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Appendix A provides three articles on teacher evaluation:
1. Why Teachers Matter Most: The Impact of Teachers on Student Achievement by James Stronge — This article offers a brief research synthesis on the link between teacher effectiveness and student academic achievement. 

2. What’s Wrong with Teacher Evaluation and How to Fix it by James Stronge — This article identifies nine problems that are endemic to conventional teacher evaluation systems. It also proposes solutions to address each of the nine problems and to improve the effectiveness of teacher evaluation.
3. Should Student Achievement Be Used in Teacher Evaluation? by James Stronge and Xianxuan Xu — This article explores the causes of the crisis in contemporary teacher evaluation practices. It also provides an overview on the research evidences of variability in teachers’ effectiveness, why and how we should assess such variability in teacher evaluation. 
These research articles can be shared with division-level administrators, building-level administrators, and teachers as resources to support good decision making on teacher evaluation and improved student achievement.

Why Teachers Matter Most:

The Impact of Teachers on Student Achievement

James H. Stronge, Heritage Professor of Education

College of William & Mary

Do teachers matter? Absolutely – and a great deal. In fact, among the factors within our control as educators, teachers offer the greatest opportunity for improving the quality of life of our students. As noted in How the World’s Best-Performing School Systems Come Out on Top, an international study comparing data from the United Nations’ Office of Economic and Community Development’s (OECD) Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), “The quality of an education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers” (Barber & Mourshed, 2007, p. iii).

If we want to improve the quality of our schools and positively affect the lives of our students, then we must change the quality of our teaching. And this is our best hope to systematically and dramatically improve education. We can reform the curriculum, but ultimately, it is teachers who implement it; we can provide professional development on new instructional strategies, but ultimately, it is teachers who deploy them; we can focus on data analysis of student performance, but ultimately, it is teachers who produce the results we are analyzing. 

What Is the Evidence that Teachers Matter to Student Achievement?

Consider the following findings:

· Teacher effectiveness is the dominant factor influencing student academic growth (Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997).
· A post hoc analysis of achievement test gains indicated that the gains made by students taught by exemplary teachers outpaced expected levels of growth (Allington & Johnston, 2000).

· Value-added estimates of teacher quality are not correlated to student initial test scores. This means an effective teacher performs well among both low- and high-ability students, while an ineffective teacher is ineffective with both types of students (Aaronson, Barrow, & Sander, 2007).
These sobering findings are derived from assessments of the teacher’s measurable impact on student achievement using value-added methodologies. William Sanders pioneered a widely-used statistical approach, initially referred to as the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS), for determining the effectiveness of school systems, schools, and teachers based on student academic growth over time. An integral part of TVAAS is a massive, longitudinally merged database linking student outcomes to the schools and systems in which they are enrolled, and to the teachers to whom they are assigned, as the students transition from grade to grade. Research conducted using data from the TVAAS database has shown that ethnicity, socioeconomic level, class size, and classroom heterogeneity are poor predictors of student academic growth. Rather, based on these studies, the effectiveness of the teacher is the major determinant of student academic progress (Sanders & Horn, 1997, 1998; Wright, et al., 1997). In fact, “the available evidence suggests that the main driver of the variation in student learning at school is the quality of the teachers. …. Studies that take into account all of the available evidence of teacher effectiveness suggest that students placed with high-performing teachers will progress three times as fast as those placed with low-performing teachers” (Barber & Mourshed, 2007, p. 12).
As demonstrated in multiple studies, teacher effectiveness can be captured by measured student achievement gains, with studies yielding similar effects on student learning for effective versus ineffective teachers. Consider the impact of teacher effectiveness on student achievement drawn from a sampling of studies presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1:  Summary Findings of Teacher Effects on Student Achievement from Selected Studies

	Study
	Key Findings

	Emmer & Evertson (1979)
	· Study results indicated strong teacher effects on pupil attitudes in both mathematics and English. 

· Teacher effects on pupil achievement varied depending upon subject matter and class means for initial achievement level.

	Sanders & Rivers (1996); Wright, Horn, & Sanders (1997)
	· Students of different ethnic groups respond equivalently within the same level of teacher effectiveness. 

· Classroom context variables of heterogeneity among students have relatively little influence on academic gain. 

	Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin (1998)
	· Lower bound estimates suggest that variations in teacher quality account for at least 7.5 % of the total variation in measured achievement gains, and there are reasons to believe that the true percentage is considerably larger. 

	Mendro, Jordan, Gomez, Anderson, & Bembry (1998)
	· The research findings in these studies on teacher effectiveness found not only that teachers have large effects on student achievement, but also the measures of effectiveness are stable over time.

	Allington & Johnston (2000)
	· The exemplary teachers produced the kinds of student literacy achievement that is beyond even the most sophisticated standardized tests. This means the student achievement growth (either intellectual development or social development) and the conception of exemplary teaching cannot be fully captured by standardized test scores.

	Nye, Konstantopoulos, & Hedges (2004)

	· If teacher effects are normally distributed, the difference in student achievement gains between having a 25th percentile teacher (a not-so-effective teacher) and a 75th percentile teacher (an effective teacher) is over one third of a standard deviation in reading and almost half a standard deviation in mathematics.

· A 75th percentile teacher can achieve in three-quarters of a year what a 25th percentile teacher can achieve in a full year. A teacher at the 90th percentile can achieve in half a year what a teacher at the 10th percentile can achieve in a full year.

	Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain (2005)
	· A one standard deviation increase in average teacher quality for a grade raises average student achievement in the grade by at least 0.11 standard deviations of the total test score distribution in math and 0.09 standard deviations in reading.

	Aaronson, Barrow, & Sander (2007)
	· Estimates of teacher effects are relatively stable over time, reasonably impervious to a variety of conditioning variables, and do not appear to be driven by classroom sorting (i.e., student/teacher assignment) or selective use of test scores. 

	Stronge, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman (2008)
	· Based on prediction models developed through the use of regression analyses with third-grade teachers, most students’ actual achievement scores were within a close range of their predicted scores. However, teacher effectiveness scores ranged from more than a standard deviation above predicted performance to more than a standard deviation below, indicating a wide dispersion of teacher effectiveness.

· Teachers who were highly effective in producing higher-than-expected student achievement gains (top quartile) in one end-of-course content test (reading, math, science, social studies) tended to produce top quartile residual gain scores in all four content areas. Teachers who were ineffective (bottom quartile) in one content area tended to be ineffective in all four content areas.


Since the statistical modeling approach has taken a number of forms in these studies, each generated a different statistical power of teacher effects. However, the bottom line findings of all these studies are that teacher matters and teacher quality is the most significant schooling factor impacting student learning. 

Where Do Student Achievement Differences Occur – at the School or Teacher Level?

There are large differences among schools in their impact on student achievement. We know that “school quality is an important determinant of academic performance and an important tool for raising the achievement of low income students” (Hanushek et al., 1998, p. 31). In fact, the between-school variance accounts for 3.3% and 5.5% of the variance in reading and math achievement respectively. However, the within-school-between-grade variance accounts for 8.9% and 15.3% of variance in reading and math achievement – approximately three times as great as the differences noted between schools. In practical terms this means there is more variability in teacher quality within classrooms than across schools. It also suggests that “while schools have powerful effects on student achievement differences, these effects appear to derive most importantly from variations in teacher quality” (Hanushek et al., 1998, p. 1). In other words, teacher effectiveness dominates school quality differences and is a significant source of student achievement variations.

Interestingly, “resource differences explain at most a small part of the difference in school quality, raising serious doubts that additional expenditures would substantially raise achievement under the current institutional structure” (Hanushek et al., 1998, p. 31). Rather than the overall school organization, leadership, or even financial conditions, teacher effectiveness is the most significant school-based source of achievement variations. Thus, there is a much greater opportunity to improve student performance by focusing on teacher quality and teacher performance than any other school-related means. 

Variance due to differences among teachers is substantial in comparison to the variance between schools. Much of the teacher quality variation exists within rather than between schools (Rivkin, et al., 2005). In a study involving random assignment of students to teachers, in reading, the between-teacher variance component is over twice as large as between-school variance component at grade 2 and over three times as large at grade 3. This suggests that naturally-occurring teacher effects are typically larger than naturally-occurring school effects (Nye, et al., 2004).
Palardy and Rumberger (2008) further pointed out that when we separate teacher effects from school effects, the effect size estimates for the teacher are substantial. The reason is that between-school variance can be attributed to the heterogeneity of teacher effectiveness across schools. The research usually assumed that the source of between-school effects on student achievement to be principal leadership, school climate, and other non-teacher factors. But the reality is that teachers are not randomly assigned to schools. The cream of the teacher population is usually attracted to schools with higher pay and better working conditions. Thus, the difference in the mean effectiveness of teachers across schools also contributes to the between-school variance.
Another interesting finding is that the variation in student SES cannot explain the variance of teacher effectiveness within schools (Nye, et al., 2004). This means an effective teacher is effective with all students, regardless of their SES background, while an ineffective teacher is ineffective with all students. Given these findings regarding the powerful impact of teacher effectiveness, and since teacher effects are found to be larger than school effects, educational policies focusing on teacher effects on student achievement will be more promising than policies focusing on school effects (Nye, et al., 2004).
A Case Study of Teacher Impact on Student Achievement
In a study of three school districts from a state in the Southeastern United States, a group of colleagues and I assessed teacher effectiveness in terms of student learning gains (Stronge, et al., in press). We defined effective teachers as those teachers whose students made gains in the top quartile on reading and mathematics standardized achievement tests and less effective teachers were defined as those teachers whose students made gains in the bottom quartile. The measures of student achievement were the math and reading scores from the selected state’s end-of-grade tests.
We estimated the growth for all students included in the sample using a regression-based methodology, hierarchical linear model (HLM), in order to predict the expected achievement level for each individual child. Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of the predicated and actual achievement scores of the 4,600 fifth grade students for mathematics.

Figure 1: Scatterplot for 5th-Grade Student Predicted Versus Actual Mathematics Achievement Indices
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Following the analysis of the approximately 4,600 students’ predicted and actual test scores on math, estimates of teacher impact on achievement (referred to as Teacher Achievement Indices - TAI) were calculated by averaging all student gain scores for the 307 teachers included in the study. After controlling for variables such as class size, prior student achievement, and a host of individual student variables (e.g., gender, ethnicity, socio-economic level, English Second Language learners), the students’ gain scores (difference between predicted and actual achievement levels) were calculated. Then the students were traced back to the teachers responsible for teaching them math, and gain scores were aggregated at the teacher level – producing a “Teacher Achievement Indices” (TAI). Finally, the TAI values were standardized on a T-scale (Mean = 50, SD = 10) for ease of interpretation. As indicated in Figure 2, the Teacher Effectiveness Indices scores (mean residual gains for students assigned to given teachers) ranged from approximately two standard deviations below expectations to two standard deviations above expectations. 

Figure 2: Teacher Effectiveness Indices (TAI) Distribution for Mathematics
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This amount of variability in teacher effectiveness means that the quality of the teacher that a student happens to be assigned to will play an extraordinary role in the student’s academic success, at least during the time she or he is under the teacher’s tutelage, and, in fact, well beyond the year in the given teacher’s classroom.

Conclusion

So, do teachers matter? In terms of impact on students as well as impact on school improvement, yes, teachers matter. In fact, if we attempt to reform education without focusing on the classroom, the effort likely will be superfluous at best. As Hattie noted:

Interventions at the structural, home, policy, or school level is like searching for your wallet which you lost in the bushes, under the lamppost because that is where there is light. The answer lies elsewhere – it lies in the person who gently closes the classroom door and performs the teaching act – the person who puts into place the end effects of so many policies, who interprets these policies, and who is alone with students during their 15,000 hours of schooling. (2003, pp. 2-3)
Reform occurs one classroom at a time. When teachers get better, schools get better. Indeed, there is no other formula for school improvement. Why? Because teachers matter most. 
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What’s Wrong with Teacher Evaluation and How to Fix it

James H. Stronge

So Where Do We Begin?

Teacher evaluation, throughout most of our recent history, has been practiced religiously with the intent – or, at least, hope – that it will improve performance. The assumption underlying much of teacher evaluation practice goes something like this: 
Teacher Observation = Teacher Evaluation = Teacher Improvement

Unfortunately, and despite what appears to be a concerted effort across the last several decades, this equation simply doesn’t work. In the final analysis, this simplistic approach to teacher evaluation most certainly results in neither teacher improvement nor increased accountability. Teachers don’t value or trust their own evaluation, administrators view it as merely one more bureaucratic hurdle to check off, and it has no credibility with parents and other stakeholders.

So, what can we do about the abysmal state of teacher evaluation? Firstly, we need to recognize what’s wrong and, secondly, we need to fix it. In this short article, I attempt to offer an analysis of contemporary teacher evaluation practices within a problem/solution framework. Nine such problems endemic to teacher evaluation are explored, in turn.
Problem No. 1: Observation Equals Evaluation

What’s wrong. Have you ever heard a teacher say, “I’m being evaluated today”? What she or he probably meant was, “I’m being observed today.” And observation and evaluation are not synonymous: Observation is data collection; good evaluation is judgment based on data collection.

Unfortunately, we have far too many teachers and administrators who think of evaluation merely as a classroom visit once or twice a year for about half an hour each visit – perhaps for a bit longer or a lot less time. A study conducted by the Educational Research Service (1988) more than 20 years ago found that 99 percent of teachers in the U.S. were evaluated primarily, if not solely, with classroom observations. Most certainly, observation – especially observation grounded in the teacher effectiveness research – should play a prominent role in collecting evidence of a teacher’s work; however, in virtually all circumstances observation, alone, will yield, at best, a partial and misleading picture of performance. While observation can – and should – play a fundamental data collection role in an effective teacher evaluation system, observation-only evaluation systems are flawed from the get-go. Consider the inherent problems associated with observation-only evaluation presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Problems Inherent in Observation-only Teacher Evaluation

	Observation Flaw
	Explanation

	· Small sample size
	If an evaluator were to visit a classroom 4-5 times a year and stay a full hour each visit, the amount of actual teaching time would amount to approximately one-half of 1 percent of the total teaching time. Thus, observation typically yields a very small size, and small samples often suffer from unreliability.

	· Observer bias
	Although unintentional, observations frequently are influenced by the biases of the evaluator. Two systematic biases that can creep into observations are 1) halo effect (rating the teacher too highly) and 2) pitchfork effect (rating lower than is justified).

	· Observation of selected teacher responsibilities
	Of all the major responsibilities, what actually can be observed and documented well and directly are classroom management and instructional delivery. If observation is the primary data collection tool for teacher evaluation, then other key teacher responsibilities (e.g., instructional planning, communications with parents and staff, assessment design and use, and professional development behaviors) fall predominantly outside the eyes of the evaluator. Thus, only a quite narrow view of what constitutes effective teaching can be observed.

	· Focus on processes of teaching only
	Observation focuses almost exclusively on the processes of teaching and, in far too many instances, a very narrow set of processes that are reflected in a discrete set of checklist items. The outcomes of teaching simply are not part of the equation of teacher evaluation.

	· Inspection model
	No matter how it is sliced, observation is predominantly an inspection model: the evaluator visits a classroom, watches a teacher teach and interact with students, and then passes judgment on the teacher’s performance. Other than demonstrating her/his teaching ability, the teacher has virtually no voice in the evaluation. The teacher may have an opportunity to discuss the lesson in a post-observation conference but, nonetheless, she/he is presented with a completed observation checklist and told how well (or not so well) the teaching sample was.


How to fix it. Let me suggest a simple remedy for the common flaw of observation-only evaluation systems: Consider evaluation to be a process, not an event. When teachers say, “I’m being evaluated today,” or principals/evaluators have teachers sign and date a completed observation, and then file it away, the observational data collection is reduced to little more than a sporadic event. Professional growth, teacher learning, and accountability are best served when evaluation is considered as an ongoing, unending process. In fact improvement – whether for the individual teacher or the school as a whole – almost always emerges from the processes of thinking about teaching, practicing the art and science of teaching, rethinking how it is done best, and then changing practice – one step at a time.
Problem No. 2: Osmosis 

os·mo·sis Pronunciation: \äz-ˈmō-səs, äs-\

Function: noun 
a process of absorption or diffusion suggestive of the flow of osmotic action; especially: a usually effortless often unconscious assimilation <learned a number of languages by osmosis >(Adapted from Merriam-Webster’s Online Dictionary, 2010)

What’s wrong. Merely walking through the classroom occasionally doesn’t constitute evaluation. That kind of minimalist effort is fraught with error, is based on subjective impressions, is unreliable, and is not fair to teachers. To yield accurate, trustworthy evidence, performance evaluation requires a systematic and concerted effort. The one-minute manager simply doesn’t apply here.
How to fix it. The best solution to the osmosis/no evidence trap is a straightforward one: Rely on data, not intuition, to make judgments about teacher performance. And to rely on data requires data. Thus, a well-designed, evidence-based teacher evaluation system will include multiple methods for documenting performance such as those suggested in Figure 2.
Figure 2: Multiple Data Sources for Teacher Evaluation

	Data Source
	Potential Benefits
	Potential Liabilities

	· Observation
	· Seeing is believing

· Frequent observations can be insightful and serve as an excellent catalyst for improvement
	· Can be artificial and not reflective of regular, ongoing teaching

· Time consuming if done properly

	· Teaching Artifacts

· (e.g., Portfolios)
	· Offers naturally-occurring evidence of teaching performance

· Provides opportunities for teachers to present their own evidence

· Is professionalizing for the teacher

· Encourages reflection on the process and results of teaching
	· Teachers may consider a portfolio just one more thing they are required to do

· The portfolio can become a “pile of files” or a “treasure chest.”

· Administrators may give them only a superficial or cursory review



	· Client Feedback

· (e.g., Student Surveys)
	· Close to the customer

· 360 degree evaluation process is popularly advocated by business leaders

· Can be insightful for teachers for their own professional growth

· Multiple studies demonstrate that students as early as first grade can distinguish between liking a teacher and identifying effective teacher behaviors
	· Can be threatening, especially perceptions that students will be vindictive

· Can be time-consuming to design, administer, and tabulate survey results

· Even considering its potential benefits, is still merely perceptions of the teacher’s performance

	· Student Achievement
	· This is why we teach

· Focuses on results, not just the process of teaching

· Multiple studies demonstrate the powerful impact, positively or negatively, of individual teachers on student achievement

· Is advocated frequently by business leaders and the tax-paying public
	· Can be difficult to isolate a teacher’s impact on student achievement

· Lack of fair and accurate measures of student performance makes it difficult to determine the value-added impact of a teacher

· Can be a politically charged issue

· Value-added measurement, while promising, has inherent technical liabilities, is evolving, and, essentially, still is in its infancy


Taken collectively multiple data sources can provide a fuller, fairer, and more accurate portrait of the teacher’s performance.
Problem No. 3: One Size Fits All

What’s wrong. In teacher evaluation, as with almost everything else, one size doesn’t fit; it never did and it never will. 
Attempting to apply the same dose of evaluation to all teachers leads to a host of problems. For instance, novice teachers need frequent feedback on what and how well they are teaching. Experienced teachers, on the other hand, may benefit more from individualized growth plans that support their ongoing professional mastery as effective teachers. Thus, it is essential to distinguish different teacher levels – novice versus experienced and effective versus ineffective. 
An even more pernicious problem than the one-size teacher evaluation systems are those that attempt to fit non-classroom instructional positions with the teacher evaluation cloak. To illustrate the serious flaw of evaluating based on a teacher evaluation model, think for a moment about the wide array of professional positions who walk through the schoolhouse door on any given day that are not classroom teachers: counselor, library-media specialist, school psychologist, social worker, occupational therapist, physical therapist, and school nurse. In fact, approximately 25 to 40 percent of the instructional employees in the school are not classroom teachers. And the best answer for many of the items on the typical teacher evaluation checklist when applied to these specialist positions is N/A. 
How to fix it. Provide a differentiated evaluation system that fits the levels of performance as well as the specific positions being evaluated. When teachers are new in the field, provide a more intense support system that includes frequent classroom visits and conferences to help them build better instructional practices. When teachers are experienced and effective, continue to evaluate but shift the focus to continuous growth and support. When teachers are experienced and ineffective, move to an approach that is diagnostic/prescriptive with detailed guidance, support, and consequences for improving performance. Figure 3 suggests this concept of differentiated evaluation levels.

Figure 3: Evaluate Different Performance Levels [image: image3.png]Novice
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When considering non-classroom instructional professionals, evaluate them with an evaluation based on their professional job standards and performance expectations. Additionally, collect data on performance for the various positions that best fit their positions. For instance, observation may be a primary data collection tool for classroom teachers, but observation for a school social worker or a school nurse simply doesn’t capture the work they do and their contributions to the school community. Instead, the methods for documenting performance must be adjusted to better reflect meaningful ways to fairly and accurately document their work.
Problem No. 4: Don’t Communicate

What’s wrong. I can think of a state-wide evaluation system for novice teachers that is ideal in terms of the accuracy of observational feedback. In this system, three separate individuals – the principal, a district-level observation specialist, and a teacher with the same content or grade-level background – observe the teacher’s work. Unfortunately, the approach fails miserably in providing timely feedback to the new teacher: One observer may visit in September, the other two in October, and then the three confer in November on the results to create a consensus observation report. The result is that the poor teacher doesn’t receive feedback on her performance until December. When this type of delayed feedback occurs, the value of the observations – and even the opportunity to improve – is undermined. Even worse are evaluation practices in which teachers are handed a completed evaluation form at the end of the year and told, “You’re doing fine. Please sign here.”
How to fix it. The value in evaluation is communication. Thus, it is essential that the evaluator and the teacher have an open and ongoing dialog about improving and sustaining quality performance. Communication about the teacher’s work need not always be formal, but there must be feedback – honest feedback – if teachers are to improve their craft. The solution for this flaw is straightforward:
· Communicate early and often.

· Communicate clearly, honestly, and directly.
Problem No. 5: Fragmented Evaluation Process

What’s wrong. Too frequently, the way we approach human resource functions is not functional. In fact, as illustrated in Figure 4 below, the key functions are misaligned: one department is responsible for the teacher recruitment and hiring processes, the teacher is evaluated by the principal using a different set of performance standards than those used for the hiring decision, and the professional development program comes under the auspices of a totally different department. This process is disjointed, confusing, and wasteful; and, ultimately, it is ineffective. 
Figure 4: Disjointed Nature of Human Resource Functions

[image: image4.png]



How to fix it. The standards we hire for should be the same standards we fire for – or put more positively – human resource administration is about hiring, developing, evaluating, supporting, and keeping the best teachers possible. As depicted in Figure 5, all human resource functions – from recruitment to selection to evaluation to development – must be properly aligned. All of the arrows need to be aligned if we want good teachers and if we want to keep them.
Figure 5: Aligned Human Resource Functions
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Problem No. 6: Irrelevant Evaluation
What’s wrong. When a classroom observation – or even worse, a complete evaluation system – is merely completing a checklist, the classroom visit or evaluation becomes a superficial exercise. The glorified checklist has little value for teacher improvement. Although many teacher behavioral checklists start with good intentions and a well-founded conceptual basis, they too often morph into simplistic lists with serious validation flaws and limited utility for teacher support and improvement. Take, for example, Madeline Hunter’s elements of effective instruction as reflected in her Instructional Theory into Practice (ITIP) model (1988; 1994) – a model that was well-grounded in the best thinking and current research of the time. This widely-adopted approach for assessing teacher work is still prominently used today in many school systems across America and the world, but the form into which it has morphed, in the interest of efficiency, is not what it originally intended (Figure 6):

Figure 6: Too Typical Teacher Checklist

· Anticipatory set

· Questioning skills

· Nice bulletin board

· I’m out of here!

Consider the following two common flaws that undermine the credibility of checklist-based evaluation systems:

1. teachers whose teaching methods or styles do not conform to the prescribed checklist items, yet they still get positive student learning results and are, in fact, effective teachers; or

2. teachers who do get all of the top checks, yet their students consistently do not learn and succeed at acceptable rates.

How to fix it.  One feature that checklists do have in their favor is that they tend to yield reliable results. Remember, however, reliability merely means consistency, and when all teachers get the same ratings all the time, you have extraordinarily high reliability. Reliable, but inaccurate. 

Of course, validity demands reliability. If we can’t get consistent results with a measure, then the results most certainly can’t be valid. However, to be valid we also must be measuring what we intend to measure.  In the case of teacher evaluation, the object that we intend to measure should be high quality teaching performance that yields student learning gains. Validly measuring effective teacher work on a consistent basis: this is the bull’s-eye for teacher evaluation (Figure 7).

Figure 7: Reliability Only vs. Validity including Reliability
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So what is the solution? Chunk the checklist. Here is a novel idea: Evaluate teachers based on what they are hired to do – teach effectively and produce positive student learning gains. Instead of using simple, quick, non-growth, non-accountability checklists that all teachers and administrators memorized long ago, design a teacher evaluation system that has the following features:
1) Build the evaluation system on a firm foundation of teacher standards – standards that really define and describe what effective teachers should know and be able to do.

2) Make sure the teacher standards are solidly research-based.

3) Include not only important teacher behaviors (i.e., effective planning or instructional delivery), but also a performance standard for student learning results.

4) Focus the overall evaluation on growth and improvement.

Problem No. 7: One-point Rating Scales

What’s wrong. Evaluations must be discriminating to be valued and respected. Over and over, studies on the results of teacher evaluation yield the same finding: They are non-differentiating. Virtually all teachers get the same evaluation results, regardless of whether they are good, bad, or indifferent. The most effective teachers get the same scores as the least effective; those teachers whose work yields consistent and high student learning gains get the same scores as those whose work yield no gains. Non-differentiating!
Consider the recurrent problem of grade inflation in teacher evaluation. Too many teacher evaluation systems pretend to have a three-, four-, or even five-point rating scale when, in reality, they only have one. When all teachers get the same scores regardless of the quality of their performance, the evaluation system is a one-point system. And whatever that one rating point is called, it’s of no value. Good teachers know they get the same ratings as their ineffective colleagues, so the evaluation system becomes demoralizing. The ineffective teachers know that it doesn’t matter how they fulfill their job responsibilities; they will receive good evaluation scores and, thus, there is no incentive for change or improvement. Non-differentiating teacher evaluation systems like this are a waste of time and effort. If this is the best we can do, we should stop evaluating.

The recent Widget Effect study (Hardy, 2009) found repeated examples of significant grade inflation in teacher evaluation ratings. Teacher evaluation yields results in which 99 percent are rated as “Satisfactory” or higher (Figure 8). In fact, only a small percentage of teachers are rated as Satisfactory, with 93 percent scored as Superior or Excellent.

Figure 8: Evaluation Ratings of Teacher Performance

· 69% Superior

· 24% Excellent

· 6% Satisfactory

· <0.5% Unsatisfactory

How to fix it. If all teachers earn and deserve high quality performance ratings, by all means, assign top marks. But when some teachers exceed acceptable performance standards, others meet those standards, and still others fall short of the standards, then assign different scores. Thus, honest evaluation is the solution.

To have any credibility, teacher evaluations must be differentiating when teaching performances are different. In addition to having a multi-point rating system, use it. Also, when ratings in evaluation systems are built around a behaviorally-anchored rating scale, the actual ratings assigned by evaluators are less subject to idiosyncratic interpretation and subjectivity, are based on preponderance of evidence, are more defensible as to why a teacher received a given rating on a given performance standard, and are fairer to teachers because of all of the preceding points. Figure 9 offers a sample four-point performance appraisal rubric that can be attached to its appropriate performance standard to generate differentiating and evidence-based ratings.
Figure 9: Sample Performance Appraisal Rubric

	Exemplary
	Proficient

Proficient is the expected level of performance.
	Developing/Needs Improvement
	Unacceptable

	In addition to meeting the standard, the teacher continually engages in high level personal/professional growth and application of skills, and contributes to the development of others and the well-being of the school.
	The teacher maintains a commitment to professional ethics, communicates effectively, and takes responsibility for and participates in professional growth that results in enhanced student learning.
	The teacher inconsistently practices or attends professional growth opportunities with occasional application in the classroom.
	The teacher demonstrates inflexibility, a reluctance and/or disregard toward school policy, and rarely takes advantage of professional growth opportunities.


Problem No. 8: No Impact Evaluation

What’s wrong. The good news about stereotypical teacher evaluation systems is that they don’t hurt anyone. The bad news? They don’t help anyone, either. They don’t promote professional growth because they aren’t tied to professional growth. They don’t result in accountability because there is no focus on accountability. When everyone gets the same ratings, as noted in Problem No. 7, above, evaluation is innocuous; it’s neutral, and nothing happens.
Impact of No Impact Evaluation
               (
No one hurt!
               (
No one helped!

Consider the findings from Tucker’s study (1997), “Lake Wobegon: Where All Teachers Are Competent.” In this study, principals were asked to identify the numbers of incompetent teachers in their schools and then to note the frequency of non-renewal or dismissal of these incompetent teachers. As noted in Figure 10, the rates of teacher incompetency far exceed the rates of teacher dismissal.

Figure 10: Rates of Teacher Incompetence

· 5% incompetent (range = 0 to 23 percent)
· 0.5% non-renewal of non-tenured teachers
· 0.1% dismissal of tenured teachers

The Lake Wobegon Effect, “a phenomenon in which most individuals or groups perform above average” (Wheeler and Haertel, 1993, p. 82), is harmful to schools. In her study noted above, Tucker found that only 7 percent of the total number of identified incompetent tenured teachers were recommended for dismissal. 

These incompetency rates may seem inconsequential, but a 5 to 10 percent incompetency rate indicates that approximately 120,000 to 240,000 teachers nationwide fall in this category. Such teachers have an impact on millions of American students each and every day. Can educators afford to claim residence in Lake Wobegon and overlook such a serious problem? (Tucker, 1997, p. 110)

When we keep ineffective teachers, students suffer.

Michael Fullan and colleagues found in a study of high-trust cultures in the Chicago Public Schools that in trusting school cultures there is more, not less, likelihood of taking action against persistently uncaring or incompetent teachers in order to protect the wellbeing of the school. In fact, they found that “…failure to act can poison the whole atmosphere” (Fullan, Bertani, and Quinn, 2004, p. 45). 

We simply can’t afford to leave ineffective teachers in classrooms. There is a simple litmus test for teacher effectiveness: Would you want your child in that teacher’s classroom? And if the answer is “no,” then we need to fix the problem.

How to fix it. In order to legitimately be considered a profession, any field, such as education, must have at least two defining qualities: 1) it must have a specialized body of knowledge that requires expert training and practice and that expertise precludes just anyone walking in off the street and doing the professional’s work; and 2) it must be able and willing to monitor its own ranks. On the first point, we eminently qualify; on the second, we fail miserably. If education is ever to be respected fully as a profession, we must fix this flaw.
As Jim Collins noted in writing about successful businesses in Good to Great, with the small minority of teachers who can’t get better or won’t get better, we need to help them get off the bus. We should be obligated, morally and legally, to act. Further, when we retain ineffective or incompetent teachers, it really isn’t the teacher’s fault; after all, it was the administrator who hired the teacher, helped the teacher develop (or didn’t), evaluated the teacher, and made the decision to retain the teacher. So what should we do? No more 28-year improvement plans.
So what would happen if we removed ineffective teachers from our classrooms? Eric Hanushek (2008), an economist from Stanford University, noted that ineffective teachers have considerable negative impact on student achievement. He estimated that if the average learning growth made by students each academic year is equivalent to one grade, then the teachers from the bottom 5 percent of the distribution can at best make two-thirds of a grade growth for their students. Further, he estimated that if the bottom 6-10 percent of teachers in terms of effectiveness could be removed from classrooms, student achievement would increase to the point that U.S. students would move much closer to the top compared with other developed countries – approximately where Canadian students fall but slightly behind such countries as Finland and South Korea. 

In the final analysis, unless teachers get better, reform doesn’t work. Effective teachers are the essential ingredient in schools that work – that is, schools that get acceptable, measurable student gains – student after student, year after year.

Problem No. 9: Evaluation Aimed at 5 Percent of Teachers
What’s wrong. Evaluation is about helping people, not getting people. Despite the importance of dealing with ineffective teachers, evaluation must be aimed at 100 percent of teachers, not 5 percent. Most certainly, we can’t afford to allow ineffective teachers to remain in our ranks; the opportunity costs are too great. Ultimately, there is far more room for school improvement and student achievement gains in the masses of teachers. 

Some models of performance evaluation divide the process into an artificial dichotomy of formative versus summative. A formative purpose implies an improvement, supportive focus whereas a summative purpose implies an outcome, accountability purpose (Scriven, 1967; Stronge, 2006). In reality, unless formative support has been offered and genuine improvement assistance provided to a struggling teacher, summative evaluation makes no sense. In many states, the statutory code requires that teachers be given support for improvement before the teacher is recommended for dismissal. Even in states where formal remediation is not part of the statute, both state and federal courts typically expect an opportunity to improve be provided to a teacher before moving for dismissal. Thus, formative and summative are inextricably tied to one another, and both are about improvement.

How to fix it. Most teachers – in fact, the vast majority of teachers – are capable, competent, and committed individuals who give their best every day and who make a positive contribution to the lives of their students. When the majority of teachers improve – step-by-step through continuous improvement – invariably student achievement rises. Thus, the real focus – the powerful focus – for teacher evaluation must be about helping all teachers monitor their work and continue their improvement. After all, there isn’t a single teacher who can’t continue to improve, regardless of how effective she or he already is. And the most effective teachers understand this simple truth to success: We continue to get better one day at a time.

So Where Do We Go From Here?

Teacher evaluation in its present form doesn’t fail due to lack of effort; rather, it suffers from the absence of what Benjamin Franklin referred to as a most uncommon characteristic – common sense. We often start out with a good idea but, over time, the idea is compromised in practice. And then, out of habit, we continue to practice the idea even when it offers no practical utility or added value for improving teacher performance. 

For evaluation to work – that is, to make a positive contribution to school improvement – it must be practical in design and useful in practice. It must touch the heart of schools and schooling – teacher effectiveness. And, most importantly, it must positively impact the reason we exist as a profession – student learning. 

So, where do we go from here? The answer certainly is not to discard teacher evaluation; the better path is to dismantle it in its current configuration, redesign it based on the best research evidence we have on what makes good teachers good, and then implement it with fidelity. The only formula that I know for improving schools is a simple one: 

Teacher Effectiveness = Student Learning
Assuredly, we won’t improve education until teachers improve – and we won’t know if they are doing good work unless we evaluate them effectively. Thus, teacher evaluation can – and must – play a central role in identifying, supporting, and sustaining teacher effectiveness. In this way, evaluation can be the catalyst for school improvement.
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Should Student Achievement Be Used in Teacher Evaluation?

James Stronge & Xianxuan Xu

College of William and Mary

The quality of human capital of a society refers essentially to the quality of education. In the private sector, human capital is defined as the accumulated value of an individual’s intellect, knowledge, experience, competencies, and commitment that contributes to the achievement of an organization’s vision and business objectives (Sigler & Kashyap, 2008). When this idea is applied to K-12 education, the “business objective” of schools is student achievement. In recent years, the general public increasingly has become concerned about the performance of schools, particularly the student achievement results schools are producing. There is a tendency for stakeholders to associate student achievement (the product of schooling) with the quality of school personnel, largely classroom teachers. Consequently, for better or worse, teachers have received the primary focus for greater accountability in forms such as performance evaluation. In this paper we provide an overview related to the following key issues:

· status of contemporary teacher evaluation practices,

· why consider student results in teacher effectiveness,

· methods for linking student results to teacher evaluation.

Each topic will be explored in turn.

Status of Contemporary Practices in Teacher Evaluation

Typical Practices in Teacher Evaluation. Ideally, a teacher evaluation system has the potential to impact the quality of teaching and learning; indeed, documenting and improving the quality of teaching should be the essence of teacher evaluation. In reality, there is little connection between teachers’ evaluation results and the quality of their teaching (Ellet & Teddlie, 2003; Sinnema & Robinson, 2007). Typically, principals observe only a tiny amount of teaching (typically, less than ½ of 1% of actual teaching), and these observations most often focus on a few selected processes of teaching. In fact, evaluation rarely focuses on the results of teaching - student learning (Marshall, 2005; Stronge, 2006; Tucker & Stronge, 2005). Studies of traditional teacher evaluation systems indicate that they have little or no connection to student learning gains. Most previous studies of teacher evaluation have shown that typical teacher evaluations are seen by both teachers and principals as having little value and principals’ ratings of teachers generally are uncorrelated with student achievement (Gallagher, 2004; Peterson, 2000). This is partly because it is desirable to evaluate employees on some skills that have only indirect connections to measurable outcomes (Gallagher, 2004).

The effectiveness of a teacher is the strongest indicator of student achievement, yet it is not effectively measured or used by most school systems. Current teacher evaluation systems tell us little about the differences among teachers. This tendency to treat all teachers as interchangeable parts has been classed as “The Widget Effect,” which is being perpetuated by the ineffective teacher evaluation systems currently used in most schools (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009). These evaluation systems do not assess instructional performance adequately nor do they encourage evaluators to act on what they do know about teacher performance. Indeed, administrators in most school systems rarely identify ineffective teachers and dismiss them. 

Many of the current teacher evaluation systems do not allow for “shades of gray;” teachers are rated as either satisfactory or unsatisfactory. This non-differentiating evaluation system results in most teachers being rated as top performers. In the study of Weisberg, et al. (2009), a significant amount of the students were failing, yet only 1% of the teachers were rated below average. In another instance, only 1.8% out of the 89,000 teachers in New York City Public Schools were rated “unsatisfactory” (Varlas, 2009). This is a disservice to those who actually are excellent as there is no system in place to retain these outstanding teachers and use them to improve the quality of teaching around them. This is also a disservice to the “middle of the spectrum” teachers who are not supported and given opportunities to grow stronger (Weisberg et al., 2009).

Not only are contemporary teacher evaluation systems doing little to develop, support, and retain effective teachers, there is no rigorous screening process in place that weeds out ineffective teachers from the beginning. As a result, nearly all teachers achieve continuing contract status, regardless of their effectiveness. Consider the findings from Tucker’s study (1997), “Lake Wobegon: Where All Teachers Are Competent.” In this study, principals were asked to identify the numbers of incompetent teachers in their schools and then to note the frequency of non-renewal or dismissal of these incompetent teachers: five percent of teachers were considered as incompetent but only 0.1% of tenured teachers were dismissed. Ineffective teachers have considerable negative impact on student achievement. Hanushek (2008) posited that if the bottom 6% - 10% of teachers in terms of effectiveness could be removed from classrooms, student achievement would be increased by one-half standard deviation.

Traditional principal evaluations of teachers are inadequate both for differentiating between more and less proficient teachers, and as a basis for guiding improvements in teaching skills. Teachers and administrators often operate under the assumption that they already know what effective teaching looks like; thus there is little need in using an evaluation process that confirms it. Toch and Rothman (2008) pinpointed this predicament by stating: 

A host of factors – a lack of accountability for school performance, staffing practices that strip school systems of incentives to take teacher evaluation seriously, union ambivalence, and public education’s practice of using teacher credentials as proxy of teacher quality – have resulted in teacher evaluation system throughout public education that are superficial, capricious, and often don’t even directly address the quality of instruction, much less measure students’ learning. (p. 1)

Likewise, Keller (2008) stated, “the troubled state of teacher evaluation is a glaring, and largely ignored, problem in public education” and evaluation has become a “superficial, capricious, and often meaningless exercise” (p. 8).

Variability in Teacher Effectiveness Versus Teacher Evaluation Ratings. Traditional teacher evaluation in the form of a fleeting classroom visit by a principal or other administrator usually does not focus directly on the product of teacher instruction. The observations are often irrelevant and of low reliability and validity (Milanowski, 2004). Rarely are unsatisfactory ratings given. However, extant research indicates that there is a fair amount of variability across teachers in terms of their effectiveness in improving student achievement. Using data from the Tennessee Class Size Experiment (also known as Project STAR, a project that randomly assigned students and teachers to its participant samples), Nye et al. (2004) found that variance in student academic learning due to differences among teachers is substantial in comparison to the differences among schools. These findings suggest that the difference in achievement gains between having a 25th percentile teacher (an ineffective teacher) and a 75th percentile teacher (an effective teacher) is more than one-third of a standard deviation (0.35) of difference in achievement scores in reading and almost half a standard deviation (0.48) in mathematics. Similarly, the difference in achievement gains between having a 50th percentile teacher (an average teacher) and a 90th percentile teacher (a very effective teacher) is about one-third of a standard deviation (0.33) in reading and somewhat less than half a standard deviation (0.46) in mathematics (Figure 1). This study also revealed that the effect of one standard deviation of change in teacher effectiveness on student achievement is larger than student achievement gains that result from reducing class size from 25 to 15 students. These findings regarding the impact of teacher effectiveness on student achievement are supported by many other studies (see, for example, Heistad, 1999; Stronge et al., 2008; Stronge, Ward, Tucker, & Grant, in press; Webster & Mendro, 1997). 

Figure 1: Comparative Impact of Effective Versus Ineffective Primary Grade Teachers

	Teacher Effectiveness Level
	Comparative Impact on Student Achievement

	· Reading: 25th versus 75th Percentile Teacher
	+.35 Standard Deviation

	· Math: 25th versus 75th Percentile Teacher
	+.48 Standard Deviation

	· Reading: 50th versus 90th Percentile Teacher
	+.33 Standard Deviation

	· Reading: 50th versus 90th Percentile Teacher
	+.46 Standard Deviation


In a study of teacher effectiveness involving fifth grade teachers, Stronge, et. al. (in press) considered the implications of having a top versus bottom quartile teacher (75th percentile versus 25th percentile in effectiveness as measured by ability to raise student achievement scores) in terms of student gains. When end-of-course fifth grade scores were considered and gain scores calculated, the differences were substantial. For reading, students taught by bottom quartile teachers could expect to score, on average, at the 21st percentile on the state’s reading assessment, whereas students taught by the top quartile teachers could expect to score at approximately the 54th percentile (Figure 2). They found similar results for mathematics, with the students in the bottom quartile teachers’ classrooms scoring, on average, at the 38th percentile; while students in the top quartile teachers’ classrooms scored at the 70th percentile (Figure 3). In both reading and math, there were no statistically significant differences in student achievement levels at the beginning of the school year between the top and bottom quartile teachers’ classes. Thus, this 30 plus percentile point difference was attributed to the quality of teaching occurring in the classrooms during one academic year. See Figures 2 and 3 for details.

Figure 2: Percentile Differences in Student Reading Achievement Following One Year of Instruction in Top Versus Bottom Quartile Teachers’ Classes
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Figure 3: Percentile Differences in Student Mathematics Achievement Following One Year of Instruction in Top Versus Bottom Quartile Teachers’ Classes
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Why Consider Linking Student Performance to Teacher Evaluation: Teacher Quality Matters

The logic of using student achievement in teacher evaluation is quite simple:  Student achievement appears to be the most direct measure of teacher quality. Research strongly supports the contention that effective teachers lead to higher student achievement growth and ineffective teachers negatively impact students’ learning. A multitude of studies conducted in the United States has documented that teacher quality has a significant impact on student achievement (e.g., Palardy & Rumberger, 2008; Rockoff, 2004; Stronge, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman, 2008). Mendro et al. (1998) found that teacher effectiveness was remarkably consistent regarding the fact “that teachers have large effects on student achievement, that the measures of effectiveness are stable over time, and that the effects teachers have are on an order of magnitude which dwarfs the effects associated with curriculum, staff development, restructuring, and other types of educational interventions” (p. 1). 

To illustrate, Rowan and colleagues (2002) found that teachers account for 10% - 20% of the total variability in gains in students’ achievement test scores. Bembry and colleagues (1998) also found that teachers have significant effects on student achievement, and these effects (either positive or negative) are cumulative over time. Wright, Horn, and Sanders’ (1997) longitudinal, multivariate analysis of student achievement gains revealed that teacher effects are dominant factors, while the effects of classroom context variables, such as heterogeneity among students and class sizes had relatively little influence. It also has been found that varying levels of student achievement due to differences in teacher effectiveness is substantial in comparison to variances among schools. Much of the disparity in teacher quality, surprisingly, exists within rather than between schools (Nye et al., 2004; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005). Thus, the teacher a student has within a school matters more than the school the student happens to attend. Teacher effectiveness consistently has been found to be the most significant school-related variable that has an impact on student learning outcomes (Hattie, 2009). If teacher quality is the pillar of the academic success of students in school, then it logically follows that a robust teacher evaluation system should be in place, since the purpose of evaluation is to “recognize, cultivate, and develop good teaching” (Danielson, 2001, p. 13).

Methods to Link Student Achievement to Teacher Evaluation

Clearly, there is opposition to making the connection between student performance and teacher effectiveness (see, for example, Baker et al., 2010; Popham, 2010). Nonetheless, arguments opposed to including student achievement as one measure in teacher evaluation seems to be waning (Spinger & Gardner, 2010). Many researchers have developed sophisticated longitudinal data systems that allow estimation of the contribution of individual teachers to students’ academic growth. Moreover, connecting teacher effectiveness and student performance is a political reality, with efforts at both state and district levels that seek to validate measures of teacher quality gaining momentum. 

Student growth measures (including processes such as student growth or value-added methods) can assess teacher effects on student achievement in a way that accounts for student prior achievement and student socio-economic background. During the last decade, many researchers have explored the value-added effects of a particular school or teacher, using sophisticated statistical models involving longitudinal data on student achievement (e.g., Munoz & Chang, 2007; Rockoff, 2004; Rowan et al., 2002). This statistical modeling has taken a number of forms, including percentile growth scores, hierarchical linear modeling, and standard ordinary least squares (Betenbenner, 2009; Goldhaber & Brewer, 1997; Palardy & Rumberger, 2008; Rowan et al., 2002). These varied methods share a common feature – to remove the effects of factors not controlled by schools (such as prior student achievement and socioeconomic status) and, thereby, provide more accurate estimates of school or teacher effectiveness.

Tucker and Stronge (2005) emphasized the potential for linking student achievement with teacher evaluation with four points:

1. student achievement is a more objective measure of teacher effectiveness;

2. student achievement data can serve as meaningful feedback for instructional improvement;

3. student achievement data can serve as barometer of success and motivation tool; and
4. student assessment is an integral facet of instruction (pp. 10-12). 

Figures 4 and 5 summarize various concerns about value-added assessment of teacher effectiveness and the solutions available to support the validity of value-added assessment. Figure 4 focuses on the technical concerns (e.g., measurement error, nonrandom assignment) of basing teacher evaluation on student achievement data and the defenses against these skeptics. Figure 5 focuses on the practical concerns (e.g., narrowing curriculum, decreased collaboration among teachers) of using student test scores to evaluation teachers and the potential solutions.

Figure 4: Skeptics and Defenses Regarding Technical Issues in Using Student Achievement to Measure Teacher Effectiveness
	Concerns
	Solutions

	· Programs which pull out students for remediation, programs which involve team-teaching, and programs with extensive use of instructional aides inhibit the estimation of an individual teacher’s contribution to student growth.
	· Data can be provided at the team level rather than at the individual teacher level.

	· Norm-referenced standardized tests sample broad subject domains and are unlikely to match closely the curriculum in particular classrooms at particular times.
	· Measures in addition to norm-referenced tests can be used.

	· Standardized achievement tests are unlikely to reflect the full range of instructional goals in their subject areas. Norm-referenced tests tend to ignore higher-order skills. Therefore, it is likely that products of superior teaching are not measured adequately or completely.
	· Standardized tests are both norm-referenced (in the sense that they explain the overall achievement of a student/class/school in relation to others) and criterion-referenced (in the sense that they identify whether students have reached an established state standard and provide information on various dimensions of learning) (Tucker & Stronge, 2005).

· Future measures of student growth (e.g., percentile growth measures, value-added measures) can be flexible enough to include locally-developed assessments and other measures of student performance. 

	· Students’ learning ability, home, peer influence, motivation, and other influences are powerful in affecting achievement. It is challenging to disentangle a teacher’s contribution from the influence of pre-existing student differences. Student characteristics or socioeconomic backgrounds might not account only for the variability in their academic achievement, but also for the variability in their pace of making progress.
	· What the student brings to the classroom in terms of background variables can be statistically controlled, which account for 9% -20% of variance in student achievement (Medro et al., 1998). 

· Selected studies indicate major factors that affect student learning are gender, ethnicity, limited English proficiency, and free-or-reduced-lunch status, and all of them can be controlled in value-added models (e.g., Mendro et al., 1998).

	· The regression-based techniques (i.e., need student scores for at least two successive years) involved in this model create a problem about “degrees of freedom” (or sample size), as the number of students for individual teachers is relatively small to start with, and likely to become smaller because of the mobility of the student population.
	· The primary worry is about the stability of the regression line of each individual teacher, and replication over several years is the best safeguard.

	· The accountability system that uses snapshots of student achievement level in adequate yearly progress (AYP) is unfair to schools and teachers serving students with low prior achievement and low socio-economic status.
	· Growth models (such as value-added assessment) can separate the impact of schools and teachers on student achievement gains from non-school confounding variables. Also, the focus becomes growth, not merely end-of-course test scores.

	· Student standardized test scores may incorrectly measure teachers due to low validity (particularly in the sense that standardized tests have low instructional sensitivity – test items are not assessing what teachers teach in classroom, therefore they could not be used to discern the quality of teachers’ classroom performance) (Popham, 2010). 
	· Some states are taking initiatives to develop standardized tests to reflect state content standards and report results by standards for each student, and also make formative assessment available for use by teachers in assessing student ongoing learning (Olson, 2004). States also are making efforts to ensure an alignment among learning standards (curriculum), classroom instruction, and assessment. Thus, making valid inferences about teachers’ instructional quality through test scores is more feasible.

	· Value-added assessment that links student achievement scores to teacher evaluation is rigid and leads to competition among teachers.
	· Value-added assessment is versatile in serving different educational purposes. Value-added assessment can be used to monitor student performance – both at the school level and teacher level. Furthermore, a middle option would be to evaluate groups of teachers by grade and subject area (e.g., math or reading). Measures at the group level and school level are less threatening to individual teachers and could encourage collaboration among teacher within each team or school (Harris, 2010).

	· Nonrandom assignment of students can produce biased results about teacher effectiveness (Rothstein, 2009, 2010). Some teachers are assigned with low-performing and low-SES students disproportionately. 
	· Some overly simple value-added models with only one year of data may generate severely biased teacher effects; however, a sufficiently complex value-added model that evaluates teachers over multiple years reduces the sorting-bias problem to statistical insignificance (Koedel & Betts, 2009).

· Using longitudinal data of multiple years, Sanders and Rivers (1996) found effective teachers are effective with students with all achievement levels, and oppositely, ineffective teachers are ineffective with all students of different performance levels.

· Both students’ prior achievement and socio-economic background can be controlled for in value-added models. 

· Some models even assess the pre-instructional and post-instructional accomplishments of students and calculate on a student-by-student basis the academic progress achieved (Tucker & Stronge, 2005).

	· Too many confounding variables are not statistically controllable (e.g., student mobility, student attendance, summer loss of achievement)
	· A complex value-added model can control for most of these factors.

· A fall to spring testing cycle, where applicable, is helpful in controlling for summer learning loss/gains.

	· Some policy makers and educators are skeptical and conservative about using value-added assessment because teachers’ performance as measured by value-added models can fluctuate sharply over time (Eckert & Dabrowski, 2000) and can be sensitive to different measures of achievement (Lockwood, et al, 2007; Rothstein, 2009).
	· Mendro et al. (1998) found that teacher effectiveness was remarkably consistent regarding the fact “that teachers have large effects on student achievement, that the measures of effectiveness are stable over time …” (p. 1).

· Sanders and Horn (1994) found that estimates of school and teacher effects tended to be consistent from year to year. What is clear is that using the value-added data across multiple years is a safer approach to applying the findings to teacher effectiveness.

· A study by Goldhaber and Hansen (2008) also found that estimates of school and teacher effectiveness are consistent from year to year, and reflect true variation in teacher performance rather than just random fluctuation caused by measurement error. Furthermore, having data from multiple years and adding more complexity to growth model can increase the precision of estimates (Sass, 2008).


Figure 5: Skeptics and Defenses Regarding Practical Issues in Using Student Achievement to Measure Teacher Effectiveness
	Concerns
	Solutions

	· The assessment of diverse areas of achievement which do not have readily available standardized tests complicates estimates of teacher effectiveness (e.g., how to assess the effectiveness of teachers who teach subjects and grade levels that are not tested?).
	· Criterion-referenced tests can be developed and used to assess diverse areas of achievement.

	· Well-established, broadly applicable, and accepted achievement measures are not available in all the relevant areas of learning.
	· Stakeholders initially have been primarily interested in basic skills (e.g., reading, writing, math). Equally important, measures of learning in music, art, and PE can be developed.

	· High-stakes uses of student achievement data for evaluating teachers would push teacher to narrow their curriculum and focus on subject areas and skills that are tested. Norm-referenced assessment tends to ignore higher-order skills. Therefore, it is likely that productivity of superior teaching is not measured adequately or thoroughly. Using these types of tests to evaluate teachers may actually encourage them to teach down, focusing more on lower-level knowledge and skills (Toch & Rothman, 2008).
	· Test-based accountability can lead to positive teacher responses, such as providing more quality instructional time, working harder to cover more learning objectives in a given amount of instructional time, and working more effectively by adopting a better curriculum or more effective teaching methods. Some teachers make modifications in their instruction to make it consistent with learning standards. Additionally, some teachers use student standardized test scores to identify student strengths and weaknesses and to modify their instructional strategies to meet students’ personal needs. Furthermore, standardized assessment can encourage teachers to increase the “best (instructional) practices,” such as using more tasks that replicate real-life situations, actively engage student in their own learning, and require higher-order thinking (Borko & Elliott, 1999; Clifford, 1995; Hamilton & Stecher, 2004; Herbert, 2007; Libresco, 2006; Thayer, 2000; Park et al., 2006). 

· Anderman and colleagues (2010) found that value-added models, which focus on the progress of individual students over time, are more closely aligned with student learning motivation, particular when viewed through the perspective of achievement goal orientation theory.

· States are taking initiative to design standardized tests that are “worth teaching to.”


	· Using student achievement to evaluate teachers usually leads to high-stakes consequences, such as promotion, continuing contract, dismissal, and differentiated compensation. 
	· Indeed, value-added results can be used for high-profile decisions regarding the continuing contract, dismissal, and compensation of individual teachers. However, they also can be shared with teachers in private, or instead of targeting individual teachers, they can be used to examine the pattern of student achievement growth so as to determine the effectiveness of a particular program, such as a professional development program or new curriculum (Harris, 2010). For instance, Chan and colleagues used value-added assessment to examine the effectiveness of Supplemental Educational Services in a Midwest urban school district (Supplemental Educational Services are additional academic instruction by non-profit, for-profit, or faith-based organizations aimed to increase the achievement of students in low-performing schools) (Chan, Peterson, Heistad, & Tan, 2010). Additionally, some researchers are using value-added assessment as a merging technology to evaluate the effectiveness of teacher preparation programs (Noell & Burns, 2006).

· Another way to link teacher instruction to student achievement at a low-stakes level is to require teachers to set annual quantifiable goals related to their students’ academic progress (Stronge & Grant, 2009). Student achievement goal setting can be used with teachers for whom no value-added data are available, as a supplement to traditional value-added scores for all teachers and, where value-added concerns persist, as a safe haven way to measure student growth.


	· Student achievement data would only provide summative evaluation of teacher performance, but is limited in formatively informing and directing teacher professional growth.
	· The disaggregated results generated by value-added assessment can be formative since the data estimate teacher effectiveness in specific subjects and even by specific domains in subjects (Harris, 2000). School systems, schools, and teachers receive reports detailing their effectiveness with students of different achievement levels so that they can make timely adjustments with curricula, pedagogy, and special programs. The feedback from value-added assessment also could troubleshoot the underachieving grade or subject area, so that efforts and resources could be more efficiently allocated (Sanders & Horn, 1997). For instance, district and school administrators can use value added results to identify areas of strength and weakness, conduct curricular planning or reform, implement program evaluation, and develop strategies to meet the needs of students while taking their background characteristics and academic attributes into account (Sanders, Saxton, & Horn, 1997). Additionally, teachers can use value-added reports to assess their own effectiveness as manifested by the academic progress of their students, and focus on the needs of each individual student to ensure that they receive the type of instruction they deserve (Callender, 2004). 

	· Low acceptance among parents and the general public
	· The 39th annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll asked Americans which is the best way to measure the schools’ performance – the percentage of students passing the test mandated by the state or the improvement students in the school made during the year. A vast majority (82%) of respondents reported that school effectiveness should be evaluated by the achievement growth made by students across time (Rose & Gallup, 2007).

	· Low acceptance among practitioners
	· Attitudes of educators and administrators are shifting. Sanders (2000) observed teachers historically have worked in a vacuum of little summative or formative feedback, and once they are provided with the feedback about the outcomes of instruction at the classroom level, they begin to modify their instruction and address their areas of weaknesses. This process is plausible when local leadership encourages teachers to interpret and use value-added results in a positive manner.  


Conclusion

The quality of teaching is the centerpiece of the educational enterprise. More to the point, teacher evaluation can be a powerful lever for teacher and school improvement, but this potential is severely under-used in public education systems, which spend $400 billion annually on salaries and benefits (Toch & Rothman, 2008). Incorporating student achievement data can fairly differentiate among teachers based on their effectiveness, hold the administrators accountable for using evaluation systems, and provides specific professional development to improve teachers’ effectiveness. A teacher evaluation system of this kind can also inform important decisions regarding job assignment, compensation, continuing contract and dismissal.

Student learning is the professional touchstone for any educational program and teacher. If the purpose of teaching is to nurture learning, then both teachers and schools should be judged for their effectiveness on the basis of what and how much students learn (Schalock, Schalock, Cowart, & Myton, 1993). The social contract between public education and society requires schools to hire, retain, and improve teachers who have the qualities that are most predictive of student achievement. Although incorporating student achievement data won’t be a panacea for all the problems in teacher evaluation, it is promising in terms of improving evaluator’s will to evaluate accurately and thoroughly, and teachers’ motivation to take evaluation seriously.
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