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RATIONALE 

 

Master teachers can have a significant impact on student teachers by providing encouragement, 

modeling, guidance and critique of curriculum and instruction. However, master teachers may not be 

effective in conveying actual teaching insights without specific training to make the switch from 

classroom teacher to teacher educator (Borko & Mayfield, 1995). Moreover, even when master 

teachers do consciously attempt to mentor, they are often unsuccessful at recognizing or articulating 

their own philosophies, theories, or decision-making processes as related to effective teaching 

(Haggerty, 1995). Research by Sudzina, Giebelhaus, and Coolican (1997) strongly supports specific 

master-teacher training that makes mentoring expectations explicit.  

 

In this vein, Mira Pak and Julie Gainsburg, with assistance from Secondary Education Department 

(SED) Chair Bonnie Ericson, designed and implemented the TNE Master Teacher Professional 

Development (MTPD) Project during the 2008-09 school year to provide master-teacher training for 

both content-area depth and explicit coaching strategies. This project also responds to research (e.g., 

Ebby, 2000) suggesting that the most effective student-teaching experiences occur when there is 

resonance between the practices and philosophy of the placement classroom and credential 

coursework—a rare situation but one that this project aims to create. To evaluate the impact of the 

MTPD Project, Pak and Gainsburg also conducted the MTPD Study.   

 

The MTPD Project and Study represent a transformation of the TNE Teacher Education Partnership 

work with secondary schools from 2006-08 (for which Gainsburg served as a liaison). They also draw 

on the 2006 TNE study, Impact of a Credential Program (in which Gainsburg was involved), which 

showed CSUN math-credential graduates making little use of program-emphasized teaching practices 

in their first few years of teaching. Perhaps the most important of these practices is posing 

mathematical tasks for pupils that require high-level thinking (Stein & Lane, 1996; Stigler & Hiebert, 

2004); its analogy in English language arts classes is offering opportunities for pupils to develop their 

abilities to understand, interpret, respond to, create, and/or revise complex texts in their reading and 

writing. (Henceforth, these will be referred to collectively as the Practice.) Our experiences with 

student teachers as well as interview data from the Impact study strongly suggest that one reason for 

this low implementation of the Practice is that it was not a focus during student teaching—the new 

teacher had had little prior opportunity to observe, implement, and reflect on this Practice in the field. 

The MTPD targets the master teacher as the main influence on the teaching behavior of the student 

teacher, on the premise that master-teacher mentoring behavior shapes student-teacher teaching 

behavior (Clifford, 1999; Graham, 1999; Hawkey, 1997; Osunde, 1996), which in turn shapes the 

learning opportunities and experiences of pupils—those currently in the student teacher’s classroom 

and those whom the student teacher will teach in the future. Specifically, the MTPD Project aims to 

build master teachers’ awareness of the Practice and capacity to coach student teachers to use it. 
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 

 

During the 2008-09 school year, Pak and Gainsburg, with assistance from Bonnie Ericson, designed 

and implemented a series of professional development sessions for math and English language arts 

(ELA) master teachers currently mentoring our student teachers.  

 

Sessions 

 Each semester, two 2.5-hour sessions were held at Northridge Academy. 

 Pak and Gainsburg served as the facilitators. 

 Sessions included general support for mentoring and specific support concerning the Practice: 

o for math, posing mathematical tasks for pupils that require high-level thinking 

o for ELA, offering opportunities for pupils to develop their abilities to understand, 

interpret, respond to, create, and/or revise complex text in their reading and writing.   

 Part of each session was conducted for the whole group; the other part separated the teachers by 

subject.   

 Reading material was provided to supplement some sessions. 

 Follow-up notes generated by Pak and/or Gainsburg were emailed to all participants after some 

sessions to document information generated by participants during the session.   

 A light dinner was served at each session. 

 

Please see Appendix A for the session agendas. 

 

 

Participants 

 Each semester, current master teachers in mathematics and ELA were invited to participate, with 

priority given to teachers from LAUSD schools and schools with multiple master teachers.  

 Invitations were suspended when 10 teachers from each subject had accepted. 

 9 math and 8 ELA teachers participated in the fall sessions. 

 10 math and 10 ELA teachers participated in the spring sessions.  Three of the math teachers and 4 

of the ELA teachers had also participated in the fall. 
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STUDY OVERVIEW 

 

The MTPD Study sought to evaluate the impact of the MTPD Project. The study question was: 

 

Can a short-term professional development intervention with master teachers increase their student 

teachers’ opportunities to practice and receive coaching on implementing a program-emphasized 

Practice?  

 

We gathered four types of data to answer the study question. All types were designed to capture 

differences in student teachers’ opportunity to learn about and use the Practice in student teaching, 

based on whether their master teacher had participated in the MTPD or not. 

 

1)  End-of-project, online questionnaires were emailed each semester to all current master teachers and 

student teachers in the traditional and ACT programs for math and ELA, regardless of whether the 

master teacher had participated in the MTPD. (See Appendix B for an example questionnaire; others 

were similar.) 

 

2)  We analyzed a subset of scores and evidence comments for all PACT and Preliminary Teaching 

Events written by math and ELA student teachers in the traditional and ACT programs during each 

semester. 

 

3)  We asked university field supervisors to document in writing for each routine observation of a 

student teacher any evidence that the student teacher had attempted to use the Practice. Supervisors 

were asked to do this for all supervisees in the traditional and ACT programs and were not told which 

of their supervisees had master teachers in the MTPD. 

 

4)  Final student-teaching field evaluations from the master teachers and supervisors were collected for 

all student teachers in the traditional and ACT programs for math and ELA during each semester.   

 

Methods 3 and 4 were later deemed problematic: 

 The vast majority of field supervisors were unwilling or forgot to do this documentation; it also 

became clear that, without specific training, the few who did document did not have a clear enough 

grasp of the meaning of the Practice to accurately identify it in teaching. We have, therefore, 

disregarded this data source.  

 Upon examination of the student-teaching field evaluation forms, we determined that only one item 

on the second-semester math field evaluation form possibly captured the math Practice, and no 

item captured the ELA Practice. This matter is being addressed by the SED, which is revising these 

forms to better reflect important teaching practices and the demands of the PACT Teaching Event. 

Only the single identified item was analyzed for second-semester math student teachers. 
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FORMING COMPARISON GROUPS 

 

For each semester’s data, master teachers were separated into two groups: those that had participated in 

the MTPD that semester—the MTPD Group—and those that had not—the Control Group. Similarly, 

student teachers whose master teachers had and had not participated in the MTPD were separated into 

the MTPD and Control Groups, respectively.  

 

A SED credential candidate student teaches for two semesters, with a different master teacher or pair 

of master teachers each semester, leading to some ―impure‖ situations for grouping. We made the 

following decisions to cover these cases:  

 

a)  One master teacher participated in the fall MTPD but not in the spring, even though she served as a 

master teacher both semesters. We considered her to be in the MTPD Group for both semesters, on the 

theory that the effects of MTPD training on a master teacher should endure, at least for the semester 

following participation. That is, we expected a participating master teacher to give her student teacher 

similar opportunities and support for using the Practice in the semester following MTPD training as she 

did during the semester of training. For the same reason, we considered her student teachers in both 

semesters to be in the MTPD Group, even though she did not participate in the MTPD when she 

mentored her spring student teacher.   

 

b) In the fall, three student teachers had master teachers who participated in the MTPD that semester, 

but in the spring they had master teachers who had never participated. We considered these three 

student teachers to be in the MTPD Group in the fall but in the Control Group in the spring semester, 

on the theory that the main immediate effects of the MTPD were the opportunities and support the 

master teacher gave the student teacher for using the Practices. That is, we did not expect that any 

impact on the teaching of a student teacher in first-semester student teaching (which is largely 

observation and assisting) regarding the use of the Practice would endure into second semester unless 

it were actively promoted by the second-semester master teacher.  

 

c) One math and two ELA student teachers had two master teachers during the same semester, of 

whom only one participated in the MTPD. We considered these student teachers to be in the MTPD 

Group. (Of course, any student teachers with two master teachers who both participated in the MTPD 

or who both did not were considered in the MTPD Group or in the Control Group respectively.) 
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RESULTS FROM THE QUESTIONNAIRES 

 

 

Methods 

The questionnaires (see Appendices B and C for samples) were created by Gainsburg and Pak to elicit 

descriptions of specific activities master teachers used to mentor their student teachers. In addition, we 

wanted insight into how master teachers were scaffolding (or not) their student teachers in the use of 

the Practice. We wrote 4 different questionnaires, one for each of the following categories: Math 

Master Teachers, ELA Master Teachers, Math Student Teachers, and ELA Student Teachers. The 

results were further separated into MTPD participants (or their student teachers) and Control, yielding 

a total of 8 groups of questionnaire respondents. For every question that used a Likert scale for 

responses, the higher scores (5 being the highest) always represented a high degree of use of the 

mentoring practices promoted in the MTPD. Thus, if MTPD Groups self-rated higher on the 

questionnaires than Control Groups, it might indicate that the MTPD had promoted these practices.   

  

The questionnaires were put on-line, and all mathematics and ELA master teachers and student 

teachers each semester were sent an email with the link and a password code to take the survey. All 

survey results are anonymous and cannot be traced back to specific master teachers or student teachers. 

 

In August 2009, the Likert Scale survey responses were collated and tallied and the short answer 

responses coded so that patterns could be detected. Results are described below for the 8 groups of 

respondents, combining the two semesters. 

 

Findings 

 

Likert Scale Questions 

 

              Master Teachers Rating of 5 Rating of 4 Rating  3    Mean 

Control Group Mathematics (N = 8)       67%        23%       11%     4.56 
MTPD Mathematics             (N = 13)       34%        48%       20%     4.23 

     
Control Group ELA             (N = 17)       40%        37%       24%     4.04 
MTPD ELA                         (N = 11)       30%        47%       24%     4.00 

     

             Student Teachers     

Control Group Mathematics (N =12)       59%        26%       16%     4.37 
MTPD Mathematics             (N = 14)       24%        43%       34%     3.63 
     
Control Group ELA             (N = 27)       33%        35%       33%     3.77 
MTPD ELA                          (N = 6)       50%        34%       17%     3.83 

     Note: The ratings may add up to 101% as rating scores have been rounded up for reporting purposes. 

 

For mathematics, the teachers in the control group self-reported a higher degree of use of desirable 

mentoring practices than the MTPD master teachers. This may be because the Control Group did 

indeed provide their student teachers with stronger mentoring. Alternately, the MTPD participants may 

have self-scored lower based on their heightened awareness of the complexity of the Practice from the 

activities and discussions in the MTPD. The latter explanation does not seem supported by the student 

teacher data, though. Mathematics student teachers in the Control Group rated their student teaching 
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experience, including the mentoring, high, with only a .19 lower mean than the master teacher self-

rating. The MTPD math student teachers, on the other hand, rated their student teaching mentoring 

experiences .6 lower than did their master teachers. The two obvious explanations are that either the 

MTPD master teachers did not mentor their student teachers as well as their Control Group 

counterparts, or the MTPD student teachers perceived their MTPD master teachers as not as helpful 

because of the type of mentoring and scaffolding that the MTPD master teachers provided.  

 

For both groups of the ELA master teachers, their self-reported score means were close, with only a 

.04 difference. Their student teachers’ means were also close, with a difference of .06. One notable 

difference, though, is that the MTPD student teachers’ scores of their mentoring experience were 

higher than their control group counterparts, whereas the reverse is true for the master teachers. This 

may be because the MTPD student teachers perceived their master teachers’ mentoring differently 

from that of the Control student teachers. It may also be an insignificant statistic because the N for the 

MTPD student teachers is about 4 times smaller. 

 

Master Teacher Short Answer Responses 

 

The master teachers’ responses to the short answer questions about how, if at all, working with student 

teachers and university supervisors changed their own practice yielded the most interesting findings.  

 

While the responses are not numerous enough for broad implications, the categories that emerged are 

what one might expect: 

 

Refreshing/Inspirational (master teachers found working with student teachers refreshed their 

own attitude towards teaching or inspired them in teaching) 

Reflecting on Own Teaching (working with student teachers caused master teachers to reflect 

on their own teaching practices) 

Articulating (explaining philosophies or practices aloud created the challenge for master 

teachers of having to think about why they thought or did something the way they do) 

Changes in Practice (working with student teachers created changes in the master teacher’s 

practice) 

Changes in Practice with New Ideas (this is related to but different from Changes in Practice  

– the master teacher referred to the use of a new idea from the student teacher) 

Ideas/Experiences from Other Master Teachers (master teachers replied that sharing 

mentoring ideas, teaching practices, and/or experiences with other master teachers was valuable).  

 

The last category is one that appeared in only MTPD master teachers’ responses because the question 

that generated such a response was found in only MTPD questionnaires.  

 

The table below reports the numbers of master teachers whose short-answer responses included any 

mention of each category. 
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  Mathematics Master Teachers    Control (N = 8)    MTPD (N = 13) 

Refreshing/Inspirational           1  

Reflecting on Own Teaching           1           2 

Articulating           1           2 

Changes in Practice   

Changes in Practice w/ New Ideas           2           1 

Ideas/Experiences of Other MTs NA           9 

 

  ELA Master Teachers            Control (N = 17)   MTPD (N = 11) 

Refreshing/Inspirational           1           1 

Reflecting on Own Teaching           5           7 

Articulating                       

Changes in Practice           3           1 

Changes in Practice w/ New Ideas           6           1 

Ideas/Experiences of Other MTs NA          11 

 

For the MTPD ELA master teachers, 64% reported that their experience with their student teachers 

made them reflect more on their own practice, while only 29% of the control ELA master teachers 

mentioned that, which might reflect well on the MTPD. A rather disappointing outcome was the fact 

that while six of the Control ELA master teachers (35%) responded that they had changed their own 

teaching practices with new ideas from their student teachers, only one MTPD ELA master teacher 

(.9%) responded in the same vein. Unfortunately, few of the mathematics master teachers responded to 

this question at all.  

 

The MTPD master teachers had a few extra questions on their surveys, and the question asking what 

ways, if any, the MTPD workshops were valuable to the master teachers assists us in discussing the 

value of the MTPD program. Perhaps the most noteworthy outcome is the positive response by the 

MTPD master teachers regarding the value of the MTPD. Nine out of 13 mathematics MTPD master 

teachers (69%) spoke about the value of sharing ideas and experiences with other master teachers and 

all 11 of the ELA MTPD master teachers (100%) felt the same way. The larger question is whether or 

not this positively viewed experience resulted in any change in the way the master teachers mentored 

and/or taught their own classes. Clearly, that is outside the scope of this program, but sometimes 

making the teaching, and in this case mentoring, process less solitary and ―hidden‖ can lead to 

improvement, as there is a point of comparison in the reporting of activities and strategies that other 

master teachers do. The isolated nature of teaching and also mentoring can lead to the continuation of 

mediocre practices (Schmoker, 2006). Even if there is no marked immediate improvement, perhaps the 

feeling of self-efficacy alone is a start to better mentoring and classroom practice.  
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ANALYSIS OF PACT/PRELIMINARY TEACHING EVENT DATA 

 

About the PACT and PTE 

To earn a single- or multiple-subject teaching credential in California today, candidates must pass a 

state-approved Teacher Performance Assessment (TPA). CSUN has chosen to use the PACT Teaching 

Event (TE) as its TPA. For the TE, candidates design a unit of instruction, teach it during the second 

(final) semester of student teaching, collect and analyze evidence of pupil learning, record and analyze 

a videotape of their teaching during the unit, and reflect on the entire experience. SED instructors have 

been trained and calibrated to score the PACT TE according to 12 rubrics. Each rubric is scored on a 1-

4 scale, where ratings of 2 and above are considered passing and 4 an outstanding score not expected 

to be attained by student teachers. Scorers write evidence comments for each rubric to justify the given 

score.  

 

To prepare candidates for the PACT TE, the SED has designed the Preliminary Teaching Event 

(PTE)—a shorter version (one lesson rather than an entire unit) that first-semester student teachers do 

for practice. PTEs are not scored, but SED instructors write extensive comments to each candidate that 

note strengths or areas that should be improved when writing the TE. 

 

Method 

For the purposes of the MTPD study, a subset of PACT TE rubrics in each subject was determined to 

relate to the Practice: 

 

 Math Rubric 1— How do the plans support students’ development of conceptual understanding, 

procedural fluency, and mathematical reasoning skills? 

 Math Rubric 3— What opportunities do students have to demonstrate their understanding of the 

standards and learning objectives? 

 Math Rubric 4— How does the candidate actively engage students in their own understanding of 

mathematical concepts, procedures, and reasoning? 

 Math Rubric 5— How does the candidate monitor student learning during instruction and respond 

to student questions, comments, and needs? 

 

 ELA Rubric 1 – How do the plans support student learning of strategies for understanding, 

interpreting, and responding to complex text? 

 ELA Rubric 4 — How does the candidate actively engage students in their own understanding of 

how to understand, interpret, or respond to a complex text? 

 ELA Rubric 12— How does the candidate’s planning, instruction, and assessment support 

academic language development? 

 

For every TE written by a traditional or ACT math or ELA student teacher during the 2008-09 school 

year, we averaged the scores for each student teacher on these selected rubrics. We also extracted 

excerpts from the evidence comments that indicated the student teacher had attempted the Practice 

during the TE unit. Based on the evidence excerpts, we then rated each student teacher as having 

displayed Significant, Marginal, or No evidence of attempting to use the Practice during the TE unit.   

 

For every PTE written by a traditional or ACT math or ELA student teacher during the 2008-09 school 

year, we extracted excerpts from the instructors’ comments that indicated the student teacher had 

attempted the Practice during the PTE lesson. Based on these excerpts, we then rated each student 

teacher as having demonstrated Some or No evidence of attempting to use the Practice during the TE 
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unit. Two rather than three gradations of evidence were used with the PTE because of its less extensive 

nature. 

 

These data were separated into four groups: PACT data (from the second semester of student teaching) 

for the MTPD and Control Groups, and PTE data (from the first semester of student teaching) for the 

MTPD and Control Groups. Because the MTPD project ran two semesters, some of the PACT and 

PTE data came from the same student teachers; they were treated as independent data nevertheless. 

Combining the data for the two semesters and subjects, 16 student teachers in the MTPD Group and 28 

student teachers in the Control Group had PACT data, while 18 student teachers in the MTPD Group 

and 15 student teachers in the Control Group had PTE data. 

 

Findings 

The MTPD Group of student teachers displayed more evidence of using the Practice than the Control 

Group. This difference was stronger in our (Pak and Gainsburg’s) ratings of the use of the Practice 

based on excerpts from the PACT and PTE scorer comments.  

 75% of the MTPD Group earned a rating of Significant evidence use of the Practice during the 

PACT Teaching Event, as compared to 46% of the Control Group. 19% of the MTPD Group 

earned a rating of Marginal evidence as compared to 50% of the Control Group.  

 For the PTE, 59% of the MTPD Group vs. 47% of the Control Group earned a rating of Some 

evidence of the Practice. 

 

Less strong was the difference in the average scores (by calibrated scorers) on the selected PACT 

rubrics, a less direct measure that measured the use of the Practices.   

 On a 1 (low) to 4 (high) scale, where 2 is considered passing, the MTPD Group had an average 

score of 2.76 on the selected PACT items, as compared to 2.58 for the Control Group. 

 

For comparison, we also calculated the overall average score (by calibrated scorers) for all 12 PACT 

rubrics, most of which do not measure the Practice. Here, too, there was a slight difference favoring 

the MTPD Group. 

 The MTPD Group averaged 2.48 overall vs. 2.38 for the Control Group.  

 

We consider two, somewhat opposite interpretations of this last finding: 

 

Interpretation 1) The MTPD and Control Groups of student teachers were not evenly matched prior to 

intervention, with the MTPD Group being stronger teachers or having a greater potential to learn to 

teach. This interpretation would weaken the case that the difference in selected PACT rubric scores 

and Significance ratings indicated MTPD impact. 

 

Interpretation 2) Because the MPTD included general mentoring training, not just training to coach for 

the Practice, the MTPD positively impacted other teaching practices of the student teachers as well as 

(but not as strongly as) the Practice. 

 

To sum, the numbers of teachers in this study is small, and it is possible that the differences seen here 

are insignificant ―noise.‖ But the PACT and PTE data at least suggest that the MTPD had an impact on 

the student teachers whose master teachers participated in it: The MTPD Group of student teachers 

demonstrate more use of and write more references to the Practice in their Teaching Events, as 

measured by the scores and comments given by calibrated scorers. 
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RESULTS FROM THE MATH STUDENT TEACHERS’ FIELD EVALUATION 

 

Per SED policy, supervisors and master teachers complete a field-evaluation form each semester for 

their student teachers. For each item on the form, they rate the student teacher on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 

(high), with 3 considered the basic passing level for a brand-new teacher. The second-semester form 

has a different, more extensive set of items than first semester. 

 

Only a single item on the evaluation form for second-semester student teaching was determined to 

correspond to the math Practice: 

 

3.8 Fosters higher-order thinking and problem solving 

 

No item on the first-semester evaluation form was found to correspond to the math Practice, and no 

item on either the first- or second-semester form corresponded sufficiently with the ELA Practice.   

 

Ratings for this single item were extracted for every second-semester math student teacher in the 

traditional or ACT programs during the 2008-09 school year, from both the supervisor and master 

teacher forms. These scores were averaged for each student teacher; if either the master teacher or 

supervisor did not submit an evaluation, as in a few cases, the single score was used as the student 

teacher’s average. These averages were then separated into the MTPD Group (7 student teachers) and 

Control Group (9 student teachers) and averaged, to detect whether the participation of the master 

teacher in the MTPD had any impact on the student teachers’ rating on this item.    

 

Finding 

The rating on this single item went in the reverse direction from what would have been expected: The 

MTPD Group had a lower average rating on Item 3.8 than did the Control Group: 4.00 vs. 4.39. This 

suggests that having a master teacher in the MTPD did not make math student teachers abler or more 

apt to foster high-level thinking among pupils on a regular basis, despite their stronger evidence of 

promoting high-level thinking during the PACT Teaching Event. Fortunately, both averages are high, 

indicating that supervisors and master teachers generally find their second-semester student teachers 

―strong‖ (the descriptor for a rating of 4) in terms of fostering higher-order thinking and problem 

solving. Given research showing that even veteran mathematics teachers fail to do this routinely, 

however, these high ratings may be inflated, reflecting supervisors’ and master teachers’ lack of clarity 

about the meaning of this item or their own low standards for challenging pupils. Indeed, one 

possibility is that the student teachers in the MTPD Group had depressed scores for this item because 

MTPD training raised their master teachers’ standard for what constituted higher-order thinking and, 

thus, their master teachers rated them lower than did non-participating master teachers for similar 

performances. This possibility is bolstered by the fact that supervisors’ average scores for both the 

MTPD and Control Groups of student teachers on this item were identical: 4.33, while the master 

teachers’ scores explained all of the discrepancy between the groups: the MTPD master teachers gave 

their student teachers an average score of 3.60 on this item while the Control master teachers gave an 

average of 4.43. Thus, it may be that the MTPD and Control student teachers performed similarly on 

this item (as evidenced by the supervisor ratings) but that the MTPD had an impact on the master 

teachers’ standards for this item. 
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CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 

The question considered by this study was: 

 

Can a short-term professional development intervention with master teachers increase their student 

teachers’ opportunities to practice and receive coaching on implementing a program-emphasized 

Practice?  

 

The data and their analysis give a qualified answer of yes. Our ratings of student teachers’ use of and 

reference to the Practice in their PACT and Preliminary Teaching Events give stronger evidence of a 

positive impact of the MTPD impact; selected PACT scores give weaker evidence. Overall PACT 

scores and scores for mathematics student teachers on the sole relevant item on the student-teacher 

field evaluation have ambiguous interpretations. The questionnaires for student teachers and master 

teachers offer no clear evidence of impact of the MTPD on teaching or mentoring, but MTPD 

participants reported that the project was valuable. Their verbal feedback at the MTPD sessions 

themselves made clear that they had learned about mentoring, enjoyed the sessions (especially for the 

collaboration it offered), and hoped the project would continue. 

 

We believe the lack of evidence for impact, in the face of positive reviews by participants, stems from 

two sources, both of which have implications for future iterations of the MTPD. 

 

1)  Intervention Insignificance 

Given the extensive research documentation of the inertia of teaching practice, it would be almost 

foolish to imagine that such a small intervention (for most participants, two 2.5-hour sessions) would 

detectably impact the teaching practice of master teachers. An impact on their mentoring practices 

seems likelier, and the PACT data for student teachers suggests that there may have been such an 

impact. Yet none is indicated by self-report of the MTPD teachers as compared to the control group. 

Unfortunately, no survey question asked specifically if any mentoring practice changed due to 

participation in the MTPD. Funding and time constraints limit the scope of the intervention, but the 

addition of a third session per semester in the 2009-2010 iteration of this project seems warranted. 

This, and potential accrued effects for return participants, should strengthen the impact of the MTPD 

impact on the teaching and mentoring of its participants and on the opportunities of their student 

teachers. 

 

2)  Invalid comparisons 
Methods that compare the intervention group to a control group may be inappropriate. There was no 

effort made to match the MTPD and Control Groups of master teachers or student teachers in terms of 

skill, experience, or any other potentially relevant factor, and the numbers in each group are so small 

that personal qualities probably governed. (For instance, colleague Ivan Cheng served as a master 

teacher during the study but was not invited to participate in the MTPD. As perhaps the most 

knowledgeable math mentor with respect to the Practice, he and his student teachers may have skewed 

results towards the Control Group.) The comparison that would more validly measure any impact of 

the MTPD would be pre- and post measures of the groups. For example, does the teaching and 

mentoring of the MTPD Group change during the semester?  How does this change compare to that of 

a master teacher not in the MTPD?  It may not be feasible to conduct pre- and post-assessments of 

nonparticipants, but a new method added for the 2009-2010 study—interviews—should help detect 

impact on the MTPD master teachers and student teachers and elicit the master teachers’ views on the 

particular contributions of the MTPD to any change in their mentoring or teaching. 
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Appendix A:  Agendas for the MTPD Sessions 

 

 

 

CSUN Department of Secondary Education 

Master Teacher Professional Development Series: Session #1 

Northridge Academy High School, Room 321     

4:30 – 7:00 pm, October 22, 2008 

 

Mira Pak   mira.pak@csun.edu 

Julie Gainsburg   julie.gainsburg@csun.edu 

 

 

 

4:30 Opening 

 Introductions 

 Why are we here? 

 Why are you here? 

 Overview of session 

 

 

4:50 Student-Teaching Flashback Activity 

 

 

5:10 The Stages of Beginning Teaching 

 

 

5:45 Business: 

 Schedule next meeting (choose one):   

o Wed. Nov. 19  (same time?) 

o Wed. Dec. 3  (same time?) 

o Sat. Dec. 13 (9-11:30?) 

 ―Helping Novices Learn To Teach,‖ by Sharon Feiman-Nemser.  Please read for next meeting, 

especially from ―Defining the support teacher’s role‖ up to ―Modeling wondering about teaching‖ 

 Site visits 
 Information sheets 

 

 

Break 

 

6:00 Reconvene with food at 6:00 in Room 319 (English) or Room 321 (math) 

mailto:mira.pak@csun.edu
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CSUN Department of Secondary Education 

Master Teacher Professional Development Series: Session #1 

Northridge Academy High School, Room 321     

4:30 – 7:00 pm, October 22, 2008 

 

Mathematics Session 

Julie Gainsburg   julie.gainsburg@csun.edu 

 

 

6:00 Focus: Coaching student teachers to design, implement, and assess cognitively high-level 

tasks. 

 

 

6:10 Overview: The Math Task Framework and Factors Associated with Maintenance/Decline 

 

 

6:25  Small-group activity (one per group) 

What are strategies you have used or could use for coaching student teachers to: 

1. Select or transform textbook problems into high-level tasks? 

2. Implement high-level tasks without decline? 

3. Monitor/assess understanding during high-level tasks? 

 

 

6:40 Report out 

 

 

6:50 Homework  
 

In whatever manner appropriate, ensure that your student teacher teaches a lesson that includes a 

high-level task.  (Depending on your student teacher’s experience and abilities, this could mean 

supplying an activity for him/her to teach, co-planning one, or having him/her select or design one 

independently, and co-teaching it or observing him/her teaching it.)  Note in writing: 

 What difficulties the student teacher seems to have in planning and/or implementing the task at a 

high level. 

 What you did to support and facilitate the planning and implementation of this activity at a high 

level. 

 What feedback you provided to the student teacher to focus him/her on the level of demand. 

 What you learned from this experience about mentoring student teachers to plan and implement 

high-level tasks that might be of value to this group. 

Bring these notes to the next meeting. 

 

 

6:55 Questions about mentoring or CSUN expectations? 

 

 

7:00 End 
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Low Level Cognitive Demands 

 

Memorization Tasks 

 Involve either producing previously 

learned facts, rules, formulae, or 

definitions OR committing facts, rules, 

formulae, or definitions to memory. 

 Cannot be solved using procedures 

because a procedure does not exist or 

because the time frame in which the task 

is being completed is too short to use a 

procedure. 

 Are not ambiguous – such tasks involve 

exact reproduction of previously seen 

material and what is to be reproduced is 

clearly and directly stated. 

 Have no connection to the concepts or 

meaning that underlay the facts, rules, 

formulae, or definitions being learned or 

reproduced. 

 

Procedures Without Connections Tasks 

 Are algorithmic.  Use of the procedure is 

either specifically called for or its use is 

evident based on prior instruction, 

experience, or placement of the task. 

 Require limited cognitive demand for 

successful completion.  There is little 

ambiguity about what needs to be done 

and how to do it. 

 Have no connection to the concepts or 

meaning that underlie the procedure 

being used. 

 Are focused on producing correct 

answers rather than developing 

mathematical understanding. 

 Require no explanations, or explanations 

that focus solely on describing the 

procedure that was used. 

 

 

 

High Level Cognitive Demands 

 

Procedures With Connections Tasks 

 Focus students’ attention on the use of 

procedures for the purpose of developing deeper 

levels of understanding of mathematical concepts 

and ideas. 

 Suggest pathways to follow (explicitly or 

implicitly) that are broad general procedures that 

have close connections to underlying conceptual 

ideas as opposed to narrow algorithms that are 

opaque with respect to underlying concepts. 

 Usually are represented in multiple ways (e.g., 

visual diagrams, manipulatives, symbols, 

problem situations).  Making connections among 

multiple representations helps to develop 

meaning. 

 Require some degree of cognitive effort.  

Although general procedures may be followed, 

they cannot be followed mindlessly.  Students 

need to engage with the conceptual ideas that 

underlie the procedures in order to successfully 

complete the task and develop understanding. 

 

Doing Mathematics Tasks 

 Require complex and non-algorithmic thinking 

(i.e., there is not a predictable, well-rehearsed 

approach or pathway explicitly suggested by the 

task, task instructions, or a worked-out example). 

 Require students to explore and to understand the 

nature of mathematical concepts, processes, or 

relationships. 

 Demand self-monitoring or self-regulation of 

one’s own cognitive processes. 

 Require students to access relevant knowledge 

and experiences and make appropriate use of 

them in working through the task. 

 Require students to analyze the task and actively 

examine task constraints that may limit possible 

solution strategies and solutions. 

 Require considerable cognitive effort and may 

involve some level of anxiety for the student due 

to the unpredictable nature of the solution 

process required. 

 

Figure 1.  The Task Analysis Guide (Stein, M. K., Smith, M. S., Henningsen, M., & Silver, E. A. 

(2000). Implementing standards-based mathematics instruction: A casebook for professional 

development. New York: Teachers College Press.) 
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Factors Associated with the Decline 

of High-level Cognitive Demands 

Factors Associated with the Maintenance of 

High-level Cognitive Demands 

 

1. Problematic aspects of the task become routinized 

(e.g., students press the teacher to reduce the 

complexity of the task by specifying explicit 

procedures or steps to perform; the teacher “takes 

over” the thinking and reasoning and tells 

students how to do the problem). 

 

2. The teacher shifts the emphasis from meaning, 

concepts, or understanding to the correctness or 

completeness of the answer. 

 

3.  Not enough time is provided to wrestle with the 

demanding aspects of the task or too much time is 

allowed and students drift into off-task behavior. 

 

4. Classroom management problems prevent 

sustained engagement in high-level cognitive 

activities. 

 

5. Inappropriateness of tasks for a given group of 

students (e.g., students do not engage in high-

level cognitive activities due to lack of interest, 

motivation or prior knowledge needed to 

perform; task expectations not clear enough to 

put students in the right cognitive space. 

 

6. Students are not held accountable for high-level 

products or processes (e.g., although asked to 

explain their thinking, unclear or incorrect 

student explanations are accepted; students are 

given the impression that their work will not 

“count” toward a grade). 

 

1. Scaffolding of students’ thinking and 

reasoning. 

 

2. Students are provided with means of 

monitoring their own progress. 

 

3. Teacher or capable students model high-level   

performance. 

 

4. Sustained press for justifications, explanations, 

and/or meaning through teacher questioning, 

comments, and/or feedback. 

 

5. Tasks build on students’ prior knowledge. 

 

6. Teacher draws frequent conceptual 

connections. 

 

7. Sufficient time to explore (not too little, not 

too much). 

 

Figure 3.  Factors associated with the maintenance and decline of high-level cognitive demands (Stein, 

M. K., Grover, B., & Henningsen, M. (1996) Building student capacity for mathematical thinking and 

reasoning: An analysis of mathematical tasks used in reform classrooms. American Educational 

Research Journal, 33(2), 455-488.) 
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CSUN Department of Secondary Education 

Master Teacher Professional Development Series: Session #2 

Northridge Academy High School, Room 321     

4:30 – 7:00 pm, December 3, 2008 

 

Mira Pak   mira.pak@csun.edu 

Julie Gainsburg   julie.gainsburg@csun.edu 

 

 

4:30 Reintroductions and reactions to our last meeting: 

 Did the discussion about the phases of beginning teaching help you notice anything new about your 

student teacher?   

 Did knowing about the phases play into your mentoring in any way? 

 

 

4:40 “Helping Novices Learn To Teach,” by Sharon Feiman-Nemser 

 

Whole-group question:  What ideas did you find useful in this article (about educative mentoring)?  

 

Small-group activity:  Each group takes one of these components of educative mentoring: 

 ―Co-thinking‖ 

 Deciding what to talk about when debriefing 

 Focusing on the students—and focusing the student teacher on the students 

 Modeling ―wondering about teaching‖ 

 

Answer these 3 questions regarding your component: 

1)  How do you currently do this component as a mentor?   

2)  What are other ways you might do this component? 

3)  What challenges are involved in carrying out this component? 

 

 

 

5:20 Business 

 If you have more than one CSUN master teacher at your school (in any subject), give us contact 

information for a point person who can round them up for an informational session 

 In January, we will mail you a questionnaire regarding this program and your mentoring.  Please 

complete it and return it ASAP in the envelope provided!  (You will also be asked to complete an 

online questionnaire about your general experience as a mentor that all MTDS get from the 

college.)   

 

 

5:30 Break 

 

mailto:mira.pak@csun.edu
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CSUN Department of Secondary Education 

Master Teacher Professional Development Series: Session #2 

Northridge Academy High School, Room 321     

4:30 – 7:00 pm, December 3, 2008 

 

Mathematics Session 

Julie Gainsburg   julie.gainsburg@csun.edu 

 

 

5:45 Homework Debrief 

 

 

6:40  (If time) Strategies for helping STs overcome common hurdles of cognitively demanding 

problems 

 

In pairs, share strategies for helping STs know what to do when (one issue per pair):  

 Students balk; can’t or won’t start non-routine problems 

 Students don’t collaborate or share responsibility 

 Students don’t want to or know how to ―explain,‖ ―justify,‖ ―present‖ 

 Students struggle; won’t persist; demand teacher help 

 

 

7:00 End 
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CSUN Department of Secondary Education 

Master Teacher Professional Development Series: Session #3 

Northridge Academy High School, Room 321     

5:00 – 7:30 pm, March 17, 2009 

 

Mira Pak   mira.pak@csun.edu 

Julie Gainsburg   julie.gainsburg@csun.edu 

 

 

5:00 Welcome and introductions  

Brief overview of purpose of the MTPD  

 

 

5:10 Old/New Groups 

 Newcomers:  New Teacher Development 

 Old Timers: Subject-matter presentations to “catch up” the newcomers. 

o Convey what was learned in the prior two workshops about designing and incorporating 

cognitively demanding tasks (math) or selecting and implementing opportunities for 

pupils to understand, interpret, respond to, create and/or revise complex features of text 

(English). 

o Be sure to include how to help student teachers plan and teach lessons that promote this 

practice. 

 

 

6:00 Break/Eat 
 

6:15 Subject-matter groups 

 Old timers  “catch up” the newcomers 

 Subject-matter activity 

 

7:10 Full group—Business: 

 Introduction to PACT  

 Homework assignment:  

           1)  Read the Teaching Event excerpts; then write: 

     a) What evidence do you see that this student teacher is trying to incorporate cognitively 

demanding tasks (math) or selecting and implementing opportunities for pupils to understand, 

interpret, respond to, create and/or revise complex features of text (English)? 

     b) If this were your student teacher, how would you work with him/her now to build on 

what he/she can do to promote even greater use of cognitively demanding tasks (math) or 

selection and implementation of opportunities for pupils to understand, interpret, respond to, 

create and/or revise complex features of text (English)? 

Please do not write on the Teaching Events and do return them on April 21.  These are not 

for distribution!!   

2)  Come prepared to share a few stories of how you coached (successfully or not) your 

candidate in the use of this practice. 

 Next meeting: Tuesday, April 21, 2009, location TBA 

 

mailto:mira.pak@csun.edu
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CSUN Department of Secondary Education 

Master Teacher Professional Development Series: Session #3 

Northridge Academy High School, Room 321  

5:00 – 7:30 pm, March 17, 2009 

 

Mathematics Session 

Julie Gainsburg   julie.gainsburg@csun.edu 

 

 

 

 

6:15 Old timers  “catch up” the newcomers 

 

 

6:50 Design an informal assessment tool. 

Starting with the Critical Thinking Check List (reverse), add, subtract, or revise so that you have a tool 

you might use when observing your student teacher to focus your feedback on his/her use of 

cognitively demanding tasks and questions and how he/she creates a conducive environment for this.   

 

Make one master copy of revisions; Julie will revise and send electronically.   

 

 

7:10 Reconvene with whole group 
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CSUN Department of Secondary Education 

Master Teacher Professional Development Series: Session #4 

Northridge Academy High School, Room 321     

4:30 – 7:00 pm, April 21, 2009 

 

Mira Pak   mira.pak@csun.edu 

Julie Gainsburg   julie.gainsburg@csun.edu 

 

 

 

4:30 Welcome and introductions  

 

“Homework debrief” Part 1: Stories about Coaching for The Practice 

 

 

The Math Practice = Incorporate cognitively demanding tasks 

 

 

The English Practice = Select and implement opportunities  

for pupils to understand, interpret, respond to,  

create and/or revise complex features of text 

 

 

 

4:40 Pair share:  Since our last meeting, how did you try (successfully or not) to coach your student 

teacher in The Practice? 

 

4:50 Whole group:  Volunteers share stories by reporting: 

 

  1)  What was the coaching strategy?  How did you implement it? 

  2)  What, if anything, was the effect on the student teacher’s practice? 

 

5:30 Whole group:  Patterns?  Generalizations?  What can we learn from these experiences that 

would help us in future coaching for the practice? 

 

5:45 Break:  Get dinner; move to subject room by 6:00; reconvene at 6:30 

 

6:30 Whole group: Next year we expect funding to continue the MTPD in similar form AND to add 

one general master teacher orientation per semester for all MTs.  Brainstorm ideas for what should go 

in each type of session. 

 

6:45 Business:   

 Return PACT Teaching Events 

 Complete invoices 

 Look for surveys 

mailto:mira.pak@csun.edu
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CSUN Department of Secondary Education 

Master Teacher Professional Development Series: Session #4 

Northridge Academy High School, Room 321  

4:30 – 7:00 pm, April 21, 2009 

 

Mathematics Session 

Julie Gainsburg   julie.gainsburg@csun.edu 

 

 

 

“Homework debrief” Part 2: PACT Teaching Event Excerpts 

 

 

6:00 Whole group:  What evidence did you see that this student teacher was trying to incorporate 

cognitively demanding tasks?  (Point out location of evidence in text; please don’t write on text!) 

 

 

6:10 Groups of 3:  If this were your student teacher, how would you work with him/her now to 

build on what he/she can do to promote even greater use of cognitively demanding tasks?  List two 

kinds of interventions: 

 

1)  Those that target improving lessons or assessments in this particular unit. 

2)  Those aimed at future improvements. 

 

Be prepared to present your ―intervention‖ prescription to the group.   

 

 

6:20 Present interventions.   

 

 

6:25 Shared Language article (will email) 

 

If time, questions about PACT? 

 

 

6:30 Reconvene with whole group 
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Appendix B:  Questionnaire for Mathematics Master Teachers 
 

In order to help CSUN improve its support for master teachers and the experience of student teachers, 

please answer these questions as honestly as possible.  These answers will be kept confidential.  

 

Circle the course in which your student teacher was enrolled:      SED 554           SED 555 

 

1) Please list and/or briefly describe the strategies you have routinely used in coaching your student 

teacher this semester.
 
 These strategies may include ones that do not occur in-person (e.g., they may 

occur over email, by phone, or in writing): 

 

 

 

 

For questions #2-7, please circle the number that best represents how well each statement describes 

your experience this semester, using the following scale: 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
Does not describe 

my experience at all 

 

Only describes my 

experience a bit 

Describes my 

experience 

somewhat 

Describes my 

experience fairly 

well 

Describes my 

experience 

extremely well 

 

 

2) I regularly engaged my student teacher in discussions about specific pupils’ understanding of 

mathematical concepts. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

3) I was regularly able to engage my student teacher in discussions in which (s)he reflected on the 

strengths and weaknesses of lessons (s)he taught.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

4) I regularly paid attention to and discussed with my student teacher the level of thinking required by 

the mathematical tasks (s)he posed in lessons. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

5) Over the semester, I saw my student teacher more frequently incorporating high-level mathematical 

tasks into his/her lesson plans. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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6) Over the semester, I saw my student teacher become more skillful at implementing high-level 

mathematical tasks in ways that maintained their high level of demand on pupils. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

7) Over the semester, I saw my student teacher become more skillful at implementing high-level 

mathematical tasks in ways that allowed all pupils to participate meaningfully, including English 

learners, students with special needs, and students with very low basic math skills. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

8) In what ways, if any, did the experience of mentoring your student teacher and working with CSUN 

faculty and supervisors result in changes in your own teaching practices? Please describe: 

 

 

 

 

 

9) Please name the program and describe any training or professional development you have had 

specifically aimed at either: 

a)  developing your expertise as a mentor teacher 

b)  incorporating mathematical tasks with a high level of cognitive demand into your teaching. 

 

 

 

 

[Additional questions for participants in the MTPD] 

 

10) Please circle the number that best represents how valuable you found the MTDP program, overall, 

in enhancing your work with your student teacher.   

 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

Not at all valuable 

 

Only a bit valuable 

 

Partially valuable  

 

Very valuable 

 

Extremely valuable 

 

 

11) In what ways, if any, were the MTPD workshops valuable to you as a master teacher or as a 

teacher? 

 

 

12) What suggestions do you have for improving the MTPD workshops in the future? 

 

 

 

13) If you were to participate next semester in MTPD workshops for returning participants, what 

topic(s) would you like to see addressed?    
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Appendix C: Questionnaire for English Language Arts Student Teachers  

   

1. Select the course in which you were enrolled this past semester:     SED 554      SED 555   

 

2. Please list and/or briefly describe the strategies your master teacher routinely  

used in coaching you this past semester. These strategies may include ones that did not  

occur in person (e.g., they may have occurred over email, by phone, or in writing).   

 

3. My master teacher regularly used teaching methods that were promoted in my CSUN  

coursework.  

   

1 2 3 4 5 
Does not describe 

my experience at all 

 

Only describes my 

experience a bit 

Describes my 

experience 

somewhat 

Describes my 

experience fairly 

well 

Describes my 

experience 

extremely well 

 

 

4. My master teacher and I regularly discussed specific pupils' capabilities with  

complex texts in their reading and writing.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

5. My master teacher and I regularly had debriefing discussions in which I was  

expected or encouraged to reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of my lessons.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

6. My master teacher paid attention to the scaffolding of academic language I designed  

into my lessons and regularly discussed this with me.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

7. Over the semester, I tried to incorporate into my lesson plans more opportunities  

for my students to develop their abilities to understand, interpret, respond to, create,  

and/or revise complex texts in their reading and writing.   

   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

8. Over the semester, I learned to offer STRUCTURED opportunities for students to  

develop their abilities to understand, interpret, respond to, create, and/or revise  

complex texts in their own reading and writing.  

   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9. Over the semester, I learned how to better scaffold academic language for my  
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students.   

   

Please write your response here:  

 

 

 

 

10. Over the semester, I learned how to better scaffold academic language so that ALL  

pupils could participate in meaningful ways, including English learners, students with  

special needs, and students with low language skills.  

   

Please write your response here:  

  

 

 

Thank you for completing this survey.  

 


