology will be mainly qualitative as defined by Merriam (2009) and Punch (2009); for example, it will involve in-depth interviews, focus-group discussions, and semi-open observation and document collection. Analysis of the resulting transcripts and other data will require considerable interpretation on our part. Our research approach will be a type of grounded theory (Glaser, 1992; Merriam, 2009; Punch, 2009) in that our theory will largely emerge during the study and be continually modified through "constant comparison" with the data. 


Our study will also have a quantitative dimension. With samples of 22 and 24 (and on some items a combined sample of 46 for years 4 to 6 of teaching), quantitative reporting will be possible on many matters (e.g., decline versus increase in motivation, preferred types of inservice programming). Although the teachers come from different teacher education programs and work in varied school and school district settings, there will often be enough commonality for quantitative analysis. We will use 
NVivo8 software to organize and analyze much of the data, which again will help in generating quantitative findings. Nevertheless, since different participants will express themselves in different ways, it will usually be necessary to create codes and exercise judgment in deciding which items come under a given code. In order to increase the validity and reliability of this process, we will have frequent team discussions to develop common terminology and will conduct inter-coder reliability checks. 


As noted earlier, our sample will be 46 elementary teachers whom we will study over 3 years from 2010 to 2013. One group of 22 began teaching in the fall of 2004 and so will be in their 7th to 9th years of teaching. They are graduates of several post-baccalaureate preservice programs - two 2-year master's programs and three 1-year BEd programs - at OISE and the Institute of Child Study in Toronto. A second group of 24 began teaching in 2007 and so will be in their 4th to 6th years. Of these, 15 are from Ontario programs, 5 from Teachers College Columbia University, and 4 from Rutgers University. On many matters we will be able to compare the group of 24 with the group of 22 in the latter's 4th to 6th years, using the transcripts from our previous study. 


Recruitment of this sample was challenging because of a shortage of teaching positions in recent years. A limitation of our research is that the teachers were volunteers from a restricted group of successful job seekers, and accordingly may have certain qualities - e.g., talent, commitment - to a greater extent than teachers in general. Although we see no way around this limitation - since participants must have a teaching position and be willing to participate - we will take it into account in analysis and reporting. In a number of other respects, however, we were able to achieve a fairly representative sample of teachers: they ranged from recent baccalaureate graduates in their early to mid 20s to career-changers in their 30s and 40s; they were from a variety of preservice programs; the ratio of females to males and the proportion of visible minority participants is about the same as for elementary teachers in general; and they are teaching at grade levels from kindergarten to grade 9. The schools in which they teach are also typical of most large city schools: nearly all have a highly multi-racial, multi-ethnic student population, many ESL students, and many low socio-economic-status students.


We now present a brief overview of our proposed strategies and activities relative to each objective of the study.


(a) Studying change in the views, practices, context, and identity of elementary teachers from their 4th to 9th years, with special attention to literacy teaching. Over the course of the proposed 2010-13 study, we will (i) interview and (ii) observe the 46 teachers on 2 occasions each year, (iii) collect instructional materials, and (iv) conduct focus groups with teachers in similar settings (e.g., East Toronto; Manhattan; primary; junior; intermediate). In the interviews and focus groups we will pursue such questions as: What have been your experiences as a teacher over the past term/year; how have your views and practices changed, especially in the literacy area; what in detail is the content and pedagogy of your program, again with emphasis on literacy; how do you organize your classroom; how has your motivation to teach changed; how has your view of the teaching profession changed? We will ask the same questions of all participants but also ask probe questions and invite additional comment. As noted, where similar questions were asked of the group of 22 in years 4 to 6 we will link the two data sets.

(b) Investigating what "content" or "curriculum" is appropriate for inservice teacher education. Using the sample and methods described earlier, we will explore which topics are of most importance to teachers in their 4th to 9th years of teaching. In past research with this sample, definite priorities for teaching and teacher education were identified; in the new project, (i) we will ask the participants each year whether these priorities still apply and what other key concerns are emerging at this stage in their career. (ii) We will ask their views on current ideas in the literature about key topics for inservice education for later-career teachers. (iii) Through analysis of their views, practices, and context, we will arrive at tentative conclusions about the areas in which teachers most need inservice education.

(c) Determining what types of inservice support are most effective in fostering teacher development. Again, using the sample and methods discussed earlier, (i) we will investigate how key topics can most effectively be addressed in inservice education. (ii) We will learn from the participants 
and other sources what professional development opportunities are available in schools and school districts and at the government level. (iii) We will present ideas on methods of inservice education from the literature and elicit the teachers' opinions on them. (iv) We will ourselves engage in inservice education with later-career teachers, thus helping us refine the emerging findings of our study.

(d) Examining what kind of preservice education best prepares teachers for continued growth during their career. Although the proposed new project will focus on inservice rather than preservice education, we are interested in how preservice education can better prepare teachers to continue to develop later in their career. Using the same sample and methods, (i) we will study which prior ideas, attitudes, and practices would have helped the participants continue to grow. (ii) We will use in our own preservice instruction the ideas we are developing through the research, assessing the extent to which the approach is indeed applicable. (iii) We will share these ideas with teacher educators and student teachers and gather their views on the feasibility of addressing these topics in preservice education.

Justification of methodologies. We will use qualitative methods to a substantial degree in this project. We believe qualitative inquiry in our field is justified since it provides depth of
understanding and enables exploration of questions that do not lend themselves easily to quantitative inquiry (Guyton & McIntyre, 1990; Guzzetti, Anders, & Neuman, 1999; Merriam, 2009). Especially, it opens the way to gaining unexpected ideas from participants, in addition to determining their opinions on pre-set questions. This has proved to be the case in our 2003-06 and 2006-10 SSHRC projects, where the new teachers have often led us in unanticipated directions. At the same time, we will use quantitative analysis where frequency size and type of data permit. Such analysis has an important place because findings can often be arrived at more quickly and reported more clearly and succinctly. 

Triangulation is central to our methodology. We believe that the use of a variety of methods is crucial to enable cross-checking of evidence. We have found, for example, that interviews are an essential complement to observation because they provide understanding of the precise nature and significance of practices revealed through observation. We also believe focus groups are very important: Munby, Lock, Hutchinson, Whitehead, and Martin (1999) maintain that by using focus groups and thus "creating a social environment in which the group members are stimulated by each other's ideas, a researcher can increase the quality of the data collected" (p. 37). Another kind of triangulation we will use in the proposed study is comparison of the study participants' views with (a) ideas in the research literature, (b) opinions of inservice and preservice educators, and (c) impressions gained from our own ongoing work in preservice and inservice teacher education. Finally, we believe that longitudinal study affords crucial triangulation in that teachers' views and practices are compared over time (Clift & Brady, 2005; Grossman et al., 2000).

Communication of results (in Years 2 and 3 of the project and the year following)


Publication through a book, book chapters, and articles in academic journals


Publication in professional journals, e.g., Professionally Speaking; Educational Leadership


Papers presented at scholarly conferences, notably AERA, CSSE, AACTE, ATEE 


Papers presented at professional conferences, e.g., NCTE, ASCD, and conferences sponsored by 


teacher federations and faculties of education


Presentations to school boards, education ministries, school departments, mentoring committees


Presentations to parent and community groups, public media


Incorporation of findings into our own inservice and preservice teaching and program 



modification
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