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MEL GEORGE:  Well, ladies and gentlemen, it’s a great pleasure now to welcome to

our midst Lee Shulman, and to ask for his wisdom and advice as we think about teacher

education.  One of the things that I was so excited at his willingness to talk with us was

his ability to put things in a slightly larger frame than some of us are used to thinking

about.  Lee, at one point in his life, was on the faculty at Michigan State University and

even held an appointment in medical education, even.  And so he has thought about the

professions broadly, and has pondered the relationship between the preparation that other

professions use for their professional graduates as contrasted with teacher education.

And that’s a subject of great interest to me.  I serve on the advisory committee for a

Center for Religion, the Professions and the Public, which is trying to think about what

professionals need to understand about the increasing religious diversity in this country,

for example.  And so the notion of professional education, both pre-service and in-

service, is a very nice context in which to put our thinking about teacher education.

Lee Shulman is currently the eighth president of the Carnegie Foundation for the

Advancement of Teaching.  And I did not know that its mission is described as follows:



it is “to do and perform all things necessary to encourage, uphold and dignify the

profession of teaching.”  That’s a really powerful mission statement, and we assume that

you are well on your way to accomplishing that for all time, Lee.

He’s a past president of the American Educational Research Association, and a past

president of the National Academy of Education, and a fellow of the American Academy

of Arts & Sciences. So both his background and his present position at Carnegie are a

wonderful preparation for his talk today, which is entitled “The Signature Pedagogies of

the Professions of Law, Medicine, Engineering and the Clergy:  Potential Lessons for the

Education of Teachers.”  It’s a great pleasure to welcome Lee Shulman.

[APPLAUSE]

PROFESSOR LEE SHULMAN:  Thank you very much.  The Carnegie Foundation is

now 100 years old, so we’re getting fewer and fewer excuses available if we don’t

achieve our mission.  But teaching seems to be a problem that reinvents itself in every

generation.  So the ones that we’re facing in 2005 bear some resemblance to those that

my predecessors saw in 1905, but they’re quite different, as well.

If someone asked me over the last 35 years, “What do you do?”  I would say I’m a

teacher educator.  That is the most persistent theme in my own career, from my first day

of teaching at Michigan State University in 1963--  where my teaching responsibilities

were to teach 1,000 future teachers a day in two, 500-student sections--to the last course I

taught at Stanford -- which was a course that I team-taught with my successor at

Stanford, Linda Darling Hammond, on the Foundations of Learning for Teaching for

future secondary school teachers of mathematics, science, English, Social Studies and

Foreign Language.

As has been explained in Dr. George’s introduction, I’ve spent a great deal of that time

trying to understand the complexities and the challenges of educating teachers by looking

through the lenses of the parallel problems and challenges of preparing people for other



professions.  Because I find what professionals have to do-- whether we call them

teachers or lawyers, priests or nurses-- extraordinarily complex and endlessly fascinating.

The job of the arts & sciences faculty member is to bring students to a depth of critical

understanding of a discipline. The professor of history wants students to develop a critical

grasp of history.  To know and understand the discipline is certainly a sufficiently

ambitious goal for any of us teaching either in the elementary and secondary or higher

education within a subject area or discipline.  But when you’re preparing someone to

teach, then preparing them to know, to think, to understand what they need to understand

in order to practice is just the beginning.  There is much more.  The educator in a

profession is teaching someone to understand in order to act, to act in order to make a

difference in the minds and lives of others-- to act in order to serve others responsibly and

with integrity.   As we say in our Carnegie Foundation studies of education in the

professions, professional education is a synthesis of three apprenticeships—a cognitive

apprenticeship wherein one learns to think like a professional, a practical apprenticeship

where one learns to perform like a professional, and a moral apprenticeship where one

learns to think and act in a responsible and ethical manner that integrates across all three

domains.

A professional is not someone for whom understanding is sufficient.  Understanding is

necessary, yes; but not sufficient.  A professional has to be prepared to act, to perform, to

practice, whether they have enough information or not.  You’ve got 32 kids in front of

you and you need to act.  You can’t say, “You know, give me an hour to figure out what I

know that will help me decide what to do next.”  You’ve got to act on the fly with

insufficient information.  It’s true of a surgeon during an operation; it’s true of a member

of the clergy counseling the bereaved.  Action is equally important, maybe more

important, than understanding.

But even that isn’t enough.  As we’ve seen, as we look at education for the professions,

professionals not only have to understand and perform, they have to be certain kinds of

human beings.  To use the language of the education of clergy, they have to undergo a



certain kind of formation of character and values so they become a kind of person to

whom we are prepared to entrust the responsibilities of our health system, of our

education system, of our souls and of the kind of justice we expect to see pursued in this

society.

And so a great deal of what’s involved in educating professionals is educating for

character.  And we all know that you could have the most skilled classroom teacher who

understands their subject matter deeply.  But if they are not a person of character, there’s

something deeply deficient there.  And so when we look at professions, we are looking at

the challenge of teaching people to understand, to act, and to be integrated into a complex

of knowing, doing and being.

At Carnegie, we are now in the midst of a 10 year study to understand how people are

prepared for practice in law, engineering, the clergy, teaching, nursing and medicine.

We’ve essentially finished our work in the first three fields.  We’re now writing up our

studies of the education of lawyers, engineers and clergy.  And we are pursuing the work

on teaching, nursing and medicine.

I want to speak to you this morning about some of the insights that I’ve been having as a

teacher-educator as well as someone who’s spent about a decade of my life in a medical

school as a medical educator looking across all of these fields.  We can learn a great deal

from looking at those fields; just as it will turn out they have a great deal to learn from us.

Let me begin by describing what I was doing about two weeks ago.

About two weeks ago, at about 7:30 in the morning, I parked my car and went to the

ninth floor of the teaching hospital of a major American medical school to join a team for

the whole morning to do clinical rounds in internal medicine.  It had been years since I

had done that.  In fact, it had been since the mid-point of my career at Michigan State, in

about 1972.  And it reminded me of both the excitement and, in a very interesting way,

the routine associated with clinical rounds.



Clinical rounds are the way the practice of medicine is taught.  Clinical rounds go on

every single morning of the week, Saturdays and Sundays included.  Clinical rounds

involve a multigenerational team:  the chief resident, who is usually in her fourth year of

post-M.D. training, a senior resident, usually in his or her second or third year post-M.D.,

a couple of first-year residents, several third-year medical students in their first rotation

as medical students, and a pharmacy intern.

We had a set of patients to visit.  And with a few exceptions, they were the same patients

the team visited the day before, and the day before that.  One of the interesting things that

are happening in the world of medicine that is changing medical education dramatically

is that the curriculum materials of clinical medicine instruction-- which has been

constituted of patients lying in beds-- is becoming much more transient.  When I started

in medical education, if you were having your gallbladder out, you were going to be in a

hospital for 8 to 10 days.  That meant that the “curriculum” stayed in place for that long.

My administrative assistant had her gallbladder removed six months ago,

laparoscopically.  She didn’t spent one night in the hospital.  She was admitted in the

morning, remained in recovery for a few hours after the procedure, and she was in the

recovery; she was home that night.  Well, great for her, great for cost control in the health

care system.  But what a pain for medical education!  You know, what would happen if

the pages in your textbook disappeared before you had a chance to read them carefully?

I mention this because of the fact that what I’m going to be talking about this morning,

which I call the “signature pedagogies of the professions,” are not eternal and

unchanging.  Even though they seem remarkably stable at any one point in time, they are

always subject to change as conditions in the practice of the profession itself and in the

institutions that provide professional service or care undergo larger societal change.

But we were visiting patients that, alas, were there for longer periods of time.  And what

was fascinating is the routinization, almost to the point of ritual, of clinical rounds.  You



come to a room where a patient who is on our docket is in bed.  Somebody on the team

knows that their responsibility is to report on a patient, and then to explain what’s

happened since the last time they rounded, what’s going to happen next, and then to take

questions about the situation from colleagues on the team.  The routine is such that

everybody knows what they’re supposed to do.

Equally fascinating was the observation that it was often unclear who the teachers were

and who were the learners.  At times it was the third year clerk who presented the case,

and everybody else was learning from that person.  At other times it was the senior

resident.  And so the roles of students and teachers were changing.  Unlike a lot of

educational situations, everyone was visible, nobody could hide.  That’s a very

interesting feature of signature pedagogies.  Everybody was a member of the clinical

team with a role and responsibilities, and could be expected to ask or answer a question,

or perform an examination or procedure, at any moment.  Hiding was impossible;

anonymity wasn’t an option.

And because of the fact that the “rules of engagement” of clinical rounds had become so

routine, the teachers didn’t spend any time at all with what you might call “classroom

management.”  And by that I don’t mean “discipline,” because clearly that wasn’t much

of a problem.  They did not need to practice  classroom management in the sense that

those of us who use group work in our classrooms, have to give the students a fair

amount of instruction about what it means to be a member of a collaborative group, what

their roles and  responsibilities are, and how do they decide who’s in charge.  The power

of routinization in signature pedagogies is such that those questions have already been

answered.  The rules of the game are clear.

On that morning, we progressed through four different kinds of rounds.  I’m not going to

go into the details, but they went from work rounds to teaching rounds to something

called “M&M, morbidity and mortality reviews, in which we systematically looked at

cases that hadn’t gone well and asked what had gone badly and what we can learn from

the experience that could guide individual clinical practice in the future.  And then a



large, 50-person “quality assurance” meeting was held (it’s a monthly occurrence) in

which all the members of the department in all generations from full professor to medical

student gathered to review some serious problems of infection that were occurring in

conjunction with inserting “central lines” in intensive care patients. In quality assurance

reviews, the question was not what individuals could do to improve quality, but what the

institution itself ought to do collectively and corporately to reduce these rates of

infection.  The focus was not merely practice, but more broadly it was on needed changes

in institutional policy.

Why do I go into this kind of detail?  This kind of teaching of professional practice has its

parallels in most of the professions that we’ve been studying.  So for example, if you

went to the first year classes in any law school in America, you would find law’s

equivalent of clinical rounds.  Except instead of there being seven students involved,

there would be 120.  You’d be in a lecture hall, except that it would be much more

pronounced in its curvature so that students were much more likely to be able to see one

another, even in a large class.  And if I were your teacher in torts or criminal law or

constitution or contracts, I would be closer to the center of the arc that was formed by the

curved rows of seats.

How many of you have seen the movie, The Paper Chase, with the famous portrayal of

the ominous Professor Kingsfield?  You have a sense of what a large law school class is

like.  One of the first things you see is the routine.  It doesn’t matter which of the first

year classes it is, the rules of engagement are the same.  A faculty member enters the

room.  The students know what the cases to be discussed that day are.  And without any

kind of preparatory good morning or whatever, I turn to address one of you:

“Ms. …

JUDY CONROY:  Judy Conroy.



PROF.  SHULMAN:  “Ms. Conroy” Please tell us about the case of Brown v. Board of

Education.”  And you would not be free to say whatever you felt like about Brown v.

Board of Education, because that is a trigger, in the same way that it is in medicine, for a

routine protocol of performance, literally, of rendering an account of the case.  You are

being taught “to think like a lawyer.”  And I don’t care if you’re at the University of

Colorado Law School or at the New York University Law School, or at the John F.

Kennedy Law School in Oakland, the engagement rules are the same, much as they are

doing clinical rounds in medicine.

But what we also will know-- what all of you law students will know-- is that at any

second, the teacher-as-sniper can pivot and say, “And Mr. Labov!  Do you agree with

Ms. Conroy’s account of the case, or do you disagree?”

JAY LABOV:  Disagree.

PROF.  SHULMAN:  Disagree!  Thank you very much.  Before you tell me your

disagreement, I’d like you to restate in your own words Ms. Conroy’s argument, and then

offer your own.  Notice, I am also conveying subtly, you’d better be paying attention,

closely, to what your colleagues are saying.

In elementary education research, there’s a lovely concept called “accountable talk,” or

“accountable speech.”  And what’s so important for kids and teachers to learn is that

when you’re participating in a discussion, your contributions are accountable for their

continuity with those that preceded and with the text or source materials on which the

conversation is based.

You can’t simply say, “Well, you know, the way I feel is.”   No, you are responsible to

add one link to a chain of discourse.  And so one of the other things you see in the law

school class that, to me, is directly parallel to the clinical rounds is that even in large

room, students feel accountable.  They are visible, they never know when they will be

asked to perform, and they had better be ready.  They also know precisely what it means



to perform.  The faculty is not playing hide-the-ball; the students understand the form of

what is expected of them, even if they often do not know the particulars.

I give these two examples, and I could give others from other fields, of what I have been

calling lately “the signature pedagogies of the professions.”  What I mean by“signature

pedagogy” is a mode of teaching that has become inextricably identified with preparing

people for a particular profession.  This means it has three characteristics:  One, it’s

distinctive in that profession.  So you wouldn’t expect clinical rounds in a law school.

And even though it might be very effective, you wouldn’t expect a case dialogue or case

method teaching of this sort in a medical school.

Second, it is pervasive within the curriculum.  So that students learn that as they go from

course to course, there are certain continuities that thread through the program that are

part of what it means to learn to “think like a lawyer,” or “think like a physician,” or

“think like a priest.”  There are certain kinds of thinking that are called for in the rules of

engagement of each course, even as you go from subject to subject.  The third feature is

another aspect of pervasiveness, which cuts across institutions and not only courses.

Signature pedagogies have become essential to general pedagogy of an entire profession,

as elements of instruction and of socialization.

What are some of the characteristics of these pedagogies?  I’ve mentioned a couple

already.  The first is that they are habitual, they are routine.  The rules of engagement in

this kind of pedagogy are repeated again and again and again.  And it doesn’t seem to

make the classes boring, which is really quite interesting.  Many of us who’ve taught at

earlier grades have been taught the importance of novelty:  “keep changing things for the

students, because novelty breeds motivation and interest,” we were told.  We advocate

constant novelty without taking sufficient cognizance of the strain it places on the

students and on the teacher, of constantly changing the rules of the game.

And it’s not at all unusual for new teachers, when they want to try something new with

their classroom, simultaneously to change the grouping structure, to do a simulation for



the first time, to experiment with role-play and other novel instructional elements.

Indeed, it’s not unusual for a novice teacher to change about four features at once, and

then wonder why the whole thing goes up in smoke.  And they spent so much time

planning it, “And don’t those kids care how much, and how hard I worked?”

Tears are not unusual in those circumstances, especially with our new teachers.

They really haven’t thought through how important it is to keep control over the sources

of unpredictability and variation and challenge that the students are being asked to

confront at the same time.  And what’s fascinating in the signature pedagogies of these

professions is the extent to which the novelty comes from the subject matter itself, not

from constantly changing the pedagogical rules.

A second thing, you see, is that both the students and their thought processes are made

visible in the signature pedagogies of the professions.  I don’t know if you’ve seen

videotapes of large lectures in the liberal arts and sciences in colleges and universities.

But you show me a classroom with 200 students in it for a 9:00 o’clock class, and you

just pan your little video.  Students are sleeping, or they’re reading the paper.  If it’s a

wireless environment, they’re on the net.  The level of attention and vigilance on the part

of the students is frighteningly low.  But again, we can encounter the same phenomenon

in classes of 35 as well because so many of our pedagogies aren’t designed to keep

everybody visible and on their toes.

In the signature pedagogies, whether they involve small groups like a design lab in an

engineering or architecture program, or large groups like the core courses in the law

school or the business school, students know that at any moment in time, they are visible

and accountable.   They will not only be asked to comment on the topic.  But regularly,

they will be asked to build on the contributions of those who spoke before them.

The nature of the pedagogy in many of these cases-- and again, it’s part of the ritual-- is

not only to say, “Mr. Labov, what’s your view?”  But it to immediately say, “And what

might be your argument in support of that view?  Are you using different evidence from

Ms. Conroy’s, or the same evidence?  And why did you think that evidence was….”  So

the thought processes themselves become highly visible.



I believe we are now seeing the emergence of what I believe is going to be new signature

pedagogy in higher education in large classes in which students now are being given

these wonderful wireless “clickers.”  You know those?  When each student in the large

lecture class pushes a button in response to a question from the teacher, not only is her

view being registered, but the teacher knows who is clicking.  The teacher has a running

record of each student’s responses over time.  We have created conditions of visibility

and accountability in the heretofore vapid anonymity of the large lecture hall.

Thus a feature of signature pedagogies is the visibility of person and process, which is

therefore associated with accountability.  And it’s remarkable, at all levels of the

educational system, how low students’ sense of accountability is.  You can go through

two weeks in many elementary school classrooms without being held accountable for

contributing to the class discussion.  And you may do your worksheets, but that

accountability is simply acknowledged by a score or grade at the top when it’s handed

back.

This kind of accountability is not only students’ accountability to the teacher; it’s an

accountability students have to one another in the sense that most of these pedagogies

involve the learners having to engage in accountable talk, to build on each others’ work.

Whether it’s actively collaborative, as it might be in collaborative groups in a calculus

classroom, or it’s serially collaborative, as in a law school or a medical school exchange,

I suspect this is a distinctive feature of signature pedagogies.

What happens when people who are used to being invisible, to burrowing down when

faced with a pedagogical challenge, suddenly or regularly find themselves visible,

accountable, and if you will, vulnerable?  You inevitably begin to experience higher

levels of emotion in a classroom.  There’s a sense of risk. There’s a sense of

unpredictability.  There’s a sense of-- dare I say-- anxiety.  And for some, anxiety morphs

into terror.



As a psychologist, I would argue that a certain measure of anxiety is adaptive for

learning.  It’s good to be a little anxious; it leads to more attention and vigilance.  But

while moderate anxiety is adaptive, terror is paralyzing, and one of the great pedagogical

challenges is to create an environment that is simultaneously risky but not paralytic.

That’s why teaching is tough.  And in law schools, we know that at least the stereotype is

that the sadistic law professor values terror and tries to promote it.  I’m not sure what the

evidence for that is; we certainly know that it can often be experienced that way.

On the other hand, when  public, accountable interaction becomes a signature pedagogy

and it becomes routine, it also gets habituated.  Much of maturation involves

transforming debilitating fear into tolerable anxiety.   It is no accident that just about the

earliest game that any infant plays is peek-a-boo.  And you all remember what that dance

looks like.  You come over to visit your new niece or nephew, and mom is holding the

baby, and you go, “Peek-a-boo!”  And the baby looks at you and bursts into tears.  And

you feel so guilty, you feel so terrible.  And then you realize that although the baby has

burst into tears, the baby is now looking at you expectantly.  And you realize the baby

wants you to do it again.

And you do it again, and they burst into tears again.  But about 10 minutes later, if you’ve

kept it up and if they’re old enough, they are now giggling with that absolutely

enchanting and delicious joyful sound of new babies having a really good time.  The

infant has begun practicing the life-long process of transforming terror-into-delight.

Terror occurs in the absence of control.  Although I don’t want to do a seminar on the

psychology of infant development here, the pedagogical equivalent of this transformation

is recapitulated in law school and medical school.  And as students begin to know what’s

going to happen, get control, understand what they have to do in order to manage the

anxiety, it becomes very adaptive and very educative.

So some of the features of signature pedagogies are that they are habitual, routine,

visible, accountable, interdependent, collaborative, emotional, unpredictable, and affect-

laden.  I’ve further labeled these signature pedagogies with three different kinds of



descriptors: pedagogies of uncertainty, pedagogies of engagement, and pedagogies of

formation.

I call them pedagogies of uncertainty from the teacher’s perspective as well as the

students’.  They depend so heavily on student responses to one another and teacher

adaptations as well, that one because really can’t know exactly what the track of the

conversation is going to be.  The teacher can prepare meticulously, and indeed typically

must be fully prepared.  There are implicit decision trees that grow out of predictions of

where the conversation and exchange is likely to go.  But when you and I are teaching in

one of these signature forms, we must be prepared for contingencies and so must the

students.

That these are pedagogies of uncertainty is both important and fitting for pedagogies of

the professions.  A characteristic of all professions is that professions are fields in which

people make decisions and act under conditions of unavoidable uncertainty.  And so the

very uncertainty that is essential to the pedagogy is also socializing future professionals

to the conditions of practice.

Signature pedagogies are pedagogies of engagement.  I could give this lecture even if all

of you were sleeping.  It wouldn’t be much fun, but a lecture, except for the nonverbals

and the nods, can be performed without active engagement from students—and often is.

A necessary degree of engagement, which is clearly a prerequisite to all effective

learning, is built into these pedagogies.  Signature pedagogies don’t work unless students

are responding.  You can’t teach dialogically if you don’t have an interlocutor who’s

going to dialogue with you.  And it doesn’t work all that well if it’s only between you and

one other person without the participation of a wider circle of colleagues.  Signature

pedagogies are thus pedagogies of engagement.

The third feature is that these are pedagogies of formation.  I mean “formation” now in

the theological seminary sense, or the religious education sense.  They are pedagogies



that can build. identity and character, dispositions and values.  They teach habits of mind

because of the power associated with the routinization of analysis.  But I think in a very

deep sense they also teach habits of the heart, as well, because of the marriage of reason,

interdependence and emotion.

I was thus both relieved and impressed on clinical rounds to observe that one of the

major changes between what I used to see 25 years ago on the teaching hospital floor,

and what I saw a couple of weeks ago, was the emphasis on the interpersonal, the moral

and the ethical aspects of clinical practice.  Again and again I heard the senior resident

ask the more junior people, “How are we going to talk to the family?”

For example, we discussed the case of a young woman, 23 years old, who had been in the

ICU for four weeks, and after all that time and every clinical test that they could imagine,

they still didn’t have a clue about why she was in a coma; they just didn’t know.  How do

you talk to the parents?  How do you talk to the fiancé?  What do you say?  And how is

that different from what you say to the family of the 70 year old Army veteran who is an

alcoholic and is in the hospital to try once again to recover from his alcoholism?  What

are the connections between what you yourself feel and what you can communicate to

others? And what is your responsibility?  How far does it go?  They engaged deeply with

these questions, and as they did, I observed their pedagogies of formation.

Universally, these were pedagogies of action, because exchanges typically ended with

someone saying, “That’s all very interesting.  Now what shall we do?”  It wasn’t enough

to be able to say, “Ah!  Now I understand the diagnosis.”  That’s lovely, very nice, but

now what are you going to do?”  “How much will it cost?”  “If we expend finite

resources in the service of this patient, what will we refrain from doing for another?”

Again, the pedagogy immediately places the emphasis on action.  And since all action

involves value choices, often ethical decisions as well, we were seeing the juxtaposition

of the intellectual, practical and moral imperatives working conjointly.



Another interesting question about these pedagogies is:  why do they persist?  Why do

they last so long?  I think the answer is that even though I can point out the flaws in every

one of these signature pedagogies-- and each is flawed -- by and large, they work.  They

achieve the ends for which they were “designed”, or in a kind of Darwinian sense, they

survive the competition with alternative pedagogical means.  There are far more complex

sociological and political reasons why they persist as well, but this is neither the time nor

the place for that analysis.

Why have I told you this long story when we’re here to talk about teacher education?  As

I said at the beginning, I’m a teacher-educator.  One of the things that strike me as a

teacher-educator is that it’s very, very difficult for me to find the signature pedagogies of

teacher education.  Unlike the other professions, where people do not apologize because

the way law or medicine is taught at Berkeley is essentially identical to the way it’s

taught at Stanford or Irvine, or UCSD, in education, every teacher education program

seems to feel that it needs to be special, singular or unique.

I would respectfully propose that a major challenge for the education of teachers and the

professional development of veteran teachers for this next generation will be to recognize

that what we desperately need is a suite of signature pedagogies that are routine, that

teach people to think like, act like, and be like an educator.  We need signature

pedagogies that respectfully recognize the difference between pedagogical thinking

associated with promoting deep understanding in mathematics, and doing it deeply in

English literature, or in history.  And that we build our programs of teacher education

around these kinds of signature pedagogies.

I’d like to end my remarks by describing my current candidate for one of those signature

pedagogies.  This is based on work that my colleagues and I are doing at the Carnegie

Foundation.  The senior scholar at the Foundation who’s leading this work is a superb

teacher educator named Anne Lieberman. We have collaborating teacher-educators from

all over California and the nation, who are beginning to work with us.



We begin with a critique of teacher education that all of us have known for years.  It’s

very hard to learn to practice without powerful, consistent models of practice that we can

study deeply, that we engage with deeply, that we can reflect on deeply, and over which

we have some control with regard to quality and character.  If you had to design a system

to violate all those principles, you would have designed traditional student teaching.

Every candidate is assigned to a different place; there is enormous uncertainty about what

they’re going to see, what they’re going to do, and how their own learning and

performance will be monitored and guided.

Can you tell me that if you go to five different student teaching placements in the same

morning in five different schools, you can predict what the student teacher is going to be

doing in each of those places?  Of course not.  But if you were doing that with a medical

resident, you could make quite a precise prediction of what they would be doing and with

whom, because clinical rounds have a pattern and a routine. If you were doing that with

an architecture student in a design program, you also could make reasonably solid

predictions.  So the first problem that I see in teacher education is the incredible

uncertainty of the pedagogical models of practice.

One of the things that we are just beginning to take advantage of now, and I would

predict will revolutionize teacher education and professional development in the next

decade, is the potential of very rich, powerful, multimedia documentations of teaching,

learning, and classroom life.  If there are extraordinary teachers of Shakespeare who are

teaching in urban settings, or of AP  calculus in rural settings, or whatever combination

of content and pedagogy is critical for neophytes to observe and learn from, vivid multi-

media cases of those practices are not currently available.

But in the future we will have deep, rich case materials that permit us to study, analyze,

slow down, review in depth, and generally work through the practices and thinking of

teachers who will become exemplary cases of teaching.  Like cases in other fields, these

will be available in every teacher education program in the country.  There will be

multiple models, not just one canonical form.  I don’t happen to believe that there’s such



a thing as “best practice” because I think that best practices emerge contextually,

historically, in settings.  But there sure are worse practices.

You need a very rich body of case material, the same way that people learning chess.

What could be more predictable than life on a chessboard?  Look how few the options

are!  Eight squares by eight, and only a few legitimate moves for each piece…and yet,

look at how many books of cases of chess playing there are in which you can play

through, analyze, read the commentaries, read the commentaries-on-the-commentaries,

and then practice it yourself.  And now there are computer-based systems and this is just

chess!

So the first thing we’re working on-- and we’re not alone-- is beginning to develop

libraries, archives, of extraordinarily rich documentations of teaching that ideally are not

only snapshots, but help you see what the teacher did at the beginning of the year to

organize the class so that the rules of engagement got learned in practice.  Ultimately,

you will be able to observe how kids develop during the year.  We will have cases that

document how the teacher learns from her or his practice.  There will be evidence from

student work, so that the archive includes student writing, student problem-solving,

students talking about how they’re feeling and thinking.

I invite you to go to the Carnegie Foundation website

(http://www.carnegiefoundation.org) to see the beginnings of this kind of work at the

elementary, high school and college levels.  And as I say, we’re only beginning it, and

there are others at work in this arena as well. But the whole idea of having rich cases of

practice is, I think, the first absolutely indispensable ingredient in the needed signature

pedagogies of teacher education.  But that alone enough, because one while there are

many collections and books of cases in medicine and in law; they don’t teach themselves.

Teacher educators must learn to work with these kinds of materials in order to teach with

them.  Even in the hands of highly skilled teachers of teachers, the use of cases in the

education of new teachers is complex, uncertain and in need of substantial empirical



study.  At the same time that we’re developing this growing archive of classroom practice

at the elementary and secondary level, we’re developing a second archive of teacher

education practice.  We are working with sites where teacher-educators are working with

their students, the future teachers, using these kinds of case materials and teaching the

students how to engage with and learn from these cases; how to engage with one another

interactively as they learn to analyze, deconstruct, critique and plan their own work on

the basis of these cases.

We thus turn our attention to a second set of materials on “what do accomplished teacher-

educators do with these new tools” that must be developed and field tested.  This is the

second stage, which is the teaching of new professionals by professional educators, and it

runs parallel to what we document at the level of classroom school-teaching.  This is the

level at which we would expect to discover, construct, refine and elaborate the signature

pedagogies of teacher education.  In this second stage, moreover, we would make direct

connections between helping novice teachers learn to analyze and critique cases of

practice, and guiding them to apply what they are learning to their own actions as student

teachers or interns.

Signature pedagogies in the professions connect thought and action.  Law schools fail

miserably at this because the emphasis is so heavily on learning to “think like a lawyer”

that the students rarely are expected to do anything; clinical education in law schools is

usually elective and for many students almost nonexistent.  In medical schools, in really

good engineering programs, in seminaries, they do have to act.  Well, we have to

understand how well, how faithfully-- and I don’t mean that in the clergy sense-- the

students who learn the practice can apply it in practice.  And so the third stage of our

Carnegie work is we are now following the neophytes, the novice teachers, from the

teacher education settings, where we’re studying how they’re taught, into their own

classrooms to see how they practice, based on what they’ve been learning from their

cases.



When you have videotapes and other forms of documentation of the practice of new

teachers who have been learning from the prototypes of practice in the first stage, you

have completed the loop.  You have a pedagogy that moves from accomplished practice

of teaching to accomplished practice of professional education to the emergent practice of

neophytes, with all the potential for a feedback loop back into better documentation,

analysis, and materials development in the first stage.  It would lead to a program of

signature pedagogy for teacher education that combines the best features, on the one

hand, of case method-- where you’re dealing with the rich, growing archive of existing

cases.  And on the other end, our best ideas from lesson study, where you’re now setting

teaching and learning objectives, jointly designing instruction to accomplish those goals,

actively engaging in teaching to try it out the design, seeing how it works, and bringing

that back to the seminar or workshop in which you’re working on learning to teach.

I call this tripartite conception either the triple play, or in winter-- when you still had a

hockey season-- that “hat trick.”  One of my colleagues says that the triple play is a

defensive metaphor, and we should imagine this work as an offensive initiative.  So he

wants me to include the fourth step, which is reflectively moving back from the

implementation in novice’s classrooms to the redesign of the teacher education, and call

our approach a grand slam.  Names aside, we have an example of trying to design

signature pedagogies for teacher education that learn from the signature pedagogies of

other fields.

This model bears serious family resemblance to what we do in clinical medicine, where

the clinical team deliberates and agrees on an intervention with the patient, the action is

taken, and the team returns the next day and to monitor progress and change.  The

medical student or intern or resident in charge stays with the patient during the

intervening time, and comes back and reports.  Or in the pedagogy of a design studio in

engineering, where students critique each others’ designs, and then make adaptations.

These are variations on the logic that underlies lesson study.  That is, lesson study is part

of a larger, generic pedagogy of design, experiment, evaluate, redesign engaged

collectively and collaboratively, with lots of visibility, engagement, passion, and



accountability among all members of the learning group.  This is the language of

signature pedagogies, and it is a model we must aspire to in teacher education.

Lest we lose sight of the context of these remarks, I must remind you again that no

signature pedagogy is a replacement for deep content knowledge in any of the

professions.  In teaching, that deep content knowledge is of two kinds: rich and profound

understanding of the subject matter one is teaching, whether mathematics, history or

biology, as well as understanding of the principles of learning, development, motivation

and instruction.  These forms knowledge are foundational, necessary but not sufficient.

The signature pedagogies of professions are designed to transform knowledge attained to

knowledge-in-use, and to create the basis for new kinds of understanding that can only be

realized experientially and reflectively.  Taken together, they will help construct the

forms of pedagogical content knowledge with which I have been engaged for many years.

This is enormously exciting work.  The accomplished practitioners with whom we work

in the first phase of the triple play are active collaborators with whom we work very

closely to document and analyze their own practice.  And in doing so, they, in effect,

begin investigating their own practice.  They become co-investigators, and they become

enormously interested in what other people can learn from their practice, which is not

something they’ve thought about before.  And yet it changes, in some sense, their sense

of their role.  They realize that once their work becomes the basis for these new

multimedia cases, they are not only teaching their own students; they are teaching

students of teaching they will likely never meet, who are studying their practice and

trying to learn from it.  Moreover, those students of teaching need to learn not only from

the documentation of their successes, but also from the honest representation and analysis

of their errors.  Over time, we in teacher education will need to collect and organize

hundreds and probably thousands of such cases.

The work with teacher educators is equally important and exciting.  The complexity of

preparing others to teach is grossly underestimated.  It is at least as daunting as preparing

novices to design bridges, argue legal cases or conduct surgery.  As we document and



analyze the ways teacher educators learn to use these powerful new tools in the education

of new teachers, we come to more deeply appreciate the challenges associated with this

role.

And finally, this project provides something we’ve generally been lacking, which is a

way of systematically following those who are learning in our professional development

and teacher education programs, and feeding back what we learn into the redesign of the

professional development process itself.  If this kind of approach works, it should

profoundly change programs of professional development in school districts.

Professional development will no longer be dominated by snake-oil salesmen coming in

on weekends, getting paid thousands of dollars to teach us about “the brain and learning,”

or some other fad.  Instead, that money is going to be invested in teacher research groups,

the way it is in Japan and China and other nations, where teachers work together studying

their own practice, joining with teachers in other schools to study each others’ practice,

and develop new understanding and learning from that kind of investigation.

Thank you for your attention.

[APPLAUSE]

MODERATOR:  There is a little time for questions.  And thank you for graciously

agreeing to that, and for challenging us and expanding our horizons.  So Jay or Janet or

somebody will move the microphones.  Please speak into the microphones.  So the first

question is way in the back.

BARBARA SCHULTZ:  This is Barbara Schultz speaking.  I wonder if you could speak

to the use of the Web, Web-based professional development in the future:  how you see

that connecting teachers, or not?

PROF.  SHULMAN:  Yeah, Barbara, in my fantasy life, the Web becomes absolutely

central to this work.  It becomes central in a variety of ways.  First of all, if we’re going



to develop the rich archive of case material that we need, we ought not to expect every

teacher education or professional development program to be doing this sort of work

solo.  Instead, as is the case with other fields, as a profession we develop, we critique, we

share, and then we make available case materials that are drawn from a variety of sites.

We at the Foundation have developed a whole series of Web-based sites now, that--

Where we create galleries of these examples.  And then we connect them-- and here,

we’re still a couple of years away from doing this well-- to list-serves that permit people

using these cases to communicate with one another, to post problems, to post innovations,

things like that.  So we’ve got an entire staff of about five or six people working on

exactly the challenge that you’ve implied.  Which is how do we make use of the power of

the Web to really accelerate this development.  I think it’s essential.

I’m thinking about the comparison between the legal, medical and education professions

in terms of the training of young teachers, and young professionals in the other areas.

And it seems to me that the core development program for lawyers and medical students

is the same.  If you’re going to be a psychiatrist or a pediatrician, you go through the

same core training.  If you’re going to be a litigator or a contract lawyer, you go through

the same courses to get there.

If you’re going to be a kindergarten teacher or a high-school physics teacher, you don’t

have the same experience.  And so my question is, how do you get that set of signature

pedagogies around a core training that really is very different?  I don’t want to give

education an excuse to say, “We can’t do it, because being a kindergarten teacher is

different from being a high school physics teacher.”

PROF.  SHULMAN:  Yeah.  No, it’s a very good observation.  Engineering is a little bit

more like teaching in this regard.  Because even though there are certain fundamental

courses in math and physics and what have you, the undergraduate preparation of

engineers begins to break apart fairly early as they move to electrical and mechanical,

and civil and what have you.  And yet, in the design programs where they’re really doing



practice, I think there are a lot more family resemblances in the signature pedagogies,

even though what they’re designing may range from circuits to robotics, to models of

bridges or airplanes.

And so I’m somebody who has been a strong champion of the domain specificity of

teaching for many, many years.  And I certainly don’t believe that one size fits all in

teaching.  And yet, if we took the kind of model I’m describing and asked, “Could you

use that kind of discipline”-- and now I mean it in the signature pedagogy sense-- “for

preparing primary school teachers, as well as teachers of high school mathematics?”, I

think the answer is yes.  I think that the fundamental structure of the pedagogies could be

very much the same.

But ultimately, what you’re asking is a lovely empirical question.  I love the challenge of

trying to figure it out through doing it.  But we have thought a lot about the core problem,

and whether there should be more of a common core, for example, for future teachers

than there is now.  My own bias is that the common core for future teachers is a damn

good undergraduate liberal education, which teaches them to think in certain kinds of

critical, skeptical and ambitious ways.  But I think the question is one we have to explore.

LINDA GOFF:  Hi, Lee, Linda Goff.

PROF.  SHULMAN:  Yes?

MS. GOFF:   Lee, I haven’t gotten a chance to bring you up to date since the last time

we talked, on where we are in the California Science and Math Initiative.  But precisely

what you’ve been talking about, many of us have been talking about in terms of putting

together area-specific summer institutes for UC students coming up and studying

teaching, to become teachers in sciences and mathematics.  And we’ve talked about your

ideas of signature pedagogies.  So I’d just like to tell you that there’s others that have

been reading and learning about what Carnegie has been talking about in this area.  And I

think UC is very interested in moving in that direction; many of us are.



We’re going to have probably a major meeting in the spring on this, where we’re going to

bring people in specific disciplines in science and mathematics together-- probably at

Lake Arrowhead, we’re trying-- to start developing what those signature pedagogies

might be in physics, in chemistry, in biology and others.  And I just wanted to let you

know this, because it would be great to have Carnegie there at the table with us.

PROF.  SHULMAN:  That’s wonderful.  I’m also participating in a meeting in Berkeley

at the Mathematical Sciences Research Institute this spring, which is going to be focused

on the mathematical knowledge needed by elementary school teachers.  And it’s very

encouraging to begin to see more and more serious investment by my colleagues in the

disciplines, in the arts and sciences, in this kind of work.  Because without them, it just

can’t happen.  So I’m delighted to hear about this.

MODERATOR:  I see two more questions, and I think that may be all we have time for.

Judy?

JUDY:  Well, I wanted to know whether or not there’s any chance that we can mine the

archives of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, those beautiful,

wonderful cases that are there, and the videos, to use in our teacher preparation

programs?

PROF.  SHULMAN:  You know how to tear a guy’s heart out, don’t you?  [Laughter]

Well, it’s a serious problem.  Both my wife, Judy Shulman, and I have been working very

hard to try to break loose the now-over-40,000 successful National Board teachers--  I

mean, successful in the sense of passing.  There are probably some wonderful materials

among teachers who didn’t achieve passing score, but still have--  And the Board has

been very resistant to make it possible to use that archive.  There are all kinds of legal

reasons and informed consent reasons, and things like that.  Will you join me in trying to

make that happen?



Yeah, I mean it’s--  I know they’ve got lots of other problems.  But the fact is that those

archives could be invaluable.  Now that said, I don’t know--  I’ll assume most of you are

familiar with those archives, or what’s in a National Board portfolio.  By the standards

we’re now using for defining “what has to be” in a fully and richly elaborated case of

teaching, what’s in a National Board portfolio is nowhere near enough to learn from.

And so our purpose would be to go into those archives, identify teachers whose teaching-

-  And then go back to those teachers, and instead of just using what’s in the archive--

And that’s what we’ve done with Yvonne Divans Hutchinson in South Central L.A.  My

first understanding of her teaching--  She’s a 38-year veteran in Watts, teaches high

school English-- was when my wife, Judy, who works very closely with the National

Board, brought me Yvonne’s National Board classroom practice tape.  And I was blown

away!  Well, Yvonne now is the largest single entry in the Carnegie gallery; it doesn’t

include that tape.  ’Cause we’ve had to go back with Yvonne and tape in her classroom.

Tape her commenting on her own practice, get student work.

So we need to get into the archive, but we have to understand, that will be the take-off

point for what we need to do next; it won’t be the golden fleece that we needed, that we

can now shift over.  But yeah, we got to get through those folks.

MODERATOR:  So you got a volunteer here?

PROF.  SHULMAN:  Yes, thank you, Judy.

MODERATOR:  Claire?

CLAIRE KOMIVES:  Claire Komives, San Jose State.  Something that you said near

the end of your talk--  Well, first of all I want to say that I’m totally--  I think this is a

great idea, of the signature pedagogies, because they are also assessable--

PROF.  SHULMAN:  Right!



PROF. KOMIVES:  -- for the programs.  But something that you said at the end of your

talk about--  That if people entering the profession of teaching can see these signature

pedagogies and be familiar with them, much the same way we are all familiar-- even

though we’re not lawyers or doctors, but we know what they have to go through-- that

would be, in a sense, a selection for them.  If you may find their vocation to teaching, that

they would see themselves fitting into that mold.  It sounded like that was something that

you were suggesting at the end of your talk.

PROF.  SHULMAN:  Well, you know, one of the things I’m finding, Claire-- and hi,

neighbor.  Your colleague, David Whitenack, by the way, is already working with us on

this project and we’re hoping that that will be the beginning for much larger

collaborations with the San Jose State teacher education faculty.  And your Dean and

Director of Teacher Ed have been visiting with us, as well.  But one of the things we’re

discovering is, once you’ve got these archives, it turns out that people are much smarter

than those of us who created them are, for figuring out exciting ways to use them.  And

I’ll just give one example.

At the Harvard Graduate School of Education, there’s an Urban Superintendents

Program.  And one of the people who teaches in that program is Richard Elmore, Dick

Elmore.  He gives a course for future urban administrators and superintendents.  They use

this archive, and just the Yvonne Hutchinson tape-- not tape, but website-- for a full

week, in training urban superintendents.  And the argument is:  you people are going to

be responsible for creating school systems and school organizations that can make this

kind of teaching and learning possible.  You can’t do it unless you know what that kind

of teaching and learning looks like!  Otherwise, you’ll make efficient systems for

something other than that kind of teaching.

So they’re spending time looking at it and saying, “What will we have to do at the

superintendent’s level, at the principal’s level, at the district level, to create the conditions

that would make that kind of teaching commonplace, and not heroic?”  So I never



anticipated that kind of use of these.  So I think once you’ve got case materials out there,

the worst thing to do is to restrict people’s use of them, as long as they use them ethically.

Let them, then, use their creative juices to figure out things that those of us who authored

this stuff weren’t smart enough to do.

Thank you.

MODERATOR:  Thank you very much, Lee.

[APPLAUSE]

END


