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States like Louisiana are leading the way in building the longitudinal data
systemns that enable states to track and compare the impact of new teachers
from teacher preparation programs on student achievement over a number of
years . .. Louisiana is using that information to identify effective and ineffective
programs for the first time—and university-based teacher education programs
are using the outcomes data to revamp and strengthen their programs ...
Louisiana is the only state in the nation that tracks the effectiveness of its
teacher preparation programs. Every state should be doing the same .. . Its a
simple but obvious idea—colleges of education and district officials ought to
know which teacher preparation programs are effective and which need fixing.

(Duncan, 2009, p. 5)

In this chapter, I examine the warrants for various existing and proposed state and
federal policies related to accountability in preservice teacher education programs
in the U.S. Given that it is very clear that currently little or no empirical evidence
exists that supports the efficacy of particular accountability policies and processes
used in state program approval and national accreditation (Wilson, Floden, &
Ferrini-Mundy, 2001; Wilson & Youngs, 2005; National Research Council, 2010y,
I'will examine the warrant for specific policies and practices based on a number
of other criteria. These include how preservice preparation programs are assessed
in other professions, the state of our current methods for assessing teachers’
knowledge and teaching skills, the costs and projected benefits associated with
particular practices and what are reasonable ways to hold teacher preparation
programs accountable for their work. With regard to projected benefits, [ will give
attention to the likely ability of an accountability practice both to illuminate the
quality of teacher education programs and contribute to improving programs.
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Although the analysis will discuss a number of different policies and practices,?
I will give particular attention to two accountability practices that are under
intense discussion in the current policy context: the development of a rigorous
teacher performance assessment that would be used for completion of a pre-
service program and initial teacher licensing and, as noted in the quote above, the
evaluation of the quality of a teacher education program based on a value-added
analysis of the standardized test scores of elementary and secondary school pupils
taught by graduates of specific programs. The latter practice, referred to as the

~ “positive impact mandate” (Hamel & Merz, 2005, p. 158), has received extensive

and largely uncritical coverage in the national print and broadcast media (e.g.,
Abramson, 2010; Glenn, 2010). Both of these practices have been endorsed by the
current federal education department (e.g., Duncan, 2010) and it is important that
they receive a careful examination while their implementation is still limited.
Since the Secretary’s talk in October 2009, several other states (e.g., FL, TN.TX,
DE) have made moves to implement the positive impact mandate as a form of
teacher education program accountability. Federal funding streams such as Race
to the Top encouraged more states to join the effort. Given that a new and widely
disserninated report was released on accountability in teacher education while this
chapter was being written (Crowe, 2010), I will specifically comment on the
recommendations made in that report.

Government Policies Related to the Quality of Teacher
Preparation Programs

In the last 30 years, both state education mmwwwﬁaazammza the federal government
have enacted various policies aimed at assessing the quality of teacher preparation

programs that prepare teachers for initial certification. Until the reauthorization

of Title I of the Higher Education Actin 1998, and the Elementary and Secondary. - -

Education Act in 2001, and despite efforts by the federal government to encourage
particular forms of teacher education by providing competitive funds for the use
of certain practices (e.g., Clarke, 1969; Earley, 2000a), it was mostly the states and
not the federal government that formulated policies and regulations regarding
accountability in teacher education (Bales 2006; Imig & Imig, 2008).

Prior to the 1980s, states emphasized an input driven model of program evalu-
ation and approval that judged the degree to which teacher education programs
contained the components that were required in a particular state either in terms
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required courses (e.g., a course in teaching reading), or the required number of
credit hours devoted to particular topics (e.g., nine credit hours in literacy
teaching). These requirements also typically included a minimum number of

- hours that had to be spent in clinical experiences prior to a full-time student

teaching or internship experience and a required minimum number of hours for
the full-time teaching experience. For many years, states have licensed individual
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teachers based on their completion of a state-approved teacher education program
(Cronin, 1983; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005).”

During my first encounters with the state program approval process in
Wisconsin in the 1970s, the process, which occurred every five years, consisted of
state education department staff and several K-12 educators auditing syllabi of
required courses in teacher education programs to see that the required topics
were listed, and checking that the required number of minimum credit hours or
time periods for different program components like student teaching or academic
minors were in existence. During this period, most states left it up to teacher
education institutions to make judgments about the quality of candidates’ teaching.
The etfectiveness of candidates in the classroom was usually judged solely by the
observation-based assessments made by college and university-based and school-
based supervisors and school-based mentors and administrators, a practice which
has been shown to be highly unreliable for measuring teacher etfectiveness (Porter,
Youngs, & Odden, 2001; Chung Wei & Pecheone, 2010; Wilson, 2009).

Unlike some other countries where there are national standards related to
licensure and program quality (Wang et al., 2003), individual states in the U.S. set
their own policies. There is some degree of overlap in state requirements however,
as a result of voluntary national accreditation requirements (www.ncate.org or
www.teac.org),’ and consortia of states that have agreed on the use of 2 number
of common standards with regard to teaching and teacher education programs
(www.nasdtec.org, www.csso.org). Despite these areas of overlap, individual states’
ability to set their own policies with regard to accountability for teacher educa-
tion programs has resulted in accountability and licensing requirements that have
been called “haphazard” in the most recent report on teacher quality by the U.S.
Secretary of Education (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).

Beginning in the 1970s in several southern states, and then moving to other
areas of the country in the 1980s, states began to require a variety of tests to enter
and complete teacher preparation programs and generally became more prescrip-
tive about the teacher education curriculum (Cronin, 1983; Prestine, 1989).
These tests include basic skills tests (currently 27 states),® tests of professional
knowledge and pedagogy (currently 28 states), and tests of core academic subject-
matter content (currently 37 states) and other subject-matter content (currently
32 states) (NASDTEC, 2010). Currently there are about 1,100 different tests used
for initial teacher licensure throughout the U.S., with each state choosing its own
tests and setting its own passing scores {(Crowe, 2010). According to a report by the
Education Trust (Brennan, 1999), most state subject-matter licensure tests are
viewed as too easy and not relevant to ensuring that teachers have the academic
skills that they need to be successful in raising student achievement. They also
have very little predictive validity with regard to future success in teaching
(Goldhaber, 2010; Wilson & Youngs, 2005). Despite these and other criticisms
about the value of the current teacher tests (Berry, 2010), pass rates on teacher
licensure tests are used as a component of the accountability system in 32 states.
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For example, in New York, 80% of program completers from individual programs
must pass the required tests for the programs to avoid sanctions by the state
(NASDTEC. 2010).

During the 1970s, states began to introduce performance assessment in teacher
education, and competency-based or performance-based teacher education
(C/PBTE) was required or there were plans to require it in over 20 states for
program approval and the initial licensing of teachers (Gage & Winne, 1975). At
one point, all National Teacher Corps projects were required to use performance-
based assessment (Houston & Howsam, 1972) and the American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education encouraged teacher education programs to
become competency-based. AACTE provided a wealch of resources to help them
do so in specific aspects of their programs such as multicultural education (e.g.,
AACTE, 1974). C/PBTE’ was advocated as an alternative to making teacher
education programs accountable according to whether they contained all the state
required coursework and fieldwork. Uncoupling courses and credits from state
licensure requirements with C/PBTE was supposed to enable programs to inno-
vate and to develop different approaches, and was a key factor in the movement
toward alternative routes to teaching (Sykes & Dibner, 2009).

For a variety of reasons, including the cost of implementation and the lack of
solid research supporting the connections between teacher competencies and
student learning (e.g., Heath & Nielson, 1974), C/PBTE temporarily disappeared
from U.S. teacher education with the exception of a few states like Florida and
Georgia and' programs like Alverno College in Milwaukee (Zeichner, 2005).
Around 2000, C/PBTE once again gained momentum in teacher education
accountability communities in the U.S. with the adoption of performance-based
assessment by NCATE and the implementation by'some states of performance
standards for initial teacher licensing and program approval (Valli & Rennert-

Ariev, 2002). State teaching standards in 16 states in this current incarnation of C/

PBTE are based in part on the standards developed by the Interstatc New Teacher |
Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) that is a part of the Council of
Chief State School Officers (www.ccsso.org).

For example, while I was working in 2004 in Wisconsin, state program approval
shifted from a system that focused only on program inputs (e.g., Are the required
topics and credits in the teacher education curriculum?) to an accountability
system that emphasizes performance-based assessment of teacher candidates.
Some states like Wisconsin examine the quality of the performance assessment
systems in teacher education institutions for program approval, while other states
like Washington also want to see evidence in candidate performance assessments
that teacher candidates have achieved a certain level of competency on the state
teaching standards. Currently, approximately 19 states require a performance
assessment of teaching for initial licensure (NASDTEC, 2010).*

There have been various responses by teacher educators to the shift toward
performance-based assessiment as a part of initial teacher licensure and state program
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approval. On the one hand, there is a concern that performance assessment nega-
uvely affects the ability of teacher educators to engage in the practices that they
think are needed to educate beginning teachers well by diverting the attention of
teacher educators and the limited resources of their institutions to activities they
perceive as not related to their core mission (Berlak, 2010; Kornfeld et al., 2007,
Rennert-Ariev, 2008). On the other hand is the argument that teacher perfor-
mance assessment data (unlike value-added assessment data) potentially provide
teacher educators with useful information that they can use in improving their
programs (Peck, Gallucci, & Sloan, 2010) and serves as a form of learning for
teacher candidates (Darling-Hammond, in press; Diez & Haas, 1997 Chung Wei &
Pecheone, 2010). Mostly, however, C/PBTE has not been fully implemented in
many teacher education institutions despite state requirements, because of the costs
and other issues associated with a genuine implementation of the idea (Zeichner,
2005). State departments of education have experienced cuts in their budgets and
staff over the years and do not have the capacity in many cases to monitor and
enforce a genuine performance-based system (Darling-Hammond, 2005).

What is a Reasonable Approach to Accountability in
U.S. Teacher Education?

Teacher Licensure Exams and System Coherence

Given the lack of empirical evidence related to particular accountability policies
and processes in teacher education, one way to begin to formulate a position on
an accountability system for teacher education is to look at how the quality of
other professional schools are assessed. When one examines how other professions
evaluate the readiness of individual candidates to practice and assess the quality of
the preservice programs that prepare them, it is clear that there is much more
uniformity across the country with regard to how other professionals are licensed.
Crowe (2010) and Neville, Sherman, and Cohen (2005) discuss licensing and
program approval requirements in a number of professions such as medicine, law,
accountancy, nursing, and engineering, and all of these other professional schools
have either a national licensing exam or a state exam with a national component
before candidates are allowed to practice. Some professional schools also use
performance assessments, and the structured observation and evaluation of clinical
practice.

Crowe (2010) calls for both a major overhaul of teacher licensing exams and
greater uniformity across the nation in teacher standards, policies, and program
approval processes. Both of these recommendations are reasonable ones given the
practices in other professions. As Berry (2010) points out, however, merely raising
the cut scores on current teacher licensing exams, as some have suggested, will not
necessarily lead to improvements. For example, research by Goldhaber (2007)
showed that raising the cut scores on the North Carolina licensing exam up to the
level used in Connecticut would eliminate teachers who have proven that they
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can produce higher student achievement on standardized tests. Other analyses
have shown the disproportionate failure rates on some exams by minority teacher
candidates (Gitomer, Latham, & Ziomek, 1999:Villegas & Davis, 2008). Crowe’s
(2010) recommendation to engage in a major overhaul of teacher licensing exams
and to make them more uniform in content and cut scores across the nation
seems warranted as a general recommendation.

We have to keep in mind, though, the growing empirical evidence related to
the importance of building a more ethnically and racially diverse teaching force
in terms of its positive impact on student learning, particularly learning for
students of color (Villegas & Davis, 2008). We also have to remember that the
purpose of initial licensure tests is to separate those candidates who are minimally
competent from those who are not. The National Research Council (NRC)
report on teacher testing concluded that “a set of well designed tests cannot
measure all of the prerequisites of competent beginning teaching” (Mitchell et al.,
2001, p. 165). This group concludes that multiple measures of beginning teacher
effectiveness are needed and that decisions about licensing should not be made on
licensure tests alone. So, while Crowe’s (2010) recommendation that we need to
apply higher standards in a new set of teacher licensure tests that are more :‘:m.ozd
across the nation makes sense up to a point, there are real dangers in raising the
cut scores too high. “Setting substantially higher passing scores on licensure tests
is likely to reduce the diversity of the teaching applicant pool™ (Mitchell et al.,
2001, p. 167) and, as Goldhaber’s (2007) research noted above concluded, keep
potentially effective teachers out of the classroom.

Assessments of Teacher Effectiveness in the Classroom

Throughout the history of formal American teacher education programs, teacher

candidates have had to demonstrate their competence in a classroom as part of .

program completion (Fraser, 2007). Throughout much of this history, these judg-
ments were made by school-based or college- and university-based supervisors
and mentors based on brief classroom observations. The unreliability of these
assessment measures of teaching quality has been demonstrated in the literature
(e.g., Chung Wei & Pecheone, 2010; Porter, Youngs, & Odden, 2001; Wilson,
2009). Crowe’s (2010) recommendation that accountability systems in teacher
education “should include a measure of teacher effectiveness that reports the
extent to which program graduates help their K-12 students to learn” (p. 12) is a
reasonable one that can be approached in a number of different ways. One way to
obtain assessments of teachers’ ability to promote student learning is to strengthen
the weak systems of student teacher assessment that exist in many clinical prepara-
tion experiences across the nation.”

When I began ny career as a university teacher educator in the 1970s, efforts
were made to infuse some of the more structured classroom observation instru-
ments into student teacher/intern supervision (e.g., Simon & Boyer, 1974) and to
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build a body of research and sound practices in supervising clinical experiences in
teacher education (e.g., Goldhammer, 1969). The goal in these etforts was to raise
the quality of the mentoring and assessment of teacher candidates during their
clinical experiences with a focus on students and their learning,

Today there is wide consensus that the quality of supervision and assessment in
clinical experiences in preservice teacher education is highly uneven (AACTE,
2010). Currently, there are a number of efforts like the Working with Teachers
to Develop Fair and Reliable Measures of Effective Teaching project funded
by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (hup://www.gatesfoundation.org/
highschools/Documents/met-framing-paper.pdf) to develop higher quality class-
room observation-based assessments of the quality of teaching. Other notable
efforts to make direct assessment of actual teaching in the classroom a central
feature of educational accountability include the Classroom Assessment Scoring
Systern or CLASS (Pianta & Hamre, 2009) and an observational framework based
on the ETS Praxis 11l performance assessment (Danielson, 1996). Improving the
quality and consistency of supervisor and mentor teacher assessments of teacher
candidates is an important part of a strategy to measure the effectiveness of
teachers in the classroom before giving them an initial teaching license or allowing
them to serve as teachers of record. Using observational frameworks designed for
research purposes in classroom-based assessments in preservice clinical experi-
ences will require some adaptations, but we know from adaptations of parts of
systematic observation instruments during the era of teacher effectiveness research
in the 1970s that this is a doable task (e.g., Acheson & Gall, 1980).

It is not very common for either college~ and university-based field supervi-
sors or school-based mentors to be required to receive preparation for their work
as supervisors of teacher candidates. In fact, the P-12 teachers who provide the
bulk of mentoring and assessment of teacher candidates in most programs rarely
receive the compensation and support that are justified by the important role that
they play and the time that they spend on this work in many teacher education
programs (Zeichner, 2006)." Improving the consistency and the quality of field
supervision for teacher candidates should be a priority in efforts to raise the
quality of how we assess the quality of teacher candidates’ teaching.

Another strategy for including a measure of teaching effectiveness that includes
the ability to be successtul in achieving student learning as a part of initial licensing
is to utilize a high quality teacher performance assessment. Berry (2010) and Darling-
Hamimond (2009, in press) lay out a convincing case for the use of such an assessment
based on research evidence from the beginning teacher assessments in Connecticut,
and the National Board assessments (also see Darling-Hammond & Chung Wei,
2009). During the last several years, researchers at Stanford have led the development
of a rigorous teacher performance assessment (Performance Assessment for California
Teachers or PACT) that is used in over 30) California teacher education institutions.
Despite some concerns about the assessment and about the lack of funding to support
its implementation (Berlak, 2010), this assessment has been shown in some cases to
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be able to predict teacher.effectiveness according to student learning and to support
teacher learning and teacher education program improvement (e.g., Chung Wei &
Pecheone, 2010; Newton, Walker, & Darling-Hammond, 2010; Pecheone & Chung,
2006; Peck, Gallucci, & Sloan, 2010).

AACTE and the CCSSQO are currently supporting a project involving 20 states
that is developing a nationally available performance assessment based on the
PACT that meets high standards of reliability and validity and that can be used in
a variety of states for candidates to demonstrate their mastery of state teaching
standards.!' This assessment combines embedded signature assessments in indi-
vidual teacher education programs with a capstone teaching event used across all
institutions (Diez, 2010). The capstone teaching event which is usually done in
the final student teaching or internship experience engages candidates in docu-
menting their practice in relation to academic language, planning, teaching,
assessing, and reflecting according to a set of guiding questions and structures. The
responses of the candidates are then evaluated by trained scorers according to a set
of carefully designed and field-tested rubrics. Extensive reliability and validity
studies have been, and continue to be, carried out on the PACT (Chung Wei &
Pecheone, 2010; Pecheone & Chung, 2006) and on the new nationally available
performance assessment that is based on it."? .

Recently, I had my first direct experience with the PACT in the elementary
and secondary teacher education programs at the University of Washington-
Seattle that I currently direct. The implementation of this assessment is under-
standably a more complicated and expensive enterprise than what currently exists
in most programs, with the need for scorer training, building opportunities to
learn into the teacher education curriculum, coordinating the assessment with the
placement schools and so on (a good assessment Hm@cwnnw resources), and the kind
of data about our candidates’ teaching that emerged from this assessment on the
performance of our teacher candidates was invaluable. For example, in our
secondary program, we devoted several program meetings to discussions of various
forms of the teacher performance assessment data (including artifacts from the
assessment) that involved both university- and school-based teacher educators.
These discussions led to revisions in the program curriculum for the next cohort
of candidates. For example, 2 number of our secondary teacher candidates scored
low on the academic language component of the assessment and some revisions
were made in the curriculum and candidate assignments to address these areas of
weakness.

There are other performance-based assessments of teaching besides PACT, such
as the E'TS Praxis [11 assessment’” and the protocols for evaluating candidate work
samples developed originally at Western Oregon University (McConnery, Schalock,
& Schalock, 1998)." The goal of the CCSSO and AACTE project is to develop a
more uniform approach to performance-based assessment in teacher education
than the current approach of allowing each state to choose what assessments they
will use. Even if it turns out that there is more than one performance assessment
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used by states, there should be a requirement that all of the assessments used to
assess the quality of teaching effectiveness of program completers meet a set of
common standards with regard to their psychometric quality,

The use of portfolios for the assessment of the quality of teacher candidates’
teaching is widespread in U.S. teacher education programs (Delandshere & Petrosky,
2010), but most of the portfolios that are used are relatively unstructured compared
to the PACT and the Teacher Work Sample Methodology developed at Oregon
State and do not have the psychometric quality to be used effectively as a summa-
tive assessment tool (e.g., Chung Wei & Pecheone, 2010: Wilkerson & Lang, 2003).

Finally, another way to assess the teaching effectiveness of teacher candidates
after they complete their preparation programs, and to supposedly Jjudge the quality
of these programs, is to use value-added analysis (VAA) to link growth in standard-
ized test scores of pupils to the programs from which teachers graduated and then
to rank teacher education programs in each state according to the alleged contri-
bution of their graduates to student learning. Currently, as pointed out earlier, the
national media have been obsessed with this strategy (e.g., Abramson, 2010; Glenn,
2010; Honowar, 2007; Kelderman, 2010) and the Secretary of Education, as illus-
trated in the opening quote of this chapter, travels the country promoting the idea.
Louisiana is continually identified as the model for other states to follow in this
area (Noell & Burns, 2006) along with Florida that has already begun ranking
teacher education programs according to the value-added test scores of pupils
taught by graduates from the different programs in the state (Glenn, 2010).

In the last few years, there has been much debate about the wisdom of using
VAA to tie growth in students’ standardized test scores to specific teachers and
teacher education programs. For example, researchers have shown that using
value-added student achievement scores to measure teaching effectiveness requires
at least three years of data (McCaffrey, Lockwood, Mariano, & Setodji, 2005).
Other researchers have questioned the assumptions on which VAA models are
based and warn about their careful use (Rothstein, 2010). Some researchers have
also raised questions about the tests that are used as measures of student learning
(Darling-Hammond & Chung Wei, 2009). Finally, because the results one gets in
VAA vary according to the decisions researchers make about how to handle the
data, there is wide consensus that VAA should not serve as the sole basis for
making decisions about teachers (Braun, 2005).

The National Research Council (2010) report on teacher education in the
U.S. examined the relevance of VAA for evaluating teaching and teacher educa-
tion programs. The report acknowledges some of the concerns that have been
raised about this method, including:

That value-added methods do not adequately disentangle the role of indi-
vidual teachers or their characteristics from other factors that influence
student achievernent ... there are concerns about measures of student
outcomes and accurate measurement of teacher education attri-
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butes . ..Another concern is that student achievement tests developed in
the context of high stakes accountability goals may provide a distorted
understanding of the factors that influence student achievement.

(2010, p. 29)
After acknowledging these and other concerns, the report concludes:

As with any research design, value-added models may provide convincing
evidence or limited insights depending on how well the model fits the
research question, and how well it is implemented.Value-added models may
provide valuable information about etfective teacher preparation, but not
definitive conclusions and are best considered together with other evidence

from a variety of other perspectives.
(2010, p. 29)

Very few of those who have advocated the use of VAA to evaluate the quality
of teacher education programs have advocated their use alone as a measure of
effectiveness, including Crowe (2010). Levin (1980) advocated the use of a cost-
utility analysis for evaluating the wisdom of using particular components in both
teacher licensing and teacher education program accountability systems. When one
follows Levin’s advice, the question arises as to whether it is worth the time and
expense to gather value- added data for the purposes of program accountability
given the lack of consensus about the wisdom and/or the reasonableness of doing
s0, and the questionable quality of the information it provides. Couldn’t a rigorous
and consistent system of teacher education accountability be created that pays
attention to teachers’ abilities to teach students mm\ons@n_ﬁ utilizing all of the other
ways to assess teacher education program quality discussed above and imple-
menting them in a more consistent and rigorous manner than is currently the case?_

There are several arguments that should be raised and at least discussed related
to the wisdom of VAA as a component of teacher education accountability.
None of the popular press articles in the Chronicle of Higher Education, or Education
Week (e.g., Glenn, 2010; Honowar, 2007), the piece on National Public Radio
(Abramson, 2010), or articles in local newspapers (Matus, 2009), discusses the
concerns that scholars have raised about the methodology in any detail or the fact
that scholars disagree about whether and/or how it should be used. They also do
not discuss the reasonableness of the approach as a way to evaluate professional
schools. In one of the recent statements about the recent Center for American
Progress report, it is implicitly asserted that, unless a state is usingVAA to evaluate
and rank its teacher education programs, it does not “actively hold teacher prepa-
ration programs accountable for the effectiveness of the teachers they produce”
(Center for American Progress, 2010, p. 1).

The first question that should be asked about VAA is whether there are any other
professional schools evaluated in this way on the basis of student/client/patient
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outcomes after the candidates have completed their preparation programs. Using

VAA as a required component of a teacher education accountability system would

be analogous to evaluating medical schools according to how well graduates of
particular medical schools were able to help particular patients get well, or how many
cases graduates of particular law schools won or lost, or how many clients of accoun-
tants from particular business school programs were audited by the IR, and so on.
While Crowe (2010) and other critics of teacher education are eager to draw on the
accountability systems for other professional schools to advocate for more uniformity
in practice, no one has mentioned the fact that there is not a single profession where
preparation programs are held accountable in the accreditation process for student/
client/patient outcomes beyond the point of graduation. As has been pointed out in
discussions of accountability in other professions (e.g., Neville, Sherman, & Cohen,
2005), uniform licensing exams that sometimes include a performance assessment
component are standard practice for assessing candidates’ readiness to practice and for
assessing the quality of medical preparation. To require that teacher education
programs be held to a standard of accountability that no other professional school is
held to require is a practice for which a justification has not been provided.

A second question that should be raised about the wisdom of using VAA for teacher
education program accountability is the usefulness of the data that it provides about the
elements of teacher education programs that are related to positive results. Despite the
fact that teacher education program administrators are often quoted in popular press
articles promoting the use of VAA results in stimulating program improvement (e.g.,
Matus, 2009), the fact is that a ranking of institutions using VAA provides very little, if
any, information about the particular features of programs that are linked to the
outcomes. Although there are a few examples of research projects that use VAA in
combination with other methods to illuminate the particular features of teacher educa-
tion programs that are linked to positive and negative outcomes (Boyd et al., 2008), the
kind of analyses that have been produced to date in Louisiana and Florida are not
sophisticated enough to produce data that illuminates the particular aspects of prepara-
tion programs or teachers’ practices that would be useful to program improvement.
On the other hand, as has been discussed earlier, there are examples of how specific
information about candidates’ teaching from a rigorous teacher performance assess-
ment can be used to support program renewal and improvement (e.g., Peck, Gallucci,
& Sloan, 2010).

The comparative costs of implementing a VAA-driven accountability system
and of developing high quality teacher performance assessments to be used for
program completion, together with the value of the data produced for stimu-
lating program renewal and improvement, suggests that strengthening classroom
observation-based assessment and developing high quality performance assess-
ments are much more worthy activities to undertake than investing in VAA to
assess the teaching effectiveness of teacher education program graduates.

Although Harris and McCaffrey (2010) argue that, given the current system of
standardized testing in the U.S., the cost of creating value-added (VA) measures is
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quite fow, they also acknowledge that the costs associated with calculating the VA
measures are only a part of what is needed to adopt a VAA approach to evaluate
teaching. In addition to calculating the actual measures, they argue &mﬁ .ma,cmu.ﬂoa
need to be trained in how to use VA measures and to understand ﬂrm.: limitations
and investments need to be made in overcoming some of the technical problems
that have limited the usefulness of VA data to date.

Discussion

In this chapter, I have briefly discussed a number of existing and proposed mc.:&.mm
and processes for strengthening the system of teacher education .unmcc:BgrQ in
the U.S. While 1 have supported certain specific recommendations and general
principles advocated in the Center for American Progress's recently n.n,_nw.mna report
on teacher education accountability (Crowe, 2010)—such as engaging in a major
overhaul of teacher testing, creating greater uniformity throughout the nation in
policies and practices, using high quality assessments of candidates’ teaching as m»ﬁ
of initial licensure and program approval, and holding all teacher education
programs to the same accountability standards—I have argued against .9@ E:E:m
of teacher education programs based solely on the VAA of pupil test scores of their
graduates as a reasonable, cost-effective and useful way to assess candidates’ teaching
mm,mnd/\n:awm and to evaluate the quality of teacher preparation programs.

No other professional school is held accountable for student/patient/client
outcomes after program completion in this way, and the data that are nno&:nn&.wv\
VAA, lacking information about the specifics of teaching and the contexts in which
it takes place, do not contribute to the improvement of teaching or teacher educa-
tion programs. It would be a wiser strategy to invest in improving both n_mmmnoo.:g
observation-based assessments in clinical experiences and to develop a high quality
teacher performance assessment to be administered at the 85130: of a pre-
service program. Both of these types of assessments would vno,\,:._w much moré
specific information about the ability of teacher candidates to effectvely produce
student learning and, although they are expensive, they will have a much greater
impact on improving the quality of teacher education in the U.S. than aVAA approach.

How to Achieve Greater National Uniformity

There are different ways in which we can move toward greater uniformity in initial
teacher licensure and program accountability throughout the U.S. Some (e.
Daring-Hammond & Baratz-Snowdei, 2005) have argued for m: .
accreditation of teacher education programs pointing to mandatory national
accreditation of preparation programs in other professions. It is also ﬁoﬁawam:v\
possible to bring about greater consistency in state requirements .,5.& mo:n_am by
voluntary cooperation among state education departments and professional stan-

dards boards. Given the criticisms that have been leveled at the bureaucratic nature

0
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3 Stir at various points
of national accreditation of teacher education in the past ( _with the widespread use of Hcmcrn.,n ﬁ.nvc:m ﬁrno.:mro:.n aﬁn.nowﬂmmws o Ma:nu
. s val licensing and che sharp rise in college ,5@ E:.<~§Q U on te
:.:E. funding, it has become quite expensive tor teacher S:%am.ﬁvw to En.unﬁ
o ements for inicil I " implementation of a high quality

uirements for inital licensure.'” The imp o |
o ‘rformance assessment with good reliability and validity and mnnmwmﬁran::m
ﬁmn?ﬁaﬂn observation-based assessment during clinical experiences will also be
s nsive. This past year, for example, to administer a version of the F»ﬂ‘ﬁ to
<MN~:W xmwo, w_m.wdn:s&\ and secondary teacher candidates mﬁ. n.rn C,:EQEQ. o%
Wachi ~Seattle, we spent approximately $35,500 for the training o% sCorers, an
o il scors ing (about $273 per candidate). These
paying scorers for initial scoring .usm R.ﬂo:zm. P e
costs do not include the salary of a rmzncsﬁ.mzm person to ¢ inare he whoe
rocess and the substantial staff and faculty time that were w@awﬁ in design MM e
M.m.mwna:mﬁcan that was needed to support &,ﬁ mmmawwzwmdn and to 58%88. it SH.H o che
teacher education curriculum. The state of ./x\Mmr.Emﬁo: now has a R@ERSB& o
an evidence-based performance assessment in all its amwnrma a&:nweoz %nom s and
discussions are taking place about how the Q.umnw of implementing this m_mwm sment
will be paid. Shifting the costs to teacher candidates who are &nmw_&\ @m.%:wml\m:mnrm
wition and fees for required basic skills and content exams is Eoc, Wzma%v M,Ho e
negative effects this is likely to have on the mo& O»‘ building a teaching
state that is more representative of the mo_usto.s n nra.mﬂmﬁm. ) e
When one applies Levin’s (1980) cost-benefit m:&ﬁwm approach to the pro o
of assessing the teaching effectiveness of teacher nmzm&mm.mm as a nOE@Mszsca
teacher education program accountability, the most expensive ov:o& in the 3~ Mgm
of alternatives is the implementation of VAA to B,sw mnunrmw.a&sgc.o: ﬁn_omE e
in each state. The money that would be spent in ::Em:é:asm.n:_mxwum:m Mwmﬂmo:
every state, and in training people to use them, QNEE more 2.50,?«\ TM«MM o on
supporting directions for reform in teacher education H_E,n research s s makes
a difference in producing high quality naum?ﬂn aa:nm.zo: Huno,w,..w.»:gmm oot nawm i
strengthening the clinical component ow.ﬁnmwmaﬁo.: and its nomnmrco-“ M». Ecrn.u.
of the program (e.g., Boyd et al., 2008), supporting the deve o?dm < omwzm
quality classroom observation and vmnmw_,ﬁw:om w.mmamm::wza. um E M@@ao: e
research and evaluation on teacher education including the :.mnao evalua n et
the accountability system in teacher education. The w@EG on H.5<mw.383n ont M,.\m
and other expenditures would be greater than &mﬁ from investing 5%: wwwmwnmd
VAA accountability systern that provides very little awg about teaching tha
be useful for improving teaching and teacher preparation programs.

e.g., Johnson et 5
2005)" and the fact that there is litde existing empirical evidence as to the value o

national program accreditation (National Research Council, 2010; Wilson &
Youngs, 2005), the voluntary cooperation approach advocated by Crowe (2010
seems like a reasonable approach at least for now.

One can question, though, the likelihood of states voluntarily

agreeing to adopt
the same licensure standards. In the long

run, some form of mandatory national
program accreditation will probably be the only way to achieve a more uniform

national accountability system for teacher education in the U.S. Priority should be
given to the National Research Council’s (201 0) recent recommendation to under.
take an independent evaluation of program accreditation in teacher education. This -
evaluation could lead to a revision of the current system and then to a requiremeng
that all teacher education programs be nationally accredited. If the redesigned system ,;
is streamlined and made more manageable and cost effective, is meaningtul in the
sense of getting at actual program quality,'* and helps contribute to the improvement
of programs, it will likely be positively received by teacher education institutions,
It is very interesting how commentators like Crowe (2010) draw on other profes-
sions in a very selective way. Although they draw on accountability in other professions
3s a reason for creating greater uniformity in teacher education accountability, they fail
to point out that in most of the other professions that are used as illustrations the profes-
sion itselt plays a significant role in setting and enforcing accountability standards,
Whatever accountability system is developed for teacher education in the UL, must
include a significant role for the profession in setting and enforcing standards for
teachers and teacher education programs along with greater national uniformity.

High Quality Teacher Education Accountability is Expensive

Another issue that needs to be faced in the creation of higher quality standards for
initial teacher licensure and program accountability is that a higher quality system
will cost more than what is currently in place. The National Research Council
report (2010) on teacher education in the U.S. and the most recent teacher quality
report by the U.S. Secretary of Education (U.S. Department of Education, 2009)
indicate that somewhere between 70% and 85% of new teachers today have been
prepared by a college and university program of some kind. Given the consistent
decline over a number of years in state support to the public universities where
most college and university educated teachers are prepared (Lyall & Sell, 2006), as
well as the continuing cuts in the budgets of the state education agencies that
would implement a substantial part of a strengthened accountability system alone
or in conjunction with national accreditation bodies (Darling-Hammond et al.,
2005), the question of how a higher quality accountability system in U.S. teacher
education will be funded is a serious issue that needs to be resolved.

One strategy used in the past to fund components of the accountability system
in teacher education has been to shift the costs to prospective teachers. However,

Identify and Punish the “Culprits” vs Help Programs Become Better

Sykes and Dibner (2009), in their review of momm.s_ policy n&mnaa,n.o ngnrwzmﬁo_m
the U.S. over the last 50 years, make a distinction v@nén.w: wwsocoﬂmnwﬁ_as ‘
policies that are designed to identify and punish the Q.:w:a (Earley, 1% uN_MMMm
accountability that is designed to contribute to the improvement of teachers,
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schools, and teacher education programs. They argue for policies that providg
useful data that contribute to the improvement of teaching and teacher educatio,
There is a certain cynicism among a number of critics of the current teach
education accountability system about the intentions and motives of teacheg
“educators in colleges and universities and there are even accusations in some cases
that teacher educators are trying to get away with something dishonestly. A statex
ment by Crowe (2010) is a good example of this cynical attitude. Referring to the
1998 reauthorization of Title II of the Higher Education Act and the required
state report cards on candidate pass rates on content exams. Crowe states:

Shortly after the report card statute was established, a significant number o
mstitutions and state agencies joined with the teacher education profes-
sional associations—the American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education or AACTE as well as NCATE—to work out a way to beat the
reporting system. The trick they devised was requiring teacher candidates to
pass all required teacher tests before being allowed to graduate. This allowed
programs to report 100 percent pass rates on the teacher tests. ;

(2010,p.9)

This statement about “trickery” which criticizes how teacher education insti-
tutions responded to requirements reporting on tests that Crowe (2010) has
concluded is essentially bankrupt is very interesting.™ This attitude of “somebody
Is trying to get away with something” raises a question about what the purpose of
the tests are in the first place. Isn’t the goal of requiring candidates to pass licensing
exams to ensure that those who receive initial teaching licenses have mastery of
basic skills and subject areas in their certification areas at a certain level of compe-
tence? Hasn't this goal been met if teacher preparation institutions do not recom-
mend candidates for initial licensure if they fail to pass the tests?

It seems to me that developing a fair and rigorous system for monitoring the
quality of teacher preparation that closes the weakest traditional and alternative
programs and that contributes to the improvement of most programs may not be
the real goal of some education school critics who advocate for the use of VAA
in teacher education. As Diez (2010) argues, too much emphasis on proving that
teacher education programs work or don’t work can stand in the way of improving
them. What we should be seeking in an accountability system in teacher education
is to get an in-depth and accurate reading of the quality of the teachers that
programs are recommending to the state for initial certification and a system that
contributes to ongoing improvement of preparation programs.

The idea of publicly ranking teacher education in a state according to teacher
candidates’ performance on licensing exams is not a new idea, as can be seen from
Table 5.1, which shows the ranking of teacher preparation institutions in Wisconsin
in 1863 in the Wisconsin_Journal of Education. Although it is a reasonable expectation to
hold teacher education programs accountable for the performance of their graduates

TABLE 5.1 Summary of Averages
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6
7
13
11

Racine High School
Lawrence University

77.1 733

72.1
623 79.6

735 65

71.3

662 623

73.5 68.1
709 62.7 832 559 632 554 482

777 762 75.5 788 804 665 677 523 83.1

768 782 645 763 863 60

Allen Grove Academy

68.5

65.9 795

Platteville Academy

67.6

62.5

633 75

783 633 675 65

733 658 65
812 512 687 637 762 575 50

783 67.5 483 692

72

6
4
20
15

Wisconsin Female College
Fond du Lac High School

Evansville Seminary

66.9

41.2 687 80
66.2 707 755 659

65

837 712

61

72.5 725

642 62

725 6l

437 593 693 823 523 553 55

532567 57

7277 74

63.5 74
76.3 77
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78.7 647
633 717 643

65

58.3
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58.7 63

Milton Academy

76.7 55 41.6 61.6 50

78.3 467 683 70

68.3 70

733

Oshkosh High School
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cw.:mw:mim exams at the time of program completion, this kind of eeneral i
of Sﬂ.:cw_o:w tells us very Hetle about the quality of teaching of ﬁrnv rad Bs_.n:w
ﬁrn,mw _:maswa.o:m. At least it provides some useful 5».95“”%0: mroww sh cﬂﬂmm N
relative performance of candidates in the various subject areas nm<n~amﬂsu uwo:n .
that can be used as the basis for examining particular areas of Wra mcnz.mc_c”d@ e
HpEo w..w shows a recent ranking of education schools in the state 0»,.3 ida
published in the St. Petersburg Times in November 2009, The article beo; o:mm
a sentence in large type that states that a large local university, the U vens o
Southern Florida,“comes in ninth of the 10 schools when the Jo:.,% C E<m~m:<.o
Assessment Test is used to measure graduates.” orprhensie
wnrMUMUMMMSW .,Mﬁngvﬂ noanmwo; on the quality of the ten Florida education
s¢ on the math and reading scores of students taught by th d
ditferent programs. It determined what percentage of s oo esch propos
had 50% or more of their students B&M a %nunm éo%ﬁmmm WHMMMMM» _MmMMnMMNMmH

the fac i is di
act that this use of value-added analysis did not meet even minimum standards

for the us i
for ¢ _uu e o.m the N.ﬁnﬂroa. such as using at least three years of test data using VAA
" m rSnuucon with other measures of effectiveness, etc. (Berry, 2010; National

esearc i ! i i provid
Research ouncil, 2010), there is very little useful information provided in this

1 : 1
i gt Ma Q:_“ be used for program improvement. One could argue that the crude
anking ot teacher preparation institutions i 1 y
g utions in 1863 is a more rea i
A P sonable and use

ﬂo::rom accountability that what was done in Florida in 2009 .

The NR inati i S of ¢
bt N.nxua_:mco: warning about the dangers of oversimplification in
o y ranking teacher education institutions based on licensure test scores can
also be applied to the ranking of institutions by VAA scores alone ,

The i i ili
public reporting and accountability provisions of Tide II may
enc d i

ourage erroneous conclusions about the quality of teacher preparation

TABLE 5.2 Rating Teacher Preparation Programs

S
University Percentage of Teachers with 50% or More % “High
of Students Making Learning Gains P.%.:h::h.i

Florida A&M 80 y
Florida Atlantic 84 ;

Florida Gulf Coast 77 o

Florida International 85 .

Florida State 81 ) .

University of Central Florida 83 "

University of Florida 84 "

University of North Florida 84 | o

University of South Florida 76 j

University of West Florida 70 Mw

Note: * Base i i
Note: * Based on FCAT learning gains that were particularly large.

It is clear from both analyses initia
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Although the percentage of graduates who pass initial licensure tests

Eoi&mm an entry point for evaluaung an institution’s quality, simple
comparisons among institutions based on their pass rates are ditficult to

interpret for many reasons ... By themselves, passing scores on licensure

tests do not provide adequate information on which to judge the quality of

teacher education programs __.The federal government should not use

passing rates on initial licensure tests as the sole basis for comparing states
and teacher education programs or for withholding funds, imposing other

sanctions, or rewarding teacher education programs.
(Mitchell et al., 2001, pp. 170-171)

' There are Real Problems and How Not to Fix Them

ted within the teacher education community
Am.m;dq:mo: & Youngs, 2005), from critics of education schools such as Crowe
(2010) and from impartial scientific panels convened by the National Research
Council (Mitchell et al., 2001; NRC, 2010), that there are real problems with the

teacher education accountability system in the U.S. that need to be addressed,

including uneven standards for teachers and programs, different accountability

rules for different kinds of programs, and the need to include a high quality
re of teaching effectiveness in both the initial licensing process and the
ty of teacher education programs. No one has argued that
r education programs is sufficient and

measu
assessment of the quali
the current accountability system for teache
does not need to be improved.

One approach that has become common in rece
of deregulation in teacher education and critics of e
themselves as “non-partisan”” and issue their own evaluations of teacher education
programs and reports on teacher education issues. There is no better example of -~
this than the reports on teacher education programs that have been issued by the
National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) in the past few years.

Without any effort to submit either frameworks or “findings” to genuinely

impartial peer review, the NCTQ proclaims:

nt years is for vocal advocates

( . .
ducation schools to proclaim

Both program approval standards set by states and accreditation standards
set by private organizations provide no indication of the quality of one
institution’s preparation relative to another . .. Unfortunately this leaves

consumers, aspiring teachers and schools who hire teachers in the dark ... As

a non-partisan research and advisory organization committed o ENSUTIng
that every child has an effectve teacher, NCTQ is stepping into this
vacuum to help consumers distinguish between good, bad and mediocre
education schools. We do so by setting the bar higher than it has been set

traditionally. v
(NCTQ, 2010)"
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This allegedly non-partisan body which is not recognized by the federal
government or any professional association as an accrediting body has issued its
own set of standards for defining a high quality teacher education program® and
has begun to go from state to state in applying its frameworks and issuing reports
on the quality of different teacher education programs and on teacher education
programs nationally in particular subject areas such as reading and mathematics
(Walsh, Glaser, & Wilcox, 2006). The most recent report on teacher education
programs in specific states is focused on Texas (NCTQ, 2010). This group,just like
other groups, has the right to make its arguments about what makes a good
reacher education program. There are two fundamental problems, though, with
the current strategy of the NCTQ.

First, although the standards used to evaluate teacher education programs
are described as representing consensus thinking from an impartial group, as
illustrated in the quote below, the members of the group who developed the
standards include some of the most outspoken critics of education schools and
advocates of the deregulation of K-12 and teacher education, such as Chester
Finn, Michael Podgursky, Frederick Hess, Michael Feinberg. Kate Walsh, and
Michelle Rhee (Fordham Foundation, 1999; Hess, 2001; Walsh, 2004). This is
hardly a non-partisan group.”'

The standards were developed over 5 years of study and are the result of
contributions made by leading thinkers and practitioners from not just all
over the nation but all over the world. To the extent that we can, we look
to the practices of higher performing nations; where relevant the practices
of other professions, and the best consensus thinking.

(NCTQ, 2010)

Second, for a group that has focused so much on so called “scientific approaches”
to teaching reading and mathematics,? it is ironic that they have not submitted
their work to scholarly venues where it can undergo rigorous peer review and
critique. Both the recent AER A and National Research Council investigations of
research on U.S. teacher education underwent various levels of peer review prior
to and after the release of the reports (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005; National
Research Council, 2010). Why is the NCTQ so relictant to have its judgments of
teacher education programs undergo rigorous and impartial peer review in the
most highly regarded journals?® Their strategy has been to go directly to the
media with their so-called scientific reports. The media in turn print accounts
about the conclusions of the NCTQ reports implying that they have undergone
the usual scientific peer review. Sometimes, as in an article in the Houston Chronicle
(Mellon, 2010) about the report on Texas, the media quote a few teacher educa-
tors who question the NCTQ methodology, but this is “balanced” by quotes from
Texas mpﬁolsg:amza who endorse the report. The NCTQ website includes a
place for superintendents to indicate their support for its work.
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This deceptive process of evaluating teacher education programs in an u:wml
edly objective way is driven by a political agenda to deregulate teacher education
rather than by any sense of scientific rigor. With regard to both the <>.>:_uw:a|
wagon and the uncritical acceptance of the NCTQ reports, the Enms- rM.Zn
acted irresponsibly by not publicly discussing existing debates about ;m.c,mm like
VAA or indicating whether or not a report has undergone genuine scientific peer
review. To be fair, advocates of education schools have sometimes behaved in the
same unscientific manner by issuing reports that are not subjected to lmoz.ucm
peer review, and individuals from both the professionalization and deregulation
camps have oversimplified and distorted the positions of their critics .no some
extent (Wilson & Tamir, 2008), and the media reports have sometimes included
brief quotes from educators with different viewpoints.

Rising Above the Bickering

A strong public school system 1s an essential element of our democratic woﬁmﬁ& and
given what we know about the importance of teachers to the quality of educational
outcomes (National Academy of Education. 2009), preparing good nmwnrmmm for
everyone’s children who attend our public schools is an extremely :ﬂ@o,nmin
activity that should be above partisan bickering. What our country needs is an
accountability system in teacher education that is the result of open and reasoned
discussion and debate of different positions on goals and the means to achieve them,
and genuine peer review of research findings and policy nmnoséazmmao:m.ﬂrm
cost-benefit framework suggested by Levin (1980), which calls for careful consider-
ation of the social benefits and costs associated with @w&n:_mn elements of a teacher
education accountability systein, would be a useful way to structure this analysis.

The uncritical acceptance by the media of the pronouncements of any group on
teacher education accountability interferes with the important goal of strength-.
ening our teacher education accountability system. It is _.:.mos.n for the US.
Department of Education to commission the impartial evaluation of teacher educa-
tion accountability called for in the National Research Council (2010) assessment
of teacher education in the U.S.and for the Department to insist that the commonly
acceptable standards for research including peer review be followed in the allocation
of funds to support particular practices and policies in teacher education.

It has become very clear that public policies do not follow in any field .#: a
linear way from research findings and that research can never dictate thé specifics
of particular policies in education or any other field (e.g., Kitson, Harvey, &
McCormick, 1998; Stevens, 2007). Advocating for more reasoned and careful
examination of the findings of particular inquiries related to accountability in
teacher education and the methodologies that were used to produce them does
not suggest that these inquiries will be able to translate &Hmnn_vw 5.8 specific
policies. There are legitimate differences that need to be negotiated in views about
fundamental aspects of teaching and teacher education related to the purposes of
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bublic educati Cteacher W
F ducation, the role of teache s, how student _amnzﬂ.:m can be measured
: , an,

fo on Hrmw will never be able to be resolved through research alone, ¢ if it
_ﬂmr QMEQ mﬂoﬁrmmsumsz.ﬁr & Zeichner, m::mv.u:;w open &.@v#m .w”“\MMMoHM ;
about the goals and processes of public education a scation nd,
mental benefits of living in a democratic moD.mstzwm(n“mmﬂmw_wﬁ““ qurm::am
government m.mm:nu.am and the media support rather than mwo,aTQ.nnz:.ﬁmu. e
) Former Hlinois state superintendent of education Joseph Cronin, i r.m Uanmmw
of the history of state regulation in teacher n&tnmao:,ms the U. mE. atms
makers about the dangers of supposedly simple solutions® obi

education accountability and of avoiding the kind of re
debate that is needed:

6. These figures with regard to the numbers of states using particular kinds of certifica-
" don tests come from the most recent report on teacher quality from the U.S. Secretary
of Education (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).

7 The term "C/BTE"is being used in a general way here as it was back in the 1970s to
describe a general approach to teacher education that focused on teacher candidates
demonstrating mastery of a set of outcomes. In practice, programs ranged from those
that focused on discrete bits of isolated aspects of teaching, while -others focused on
fewer and more integrated aspects of teaching based on a clear conceptual framework
(Liston & Zeichner, 1991).

8 The data on the NASDTEC website on August | are from 2004.

9 See Wasley and McDiarmid (2004) for a discussion of a number of different ways to
connect teacher education, teaching, and student learning,

10 The highly publicized Conant Report (1963) emphasized the improvement of the
clinical component of teacher education as the most important thing that could be
done to raise the quality of teacher education in the U.S. and singled out the lack of
preparation and support for cooperating teachers as one of the weakest aspects of the
system. For example, “cooperating teachers should have time freed to aid the student
teachers; they should also have increased compensation in recognition of their added
responsibility and talent” (p. 62).

11 hitp://aacte.org/index.php?/Programs/ Teacher-Performance-Assessment-Consortium-
TPAC/ nmwnrnnlﬁm_‘monsﬁnnm|ummnmmaaaﬁunozmoaca.ra

12 Detailed information about the PACT can be found at http://www.pacttpa.org/_
main/hub.php?pageName=Home, and information about the CCSSO and AACTE
project to develop a nationally available performance assessment based on PACT can
be found at http://aacte.org/index.php?/Programs/ Teacher-Performance-Assessment-
Consortium-TPAC/ nnunranuwnl,oE‘:msnnxmmmnwmaa:Tno:monaca.rn:L

13 See rﬁnﬁ“\\<<2<<‘2w.omm\w8xmm\.Smagao:w\maxi:\

14 See rnnv”\\a<a<e<.(<o:.mn_:\m&cnmao:\écawwmav_n\2<m5\

15 There have been recent efforts to streamline and focus national accreditation more on
outcomes (Www.ncate.org, Www.teac.org).

16 NCATE is already involved in streamlining its system and strengthening its connection
to P-12 student learning and its ability to support fhe continuous improvement of
programs (Cibulka, 2009).

17 The current fees for the most widely used tests are: Praxis 1 ($130), Praxis I1 ($65—-115),
and a $50 registration fee. See htp://www.ets.org/praxis/about/fees -

18 One could argue that requiring candidates to pass a content test prior to their final
student teaching or internship experience (which is a common practice) is a more
ethical stance to take, given the effects that lack of minimal content knowledge could
have on pupils, and the investment of time and money that candidates need to make to
do a full-time clinical experience. I am grateful to Mary Diez for pointing this out to me.

19 Retrieved from www.nctq.org/p/response/evaluation_faq.jsp on August 7,2010.
20 The NCTQ standards focus on admissions and exit requirements from programs and
the preparation of teachers to teach reading and mathematics. They do not address the
quality of performance of teacher candidates in classrooms (www.nctq.org).
On its website (nctq.org), its mission is stated as “to provide an alternative voice to
existing organizations and build a case for a comprehensive reform agenda that would
challenge the current structure and regulation of the profession.” The problem is not
that NCTQ has involved mostly supporters of a deregulation agenda and critics of
education schools to advise them on the development of their standards. T am also not
suggesting that some amount of deregulation in teacher education is a bad thing. The
problem is that the NCTQ publicly describes its position as non-partisan, purely in
service of consumers, and that it is not transparent about the political agenda that
propels its work.

warns policy<
to problems of teache
asoned discussion and-

Most of

iy
~: ~Gm~m—mﬁ0~m N:& mﬁﬁ&w commission :~G:-uﬂmm m:OC_Q Hﬁ:wﬂH.DTQ_

at c 1

: any change not only may fail to solve the specific problem but may in

fact create new problems not anticipated at present ... Remember the

imm c ul .
ortal words of H.L. Mencken, those of you who would reform teacher

education: For every complicated problem there is a sim

vl ple solution and it :

(1983, p. 190

Redesigni ili &
_ esigning the accountability system for teacher education in the US.is a
comple: 1 i 0
plex matter that requires all of us to rise 2bove our own seif interest and t
self- : o

_nwnz n to <eOm_A in more TNOQCPQCO ways SHHT nrOmnw S\:O :OT& mqu:”:v:w QHZW_O:.

Notes

= . . .
nﬁwwwﬂ_%:_hwﬁmo nru:_n.ﬁrq m.ozo,Smm people, in addition to the editors, for their helpful
POt S w_o..mn nul_m, drafts: Michael Apple, Linda Uﬁ::w-IEdE,o:& Mary Um
ngel, Kerry Kretchmar, Katie P k, S i e
N ﬁﬂﬁo_., Sy, Kresch Wisles € Payne, Cap Peck, Sharon Robinson, Cathy
These include program a i i
. approval, testing of basic skills, content i
5 Wmmm. and <mecw ways to assess the quality of teachers’ nngmwm:»m:a profesional knov-
s Conant 63) and Cronin (1983) ha i , . ,
" . tin ve pointed out, the teachi i
AHHMWM% /”\rrnm ﬂmzo:w_ Commission on Teacher Education and 1~omnmmmhwm_ v%MWMHMz
ﬂm:awwmm UOM _.&M\”MWMOM“MH oﬁm Mrn _stos& Education Association, and the vz,ummm&o:ww
s  boards states has exerted varying degrees of infl
mnn“nram_ certification and teacher education program wmnmc::nm?:_“ %ﬂwnwro: gmnr
m& nted out %mn.mﬂ:mw have differed in the degree to which the rmZn H Eﬂ. her
A M :QEMS arole in determining and monitoring these processes ' given bigher
cducar . g processes.
rty-three states have adopted or integrated criteria for assessing the quality of teacher

preparation programs from COHCZHN 1. a mhn:w&;mﬂo: agencie, .S. De artmen
ational
. DOpv ry £ S Ac partment

5 There have always been some tests involved in

Elsbree, 1939), but many of them were local
county education officers.

2

—

getting an initial teaching license (e.g.
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22 Assertions that are in conflict with the recent analyses of the National Research
Council (2010).

I D . - .

23 See http://aacte.org/index.php?/ Tradidonal-Media/ R esources/aacte-members-respond-
6<:cﬁ|£zwwn.unn_gplomonﬁ‘Tnaz for a series of letters from state professional teacher educa-
tion associations and education school deans detailing some of the methodological and
cthical concerns that exist about the NCTQ evaluadons. )

24 ;m.?;.SL:mom some of the major national publications in education such as the Chronicle
of Higher Education and Education Week.

25 Teacher warranties where teacher education programs guaranteed the quality of their
mSa:u.nmm, and promised to remediate any deficiencies at no cost to school districts, is
one of the allegedly simple solutions to teacher education program accountability that
did not amount to much (Earley, 2000b).
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EDITORS' COMMENTARY

This chapter illustrates the complex interaction of institutional, state, and federal
teacher education policies. Although there is general support M.Om mo,Em form of
professional accreditation among teacher educators, opinions in the polic
community are mixed. Some state policymakers think accreditation by ZO>HM
or ,Hm>0. is important enough to be mandatory, whereas others dismiss it as not
relevant at all. The latter perspective is found in Chapter 4, the policy case stud
of Florida. As Zeichner notes, the link between most accountability measures M
tenuous, but that has not stopped federal decision makers from imposing certain
of these measures on the teacher education system, specifically through require-
ments to receive federal funds. One might wonder, then, why federal M:n -
makers have not required professional accreditation, such as NCATE or M,m>mu
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for all teacher preparation programs—those based in insututions of higher
education as well as alternative route programs found elsewhere.

The answer is twotold. Many federal decision makers, both in Congress and in
the U.S. Department of Education, are skeptical of the ability of those within
teacher education to objectively judge their peers. Even it there was a direct
correlation between professional accreditation and teacher quality, 1t is unlikely
decision makers’ skepticism would be diminished. In addition, it is important to
note that there are many education lobbying groups offering perspectives on
teacher education and other issues. Among these groups are national associations
that represent college and university presidents. They include the American
Council on Education, the National Association of State Colleges and Universities,
and the National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities. Teacher
education programs housed in colleges and universities are represented by one or
more of these three organizations and they share a common tenet that federal
intervention in higher education issues should be minimal. Moreover, their
members—the college and university presidents—are wary of needing to respond
to the demands of multiple professional accreditation bodies due to the cost of
compliance and the demands placed on institutions. The case study of Florida is
illustrative of this. Although college presidents were part of a blue ribbon commis-
sion on teacher education, they apparently did not defend a requirement that their
education units retain NCATE accreditation. The organizations that represent
college presidents have opposed federal mandates for teacher preparation accredi-
tation by NCATE or TEAC in the past and it is likely this position will not
change. The complex web of connections between federal expectations, interest
group positions, revolving state requirements, and what is important to the teacher
education community illustrates the sense-making and co-construction perspec-
tives put forward by Datnow and Park (and presented in Chapter 1). As policies
are put into place, there are nuanced interactions between policy actors and their
decisions, and these interactions are constantly being influenced by the context in
which they are implemented.

An important theme in Zeichner’s work is that, time after time, policymakers
jump to a decision whether there is empirical evidence to support that decision
or not. He cites the use of value-added assessments as a contemporary example.
Sykes documents many other instances when federal policies not only have no
supporting evidence but were enacted in the face of contrary research (see
Chapter 1). Unfortunately, if state and federal decision makers do not trust educa-
tors and teacher educators in particular, it is not surprising that they would dismiss
scholarly findings conducted by them. Another aspect of the evidence and policy
disconnect is the use of language. Virtually every major policy initiative since the
late 1990s has referenced teacher quality: high quality is good, and poor quality 1s
not. But drawing meaning from these words is problematic. In the Higher
Education Act, 2 qualified teacher is one who passes the state licensing exam, but
passing an exam alone does not guarantee successful teaching in all situations. The
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No Child Left Behind Act defines characteristics of a highly qualified teacher

which includes an academic major or minor in the teaching field. But, as Zeichner

observes, how can a college major or minor guarantee an individual will perform

well in the classroom? Deborah Stone (see Chapter 1) discusses the problem of

multiple understandings of terms as contributors to the paradoxical nature of
creating and implementing policies, and in the realm of teacher education policy
this clearly is the case. .

In his essay in Chapter 2, Hess joins Zeichner in questioning the utility of the
current generation of value-added assessments as a means of deciding who is a
good teacher and who is not. Zeichner argues that the most promising mechanism
for deciding which teachers are effective is to observe them over time as they
engage in their work. He acknowledges this is a time-consuming and expensive
form of evaluation. This is true. What also is true is that it seems unlikely that a
society unwilling to pay teachers a salary commensurate with the challenges of
their work will be willing to support investments in costly evaluation mechanisms.

Zeichner offers the recommendation that comprehensive evaluation systems,
both of teacher education programs and teachers themselves, be built through
partnerships and structures such as professional standards boards. Chapters 6 and
7 present longitudinal policy case studies of partnerships, but the outcomes were
not the same. In New Jersey the establishment and implementation of 2 K-16
partnership between an institution and school district is described from the points
of view of a dean, superintendent, and teacher. All attest to the success of the
venture. Weisenbach’s description of the rise and demise of an independent profes-
sional standards and licensure board in Indiana suggests a less optimistic picture.
The Indiana standards board, which included representatives from the K12 and
higher education community, seemed to enjoy initial success until key actors and
the policy context changed. In New Jersey, there was continuity of leadership in
the university during the decade in which the partnership was developed and
implemented. The lesson here may be that K-16 partnerships, whether they are a
quasi-governmental unit like a practices board or an arrangement between a
school district and a university, need to be robust enough to withstand shifts in
context and changes in leadership.

Discussion Questions

1. 1f one of the policy dilemmas is agreeing on common understandings and
definitions what terms could be used to describe a teacher candidate who is
ready to enter the classroom but whose experience in multiple situations has
not been observed? Are there terms to describe teachers observed as effective
in multiple settings? How would educators and policymakers reach agree-
ment on these terms and how to quantify them?

2. Given the reality that leaders change jobs and every election cycle brings the
opportunity for a new set of policymakers to replace existing ones, how can
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K-16 educators protect successful partnerships from disruption by contextual
changes? .

If traditional teacher education programs are constrained by state policy .,:.a
may lack support from college or university presidents, is there a future for
collegiate-based teacher preparation? -
Zeichner provides some critiques of policy and the w:uﬁﬁw of ﬁ‘orn&
suggesting that some—Crowe, for nkmEEI&@QZw? and Emw@no.vﬁmnn?
use other professions as examples in their criticism of teacher education. Do
these arguments seem likely to influence policymakers and others?
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