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Foreword

Professional development schools (PDSs) excel in preparing new teachers, 
supporting practicing teachers in their professional growth, and engag-
ing stakeholders in carefully crafted examinations of issues that directly 
shape schools. At their very best, PDSs bridge the gap between the two 
very different cultures of the P-12 and university worlds and, in doing so, 
positively boost student learning.

That said, the road to a successful PDS partnership is rarely, if  ever, 
smooth, and those who embark on this path typically have to overcome 
roadblocks that remind them every day just how difficult a task it is to 
produce a meaningful and productive school–university partnership. 
These roadblocks often appear in the form of questions. For example, 
PDS collaborations that rely on grants have often asked, “What happens 
when the money runs out?” while those that have limited to no funding 
at all ask, “How can we sustain this partnership over time?”; other fre-
quently asked questions include, “Can not-yet-tenured university faculty 
really afford to spend their time in schools in the face of tenure and pro-
motion requirements?”; “How much buy in (and from whom) do we need 
to make this a successful venture?”; “Can we do this without the full sup-
port of administrators at the university, district, and/or school levels?”; 
and, assuming the partnership does indeed have such administrative sup-
port, “What happens when the administrators change?” These last few 
questions about leadership have been pervasive in the PDS world for quite 
some time, with it now very well understood that crafting and sustaining a 
successful PDS partnership is next to impossible if  you do not have com-
mitted support from your dean, superintendent, or principal. And, since 
individuals in these particular roles seem to change rather quickly and 
consistently over time, it truly is critical to ask, “What happens when the 
administrators change?”

The contributors to Teacher Leadership in Professional Development 
Schools understand this last point – that successful PDSs require sup-
port from above. However, they also believe that top-down leadership, 
while critical, is not the only form of leadership necessary to build and 
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sustain PDSs. In fact, they argue without fail that PDSs are the perfect 
venue for a different kind of leadership to emerge – the leadership of 
teachers. As Jana Hunzicker relates in her two opening chapters, the 
concept of teacher leadership has gained traction in American schools 
in the last 10–15 years, a time when, perhaps not coincidentally, PDSs 
have also taken flight. What those two simultaneous events have produced 
are a new set of questions that Hunzicker and her PDS colleagues pose 
in this volume. In three carefully crafted sections – each featuring three 
or four chapters contributed by teacher leaders and scholars from across 
the United States, three to four personal reflections written by practicing 
and/or former P-12 teacher leaders, and a synthesis chapter written by 
a leading expert in the field – PDS practitioners ask, “How can teacher 
leadership positively shape student learning?”; “What kinds of PDS-
embedded structures can be put in place to promote teacher leadership?”; 
and “How do we prepare and develop teachers to be teacher leaders in 
the first place?”

What emerges in the pages that follow, as teacher leaders from ten uni-
versities and their P-12 school partners address these questions through 
the sharing of their work, is a powerful image of teachers taking on roles 
that heretofore were considered off-limits. Or, as one set of contributors 
put it, involvement in their particular teacher leader project “provided an 
opportunity for teachers to be treated as the professionals that they are.” 
This long-overdue recognition is one of many lessons to be learned from 
Teacher Leadership in Professional Development Schools, lessons that will 
serve all educators well, not just those involved in PDSs. Foremost among 
these lessons is that students must be our collective and primary focus and 
that teacher leaders have an obligation (one writer said “the courage”) to 
do what’s right for students – even if  what we do for them flies in the face 
of conventional practice.

Another lesson from these pages is that teacher leaders can be powerful 
advocates for turning around what has been a significant weakness of the 
teaching profession – a collective failure to consistently share the results of 
our work with others within the profession and with the broader commu-
nities we serve. Teachers, and particularly teachers in PDSs, are engaged 
in remarkable initiatives that significantly benefit their students; yet they 
typically keep the results of their work, intentionally or unintentionally, 
to themselves. The end result is that the broader public is kept in the dark 
about the positive programs taking place in schools, which leads all too 
often to those involved in the crafting of education policy doing so with 
limited – and in some cases inaccurate – information. As seen time and 
again in these pages, teacher leaders can have a major impact on public 
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policy through the simple act of sharing what’s going on in their schools 
with their school colleagues; teacher candidates; school boards; teachers 
and administrators in other area schools; and state, regional, and national 
organizations focused on educational practice.

Teacher leaders can also help schools craft – and stick to – specific 
goals that meet the unique needs of their individual schools. When the 
National Association for Professional Development Schools released its 
Nine Required Essentials of a PDS in 2008, it intentionally began the 
list with the expectation that PDSs must have “a comprehensive mission 
that is broader in its outreach and scope than the mission of any [one] 
partner.” In other words, PDSs are created not for spurious reasons or 
simply for the sake of coming together, but instead for specific goals and 
missions. Examples to be found in these pages include helping English 
Language Learners grow while simultaneously helping their teachers 
understand the needs of this specific group of students, enhancing the 
knowledge base and teaching skills of science teachers, providing students 
not typically given the opportunity to engage in higher level math classes 
the chance to do just that, and requiring teacher candidates to develop 
Professional Growth Plans from day one so that they are prepared not 
only to teach but also to lead. Each of these projects succeeded because a 
teacher leader, or a group of teacher leaders, took the initiative to intro-
duce and promote an agenda that they believed was important to student 
success.

In addition to offering these types of lessons, Teacher Leadership in 
Professional Development Schools makes it clear that, while there are 
multiple paths to becoming a teacher leader, some intentional and oth-
ers accidental, most of those paths involve individuals stepping out of 
their comfort zones and accepting challenges not traditionally ascribed 
to teachers. This can create some awkward situations, as when an instruc-
tional coach is told by a school principal that, “You will not come into 
my school and bother my teachers,” or when another instructional coach 
learned that her writing observations in a notebook made teachers nerv-
ous, or when a new teacher leader realized that she was now privy to 
information about colleagues that normally would not be available to her. 
But, as is clear in many of the stories shared in this volume, the role of 
teacher leader is a long-overdue and positive addition to the world of 
education. Who, other than teachers, are better positioned to know their 
students’ and their community’s needs? Who has a more direct impact on 
those students – and their families? Who has the proverbial boots on the 
ground? And who is better positioned to help the other teachers in their 
schools grow “as the professionals that they are”?
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The value of Teacher Leadership in Professional Development Schools is 
enhanced by the fact that all of the contributors are affiliated with PDSs 
that have, over a very long span of time, dedicated themselves to pro-
moting school–university partnerships for the benefit of teaching and 
learning. It was refreshing – and reassuring – to see the names of these 
institutions and to know that the work they have been engaged in over 
time has continued and has produced such positive results. It was also 
refreshing to read the reflections offered by the P-12 teacher leaders who 
engaged in this work, and, finally, to know that the synthesis chapters 
come from three exceptionally well-qualified and enthusiastically engaged 
PDS scholars. Jana Hunzicker is to be commended for bringing together 
this impressive collection of PDS advocates and for challenging them to 
examine – and to share – their work.

Bruce E. Field
Georgia Southern University
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Chapter 1

Professional Development Schools:  
An Overview and Brief History
Jana Hunzicker

Abstract

Professional development schools (PDSs) are a specific type of 
school–university partnership designed to support teacher prepara-
tion, professional development, inquiry and research, and student 
learning. Active teacher engagement in PDS work over the past 
three decades has led to the emergence of  teacher leader practice 
and development as a serendipitous outcome of  PDS partnerships. 
Emphasizing teacher leadership throughout, this chapter provides 
an overview of  PDSs, including a definition and core purposes, 
benefits of  continuous learning for all PDS stakeholders, and the 
complexities of  PDS work before offering a brief  history of  PDS in 
the United States.

Keywords: Professional development schools; history of 
professional development schools; school–university partnerships; 
history of education in the United States; laboratory schools

Professional development schools (PDSs), a specific type of school–
university partnership, were established in the 1990s to bolster the 
preparation of preservice teachers by placing them in authentic class-
room settings from where they could learn with and from experienced 
classroom teachers (Rutter, 2006; Teitel, 1997). To support classroom 
teachers charged with mentorship and supervision, partnering colleges 
and universities provided professional development and other forms 
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of support aimed at enhancing teaching and leadership of experienced 
teachers (Teitel, 1997). Shaped primarily to address school reform and 
increase teacher professionalization (Holmes Group, 1986, 1990), the par-
allel work of John Goodlad and the National Network for Educational 
Renewal (NNER) expanded the PDS vision to include teacher leadership 
(Neapolitan & Levine, 2011).

As it turned out, the Holmes Group’s (1986, 1990) core PDS purposes 
of teacher preparation, professional development, inquiry and research, 
and student learning have defined the PDS mission nationwide for the 
past three decades. Moreover, active teacher engagement in PDS work 
has led to the emergence of teacher leader practice and development as 
a serendipitous outcome of PDS partnerships (Cosenza, 2013; Teitel, 
2004). Emphasizing teacher leadership throughout, this chapter provides 
an overview of PDSs, including a definition and core purposes, benefits 
of continuous learning for all PDS stakeholders, and the complexities of 
PDS work before offering a brief  history of PDS in the United States.

Definition and Core Purposes of Professional Development 
Schools

Teitel (2004) described PDSs as “a cornerstone of serious attempts to 
simultaneously improve teacher education and public schools.” (p. 401). 
Carpenter and Sherretz (2012) wrote, “PDS partnerships support pro-
fessional and student learning through the use of an inquiry-oriented 
approach to teaching.” (p. 89). While school–university partnerships 
admirably focus on teacher preparation and other “special projects or 
school directed community or business partnerships that only periph-
erally connect to the PDS,” (Rutter, 2006, p. 11). PDSs do even more. 
The “widely accepted cornerstones of the PDS initiative” (Field, 2014,  
p. 133) that distinguish PDSs from other school–university partnerships 
are teacher preparation, professional development, inquiry and research, 
and student learning (Ferrara, 2014; Neapolitan & Levine, 2011; Teitel, 
2004). In the 2008 position article titled “What it Means to be a Profes-
sional Development School,” the National Association for Professional 
Development Schools (NAPDS) articulated the definition and core pur-
poses of PDSs as follows:

Unique and particularly intense school–university 
collaborations, PDSs were designed to accomplish a 
four-fold agenda: preparing future educators, providing 
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current educators with ongoing professional development, 
encouraging joint school–university faculty investigation 
of education-related issues, and promoting the learning of 
P-12 students. (p. 1)

From a broader perspective, PDSs exist to promote innovation and 
to create sustainable practices in the service of teacher preparation, 
professional development, inquiry and research, and student learning 
(Neapolitan & Levine, 2011). Toward these ends, collaborative partner-
ships between school and university are essential. Ferrara (2014) explained:

Understanding the teaching/learning cycle and the critical 
impact that teachers have on student success has been the 
mission of PDSs for almost two decades. This mission has 
helped professionals serving preK-12 students, as well as 
those preparing teacher candidates, recognize that working 
in isolation is no longer a viable solution to the complex 
problems of student learning and teacher quality. (p. 12)

Mutual sharing of human, informational, and fiscal resources also 
promotes innovation and supports the sustainability of PDS partner-
ships. Berkeley (2006) wrote, “The primary intent is for school partners 
and university partners to become resources of first resort to one another, 
contacting one another for a variety of reasons.” (p. 157).

Continuous Learning of all PDS Stakeholders

Through collaboration and sharing, PDSs offer mutual benefits to school 
and university. The greatest benefit is the opportunity to support continu-
ous learning of all PDS stakeholders. Ferrara (2014) stated, “PDSs create 
environments where preservice teachers, practicing teachers, college 
faculty, and preK-12 students come together under one roof to engage 
the process of learning.” (p. 11). Through the ongoing process of learn-
ing via practice, professional development, and inquiry, school–university 
partners create a level playing field where reciprocal learning is valued 
(Miller, 2015; NAPDS, 2008). Hartzler-Miller (2006) wrote, “PDSs create 
the conditions for de-legitimizing traditional power structures by bringing 
university faculty into K-12 classrooms and teachers onto college campus 
[sic] as serious professionals, consultants, co-researchers, instructors, and 
leaders in their field.” (p. 171). Moreover, responsibility for learning is 
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shared, creating opportunities for teachers to emerge as leaders. Carpenter 
and Sherretz (2012) elaborated:

Accountability for learning in PDS is no longer the sole 
responsibility of the principal. In a learning community, 
a teacher’s role expands from one’s classroom to the entire 
school…such a context empowers teachers; specifically, 
teachers begin to take on more responsibility to mentor 
or coach each other and advocate for their profession and 
students. (p. 98)

From a university perspective, PDS work is “a place in academia that 
‘keeps it real’.” (Hartzler-Miller, 2006, p. 165). In PDS partnerships, P-12 
teachers benefit from the theoretical knowledge provided by university 
faculty, and university faculty benefit from the practitioner knowledge of 
P-12 teachers.

Complexities of PDS Work

A recent concern about quality teacher preparation and increased account-
ability for teacher certification and licensure has created a renewed inter-
est in PDSs (Howey, 2011). Yet even in ideal circumstances, PDS work 
is challenging. Berkeley (2006) described the “added-on complexities” of 
PDS leadership as “the rigorous demands of those at levels even higher 
than themselves – institutional leaders, community leaders, political lead-
ers, and citizen leaders.” (p. 151). One such complexity is perpetual tension 
between innovation and standards. PDS work focused on innovation tends 
to be nonhierarchical, voluntary, internally controlled, and responsive to 
local conditions (Neapolitan & Levine, 2011). Such conditions foster crea-
tivity but may possibly lack substance and/or resources. However, PDS 
work focused on standards or other external parameters, such as a grant, 
which may be limited to specific initiatives, groups, or activities or distract 
PDSs from their mission (Miller, 2015). Teitel (2004) elaborated:

When PDS becomes “just another thing” required by the 
people higher up, the opportunities for PDSs to transform 
and improve schools and teacher education institutions are 
lost. Leadership and participants at all levels – at the PDS, 
state, or municipal levels – need to consciously address ways 
to retain the underlying vision and vitality of PDS. (p. 404)



Professional Development Schools     5

A second complexity is the provisional status of many PDSs, which 
often results from limited institutional support. Neapolitan and Levine 
(2011) explained:

With few exceptions, the PDS has…not been able to make 
the changes in the basic structure, financing, roles, and rela-
tionships of the partners involved, and therefore have not 
been institutionalized…Primarily driven by universities, 
they have been unevenly implemented. Few districts, again 
with some exceptions, have made the basic commitment 
necessary to sustaining them. (p. 320)

Institutional supports such as time, funding, and recognition for 
participation in PDS efforts are necessary to sustain PDSs indefinitely 
(Ferrara, 2014; Field, 2014). In addition, state funding, governance, 
and accountability systems are needed to sustain widespread PDS work 
(Neapolitan & Levine, 2011).

A third complexity faced by today’s PDSs is low advocacy. Field (2014) 
identified several “things that PDS practitioners currently are not doing 
very well,” (p. 138) including the need to clarify the mission of PDS work, 
pursuing the PDS mission in day-to-day efforts, and advocating for PDSs 
“with measureable data demonstrating the impact of PDS collabora-
tions.” (pp. 138–139). Yet the empirical research base on PDSs remains 
thin. Ferrara (2014) stated:

Historically, PDSs examine those factors that affect student 
learning, such as teacher effectiveness, implementation of 
research-based practices, or ways in which schools trans-
form as a result of partnership work. However, a clear link 
between these inputs and student achievement has not been 
made in most PDS settings. (p. 21)

Hartzler-Miller (2006) concurred, “Without solid conceptual frame-
works for interpreting, explaining, and visioning PDS work, our PDS 
partnerships are like houses made of straw, vulnerable to constant shifts 
in political winds.” (p. 165).

A fourth and final complexity of  PDS work is staying true to the 
fourfold PDS mission. Miller (2015) identified mission creep as “the 
biggest threat to school–university partnerships,” (p. 28) since it hinders 
the conditions that support teacher leadership. Because successful 
PDS work requires buy-in from all stakeholders (Field, 2014), teacher 
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leadership is integral to the success of  PDSs. Moreover, as individual 
stakeholders come and go, the PDS mission is more likely to remain 
in focus when a significant number of  teacher leaders are engaged in 
PDS work. Clark (1999) wrote, “A partnership that has as its purpose 
the creation of  a partnership – rather than the accomplishment of 
some ultimate goal – is inevitably doomed to early failure. Continu-
ous, critical examination of  the reasons for a partnership is the only 
prevention for this possible malady.” (p. 168). If  successful PDS part-
nerships are to be sustained over time, complexities such as these must 
be addressed.

A Brief History of Professional Development Schools

The notion of school–university partnerships dates back to the 1820s, 
when model schools were first used by state teacher colleges as practice 
settings for future teachers (Hausfather, 2000). By the late 1800s, model 
schools were common across the United States; and after John Dewey 
opened the first laboratory school in 1896, model schools expanded their 
mission to include Dewey’s concept of “putting theory into practice in 
an experimental setting.” (Hausfather, 2000, p. 32). Sustained through 
continuing partnerships with teacher colleges, model schools became 
widely known as laboratory schools in the early 1900s (Hausfather, 
2000). “Consciously modeled after the teaching hospital, laboratory 
schools emphasized systematic research, joint faculty appointments with 
the university, and careful attention to preservice teacher education.” 
(Hausfather, 2000, p. 32). The number of laboratory schools nationwide 
peaked in 1964 before steadily declining in the 1980s (Hausfather, 2000). 
Hausfather (2000) expounded:

As the number of students enrolling in teacher education 
programs increased, student teaching moved to the plentiful 
public school classrooms in communities surrounding col-
leges and universities. Teacher education professors spent 
more time in these public school placements, creating a 
widening gap between the college education faculty and the 
laboratory school. (p. 34)

Thus, laboratory schools set the early stage for a new school-university 
partnership model: the PDS. But more events were to unravel before 
PDSs made their debut.
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From Sputnik to “A Nation Prepared”

In 1957, the world’s first artificial Earth satellite, Sputnik, was launched by 
the Soviet Union, which led to the curriculum of American schools – and 
those who taught it – being doubted by many. Rutter (2006) explained:

Schools were blamed because we had not produced the req-
uisite scientists and engineers to win that first step in the 
space race. Suddenly math and science were front and center 
in our curriculum, and professionals in those fields were 
brought in to design relevant “teacher-proof” curriculum to 
ensure we would not fall further behind. (p. 289)

In the 1960s and 1970s, as school curricula across the United States 
were being revised and reformed in response to Sputnik, educators 
began to recognize a lack of collaboration between the nation’s teacher 
preparation programs and P-12 schools (Neapolitan & Levine, 2011). 
Then, in 1983, the notorious report “A Nation at Risk: The Imperative 
for Educational Reform” by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education called into serious question the quality of instruction taking 
place in our P-12 schools and communicated misgivings about the com-
petence of America’s teaching force (Rutter, 2011).

In response to “A Nation at Risk,” several reports offered recom-
mendations for reform. In 1985, the Ford Foundation’s Academy for 
Education Development’s “Teacher Development in Schools” report 
called for ongoing professional development and differentiated roles and 
responsibilities for teachers (Rutter, 2011). In 1986, the Carnegie Task 
Force on Teaching as a Profession’s “A Nation Prepared: Teachers for 
the 21st  Century” report promoted higher professional standards, mas-
tery certification, increased accountability, and greater decision-making 
authority for teachers (Rutter, 2011). “A Nation Prepared” also envi-
sioned the creation of university teaching centers and clinical schools to 
support teacher education programs, signaling the nation’s readiness for 
PDSs (Rutter, 2011). Indeed, the term professional development school was 
coined by the Holmes Group the same year (Teitel, 2004).

Launch of the PDS Movement

In 1986, “Tomorrow’s Teachers: A Report of the Holmes Group” 
was the first response to “A Nation at Risk,” which connected teacher 
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professionalization to the desired outcome of student learning and 
achievement through its vision of professional learning communities and 
leadership opportunities for teachers (Rutter, 2011). The report outlined 
five goals:

1.	 To make the education of teachers intellectually more solid.
2.	 To recognize differences in teachers’ knowledge, skill, and commitment, 

in their education, certification, and work.
3.	 To create standards of entry to the profession – examinations and 

educational requirements – that are professionally relevant and intel-
lectually defensible.

4.	 To connect our own institutions to schools.
5.	 To make schools better places for teachers to work, and to learn 

(Holmes Group, 1986, p. 4).

Similar to the Carnegie Task Force, the Holmes Group envisioned 
collaboration between schools and universities to support teacher 
preparation, but expanded the vision of school–university partnerships to 
include inquiry-based research and professional learning (Rutter, 2011).

In 1990, the Holmes Group (later re-named the Holmes Partnership) 
released a second report, “Tomorrow’s Schools: Principles for the Design 
of Professional Development Schools,” which further articulated the 
group’s vision for PDSs based on six principles: (1) teaching and learning 
for understanding; (2) creating a learning community; (3) teaching and 
learning for understanding for everybody’s children; (4) continuing learn-
ing by teachers, teacher educators, and administrators; (5) thoughtful 
long-term inquiry into teaching and learning; and (6) inventing a new 
institution (Holmes, 1990, p. 7). Together, “Tomorrow’s Teachers” and 
Tomorrow’s Schools” initiated what came to be known as the PDS 
movement. Neapolitan and Levine (2011) explained:

The Holmes Partnership bears distinction as the organiza-
tion that defined the PDS as a school–university partner-
ship for the specific purpose of training future teachers and 
supporting the ongoing professional development of expe-
rienced educators within collaboratively designed clinical 
settings focused on the needs of P-12 students. (p. 315)

By the time “Tomorrow’s Schools” was published, the PDS movement 
had already begun. “In a parallel major reform initiative, John Goodlad 
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and his colleagues advocated centers of pedagogy and formed the 
NNER.” (Howey, 2011, p. 326). The NNER was founded in 1990 to create 
a school–university partnership structure that would strengthen teacher 
preparation, promote teacher professionalism, and ultimately, increase 
student learning and achievement (Rutter, 2011). Based on the prem-
ise that “professional education and the renewal of schools must work 
in tandem to effect systemic change in the education system at large,” 
(Neapolitan & Levine, 2011, p. 307) the NNER articulated four areas of 
school–university collaboration very similar to the fourfold PDS mission: 
teacher preparation, professional development, curriculum development, 
and research/inquiry. The NNER emphasized professional development 
focused “on leadership development at every level of the career, from 
teacher candidates to school and university faculty, to school, district, 
and university administrators.” (Neapolitan & Levine, 2011, p. 317). 
The NNER’s vision for P-20 leadership development was an important 
first step toward the expansion of teacher leadership in American schools 
nationwide.

In a detailed history of the early PDS movement, Rutter (2011) iden-
tified teacher professionalism and school reform as two consistently 
offered recommendations in the reports that followed “A Nation at 
Risk”: teaching should be professionalized similar to medicine and law, 
and schools should be restructured “to accommodate the new roles and 
status of teaching professionals.” (p. 303). Around the same time, Howey 
(2011) wrote, “The emphasis was on moving from teachers as members 
of a guild to teachers as professionals, prepared in a parallel manner to 
other professionals, and especially the clinical type of preparation that 
occurs in teaching hospitals.” (p. 327). By 1990, this notion of PDSs had 
been embraced by many education scholars and practitioners across the 
United States (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012; Neapolitan & Levine, 2011; 
Rutter, 2011).

The Early Years of PDS

The first PDSs were loosely defined. Teitel (2004) recalled, “In their first 
decade – the late 1980s and early 1990s – much of the focus of PDSs’ 
energies was on starting up the partnerships and making them work.” 
(p.  407). Although PDS partnerships were supported by professional 
organizations such as the National Education Association (NEA) and 
the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012), 
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developing strong and sustainable partnerships required effort and 
perseverance. Teitel (2004) elaborated:

Early PDSs struggled for support, resources and recogni-
tion, and at the same time functioned with high levels of 
autonomy, often outside of the scrutiny, and sometimes not 
even on the radar screen of school districts or larger univer-
sity teacher education programs. (p. 403)

Despite these start-up challenges, PDS enthusiasm and energy 
remained high as the Holmes Group and the NNER worked to keep their 
visions alive.

In 1995, the Holmes Group released a third report, “Tomorrow’s 
Schools of Education: A Report of the Holmes Group,” which devoted 
an entire chapter to articulating the importance of PDSs as integral to 
P-12 and school of education reform. “Tomorrow’s Schools” outlined 
seven goals:

1.	 To make education schools accountable to the profession and to the 
public for the trustworthy performance of their graduates at beginning 
and advanced levels of practice

2.	 To make research, development, and demonstration of quality learn-
ing in real schools and communities a primary mission of education 
schools

3.	 To connect professional schools of education with professionals 
directly responsible for elementary and secondary education at local, 
state, regional, and national levels to coalesce around higher standards

4.	 To recognize interdependence and commonality of purpose in pre-
paring educators for various roles in schools, roles that call for team-
work and common understanding of learner-centered education in the 
21st century

5.	 To provide leadership in making education schools better places 
for professional study and learning

6.	 To center our work on professional knowledge and skill for educators 
who serve children and youth

7.	 To contribute to the development of state and local policies that 
give all youngsters the opportunity to learn from highly qualified 
educators (Holmes Group, 1995, pp. 12–15)

The detailed vision of PDSs and the roles of university part-
ners described in “Tomorrow’s Schools of Education” provided the 
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much-needed definition for aspiring and newly formed PDS partnerships. 
Soon, the promise of PDS had grown prominent enough to evoke finan-
cial incentives from the federal government. For example, in 1998, the 
Teacher Quality Enhancement Partnership Grant program was launched 
by the United States Department of Education, providing competitive 
matching fund grants to support partnerships between teacher prepara-
tion programs and high-need schools for the purpose of improving the 
clinical preparation of teachers (McCann, n.d.).

The Creation of PDS Standards, Structures, and Networks

During the 2000s, the PDS movement continued to flourish. In March 
2000, the Holmes Partnership and the University of South Carolina’s 
College of Education launched the PDS National Conference in 
Columbia, South Carolina (Field, 2014), an important first step in creat-
ing a nationwide PDS network “focused solely on issues related to PDSs.” 
(Ferrara, 2014, p. 15). Around the same time, the National Council for 
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) joined with PDS practi-
tioners and researchers from across the United States to develop “a set 
of guidelines that provided a theoretical framework, offered technical 
support, and operationalized practices.” (Ferrara, 2014, p. 13). Published 
in 2001, the NCATE PDS standards articulated PDSs as “innovative 
institutions formed through partnerships between professional educa-
tion programs and P-12 schools” (para 1) that prepare new teachers, sup-
port faculty development, improve instructional practice, and enhance 
student achievement. The NCATE PDS standards outline five defining 
characteristics of PDSs: I. Learning Community; II. Accountability and 
Quality Assurance; III. Collaboration; IV. Equity and Diversity; and 
V. Structures, Resources, and Roles (NCATE, 2001, para 2).

The NCATE PDS standards were “extremely influential in shaping 
and solidifying the PDS movement” (Teitel, 2004, p. 406) because they 
“brought together the teacher quality agenda of the 1990s and the over-
arching vision of effecting change in P-12 education through school–
university partnerships.” (Neapolitan & Levine, 2011, p. 316). Although 
they were not (and still are not) required for accreditation of teacher 
preparation programs, the NCATE PDS standards provided the much-
needed structure for colleges and universities engaged in or thinking 
about initiating PDS relationships. Following publication of the NCATE 
PDS standards, individuals, institutions, and some states operationalized 
them through policy and practice. One example is Teitel’s (2003) PDS 



12     Jana Hunzicker

Standards Student Learning Pyramid (p. xviii). Moreover, states that 
have required PDS involvement as part of the teacher preparation process 
include Maryland, Louisiana, Florida, and West Virginia (Neapolitan & 
Levine, 2011; Teitel, 2004).

In 2005, as interest in PDS work continued to grow, the NAPDS was 
founded (Field, 2014). Ferrara (2014) described the NAPDS as “the pre-
mier professional organization for all things PDS,” elaborating that “its 
website, newsletter, peer-reviewed journal, and an annual national con-
ference are the lifeline for PDS educators.” (p. 15). The publication of 
the NCATE PDS standards in 2001 and the founding of the NAPDS in 
2005 signaled that PDSs had reached a national level of common practice 
in teacher preparation. In 2006, Rutter wrote, “The PDS movement has 
grown beyond being just a reform movement. It is now nearly the norm, 
the way many of us commonly view teaching and learning.” (p. 12).

Despite standards and a national professional network, PDSs remained 
widely interpreted in the mid-2000s. Field (2014) explained, “The term 
PDS had come to be used in a variety of ways and, in particular, seemed 
to be used routinely to describe any school–university relationship that 
engaged in the preparation of new teachers.” (p. 132). Therefore in 2008, 
the NAPDS articulated “nine required essentials of a PDS” (p. 2) to 
distinguish PDSs from other school–university partnerships (see Figure 1).

The NAPDS Nine Essentials were written to “set the philosophy for 
the PDS” and “provide direct guidance on some of the logistics and 

Figure 1:  Nine Essentials of a Professional Development School  
(NAPDS, 2008, pp. 2–3).

1.	 A comprehensive mission that is broader in its outreach and scope than the mission of any 
partner and that furthers the education profession and its responsibility to advance equity 
within schools and, by potential extension, the broader community;

2.	 A school–university culture committed to the preparation of future educators that embraces 
their active engagement in the school community;

3.	 Ongoing and reciprocal professional development for all participants guided by need;
4.	 A shared commitment to innovative and reflective practice by all participants;
5.	 Engagement in and public sharing of the results of deliberate investigations of practice by 

respective participants;
6.	 An articulation agreement developed by the respective participants delineating the roles 

and responsibilities of all involved;
7.	 A structure that allows all participants a forum for ongoing governance, reflection, and 

collaboration;
8.	 Work by college/university faculty and P-12 faculty in formal roles across institutional 

settings; and
9.	 Dedicated and shared resources and formal rewards and recognition structures.
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structures of the PDS relationship” (Neapolitan & Levine, 2011, p. 310) 
while still leaving room for interpretation and customization. Field (2014) 
stated as follows:

The NAPDS made the case that while all PDS relationships 
must have collaborative missions, not all PDS missions must 
be the same…Similarly, while all PDS relationships must 
have formal written agreements in place, the content of 
those agreements will vary considerably from place to place, 
as will the roles created to support each PDS, the reward 
structures designed to recognize PDS work, the ways in 
which the “sharing of resources” is implemented from site 
to site, and a whole host of subtle nuances that acknowledge 
the uniqueness and individuality of each PDS relationship. 
(p. 134)

The PDS standards, structures, and networks created in the 2000s 
brought together all of the pieces needed for PDSs to achieve the original 
vision of the Holmes Group. Moreover, these standards, structures, and 
networks primed PDSs to engage deeply in pursuit of the four core areas 
of PDS work: teacher preparation, professional development, research 
and inquiry, and student learning (NAPDS, 2008).

Professional Development Schools Today

Today, as PDSs continue to flourish across the United States, the call to 
remain strong is louder than ever. In 2010, NCATE’s Report of the Blue 
Ribbon Panel on Clinical Preparation and Partnerships for Improved 
Student Learning recognized PDSs as exemplary models for teacher 
preparation. In support of PDSs and other school–university partner-
ships, the report argued that

…teacher education programs must work in close partner-
ship with school districts to redesign teacher preparation 
to better serve prospective teachers and the students they 
teach. Partnerships should include shared decision making 
and oversight on candidate selection and completion by 
school districts and teacher education programs. (NCATE, 
2010, p. ii)
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Significantly, NCATE’s (2010) Blue Ribbon Report envisioned teacher 
leadership outcomes such as “advancing shared responsibility for teacher 
preparation; supporting the development of complex teaching skills; and 
ensuring that all teachers will know how to work closely with colleagues, 
students, and community.” (p. ii). The statement concluded that “[Clinical 
preparation partnerships] will be a crucial step towards empower-
ing teachers to meet the urgent needs of schools and the challenges of 
21st century classrooms.” (p. ii). Neapolitan and Levine (2011) wrote that 
the report is “testimony to the significance of PDS work done over the 
last two decades.” (p. 323).

In 2012, the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education 
(AACTE) reinforced the work of the Blue Ribbon Panel by publishing a 
position statement on the clinical preparation of teachers that advocated 
for school–university partnerships; full-year student teaching; rigor-
ous, high-quality performance assessments for preservice and practicing 
teachers; consistency and collaboration across states in regard to certifica-
tion, licensure, and hiring; teacher residency programs; and incentives for 
“schools to serve as clinical settings for teacher candidates by subsidizing 
mentor teachers, substitutes for teacher–candidate pull out sessions, and 
postgraduate residents.” (American Association of Colleges for Teacher 
Education, 2012, p. 2). The position taken by AACTE was intended to 
ensure that new teachers are “ready to teach the moment they set foot into 
a classroom.” (Abdul-Alim, 2014, para 1).

In 2013, the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation 
(CAEP) replaced NCATE as the national body for accrediting teacher 
preparation programs and continues to recognize and promote PDSs and 
other school–university partnerships as integral to teacher preparation. 
CAEP Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice (2013) states that 
“…effective partnerships and high-quality clinical practice are central to 
[teacher] preparation so that candidates develop the knowledge, skills, 
and professional dispositions necessary to demonstrate positive impact 
on all P-12 students’ learning and development” (para 1). The language 
of CAEP Standard 2 supports school–university partnerships by stating 
that partners will “co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 school and 
community arrangements…” (para 2.1). The standard supports teacher 
leadership by stating that partners will “co-select, prepare, evaluate, 
support, and retain high-quality clinical educators, both provider- and 
school-based, who demonstrate a positive impact on candidates’ develop-
ment and P-12 student learning and development” (para 2.2).

Since 2010, the Blue Ribbon Panel, the AACTE, and CAEP have all 
recognized the importance of pairing school–university partnerships 
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and teacher leadership roles and responsibilities in order to realize their 
visions. Moreover, professional and financial support for this important 
work remains steady. The NNER (2017) and the NAPDS (2017) con-
tinue to provide information, networking, and consulting for P-12 and 
higher education and federal grant programs continue to emphasize the 
importance of school–university partnerships. In 2008, the Teacher Qual-
ity Enhancement Partnership Grant program was changed to Teacher 
Quality Partnership (TQP) with continued emphasis on “the quality of 
current and future teachers through better preparation, recruitment, and 
professional development.” (McCann, n.d., para 2) The most recent TQP 
call for proposals continues to emphasize the importance of school–
university partnerships for purposes of clinical preparation, promoting 
in particular federal support for model teaching residency programs and/
or year-long student teaching experiences within the context of school–
university partnerships (AACTE, 2012; United States Department of 
Education, 2016).

Conclusion

Emphasizing teacher leadership throughout, this chapter has provided an 
overview of PDSs, including a definition and core purposes, benefits of 
continuous learning for all PDS stakeholders, the complexities of PDS 
work, and a brief  history of PDS in the United States. With an under-
standing of PDS established, chapter two defines teacher leadership in 
PDSs and other school–university partnerships, introduces distributed 
leadership theory, and provides a brief  history of teacher leadership 
in the United States before asserting several characteristics that render 
PDSs and other school-university partnerships ideal settings for studying 
teacher leadership.
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