Tommy G. Thompson, Co-Chairman Roy E. Barnes, Co-Chairman

COMMISSION ON

No CHILD LEFT BEHIND
THE ASPEN INSTITUTE

www.nclbcommission.org

Focus on Teacher Effectiveness to Improve Studentchievement
And Enhance Teacher Support:
The Commission’s Recommendations in Practice

The Commission will release occasional briefsltgsitate the impact of its No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB) recommendations on schools and comnesnitihey were put into practice.

Across the political spectrum, there is growingsap for the use of “growth models” to
improve the way we measure whether schools arengaidequate yearly progress
(AYP) toward the goal of proficiency for all studemunder NCLB. In contrast to the
current system, in which AYP determinations areedasn a snapshot of the number of
students (and student subgroups) that have attpnodidiency, growth models also
allow schools to receive credit for significant gress toward proficiency with students
who begin further behind.

The use of growth models has gained wide appealusecthey are a more precise and
fair way of determining school progress and theyraore useful in informing
instructional decisions and priorities. Importantlyis enhanced data enables teachers,
principals and administrators to direct resourodsetter support teachers in the
classroom and improve student learning. The U.9abment of Education (U.S. DOE),
through a pilot program, has approved the use@itr models in five states and has
conditionally approved them in two others.

The data systems necessary to measure individwggrst growth from year-to-year also
yield data on teacher effectiveness in the classrddis creates an unprecedented
opportunity to measure the effectiveness of indigldeachers in improving student
achievement in a way that is fair to teachers, beeg@rogress measures are based on
student growth over the course of the school yater than on reaching an absolute
proficiency standard. This data can also providess for better targeting of
professional development dollars to support teacimeimproving student performance.

NCLB attempted to ensure that all students werghihy highly qualified teachers. But
to attain the goals of the law—providing all stutdewith access to capable teachers who
can produce substantial learning gains—we needvaapproach. We must take
advantage of the opportunity to use more sophisticdata systems to focus on teacher



effectiveness in improving student achievementenathan qualifications for entering the
profession. Though these measures need to be &@stiblspart of determining teacher
effectiveness, they shoutat be the sole measure. It is important to includeweations
conducted by principals or teacher peer review lsaaepart of the equation. The
combination of student progress measures and péalipeer evaluation would represent
a substantial improvement over the existing systarseveral reasons:

* Research has demonstrated that qualifications a@ineery little about a
teacher’s ability to improve student achievemenhaclassroom.

« Teachers would be allowed to demonstrate theiitiglsilin the classroom where it
is most important, rather than jumping through bucatic hoops.

* The federal government, states and districts ctaulget professional development
resources more efficiently and in a way that suigpi@achers more effectively.

* The combination would provide a more useful basisatsuring the equitable
distribution of effective teachers.

The methods used for measuring teacher effectigesnespractical and feasible, and are
currently being used by more than 300 school distin 21 states. Of course,
implementing this approach requires a sophisticlategitudinal data system, and not all
states have such a system at this time. But then@ssion recommends that the federal
government invest $400 million over four years édphstates build the longitudinal data
systems necessary to measure individual studenttigrand advises that systems for
using growth models to measure student progres$oamtermining teacher
effectiveness not go into effect until states hadequate data capabilities in place.

From Qualifications to Effectiveness

NCLB placed an unprecedented emphasis on teachétyghe law required states to
ensure that all teachers were “highly qualifiedganing that they possessed state
certification, held a bachelor’'s degree or higlaeid demonstrated knowledge of the
subjects they teach. In addition, the law attempaeshsure that teacher quality was
fairly distributed, and that all students, partarly low-income and minority students,
had access to highly qualified teachers. The intétliese provisions was based on a
substantial body of research that showed cleadyt#acher quality is the most important
school-related variable associated with studenieaeiment (Carey 2004).

Perhaps more than any other provision in the coxdeLB statute, the highly qualified
teacher provision has proven challenging for statesthe federal government. By the
2005-06 school year, the law’s deadline for conmulég no state reported that all teachers
were highly qualified. In response, the U.S. DOIBva¢d a one-year extension to states,
provided that they showed that they were makingigfaith efforts to comply.



Preliminary reports from states showed that masthers, though not all, met the
definition of “highly qualified.” However, there growing evidence that the criteria
established by the law does not equate with effengiss in the classroom. Teachers
might meet the definition of “highly qualified” ued NCLB, but that does not mean that
they are fully capable of producing significantrl@ag gains.

For one thing, the law included a number of loopkdhat allowed states to claim that
veteran teachers were highly qualified using a wiggety of criteria that might not be
associated with quality. For example, in Minnesatbglementary teachers licensed
before 2001 were deemed highly qualified, regasdédsvhether they demonstrated
subject-matter competency (McClure, Piché and Te3006). Similarly, Wisconsin
considered teachers highly qualified if they hachpteted an approved program at any
college or university in the United States (Edumraflrust 2003).

Worse, research suggests that the statute’s defirot “highly qualified” might be
inadequate, and that teachers who do meet thajraggin might not be truly
knowledgeable, skillful and prepared to substagtiatiprove the academic achievement
of our nation’s students. Raising the quality a tbaching force is essential if we are
serious about ensuring that every child, parti¢ytdrose who have been traditionally
underserved, has the opportunity to achieve to aiglectations.

For example, a study examining the impact of dedifon on student performance of
150,000 Los Angeles®B 4" and 5" grade teachers from 2000 to 2003 found little
difference between the achievement of studenttdmgcertified teachers and that of
students taught by uncertified teachers. Many restified teachers—those deemed not
highly qualified under NCLB—taught students who iexied substantial gains in
achievement, while many certified teachers, whoedhighly qualified status, taught
students who showed small learning gains (Gordamekand Staiger 2006).

A study of teachers in New York City produced platdindings. Comparing the student
achievement results of teachers who were tradifipnartified, those who came through
alternate certification programs like the city’satling Fellows program and Teach for
America, and those who were uncertified, found thatlearning gains produced by each
group of teachers was similar—even though somedvoelrated highly qualified under
NCLB and some would not (Kane, Rockoff and StaR#06).

A study of teachers in North Carolina also foundikir results (Goldhaber 2007).
Although teachers who passed licensure tests—tthsamet the criteria for “highly
gualified” status—produced, on average, largemliear gains than teachers who did not
pass, the study found, the difference betweenvibegtoups was small. In addition, some
teachers who passed the test were not effectiviie wtime teachers who did not pass
were effective in the classroom.

While all of these studies cast doubt on the NCL&hud of determining whether
teachers are highly qualified, they also show thete is a better way of gauging whether
teachers are effective: by measuring their perfogean the classroom.



In his testimony before the Commission, Thomas Kéme co-author of the Los Angeles
and New York studies, said it is possible to idgreifective and ineffective teachers

after only two years of teaching. In fact, he fousttidents assigned to teachers who were
in the top 25 percent of effectiveness had mearesdbat were 10 percentile points
higher than students assigned to teachers in tienbguartile. “Ten percentile points is
just huge,” Kane told the Commission. “In threerge#hat’s enough to close the black-
white achievement gap.”

The method that Kane and his colleagues used erdnii@value addedhat teachers
provide to student learning. At its core, the vahdaeled method attempts to determine a
teacher’s effects on student achievement by exaguimow much a student improves
academically during his or her time with the teacd®d comparing it to his or her
previous learning trajectory. It controls both §twdents’ prior achievement levels and
for student demographic characteristics, so teadcrerjudged only by students’ learning
gains.

In addition to helping identify truly effective telaers, this approach is also useful in
assuring that the distribution of effective teashermore equitable. Currently, students
with the greatest needs tend to have access toelifestive teachers (Peske and Haycock
2006). Using this data to determine who the mdstéle teachers are will enable
districts to better target incentives to encourgen to teach in high-need schools.
Schools in Hamilton County, Tennessee did this,ad result, achievement in nine
previously low-performing schools skyrocketed (§a2604).

New York City Public Schools are also seeing theelfie of measuring student growth
and using more sophisticated data systems. Chandek! Klein recently testified before
the U.S. House Committee on Education and the Wdoekfthat measuring year-to-year
gains of individual students in New York City mgmeecisely gauges student learning
gains and provides data that teachers and prirscgaad use to improve achievement
(2007). The City’s Data Management System will&lleachers to understand where
student improvement is needed, and help identifgrertbeachers need additional support.
Klein said, “We need to use data not only to evalieow schools are performing, but
also to enable principals and teachers to idettigyr strengths and weaknesses, to share
the practices that work and improve the ones tbattd

Effectiveness Measures Will Result in More EfficienStaffing and Targeting of
Professional Development

Some of the most persistent concerns about theemmgaitation of the teacher quality
provisions of NCLB are the effects on teacheramals schools, particularly those in
rural areas, and on special-education teacheré$. t8achers were more likely than other
teachers to fail to earn highly qualified statasgély because they teach multiple
subjects and they are unlikely to hold certificatin all the subjects they teach.



A system that is focused on effectiveness in impi@gtudent achievement would more
efficiently address those concerns because it walldev teachers to show that they are
successful in the classroom, rather than simplg ebjump through bureaucratic hoops
and meet paper requirements that say little albmit &bility to improve student
achievement. It is also more agile, making it gasieteachers who come into the
profession through alternative routes to be judmyetheir ability in the classroom.

This approach would also lead to better supportdachers who might not yet be able to
demonstrate effectiveness. Under the Commissioighlid Qualified Effective Teacher
(HQET) recommendation, once states implement dates1s capable of tracking
effectiveness, teachers will haseveryearsto demonstrate that they are producing
learning gains and receive a positive evaluatiomftheir principal or fellow teachers
before any sanctions apply. Teachers that initstilyggle to reach the effectiveness
standard receive additional support through tatgptefessional development to help
them succeed. When teachers meet the HQET startdaydido not have to go through
this process again.

Importantly, even after teachers have achieved HQ&ils, effectiveness data would
continue to be available to guide principals anchiagstrators in their decisions about
professional development needs. The ongoing aviyadnd use of this data is also
critical for students because research has shaoatrhta effects of teacher quality are
cumulative. Studies in Tennessee, Dallas and els@atave shown that good teachers
can improve student achievement by as much asde d¢gael more than less effective
teachers over the course of a year. ResearchBalas found that students assigned to
effective teachers for three years in a row wemfthe 58 percentile in the®grade to
the 78" percentile in the'Bgrade. But a group of students with similar chamastics,
including prior achievement and racial and incoraekigrounds, who were assigned to
less effective teachers, actually lost ground diat period: they went from the 60
percentile to the 42 percentile (Jordan, Mendro and Weerasinghe 198 Other words,
the two similar groups of students started thgeade at about the same level of
achievement, but by the end of sixth grade, onamwas three grade levels below the
other because of the effectiveness of their teacher

Currently, professional development is not effitigtargeted and is spread too thinly to
produce results. Under Title Il of NCLB, the U.S0B provides $2.9 billion annually in
grants to states and districts to improve teachbality. However, in a study of how
eleven districts used their Title Il funds, the ®@avment Accountability Office (GAO)
found that many districts did not target their rgses on any group of teachers, such as
those who were not highly qualified (GAO 2005) ebch district, the GAO found, any
teacher, highly qualified or not, could participatgrofessional development programs
supported by Title 1l. A stronger policy in NCLB wd help ensure that professional
development funds are better targeted and moraegitly reach those teachers who are
most in need of additional help to improve instimtt Over time, collecting data on
teacher effectiveness can also be very usefulterehning the value of various
approaches to professional development in hel@aghers enhance their ability to
improve student achievement.



The federal funds provided under Title Il represamut a 50 percent increase over
previous levels of support for teacher quality. ldoer, the evidence suggests that these
funds are not always used in the most effectivesvead there is often little connection
between professional development delivery and siildarning gains. Using measures
of teacher effectiveness would help assure tharé&dunds are spent more efficiently
and better address the needs of teachers.

In its study of how districts spent Title 1l fundee GAO found that all districts

examined used funds for professional developmeoobiia academic areas. However,
most of the districts used the funds for other pags as well. Ten of the eleven districts
used funds for general teaching strategies orrafiepsional development for non-
teaching staff. In seven of the districts, offisiaked the funds to hire additional teachers
to reduce class sizes. And six of the district& advantage of the law’s provision
allowing districts to transfer Title Il funds tohar programs, such as school
improvement.

The GAO'’s findings are consistent with those obpresearch that looked at how
professional development dollars are spent. A saidiiow districts spend professional
development dollars in four urban districts, fodhdt the districts spent considerably
more than previously known on professional develepir-as much as 4 percent of their
budgets, and up to $5,000 per teacher. Howevesttlty found that, in three of the four
districts examined, professional development oml@esac content areas represented less
than a fourth of all spending for teacher learningnany cases, districts provided
professional development on general areas likenplgnor on generic instructional
strategies, such as cooperative learning (MilesGuidey 2000).

Requiring professional development for teachersifoto three years would also
represent a substantial improvement over curreattize. Research suggests that
professional development is effective if it is suiséd and intensive, but few teachers
have access to that type of professional develop(enerican Educational Research
Association 2005). In a comprehensive survey afhiees, the National Center on
Education Statistics found that a majority of te&shreported that they received a day or
less of professional development on most topickyibar, the same amount teachers had
reported two years earlier (Parsad, Lewis, Fants@reene 2001).

Teacher Effectiveness Measures Widely Used

Although measuring teacher effectiveness basethprovements in student
achievement might seem new, the approach has aracigrecord that demonstrates that
it is both feasible and productive. Tennessee bas hsing value-added methodology
statewide since the early 1990s. Originally devetbby William L. Sanders, a
statistician formerly at the University of Tennessine Tennessee Value-Added
Assessment System (TVAAS) measures teacher efésetss by analyzing the learning
growth of students. The system has been used igfcby schools and districts to
inform decisions about teacher assignments an@gsiminal development.



Other examples of value-added models have beenthisadyhout the country and show
that it is possible to clearly demonstrate thathea effects can be measured fairly and
that information gathered from these practices fisngudents in the short- and long-
term. For instance, earlier in this decade, Penasyh and Ohio mandated the use of
value-added methodology statewide, and the methedeen used in some 300 districts
in 21 states (Hershberg 2005). Other examplesdeclu

* In Dallas, the district analyzed value-added datdetermine the most effective
teachers, and then studied their practices toifgaghe teaching characteristics
that made them effective.

* In Guilford County, North Carolina, district offals used value-added data in
making teaching assignments, ensuring that the effesttive teachers were
assigned to students more equitably.

» Schools participating in the Teacher Advancemeagfm (TAP), an initiative
created by the Milken Family Foundation, use vadded data, along with
observations of teaching practice, in evaluatirghers and awarding pay
increases and career advancement opportunitiefidvas have found that
students of teachers rated highly under TAP exhabifer learning gains than do
students taught by other teachers (Carey 2004).

While these examples and others demonstrate ttegtigEness measures can be used
productively by school leaders to improve teactdngd student achievement, states must
first meet the challenge of building data systeinas &re sufficient to the task.

No Child Left Behind solved part of the problem &bates seeking to use these measures
by requiring states to assess every student inngathd mathematics in grades three
through eight; now all states test students in @i¢hose grades. The momentum for
incorporating the use of growth models in determgnivhether students are achieving
AYP will be a catalyst for moving states to compl#te work necessary to implement
the longitudinal data systems needed to measunadndl student progress and for
matching that data with teachers. According toRhé Quality Campaign, a national
effort to promote the development of longitudinatalsystems to improve student
achievement, forty two states report having a umspudent identifier—an integral part
of a longitudinal data system. Additionally, fiftestates have a teacher identifier that
gives them the ability to match teachers to stugl@idata Quality Campaign 2006).

The evidence from research and the experiencatdssand districts that have put such
systems in place clearly shows that measuring egaffectiveness through value-added
approaches is feasible and useful in improvinghiegcand student achievement. We
must seize the opportunity created by the comiagtrerization of NCLB to adopt this
approach to ensure that all children, especiathge¢hwho have been underserved in the
past, have access to genuinely effective teachers.



Ensuring Effective Teachers forAll Students

The goal of the Commission’s HQET recommendatido isnsure that the intent of the
original NCLB statute—that all students have actessapable teachers—is realized.
The evidence shows clearly that the measures daltad the statute are inadequate, and
that it is feasible to employ more precise andaiaheasures that would more accurately
and fairly determine whether teachers are in fagroving student performance.

But it is important to underscore that the purpss®ot to point fingers at teachers or to
label teachers as “failing”—far from it. The compeasive set of provisions, including
access to better targeted and more relevant profedsievelopment for teachers who
cannot yet demonstrate effectiveness, and timee&arhers to be able to demonstrate that
they are effective, makes clear that the aim mnigure that effective teachers receive
recognition and credit—based on what matters moet-taat those who need additional
help and support to achieve that standard aretalget it.

Of course, as important as these provisions agefifging effective teachers and
providing support for teachers to become effecdireonly two steps toward ensuring
high quality in the classroom. Higher educationitn8ons need to do their part to
increase the supply of effective teachers by getimals for increasing the number of
graduates qualified to teach, particularly in shgetareas. And schools should be
encouraged to recruit effective teachers, regasdieshether they come to the
profession through traditional or alternative r@ute

School districts with high rates of teacher turrrasteould develop plans to recruit and
retain effective teachers. The plans should addnesgoring for new teachers, bonus pay
to attract successful teachers, improvements itkiwgrconditions and multiple career
paths.

Education ultimately comes down to the interacbetween a teacher and a student.

With effectiveteachers in every classroom, every child will hausetter opportunity to

learn what he or she needs to know and be able to graduate prepared for success
after high school.
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