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Teacher accountability is a current passion, driven by public dissatisfaction with education—high expense, promises not fulfilled (e.g., chronic achievement gap), faddish enthusiasms (globalism, 21st century skills) cronyism, high teacher turnover, student drop out, low achievement.  Teacher assessment is the main response of the education establishment to the diagnosis (presumption?) that too many teachers are not proficient.  This focus on teachers raises interesting questions.
1.  
Who is threatened by the problems in public education?
2.  
Why target teachers?  Who benefits from this?


Teacher proficiency is the outcome of a process that begins with teacher preparation programs that are guided by curriculum organizations, state departments of public instruction, organizations that certify schools of education, the “philosophies” of education professors, and the topics of education research (e.g., useful for designing instruction vs. useful merely for getting professors tenure by publishing on politically “in” issues such as diversity and social justice).  Teacher proficiency is also influenced by the quality of in-service professional development at district and school levels.  
3.  
Why, then, are teachers the main target of assessment and accountability, but not schools of education, certifying organizations, state departments of public instruction, researchers, districts, and schools?  After all, if you want to improve water quality, isn’t it smarter to focus upstream, where the water comes from, rather than on households?  Perhaps teachers are the focus because:
a.
Proficiency is solely the teacher’s responsibility.  Ed schools, DPI’s, districts, curriculum 
organizations, certifying organizations, researchers, and schools have nothing whatever to 
do with teacher proficiency.  [Sarcasm.]  Or,
b.
Teachers (and their students) are the most vulnerable social class in the education 
  
system.  Teachers are more easily blamed, harassed and fired than all of the other 


players.
In our view, it’s likely that the education establishment focuses narrowly on teachers because they are the easiest to blame for system failure.  Teachers are easily seen in the classroom, while DPIs, schools of education, central offices, curriculum organizations, certifying organizations, and researchers are out of sight and in the past.  In addition, they can claim, “We don’t DO the teaching.  So, if kids don’t learn, don’t blame us.”  The issue of teachers-as-targets aside, let’s look at the current enthusiasm for teacher assessment.

                                                 Assessment of Teacher Assessment

The education establishment assumes that teacher assessment (via some kind of inventory, set of instruments, and procedures) is a good thing, and that teacher assessments are valid, spotlight the problem, and will improve teacher proficiency and student outcomes.  However, as honest researchers, we don’t look for data to support our beliefs.  Instead, we test the null hypothesis.
Null hypothesis.  Teacher assessment is poor.  
We tested the null hypothesis by examining a sample of teacher assessment instruments and methods.  We asked,
1.  
Do they cover enough of the repertoire of a proficient teacher?
2.  
Are items concretely and clearly worded?  
3. 
Are measures valid---do they measure what they are supposed to?  
4. 
Is the measurement process valid; is measurement itself accountable = triangulation,   
     
reliability?  
5.  
Does teacher assessment directly foster professional development and the 
improvement 
of a school’s stock of knowledge?
These question should be answered BEFORE a state, district, or school uses teacher assessment instruments and methods.  There should be pilot tests (one school), replications (same kind of sample to assess reproducibility; then samples with different characteristics to assess generalizability); then one district; etc. 

We examined 10 states, 2 foreign countries, and 4 privately-developed systems.  Source material is at the end of this document.
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         Countries           Developers

Massachusetts         Australia            Danielson Group    

New York                  England              CLASS

Wisconsin                                             Teach for America

Texas



          Teaching Performance

California
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Oregon

West Virginia

Florida

Colorado

North Carolina

So, how good are teacher assessments? Most assessment systems are poor.   How so?
1.   Too little that directly affects student interest, attention, and learning is covered, 
especially designing and improving curriculum and instruction—the most  important set 
of teacher proficiencies.  
2.   Inventories are rarely developed by experts, and appear instead to reflect cronyism, 
stakeholder interests, and current education enthusiasms (environment, 21st century 
skills, globalism).
3.  Proficiency items are poorly worded.  
     a.     Vague, equivocal, grandiose.  “Teacher demonstrates knowledge of effective 



instruction for all students.”  [What does that mean?  Surely it includes a score of 


proficiencies.]
     b.  
No conceptual definitions, such as.  “A well-designed lesson is a sequence of tasks 


that integrates earlier and newer-taught knowledge.” 
     c.   
No operational definitions, such as.  “A well designed lesson consists, in order, of 


review and firming background knowledge; framing instruction; presenting and 



testing new information;  integrating earlier and new information into a larger whole 


(e.g., how to solve problems, essays, experiments); work on fluency and 




generalization; review and firming before the next lesson.”

Such poorly worded proficiency items (that is, most items) do not clearly signify or point 
to observable events, which means that (1) measures and measurement are not 
developed to access anything that can be seen, which means that (2) inter-observer 
reliability and teacher-observer reliability are likely to be weak, and that (3) measures 
and measurement are not likely to be valid (i.e., measure what they are supposed to 
measure, and predict what it is assumed they will predict). 
 4.  Validation of item selection by experts and research is rare. Instead, “validation” is by 
consensus in focus groups.
5.   Validation of instruments (predictive validity---scores should predict teachers with high- 
vs. low-achieving students) is rare.  That is, there is no reason to believe that the 
assessment provides valid and useful information.
6.   Triangulation of measurement via multiple measures (lesson plans, observation, 
discussion) is rare.  Therefore, it‘s impossible to say how reliable (and therefore valid) 
measurement is.
7.   Assessment is more of a threat (one-shot and high stakes for teachers) than part of long-
term professional development.
8.
Inventories list pieces of the repertoire of a proficient teacher, but don’t assess the routine 
activities (in which elementary proficiencies are embedded) which define the role of 
teacher.  Assessment of teachers is similar to assessing a pianist by having him or her play 
notes, but not having him or her play music. Therefore, even if a teacher’s profile (of 
isolated proficiencies) is good, one can’t tell if the teacher actually teaches well (integrates 
skills into routine activities).  Therefore, assisting teachers by focusing on specific skill items 
may do nothing to improve teaching and its outcomes.
9.
Scoring is often done via contrived pseudo-ordinal scales.  
 
“Quality of lesson plans.”
            1                        2                       3                            4

      Developing        Proficient      Accomplished       Distinguished


These scales are not based on prior empirical research showing that teacher performance 
falls into these four levels.  The levels are fictions that make scoring easier but not more 
valid.  In addition, these are not truly ordinal (such that the next level has more of 
something than preceding levels) because: (1) “higher” levels are sometimes missing 
descriptors from “lower” levels; (2) often, “higher” levels are merely more specific 
statements of lower levels; and (3) there is often no reason to believe that “higher” levels 
actually are better or more advanced.
10. Validation of the whole assessment system---including an inventory of proficiency items, 
assessment instruments, assessment methods or protocol, interpretation, use of the 
information to assist teachers—is rare.  We do not know THAT teachers with certain profiles 
did have (retrospective), do have (concurrent), or will have (predictive) students with 
concomitant levels of achievement.  Yet, these systems are used before they are pilot 
tested and field tested broadly.


In view of the above problems, maybe we can do a little better.  At first, we thought that teacher assessment might work like this.
                                    First Model of Improved Teacher Assessment
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We asked ourselves if this model of teacher assessment would be any more likely to effect beneficial change in public education than previous efforts. And so, we examined previous efforts.  Consider earlier education reforms.
1.  Project Follow through.  A 25 year study showing Direct Instruction was the most 
     effective.  Yet, states, districts, and schools of education and curriculum organizations 
     rejected it in favor of progressive methods, which had the WORST outcomes for students
2.  State accountability programs.  Focus on test scores but not first on teacher skills and 
      curriculum materials.  Ed schools and state DPI’s are untouched.  
3.   No Child Left Behind.  Focus on qualifications of teachers and test scores.  Ed schools   
      and DPI’s are untouched.
4.   Reading First.  Focused on DPI (curriculum, in service training), districts, and schools.  Ed 
      schools are untouched.  
6.   Kansas City.  Millions of dollars spent on schools (technology, in-service) over a decade.  
      No change in achievement.  Ed schools are untouched.  No change in core curriculum. 
So, what do we learn?   We learn that all recent education reforms have been 
>> expensive
>> time-consuming
>> stress-producing
>> teacher-burdening
FLOPS.
Logically, all these reform flops must have had something in common.  And, the one-time good reform (Reading First) must have had features that the flops did not have.  But, what?
Comparing and contrasting the reforms, our inductive generalization was that,
The flops focused narrowly on very few components of education as a system: they focused on teachers, textbooks, machines.  However, factors that influence teachers and textbooks, and the use of machines, were generally ignored.  For example, in the reform flops,
 
1.   The stock of knowledge of how to teach (which is fragmented, has gaps, and gives 
    
       excessive attention to current enthusiasms, and too little to what science says about 
 
       curriculum and instruction and learning) was untouched.
2.   Ed schools were untouched. No substantial change in objectives; no shift from ill-
      designed “progressive” methods to well-designed systematic, focused, direct 
       instruction; no exit assessment of graduates.
 3.  DPIs and boards of education did not develop definitions of proficient teaching that 
      they could require ed schools, districts, schools, and teachers to learn and use for 
      certification, hiring, and tenure. 
 4.   Legislatures remained ignorant of the system and of what was needed to change it. 

In contrast, the one effective reform---Reading First---focused on (1) changing the stock of knowledge for teaching reading (and changing state standard courses of study to reflect this); (2) changing reading materials so they were consistent with the stock of knowledge; (3) retraining teachers; (4) providing for pre-service training of new teachers in schools; and (5) frequent monitoring to modify instruction based on student progress.  But Reading First was anathema to the dominant “pedagogy” (it involved direct and focused instruction of basic reading skills, rather than students “constructing” knowledge by “discovering” how to read, with the teacher serving as a “guide on the side” or “facilitator”), and it was finally killed.

                                       




How to Do a Better (Nonflop) Job

Helpful Hints.
>> If the rear wheels aren’t turning, don’t focus solely on the wheels.  Focus on what drives 
     the wheels, too.
>> If the river is filled with sludge, don’t clean up only the basin where the sludge collects.  
     Focus ALSO upstream where the sludge comes from.
>> If the keyboard is not producing letters on the screen, stop hitting the keyboard.  Check 
     to see if the computer is plugged in---the source.
In other words, to change the outcomes of a system of relationships, you have to: 
1.  Understand that in a weak system, changing one element, or one element at a time, has   
     little effect.  The rest of the weak components will undo any desirable change. 
2.  Identify and change the element of the system which, when changed, will affect all the 
     rest (the core element); and
3.  Change the rest of the elements that need a hard push to make them line up with (build 
     upon) change in the core element.
The core element is the stock of technical teaching knowledge, organized as routine activities that define the role of proficient teacher.  What routine activities?  What do proficient teachers do?  They
1.  Assess and improve programs (that is, pre-planned and fully presented sequences of 
     lessons) in reading, math, etc.
2.  Design instruction from textbooks and other materials.
3.  Design curriculum and instruction for elementary school.
4.  Organize and run a class as a social system. 
In light of the common deficiencies in past reforms (narrow focus, downstream), and the several ways that Reading First (which did work when used properly) differed from the flops, assessing  and improving teacher proficiency must be part of a system-wide reform that begins with establishing a foundation of shared knowledge that influences all other components of the system.  This is how we now envision serious education reform.




   More Complete Model

                                                              State Legislature 




Department of Public Instruction and Board of Education




   Schools of Education



        Teachers              Districts



                              Schools

Assessment Instruments and Protocol: When, where, who, how (collection, 
interpretation, application, dissemination)


Inventory and Objectives: Teacher does specified things in specified ways 


Stock of Knowledge That Describes Teaching Proficiency: Routine Activities and 
the Knowledge Elements in Each Routine

                                                 What the Model Says

1. Do a knowledge analysis of the four main activities that define the role of a proficient teacher:  (a) assessing and improving programs (e.g., for teaching reading and math); (b) improving, designing, and delivering instruction from textbooks and supplementary materials; (c) developing a curriculum and delivering instruction for daily lessons for a school year in elementary grades; (d) designing and running the social organization of the class.

Identify the steps and the knowledge elements needed proficiently to perform, evaluate, and improve these routines; e.g., forms of knowledge (e.g., concepts, rules, routines) and procedures for teaching; teaching the five phases of learning (acquisition, generalization, fluency, retention, and integration of elements into larger wholes); designing logical sequences in tasks and lessons and across lessons; developing objectives and assessments; and many more.

2. Develop inventories that turn # 1 into a set of proficiencies and associated objectives that can be measured concretely.  These inventories operationalize the core of education---the stock of technical knowledge.
3. Develop teacher assessments that are collaborative, continual, and school wide, to foster both individual and school-system development.

Pilot test feasibility, user patterns, and predictive validity in schools; replicate; field test at the district level.
4.   
Work to establish #2 and #3 in state legislatures, then Departments of Public Instruction, then districts and schools, and teacher preparation programs.  Accreditation should be based on teacher preparation programs using #s 2 and 3 to train and certify teachers, and districts using #’s 2 and 3 to provide professional development.

                                                      The Biggest Obstacle

A common stock of technical knowledge---how to design curriculum, how to teach, how to organize and run a class—is the core or foundation of education.  Everything else should rest on that foundation.
>>  Teacher preparation, certification, and assessment.
>>  Certification of schools of education.
>>  Department of Public Instruction standards for teacher,  superintendent, and principal 
      licensure.

However, the field of education has no shared stock of technical knowledge, no core, no foundation that generates effective and efficient curricula (what is taught and in what sequence), materials (that contain knowledge), and instructional methods.  Instead, the field is divided into “pedagogic” adversaries:
1.  The dominant pedagogy or “philosophy” that calls itself “progressive,” and advocates “best   
      practices” (which it defines),  “developmentally appropriate practices” (which it defines), in 
      which students “construct” knowledge with teacher facilitation or guidance.
2.  The minority “pedagogy” that considers itself traditional, and advocates carefully planned 
      instruction (sequences, examples, precise wording), lots of practice to build fluency and 
      retention, and teacher directness until students have so mastered the material that they can 
      acquire and apply knowledge more independently.

Aside from the intransigence of progressives, born of their dominant social position and strong belief, there is no reason, theoretically or technically, for the oppositions.  Experimental research shows that systematic, focused, teacher-directed instruction is more effective when the skill elements of a knowledge system are highly interdependent (tightly coupled), such as in reading and math.  Once students have acquired basic skills, instruction can be more independent and the teacher can be more of a guide.  Likewise, instruction can be less focused and less teacher-direct when knowledge systems consist of skill elements that are more loosely coupled, such as literature and history.  Still, it would be more effective and efficient to teach main concepts in a more direct fashion.  In our opinion, there will be no significant, useful, or lasting improvement in education until 
1.  Educators develop a coherent and comprehensive stock of technical knowledge, 
2.  That is turned into an inventory of measureable  teaching proficiency objectives,
3.  That colleges of education are required to teach in full in order to maintain certification. 

At that time, education can call itself a mature profession.
                                                                     A Sample of Sources

California   

North Carolina  Form-ready rubric for teacher evaluation  http://www.dpi.state.nc.us/docs/profdev/training/teacher/individual/form-ready-rubric.pdf
Texas Appraisal Framework
Texas Appraisal Documentation Form
Texas Teacher Observation
Texas Appraisal Timeline
Wisconsin

Teacher evaluation
WI Field study
WI CCP What WI Teachers evaluated
WI Trip Booklet
WI Powerpoint teacher evaluations
Massachusetts   
MA Teacher Evaluation
New York  
NY Teaching standards  

NY Teaching standards
NY Teacher evaluation and development handbook
Oregon.  
Overview of teacher evaluation
Evaluation report
Assistant evaluation
Teacher classroom observation
Teacher evaluation handbook  

Framework for teaching   

Note-taking form
West Virginia  
Professional teaching standards
Colorado  
Colorado Teaching Evaluation
Florida
Florida
Australia
Teacher Evaluation Australia
Certification goals
Overview from Australia
How Australia developed standards
How Australia validated standards
England  

Ofsted Evaluation Schedule for Schools
Ofsted Lesson Criteria
Ofsted Lesson Observation Checklist
Ofsted Presentation Primary
England school observation
 Danielson

http://www.danielsongroup.org/
http://www.whitebear.k12.mn.us/teachereval.html
http://usny.nysed.gov/rttt/teachers-leaders/practicerubrics/Docs/Teachscape_Rubric.pdf
CLASS.

http://www.teachstone.org/about-the-class/
http://www.brookespublishing.com/store/books/pianta-class/index.htm
Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA)

http://ed.fullerton.edu/SecEd/tpa/
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/TPA-files/CandidateHandbook.pdf
Teach for America

http://www.teachingasleadership.org/sites/default/files/TAL.Comprehensive.Rubric.FINAL.pdf
