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Abstract
An emphasis on practice-based teacher education has led the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) to develop 
22 high-leverage practices (HLPs). Each HLP is research-based, used frequently in classrooms, and applicable 
across age, grade, and content area. In this article, we discuss the importance of a systematic process for teacher 
preparation programs to consider when identifying, implementing, and evaluating HLPs. The extent and quality 
that HLPs are integrated within preparation programs will affect graduating teachers’ professional readiness and 
their ability to immediately affect student outcomes. It is our intent that this article supports teacher educators 
and scholars to continue the conversation around HLPs in teacher preparation. In addition, we encourage prepa-
ration programs to consider data-based decision making when identifying, implementing, and evaluating HLPs 
within program curricula.   
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An era of practice-based teacher education (PBTE) is 
upon us (Leko et al., 2015; McDonald et al., 2013). 
The PBTE movement emerged initially from the Na-
tional Council for Accreditation in Teacher Education 
(NCATE) blue ribbon panel’s recommendation to turn 
teacher education “upside down” by embedding prepa-
ration in clinical practice (NCATE, 2010). It was fueled 
by internal and external criticism of teacher education’s 
limited impact on teacher practice and student learning 
(Farkas & Duffett, 2010; Lignugaris/Kraft et al., 2014); 
a proliferation of alternative paths to certification and 
licensure (Sindelar et al., 2014); and rapid changes in 
accountability and accreditation policies and standards 
(CAEP, 2017). The movement was also stimulated by 
better evidence to support teachers’ positive effects on 
student learning. States and colleagues (2012) noted that 
more credible support can be found in research using 
(a) effect sizes (Forness, 2001; Dunst et al., 2020; Hat-
tie, 2009), (b) value-added modeling (Rowan, 2004), 
and (c) randomized controlled trials (Nye et al., 2004). 
Other potential contributors to PBTE included (a) state 
and national policies linking teacher evaluation to stu-
dent learning gains (Maheady et al., 2013), (b) posi-
tive effects of coaching and performance feedback on 
instructional practice (Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010), 
and (c) the emergence of a “practice-based evidence” 

approach to applied research (Barkham & Margison, 
2007; Cook & Cook, 2016).

Practice-based teacher education refers to an ap-
proach to preparation that makes teaching practice–
what teachers do instructionally–the central element of 
the curriculum (Zeichner, 2012). PBTE programs are 
characterized by clinically rich field experiences and 
strong school-university partnerships (Hauser & Ka-
vanaugh, 2019) and their implementation is changing 
the nature, structure, and function of teacher prepara-
tion. PBTE has prompted substantive curricular and 
pedagogical changes (Pugach et al., 2014); spurred on 
the creation and/or expansion of P-12 school-universi-
ty partnerships (CAEP, 2017); and increased calls for 
more rigorous, classroom-based research addressing 
problems of “practice” (Belfiore & Lee, 2016). One in-
teresting area of change has been the development of 
high leverage practices (HLPs). 

Windschitl and colleagues (2012) defined HLPs 
as, “a set of practices that are fundamental to support 
student learning, and that can be taught, learned, and 
implemented by those entering the profession” (p.880). 
These practices focus directly on instruction or behav-
ior, are research-based, used frequently in classrooms, 
and applicable across content areas, age- and grade-lev-
els. HLPs can also serve as a core curriculum for teach-
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er preparation and graduation requirements for begin-
ning teachers (Ball & Forzani, 2009; Grossman et al., 
2009; Windschitl et al., 2012). 

While PBTE and HLPs are laudable developments, 
the devil remains in the details about how teacher ed-
ucators should proceed. For example, which HLPs and 
how many should be adopted? On what basis should 
they be selected? How can they be aligned with exist-
ing accreditation standards and program requirements? 
How should HLPs be taught, and can they be used for 
initial preparation and/or professional development 
(Bryk, 2009; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008)? Can 
HLPs be implemented with integrity, examined with 
rigor, and sustained over time? If so, how? These are 
just a few questions confronting teacher educators. 

This article addresses some of these concerns using 
three broad questions: (a) How can teacher preparation 
programs systematically identify which HLPs to teach? 
(b) How can preparation programs teach and implement 
them well? and (c) How can preparation programs eval-
uate the identification and implementation of HLPs? 
We used CEC’s (2017) HLPs as a focus of discussion 
and describe events surrounding their development. We 
offer potential selection options and a decision-making 
matrix to facilitate discussion. How to systematically 
identify HLPs is discussed in terms of (a) identifying 
important and common sub-components and subskills, 
and (b) describing a decision-making matrix to assist 
in implementation. Finally, we discuss a method of 
progress monitoring that allows for nuanced analysis 
of HLP implementation and provides useful data for 
preparation programs and researchers.  
Identifying High Leverage Practices to Teach

The CEC (2017) published a set of 22 HLPs that 
“represent the essence of effective practice in special 
education” (p. 11). Each HLP is described as applicable 
and important to the everyday work of special educa-
tion teachers (SETs) and they are organized around four 
domains: (a) collaboration, (b) assessment, (c) social/
emotional/behavioral, and (d) instruction (CEC, 2017; 
See Figure 1). The implication for teacher educators is 
that beginning SETs should acquire these practices with 
some degree of proficiency prior to exiting preparation 
programs.    

 

Which HLPs to Embed in Curriculum?
There are many ways to proceed in selecting and 

embedding HLPs in preparation programs. Options can 
range from making systemic programmatic changes by 
embedding all 22 HLPs across coursework and clinical 
experiences, to identifying a “core” set of HLPs to in-
fuse in some courses (e.g., methods & student teaching), 
to infusing one or a few HLPs into individual courses 
taught by interested and motivated faculty. Ultimately, 
decisions about how to proceed will be made based on 
local, contextual factors (e.g., faculty skill sets, avail-
ability, and interest/institutional support on campus and 
in P-12 schools). The intent here is to explore possible 
consequences associated with different options. 

It is likely—but not yet documented—that various 
HLPs are already being taught and practiced to some 
degree in existing preparation programs and/or courses; 
a predictable consequence of PBTE and the broad dis-
semination of HLPs products and resources (e.g., CEC, 
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Figure 1. List of HLPs by Domain



2017). Initially, preparation programs should conduct 
baseline assessments to determine the extent to which 
HLPs are being taught and/or developed in existing 
coursework and clinical experiences. The Collabora-
tion for Effective Educator Development, Account-
ability, and Reform (CEEDAR) Center has developed 
important tools and resources (i.e., practice guides and 
clinical planning templates) to assist teacher educators 
in pedagogical redesign around the use of HLPs (Ben-
edict, Foley et al., 2016; Benedict, Holdheide, 2016). 
Information derived from baseline assessments can in-
form decision-making regarding HLP use.
Holistic Approach

A holistic approach to program redesign promotes 
the adoption and embedding of all 22 HLPs through-
out the curriculum and clinical experiences. This ap-
proach is comprehensive in that it targets important 
skill sets across all practice domains (collaboration, 
assessment, instruction, and social/emotional/behavior 
development), infuses HLPs throughout the curriculum 
and clinical experiences, and engages most, if not all, 
faculty in the delivery and evaluation of HLPs. Build-
ing preparation around all 22 HLPs should increase 
program coherence and better align the program with 
certification/licensure and accreditation standards (i.e., 
discussed later). A holistic approach may prove chal-
lenging to implement, however, given competing cur-
ricular demands, limited time frames, and conflicting 
faculty views on PBTE and HLPs. It may also be over-
whelming for faculty to teach and preservice SETs to 
learn all 22 HLPs while meeting other certification and/
or accreditation requirements.
Signature Set of Practices

A second option to consider in program redesign is 
to adopt and embed a smaller number of core or signa-
ture practices (e.g., 5 to 10) and maximize SET oppor-
tunities to use them throughout the curriculum. A set of 
high priority HLPs can be identified based on impor-
tance and relevance within the local context and tar-
geted with more intense implementation (Maheady & 
Patti, 2020). During clinical experiences, for example, 
preservice SETs can learn to work collaboratively to 
plan and deliver high quality lessons (HLPs 10 & 11), 
use strategies that actively engage students (HLP 17), 
provide positive and corrective feedback (HLP 21), and 
use student assessment data to monitor student progress 
(HLP 5). These skill sets can be practiced and/or ex-
panded in subsequent clinical experiences throughout 

the program. 
The core approach highlights the importance of a 

signature set of skills and allocates additional time for 
their development and refinement. Programmatic deci-
sions must be made regarding which HLPs to prioritize, 
where they will be embedded in the program, and how 
they will be taught and evaluated. Teaching SETs to use 
fewer HLPs at greater depth may be a more pragmatic 
and feasible approach, but care must be taken to ensure 
exposure to other important but nonprioritized HLPs. 
Individualized Approach

Some teacher educators may find themselves in pro-
grams where they have limited influence over the cur-
riculum and/or few colleagues interested in using HLPs 
in programs and/or courses. In these instances, they can 
experiment by using one or more (i.e., signature) HLPs 
in their own courses. Individual efforts to move HLPs 
from theory into practice–if done and documented with 
rigor–may provide useful implementation models and 
fill an empirical void in teacher preparation literature 
(see for example, Patti et al., 2021). 
Role of Professional Teaching Standards

Many special education programs look to CEC’s 
initial preparation standards to ensure accreditation re-
quirements are being met. CEC’s Performance-Based 
Initial Preparation Standards define what a candidate 
must know and be able to do to begin teaching (CEC, 
2015). More recently, CEC released the 2020 Initial 
Practice-Based Professional Preparation Standards for 
Special Educators (CEC, 2020a). With updated stan-
dards and component statements, the 2020 revisions in-
clude a narrowed focus on preparing educators who will 
be working with students in kindergarten through 12th 
grade. Acknowledging that SET preparation programs 
use CEC standards for accreditation, and the increas-
ing emphasis of HLPs, CEC created a “cross-walk” 
between CEC standards and HLPs (CEC, 2020b). This 
cross-walk is another tool that preparation programs 
can use to identify where CEC standards and HLPs are 
already addressed and/or are missing. The cross-walk 
tool can be found here https://highleveragepractices.
org/standards/cross-walks.  
When and Where to Embed HLPs in Programs

While HLPs are being identified, questions regard-
ing when and where they are taught can be addressed. 
Should all HLPs be at least introduced in one or more 
semesters and covered minimally? Can specific HLPs 
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(e.g., signature practices) be interwoven into relevant 
courses and clinical experiences? How can core HLPs 
be embedded repeatedly throughout coursework and 
clinical experiences? Should some HLPs be infused in 
campus-based instruction and others during clinical ex-
periences? Given time constraints in most preparation 
programs these questions and others must be addressed 
based on local contextual factors (e.g., faculty interests 
and skill sets). Generally, HLPs should be introduced 
as early as possible in the preparation program, inter-
woven through coursework and clinical experiences, 
include multiple opportunities to practice, and receive 
performance-based feedback as often as possible (Ma-
heady et al., 2019).

Figure 2. Decision-Making Model on When and Where to 
Implement HLPs

Figure 2 offers a decision-making matrix that 
teacher educators might use when considering when 
and where to introduce and/or teach selected HLPs. 
The two main components—effort and impact—rep-
resent variables that practitioner can weigh in the de-
cision-making process. Effort refers to the amount of 
resources (e.g., time, money, and skills) needed to im-
plement specific HLPs. For example, a preparation pro-
gram that already has a course on assistive technology 
and partners with local schools that serve students with 
assistive technology needs would probably require less 
effort to implement HLP 19—use assistive and instruc-
tional technologies—than a program that has neither in 
place. Similarly, it may take less effort to teach SETs to 
lead effective meetings (HLP  2) than to prepare them 
to create consistent, organized, and respectful learning 
environments (HLP 7). 

Impact refers to the potential effects that HLPs have 
directly on preservice SETs practice and indirectly on 
the academic and/or behavioral performance of stu-
dents with disabilities. Impact will vary as a function of 
important HLP (a) features (e.g., complexity, extent of 
empirical support, and importance and relevance to lo-
cal context), (b) skill sets and beliefs of those who teach 
and use them, and (c) how well they are taught. Some 
HLPs, for example, may be easier to teach and learn 
because they are less procedurally complex (e.g., HLP 
11—identify and prioritize long and short-term objec-
tives—versus HLP 20—provide intensive instruction); 
some may have bigger impact because they have more 
empirical support (e.g., HLP 18—use strategies that 
promote active student engagement—versus HLP 5—
interpreting and communicating assessment informa-
tion with stakeholders); and some HLPs may produce 
greater change in SET practice and student learning 
because they are more important and relevant to local 
needs. The goal is to select the most impactful HLPs 
and teach them in the most effective ways. 

Effort and impact exist on a continuum between low 
and high which creates four domains for programmat-
ic decision-making around HLPs selection. These do-
mains can assist programs in making decisions about 
when and where to embed HLPs throughout a program. 
An extensive discussion of the nature and functions 
of effort and impact and possible outcomes associated 
with their interactions is beyond the scope of this paper. 
However, we offer some general guidelines and exam-
ples. 

In theory, “low effort” HLPs require less time, 
money, and support (i.e., professional development) 
and fewer curricular and pedagogical changes to im-
plement, than “high effort” HLPs which necessitate 
additional time, money, training, and/or programmatic 
changes. Some HLPs may also require less effort to im-
plement because they—or their primary components—
already exist in curriculum; are consistent with faculty 
and program goals and vision; and/or are delivered col-
laboratively with school-university partners (Maheady 
et al., 2019). High impact HLPs would produce notice-
able changes in SET practice and/or student learning, 
while those with low impact would show little or no 
change(s) in teaching practice and/or student learning.

Ideally, teacher educators would select and use low 
effort/high impact HLPs as much as possible and avoid 
practices that require high effort yet yield little impact. 
High impact/high effort HLPs would also be preferable 



over those practices requiring high effort but producing 
little impact. We assume that effort and impact will vary 
considerably depending on local context, however, of-
fer a few examples for illustrative purposes.

Consider HLP 18—use strategies to promote ac-
tive student engagement—SETs can learn about vari-
ous strategies in university settings (e.g., choral re-
sponding, peer assisted tutoring, and response cards) 
and role-play scenarios with their peers. This may be 
seen as high effort (using valuable instructional time) 
but low impact if preservice teachers “practice” with-
out authentic experiences. Implementing these strate-
gies in front of K-12 students during field experiences, 
however, may have greater impact on SET’s practice 
and improve “real” students’ learning. In addition, re-
search suggests that providing SETs with positive and 
constructive feedback during authentic practice experi-
ences facilitates skill acquisition and progress through 
subsequent learning phases (Cornelius & Nagro, 2014).

In contrast, HLP 5—interpret and communicate 
assessment information with stakeholders to collabo-
ratively design and implement educational programs—
may be more appropriately implemented (i.e., low effort 
and high impact) in a structured university course with 
prescribed case studies. The acquisition and fluency of 
this HLP may benefit from scaffolded instruction where 
instructors pause assignments and reflect on teachable 
moments (high impact), as opposed to real-time, au-
thentic, meetings with stakeholders (high effort).   
How to Implement High Leverage Practice

To become skilled users of HLPs, preservice SETs 
will require structured and repeated opportunities to ap-
ply their knowledge in authentic settings while receiv-
ing performance feedback (Leko et al., 2015). Although 
many preparation programs have developed clinical 
experiences over the years, too often teacher educa-
tors had limited influence over the (a) quality of those 
placements and/or (b) types of skills preservice SETs 
learned in them (McDonald et al., 2013; McLeskey & 
Brownell, 2015). As such, Ericsson (2014) argued for 
more deliberate practice; that is, carefully designed 
practice opportunities that increase in complexity and 
decrease in level of candidate support. Although the 
exact number and nature of these experiences has not 
been well-articulated, Ericsson suggested that teaching 
opportunities should be (a) sequenced developmentally 
to allow candidates to assume greater instructional re-
sponsibilities as they proceed through the program; (b) 

linked to P-12 student needs whenever possible; and (c) 
monitored regularly for fidelity of implementation and 
impact on student learning. 

How can teacher educators target critical com-
ponents of HLPs to foster proficient use by preser-
vice SETs? Here, we suggest that HLPs contain evi-
dence-based kernels to varying degrees and that they 
should be the focus of instruction. A better understand-
ing of behavioral kernels is fundamental to effective 
HLP use and effectiveness and the identification of 
preparation practices that facilitate their acquisition and 
application. 
Evidence-Based Kernels

Evidence-based kernels are any indivisible proce-
dures shown through experimental evaluation to pro-
duce reliable effects on behavior (Embry, 2004). The 
term derived from a series of meetings where several 
prevention scientists and policy leaders sought to de-
nominate the ‘active ingredients’ fundamental to an 
intervention’s effectiveness (Embry & Biglan, 2008). 
The unit of a kernel, according to Embry and Biglan, 
is indivisible, and if any of its components are elimi-
nated, the practice would prove ineffective. Examples 
of evidence-based kernels identified through research 
included self-monitoring (Agran et al., 2005; Hughes et 
al., 2002), timeout (Fabiano et al., 2004; Kazdin, 1980), 
overcorrection (Maag et al., 1986), and peer tutoring 
(Maheady et al., 1988).

We suggest that evidence-based kernels exist within 
each HLP and that they should be the focus of teaching. 
For example, HLP 21—teach students to maintain and 
generalize new learning across time and settings—de-
scribes multiple strategies to achieve these outcomes 
(e.g., program common stimuli and train sufficient ex-
emplars), yet no one strategy will work all the time with 
every student. We propose that systematic programming 
for generalization is a behavioral kernel within the HLP 
and teaching SETs to actively program for generaliza-
tion will increase the probability that student skills will 
generalize. Instructionally, teacher educators would 
emphasize systematic planning for generalization as the 
kernel and the use of one or more specific generaliza-
tion strategies as exemplars. It is true that knowing each 
generalization strategy is important and likely the first 
step in teaching HLP 21. The evidence-based kernel of 
HLP 21, however, is the intentional planning skills re-
quired to implement any generalization strategy.

Consider HLP 17—use flexible grouping—as an-
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other example. The authors write, “Teachers assign stu-
dents to homogenous and heterogeneous groups based 
on explicit learning goals, monitor peer interactions, 
and provide positive and corrective feedback to support 
productive learning” (CEC, 2017, p. 82). While SETs 
learn to implement homogeneous (i.e., same ability) 
and heterogeneous (i.e., mixed ability) groups, it is crit-
ical that they understand when and where to use each 
grouping strategy. Homogeneous grouping, for exam-
ple, appears to be more effective for high performing 
and/or gifted learners (Vogl & Preckel, 2014), while 
heterogeneous groups are more beneficial for low and 
average performers (Hattie, 2009). An evidence-based 
kernel for effective flexible grouping, therefore, is the 
intentionality of achieving specified learning objec-
tives. One way to teach this HLP would be to practice 
creating and implementing flexible grouping objec-
tives. 
Evaluating the Success of Identifying and 
Implementing HLPs

The decision-making matrix (Figure 2) may also 
assist in identifying effective and efficient ways to pre-
pare SETs to implement HLPs. While evidence-based 
kernels can guide the content of HLP instruction (i.e., 
what is taught), ongoing evaluation and analysis are 
required to determine the efficacy of preparation prac-
tices. There are at least two benefits to evaluating 
(i.e., progress monitoring) HLP implementation. First, 
teacher educators can make more informed decisions as 
to whether identification and implementation are pro-
gressing as effectively as possible, and second, educa-
tional researchers can document preparation practices 
that facilitate HLP implementation. Luckily, teacher 
educators do not have to begin from scratch. 

Dunst and colleagues (2020) recently completed 
extensive meta-analyses that examined the impact of 
14 different types of preparation practices (e.g., meth-
ods of course delivery, teaching method of instruction, 
and clinical experiences) on two different measures of 
teacher quality (i.e., teacher behavior and performance 
appraisals). They reported that findings were consistent 
with practice-based approaches to teacher education 
that emphasized active and extended preservice teacher 
learning opportunities, faculty and supervisor coaching 
with performance feedback, and repeated opportunities 
to refine core teaching practices (e.g., use of HLPs). To 
provide a more fine-grained analysis, we propose a sys-
tematic method to document intervention effectiveness 

and isolate independent variables for functional analy-
ses. 
Component Analysis vs. Treatment Packages

Researchers face a paradox when conducting inter-
vention science (Riden et al., 2020). On one hand, they 
want to enact change for the betterment of participants. 
Whether an intervention is introduced to promote so-
cial skills of students with autism or HLPs are taught 
to increase SETs instructional readiness, interventions 
are designed to affect positive change. Interventions are 
built upon evidence-based practices or kernels (some-
times in combination) to produce the greatest amount 
of change. Conducting a 60-min professional devel-
opment session to prepare SETs to use effective class-
room management strategies, for example, may result 
in positive change. However, combining that training 
with daily self-monitoring procedures and positive/
constructive feedback (i.e., multi-component inter-
vention package) may strengthen intervention effects. 
The downside is that these intervention packages are 
often more difficult to implement, reduce implementa-
tion fidelity, and are less likely to be adopted and used 
by practitioners (Riley-Tillman & Chafouleas, 2003). 
Additionally, multi-component packages muddle re-
searchers’ abilities to isolate active ingredients and 
document which independent variables contributed to 
overall effect (Riden et al., 2020). 

A component analysis is a systematic evaluation 
of two or more independent variables that encompass 
a treatment package (Cooper et al., 2020). The bene-
fit of a component analysis for HLP implementation is 
that researchers can systematically identify the active 
ingredients contributing to successful implementa-
tion. Unnecessary components can then be eliminated 
as treatment packages are streamlined which, in turn, 
may make them more easily adopted and implemented. 
One drawback to component analyses is that they can 
be quite time consuming. Individual HLP components 
must be isolated and evaluated within an appropriate 
methodological design. To do so, reversal phases are 
needed to document behavior changes when interven-
tion components are added or removed. 

Cooper et al (2020) noted there were two methods 
of conducting component analyses; drop-out and add-
in. A drop-out analysis presents an intervention pack-
age as a whole then removes each component system-
atically. Any changes in behavior following a removal 
indicate the effects of that component in relation to the 



entire package (i.e., student performance is the same, 
better, or worse). An advantage to drop-out analyses is 
that treatment effects are often immediate and subse-
quent removals can identify those parts that are essen-
tial to treatment effectiveness (Riden et al., 2020). 

One major disadvantage to drop out analyses is that 
they are not appropriate for nonreversible behaviors; 
that is, learned behaviors that are likely to continue 
after instruction is stopped (Ledford et al. 2019). For 
example, once preservice SETs learned the definition 
and benefits of behavior-specific praise, they cannot 
unlearn that knowledge. Once a treatment package is 
implemented, learned behaviors would not likely re-
duce even if an essential component was withdrawn. 
Therefore, add-in component analyses might be a more 
appropriate alternative. 

Add-in component analyses assess individual 
components before presenting the whole intervention 
package (Cooper et al., 2020). By presenting compo-
nents alone and then in combination, researchers can 
identify which components are contributing to overall 
intervention effects. The main disadvantage of add-in 
component analyses is that floor or ceiling effects may 
make it difficult to assess individual component effica-
cy towards the end of the analyses (Riden et al., 2020). 
Ward-Horner and Sturmey (2010) concluded that add-
in reversal or alternating treatments designs provide the 
most comprehensive analyses of treatment packages 
because they reduce potential confounding from com-
ponent combinations. However, multiple baseline de-
signs may be more useful when targeting behaviors that 
are not reversible.

Add-in component analyses may allow preparation 
programs to identify HLP parts that are necessary for 
effective implementation. For example, consider HLP 
9—conduct functional behavioral assessments to de-
velop individual student behavior support plans—and 
our proposed decision-making model. Teacher educa-
tors may initially implement this HLP by lecturing on 
functional behavior assessments (component 1), prac-
ticing through case studies (component 2), and then 
conducting real-life functional behavior assessments 
during student teaching (component 3). One can also 
envision possible sub-components (e.g., length and 
content of lecture and the type and quality of feedback 
during case study practice/student teaching experienc-
es). Although increasing effort (i.e., time and resourc-
es) at each component will likely increase impact (i.e., 
preservice teacher learning), add-in analyses may help 

to identify whether all three components are necessary 
and/or what resource efforts are necessary for preser-
vice candidates to achieve HLP proficiency. 
Moving Forward

As universities make programmatic decisions 
around identification, implementation, and evaluation 
of HLPs, we suggest the following initial steps. 
Programmatic Steps

Most special education departments have curricu-
lum (i.e., or ad hoc) committees charged with certifi-
cation/licensure responsibilities. We recommend SET 
preparation programs use CEC’s crosswalk (CEC, 
2020b) and CEEDAR developed tools (Benedict, Foley 
et al., 2016; Benedict, Holdheide, 2016) to (a) conduct 
baseline program assessments to identify implement-
ed, partially implemented, and non-implemented HLPs 
and (b) guide programmatic redesign to infuse HLPs 
into the curriculum and clinical experiences. 

Following initial HLP review, curriculum commit-
tees should prioritize HLP integration. The individual 
nature of university programs and personnel, and oth-
er important contextual variables, should guide deci-
sion-making. Some important questions to address are 
(a) Should all HLPs be introduced early in the program, 
then practiced more thoroughly within certain courses? 
(b) Should HLPs only be introduced within a course 
where extensive practice can take place? and (c) Are 
there certain HLPs (i.e., signature) that preservice 
teachers should have repetitive practice throughout 
multiple courses? Hopefully, the decision-making ma-
trix can assist in the decision-making process. 
Individual Instructor Steps

Once HLPs are in place, individual instructors are 
tasked with the actual teaching and implementation 
of HLPs. We recommend that instructors use an evi-
dence-based kernel mindset. That is, they should iden-
tify and teach critical HLP component(s). Critical HLP 
components require preservice SETs to master HLPs 
and components that are most likely to affect the great-
est change. For example, HLP 19 states that effective 
teachers use assistive and instructional technologies. 
While knowledge of available assistive and instruction-
al technologies is an important aspect of HLP 19, it is 
not an evidence-based kernel. Rather the critical com-
ponent of effectively implementing HLP 9 is the abil-
ity to “evaluate new technology options given student 
needs; make informed instructional decisions grounded 
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in evidence, professional wisdom, and students’ IEP 
goals. . .” (CEC, 2017). The decision-making process 
of identifying appropriate assistive and instructional 
technologies based on individual student needs is the 
behavioral kernel that preservice teachers must mas-
ter. Instructors, therefore, should dedicate sufficient in-
struction, practice, and evaluation to the development 
of instructional decision-making skills concerning as-
sistive and instructional technology. 

Ongoing progress monitoring of preservice SETs 
use of selected HLPs is also necessary for “informed” 
programmatic and instructor decision making. We de-
scribed component analyses (add in and drop out) as 
one systematic way to evaluate HLP implementation. 
While it is unrealistic to expect instructors to design 
well-controlled research studies to evaluate HLP use, 
they might approach implementation with a progress 
monitoring mindset and require preservice SETs to 
collect formative data on the impact of their HLPs on 
important student outcomes. These data, in turn, might 
be used to facilitate instructional decision-making (Ma-
heady et al., 2007).  
Research Field Steps

Although course instructors are less likely to con-
duct formal evaluations of HLP implementation, teach-
er education researchers should employ rigorous HLP 
research. The systematic study of HLP implementation 
and evaluation is sorely needed and can move the field 
towards more effective and efficient HLP integration. 
Granular examinations of individual HLPs and evi-
dence-based kernels can provide teacher educators and 
researchers with valuable information to address some 
of the questions raised earlier. Component analyses of 
HLPs should also assist researchers and practitioners 
in increasing implementation impact while minimizing 
effort. 

Research derived from HLP implementation should 
be shared by those responsible for SET preparation. 
Intervention successes and failures can be disseminat-
ed through student research projects and in action re-
search, practitioner, and/or top-tiered journals. 
Caveats to this Article

Before we conclude, there are some important cave-
ats to mention. First, there are other important aspects 
of PBTE and HLPs that are beyond the scope of this 
article (e.g., creating and sustaining meaningful P-12 
partnerships, revamping curricula, incentives, and staff-
ing patterns in higher education and P-12 schools, and 

developing and refining HLPs for teachers of early 
childhood, sensory and physical impairments, and/or 
gifted and talented). These topics and others are dis-
cussed in more detail elsewhere for general (Ball & 
Forzani, 2009; Grossman et al., 2009; Windschitl et al., 
2012) and special educators (McLeskey et al., 2017; 
McLeskey & Brownell, 2015). Second, HLPs are not 
being promoted as the only source of effective teaching 
practice. In fact, they are an initial skill set that must 
be broadened, refined, and supplemented with the con-
ditional knowledge to know when and where to apply 
them. Similarly, there are other sources of “effective” 
instructional practices (e.g., Hattie, 2009, 2012; What 
Works Clearinghouse) that may be more appropriate 
for specific populations, subject matter, and/or instruc-
tional goals. 

Third, while the article focuses on teaching practice, 
it does not diminish the important roles that cognitive, 
affective, and contextual factors play in teacher devel-
opment. The intent here is to highlight practice-related 
issues that have received insufficient attention in previ-
ous teacher education research (Goe & Cogshall, 2007; 
Lignugaris/Kraft et al., 2014; Wilson et al., 2002). 

Lastly, this article was not intended to be a compre-
hensive guide for identifying, implementing, and eval-
uating all 22 HLPs. Specific HLPs were highlighted 
and used as examples to provide clarity for real-world 
application. Variability in the process of identifying, 
implementing, and evaluating HLPs for specific prepa-
ration programs cannot be understated. We believe, 
however, that the general concepts and processes dis-
cussed are salient to all 22 HLPs.
Conclusion

Learning to teach is not easy. Sitting in a classroom 
learning about content and pedagogy is no match for 
quality, practice-based opportunities for preservice 
teachers to integrate knowledge into instruction. CEC’s 
22 HLPs are a list of effective practices that SETs are 
expected to display with some degree of proficiency 
before exiting preparation programs. Special educa-
tors have begun to infuse HLPs into their preparation 
programs and clinical experiences, and the emergence 
of practice-based teacher education is likely to sustain 
this trend. As noted, more questions than answers exist 
regarding how to systematic identify, implement, and 
evaluate the use of HLPs in SET programs. Hopeful-
ly, this article will stimulate additional conversation 
around these important topics. 
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