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Abstract:  Recent research has established that teacher effects on student learning are sizable, sometimes enough to match or overcome the effects of socioeconomic status.  While research provides some glimpses of the elements that may contribute to these effects, few studies have looked comprehensively and systematically at measures of teacher quality that are related to teacher effectiveness in the classroom.  Our interest is in studying the relationship between measures of pre-service preparation quality, individual teacher quality, teaching practices, and student achievement gains for early career teachers.  
The study capitalizes on the development and validation of the Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT) assessments, a performance-based system for assessing pre-service teacher quality designed and piloted by 16 California universities. The PACT is a direct descendent of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, adjusted to assess pre-service teacher candidates and to take account of teaching issues (such as the teaching of English language learners) that are important in California.  It includes a structured performance assessment and a regimen for scoring that has been honed over two years of pilot assessments.

For elementary teacher education graduates of a number of the PACT universities, we will evaluate performance and effectiveness using measures of pre-service teacher preparation experiences (components of and perceptions of preparation in both content and pedagogical training), pre-service measures of teacher quality (e.g. coursework grades, licensure test scores, supervisory ratings, and PACT scores), and measures of teacher effectiveness (as measured by student achievement growth in literacy and mathematics and, if additional funding is attained, as also measured by ratings and descriptive evidence of teaching practices).
  
The sample will consist of approximately 200 elementary teacher credential candidates, half of whom will have completed performance assessments of their literacy instruction during student teaching, and the other half of whom will have completed parallel assessments of their mathematics instruction.    Data on school contexts and student characteristics will be used to guide sample selection and to provide appropriate statistical controls.  Multivariate analyses of the predictors of teacher effectiveness will be conducted.  These analyses will also provide concurrent and predictive validity evidence about the PACT assessment as a measure of teacher quality. 

With growing national interest in teacher quality, this research has the potential to inform state and higher education policy and practice with respect to teacher preparation, licensure, and accreditation.

I.
Rationale and Background
The goal of this research is to study the relationship between measures of preparation quality, individual teacher quality, and beginning teacher effectiveness, including student achievement growth.  Our findings are aimed at informing two goals:  1) to improve the selection and preparation of teacher candidates; and 2) to guide policy decisions about where to invest resources to improve aspects of teacher quality that have a strong link to student achievement.  
Teacher quality has come to national attention in part due to the requirements of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation that requires a highly qualified teacher in every classroom.  A strong body of recent research evidence indicates that teacher quality is a strong contributor to student achievement (e.g., Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2001; Nye, Konstantopoulos, & Hedges, 2004).  At the same time, there is disagreement over which aspects of teacher quality are most salient for student learning.  In considering this question, some researchers have focused on available indicators of teacher quality such as teachers’ education, performance on licensure tests, and certification status (e.g., Ferguson, 1991; Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000).  Darling-Hammond’s (1999) review of research on teacher quality and student achievement found that measures of teacher preparation and certification were often the strongest correlates of student achievement, even after controlling for student demographics.  Her state-level analysis found that the proportion of well-qualified teachers (those with both certification and a major in their field) accounted for as much as 40% of the variation in student achievement, after controlling for such factors as student poverty and language background.  
Other scholars (e.g., Kennedy, 2004; Wenglinsky, 2000b) have asserted that research should also consider other dimensions of teacher quality that are more difficult to capture, including measures of 1) the specific content of teachers’ training, 2) teachers’ beliefs about subject matter, pedagogy, and students and 3) teachers’ actual instructional practices.  In this study, we propose to do exactly that.  We will have available measures that will allow us to describe the content of teachers’ preparation, their performances as pre-service candidates, their perspectives on teaching, their perceptions of their preparation and induction support, their practices as new teachers, and growth in their students’ learning.  
With the resources requested from Carnegie Corporation, we will be able to follow beginning teachers from the last year of their preparation into their first year of teaching, evaluating the connections between their preparation experiences, performance as pre-service candidates on traditional measures and performance assessments, and performance as teachers as evaluated by their students’ achievement.  We also plan to conduct analyses of teachers’ practices in the classroom (also described in this proposal) if additional resources are secured.  The resources for the full research design and for this request are outlined in the budget.  Figure 1 provides a schematic for the research design, which is more fully described in what follows.
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The research questions will investigate relationships among the aspects of the preparation program; the nature, intensity, and perceived quality of support during preparation and induction; measures of individual teacher quality; teacher practices; and student learning gains.  The specific research questions include the following:

1. What are the relationships among aspects of teachers’ preparation in content and pedagogy and their performances on assessments of teacher knowledge and skill (e.g. traditional licensure tests; performance assessments)?

2. What are the relationships among different measures of candidate performance (e.g. grades, supervisory ratings, traditional licensure test scores, PACT scores)?  

3. What are the relationships among aspects of teachers’ preparation experiences, their   performances on assessments of teacher knowledge and skill, their practices during the first year of teaching, and student learning gains? 
4. How are these relationships mediated by school contexts and student characteristics?

5. What is the relationship between the nature, intensity and perceived quality of support during preparation and induction (the first year of teaching) and student learning gains?

The unique context of this study is the PACT (Performance Assessment for California Teachers) Consortium, which presently consists of sixteen public and private California teacher preparation programs.  The consortium has been working since the summer of 2002 to develop and implement a set of subject-specific assessments of teaching knowledge and skill.  The PACT assessments build on efforts by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) and the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), which developed performance assessments for use with expert and beginning teachers.  Like the NBPTS and INTASC assessments, the focus of the PACT assessments is on candidates’ application of subject-specific pedagogical knowledge; this focus is based on research indicating that effective use of such knowledge is related to successful teaching (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999; Darling-Hammond, 1998; Fennema et al., 1996; Grossman, 1990; Porter, 1988; Shulman, 1987).


The PACT assessments were developed in response to a California state mandate (SB 2042) that called for all teacher preparation programs in the state to implement valid and reliable performance assessments for use in making credentialing decisions.  In 2002, teacher educators and directors from 12 teacher preparation programs formed the PACT consortium and began developing an alternative to the California Teaching Performance Assessment, the state-sponsored prototype.  Since then, four more institutions have joined the PACT.  These institutions include all eight University of California programs, four California State University programs (Sacramento State, San Francisco State, San Jose State, and San Diego State University), three programs at private institutions (Mills College, Stanford University, and the University of Southern California), and one intern program (San Diego City Schools).  With modest philanthropic support and substantial in-kind contributions from each of the colleges/universities, the consortium piloted and scored portfolios in six credential areas in 2002-03: elementary literacy, elementary mathematics, English/language arts, history/social science, mathematics, and science.  The assessments were then revised for 2003-04, piloted, and scored again.  Over this two-year period, more than 1,200 candidates at the PACT institutions piloted Teaching Events in the six content areas.  In addition, more than 250 teachers and teacher educators were trained to score these assessments in 2002-03 and 2003-04.  (A recent technical report on the PACT is enclosed as an attachment to this proposal).  

The study, which will examine the relationships between components of pre-service preparation, teacher performance on the PACT, other pre-service indicators of quality (grades, traditional licensure tests, supervisory ratings), and indicators of practice and effectiveness, will provide data that both explores the predictors of teacher practices and effectiveness and that examines the concurrent and predictive validity of the PACT assessment.   In what follows, we describe research on the elements of teacher quality that inform our research design.  In a subsequent section, we discuss the sampling design and measures we propose to use to examine these questions. 

Research on Teacher Education and Certification Status

Research on the relationship between teacher education, teaching practices, and student achievement has looked at how various kinds of preparation relate to student learning.  At the most general level, for example, a number of studies – conducted at the individual classroom, school, district, and state levels – have found that students’ achievement is significantly related to whether their teachers are fully prepared or certified in the field they teach, after other teacher and student characteristics are controlled (see, for example, Betts et al., 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Ferguson, 1991; Fetler, 1999; Goe, 2002; Goldhaber and Brewer, 2000; Hawk, Coble and Swanson, 1985; Strauss & Sawyer, 1986).  While this kind of finding is broadly useful in suggesting that what teachers know influences what students learn, it does not provide much insight to guide specific teacher education curriculum decisions, since certification includes a wide array of general academic, subject area, and pedagogical requirements.  

More helpful are studies that look at various aspects of teacher preparation.   Some studies suggest that strong subject matter knowledge – usually measured as a major or a minor in a content area such as mathematics or mathematics education – is associated with teacher effectiveness (Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000; Wenglinsky, 2002).  Another study has suggested that masters degrees in fields like mathematics or mathematics education contribute more to teacher effectiveness than masters degrees in fields not related to teachers’ teaching fields (Goldhaber & Brewer, 1998).

Again, while helpful, this kind of research only scratches the surface of many important questions about what kinds of content knowledge teachers can benefit from and how they can best acquire it.  For example, Liping Ma’s research (1999) on how elementary teachers learn to teach mathematics in China – by revisiting the foundations of arithmetic, engaging in deep study of number concepts and playing out their concrete applications to classroom pedagogy – poses an alternative to the common approach in the United States of accruing college level mathematics 

courses that bear little relationship to the curriculum that will be taught.  

Still other studies have found that content methods courses are equally important elements of teachers’ effectiveness.  Using data on more than 2,800 students from the Longitudinal Study of American Youth (LSAY), David Monk (1994) found that the amount of college coursework mathematics and science teachers had taken in their content area and in methods courses was positively related to student achievement gains. In mathematics, additional teaching methods courses had “more powerful effects than additional preparation in the content area”  (p. 142).  Similarly, Edward Begle (1979) found in his review of findings of the National Longitudinal Study of Mathematical Abilities that the number of credits a teacher had taken in mathematics methods courses was an even stronger correlate of students’ performance than was the number of credits a teacher had taken in mathematics courses.   Goldhaber and Brewer (2000) found that, after teachers’ content degrees in mathematics or mathematics education were taken into account, the additional effect of their full certification in the field – measuring the value added by pedagogical training -- was an even stronger predictor of student achievement gains. The same trends were true to a somewhat smaller extent in science.  These kinds of studies suggest the importance of learning content-specific strategies for teaching.  


Some research has looked at how teacher preparation influences teachers’ practices and student outcomes.  For example, research as early as the 1960s found that teachers with greater training in science teaching were more likely to use laboratory techniques and discussions and to emphasize conceptual applications of ideas, while those with less education training placed more emphasis on memorization.    Furthermore, teachers’ coursework in science education was significantly related to students’ achievement on tasks requiring problem solving and applications of science knowledge (Perkes, 1967).  In a later review of 65 studies of science teaching, Druva and Anderson (1983) found that teachers’ effectiveness – defined both by teachers’ ratings and student achievement – was positively related to the teachers’ course taking background in both education and in science.  

More recently, Wenglinsky (2002) examined the relationships between teachers’ training, teaching practices, and student achievement using data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).  After controlling for student characteristics and other school inputs, he found that 8th grade students do better on the NAEP mathematics assessments when they have had teachers with a major or minor in mathematics or mathematics education, teachers who have had more preservice or inservice professional training in how to work with diverse student populations (training in cultural diversity, teaching limited English proficient students, and teaching students with special needs), and teachers who have had more training in how to develop higher-order thinking skills. They also did better when their teachers organized more hands-on learning (work with real-world problems and use of manipulatives) emphasizing higher-order thinking.  Similarly, students whose teachers have majored in science or science education and who have had more training in how to develop laboratory skills and who engage in more hands-on learning do better on the NAEP science assessments.  In a path analysis, Weglinsky concluded that teachers’ preparation in content and pedagogy appeared to be associated with teaching practices, which in turn influence achievement.  He also found that the combined effects of the teaching variables he studied -- teachers’ content background, professional learning opportunities, and specific practices -- outweighed the effects of students’ socioeconomic status on student achievement.  

These bodies of research point our attention to the kinds of indicators of preparation that we should include in studies of this kind and will inform our collection of record data and development of interview and survey instruments for teachers as well as program faculty and directors. Of interest in this study will be teachers’ content preparation (e.g. undergraduate major and coursework in subject matter fields), their pedagogical preparation (e.g. the courses they have taken in various areas of the professional preparation curriculum; the nature of the courses – for example, content-specific vs. generic methods courses; and their content – for example, the extent to which they addressed strategies for teaching English language learners); and their clinical experience (e.g. the nature and duration of student teaching and other practicum experiences).   
Research on Induction


In recent years, several researchers have begun to examine the impact of induction programs for new teachers on teacher retention and student achievement.  In an analysis of more than 3,200 beginning teachers using the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and the Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS), Smith and Ingersoll (2003) reported that having a helpful mentor who taught in the same field reduced the likelihood that a new teacher would leave the profession by 32 percent.  In their study, the researchers controlled for the effects of several key teacher characteristics (race, gender, age, whether they were teaching full-time, subject/field of teaching, and school-related earnings), and school characteristics (school level, urbanicity, sector, and level of student poverty).  Smith and Ingersoll also found that participating in regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers on issues of instruction reduced the likelihood of leaving by 27 percent.  
Another study by Thompson and Paek (2004) examined the effect of participating in California’s Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA) program on student achievement.  The researchers used survey data from 287 teachers in 78 BTSA programs in 107 districts in California to calculate engagement scores by which they classified teachers into groups of high, middle, or low engagement with the California Formative Assessment and Support System for Teachers (CFASST).  In comparing the performance of the high and low-engaged CFASST groups with regard to student performance on the state tests for mathematics and literacy, the authors found a pattern of small, but consistently positive differences in favor of teachers highly-engaged in CFASST, even after controlling for  API scores.  

Researchers at Mathematica Policy Research are currently conducting a national study of induction involving randomized assignment of beginning teachers to treatment and control groups.  In addition, researchers at the Santa Cruz New Teacher Center (SCNTC) have conducted several analyses of the relationship between new teacher participation in the SCNTC BTSA program and student achievement.  Finally, Linda Valli and colleagues are examining connections between novice teachers’ experiences in Connecticut’s Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) program and student learning.  Along with these studies, the proposed research will contribute to the growing literature in this area by considering how beginning teachers’ preparation (both pre-service and induction) and their teaching performance during student teaching and early teaching are related to student achievement.  Of interest in this study will be teachers’ reports about the kinds of induction supports they have (mentoring, reduced teaching load); their participation in CFASST or similar support systems; and the professional teaching context in their school (e.g. shared planning time; strong instructional leadership).
Research on Assessments of Teacher Quality

In addition to measures of teacher quality that are general indicators (such as credentials held, number and type of courses taken, years of teaching experience) assumed to be proxies for knowledge of teaching and learning, we will be able to consider measures of more targeted knowledge related to teaching and learning, including paper and pencil tests and performance assessment used for teacher licensure.
Paper and Pencil Tests
Paper and pencil tests (e.g., multiple-choice tests, essays, analyses of hypothetical teaching and learning situations) are used to measure teacher quality both in teacher preparation coursework and for state licensure.  Tests in teacher preparation coursework are designed to monitor candidate progress toward meeting state licensure standards and program-specific goals.  These tests usually vary between instructors, especially across institutions, and therefore rarely provide data for large-scale analyses.  Licensure assessments are designed to ensure minimum levels of quality among newly licensed teachers, have established levels of validity and reliability, and are available for large numbers of teachers.  They are salient to policymakers, as they form the basis for annual state Title II reports on teacher preparation institutions, which report varying passing rates on state licensure assessments.  In California, the paper and pencil tests in use for licensure consist of the California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST), the California Subject Examinations for Teachers (CSET), and the Reading Instructional Content Assessment (RICA).   Other states use state-constructed tests or nationally available instruments, such as the PRAXIS series from the Educational Testing Service.
Several researchers and policy makers have raised concerns about the validity, reliability, and utility of paper-and-pencil licensure tests of basic skills, content knowledge, and pedagogical knowledge (for a review, see Porter, Youngs, & Odden, 2001).  Although studies at the district-level have found that average teacher scores on some licensure tests are predictive of average student learning gains (Ferguson, 1991; Strauss & Sawyer, 1986), studies of the predictive validity of pencil and paper teacher licensure measures at the level of the individual teacher have found little evidence that teachers’ scores on the National Teacher Examinations (the most widely used national test for teacher licensure until the mid-1990s) were correlated with their ratings or measures of their classroom effectiveness (Andrews, Blackmon, and Mackey, 1980; Ayers and Qualls, 1979; Haney, Madaus and Kreitzer, 1989; Quirk, Witten and Weinburg, 1973; Summers & Wolfe, 1977)  
It may be that, at the level of the school or district, such scores serve as a proxy for general teacher quality and the selectivity of the organization, capturing the influence of other unmeasured features of teacher quality.  It may also be that different tests are differentially related to teacher quality (i.e. have different validity properties).  For example, in a study of nearly 900 Texas school districts that controlled for student background and district characteristics, Ferguson (1991) reported that combined measures of teachers’ expertise – scores on a state licensing examination, master’s degrees, and experience – accounted for more of the inter-district variation on students’ reading achievement and achievement gains in grades 1 through 11 than students’ race and socioeconomic status.  Of the teacher qualification variables, the strongest relationship was found for scores on the state licensing examination, the Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT), which is described by the test developer as measuring basic communication skills, research skills, and teaching knowledge.  Masters degrees also exerted a small but significant influence on student achievement, followed by experience.  By contrast, Dick (1990) found that candidate scores on the California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST), a test of basic adult reading, writing, and mathematics skills, did not generally predict student gain scores when context variables were controlled.  The level at which the teacher passed CBEST had a significant effect only for mathematics, where student gains in mathematics from teachers in the middle-scoring group were higher than students of teachers in the high- or low-scoring group.

Recently, the National Research Council Committee on Assessment and Teacher Quality noted that little information about the technical soundness of teacher licensure tests appears in the published literature and little validity research exists on the extent to which licensure tests identify candidates who have the knowledge and skill necessary to be competent teachers and who are ultimately effective in the classroom (Mitchell et al., 2001).  The Committee’s findings raise concerns about the validity of current assessment strategies and their impacts on prospective teachers’ careers and on teacher preparation programs.  At the same time, the Committee pointed more hopefully to efforts over the last decade by NBPTS and INTASC, which have pioneered the use of portfolios and performance tasks to evaluate expert teachers and beginning teachers.  As noted below, these assessments have been found to be related to evidence of individual teacher effectiveness.
Performance Assessments
Performance assessments that include evidence from actual teaching practice have the potential to provide more direct evaluation of teaching ability.  They can also provide guidance for preparation and feedback that can guide teacher development, thus contributing to the improvement of teacher quality.  Over the past decade, many states and universities have implemented teacher portfolios or performance assessments for use in teacher preparation and licensure.  These initiatives are due in part to a growing body of evidence that indicates that such assessments can better evaluate instructional practice and promote teacher development than traditional assessments (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Klein, 1999; Mitchell et al., 2001; Porter, Youngs, & Odden, 2001).  In a number of studies, researchers have considered the multiple uses of portfolios in teacher preparation and the effects of completing such assessments on teachers’ practices (Anderson & DeMeulle, 1998; Lyons, 1998; Snyder, Lippincott, & Bower, 1998; Stone, 1998; Whitford, Ruscoe, & Fickel, 2000).  In recent years, several studies have confirmed that the assessments of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards predict teacher effectiveness as evaluated by their students’ learning gains (Hattie et al., 1995; Bond et al., 2000; Goldhaber & Anthony; 2004; Cavalluzzo, 2004; Vandevoort et al., 2004).  There has been scant research, however, regarding whether and how performance assessments predict the effectiveness of beginning teachers as measured by student achievement.
The Performance Assessment for California Teaching (PACT) consortium has developed a new performance assessment of pre-service teaching that evaluates evidence from student teaching practice to obtain a measure of teacher quality for licensure.  Over two years of piloting and scoring, the PACT “Teaching Event” (TE) has demonstrated reliability and validity.  (See enclosed technical report on the PACT assessment.) 
For each Teaching Event (TE), candidates must complete several entries that are organized around a brief unit of instruction or learning segment.  These entries include:
1) A description of their teaching context, 

2) An planning overview  and rationale for a 3-5 lesson learning segment with a central focus,

3) One or two videotapes of instruction from these lessons accompanied by commentary describing the instruction that took place each day and in these excerpts, 

4) An assessment plan and analysis of samples of student work from one assessment given during the learning segment, and 

5)   Written reflections on instruction and student learning.


This collection of teacher and student artifacts is based on a Planning, Instruction, Assessment, and Reflection (PIAR) model in which candidates use knowledge of students’ skills and abilities -- as well as knowledge of content and how best to teach it -- in planning, implementing, and assessing instruction. In 2003-04, to complement the subject specific Teaching Events (TEs), member institutions began developing or adapting Embedded Signature Assessments (ESAs) that are currently in use within most PACT institutions.   ESAs are signature assignments or sets of related curriculum-embedded and standards-based assessments that are customized within individual programs.


The Teaching Event differs from other pre-service performance assessments (e.g., the state-developed California Teaching Performance Assessment, PRAXIS III) in three significant ways.  First, the PACT assessments are subject-specific; in other words, the performance tasks and writing prompts that candidates must complete are directly related to their particular credential areas (and are based on research on effective instructional practices in those areas).  Further, candidates’ performances on the Teaching Events are evaluated only by educators with expertise in the same subject matter as those they are assessing.  In this way, unlike other pre-service assessments in widespread use, the PACT assessments measure and promote candidates’ subject-specific pedagogical knowledge. 


Second, the PACT Teaching Events are distinctive in that they place student learning at the center of the assessment system. While many clinical assessments of pre-service candidates focus on teacher activities and behaviors, paying little attention to evidence about student outcomes, the PACT Teaching Events place learning at the center; specifically, the PACT assessments focus on evidence that reveals student learning of defined objectives and ask candidates to consider how these objectives can be attained for all students. Members of the PACT consortium believe that this focus on learning in relation to teaching will lead to stronger teaching practice and, ultimately, increases in student achievement. 

Third, the tasks that comprise the PACT assessments are integrated around a brief unit of instruction or learning segment.  As a result, in comparison to other pre-service assessments (as well as supervisory observations), the Teaching Events provide much more detailed information about the following:

-candidates’ ability to plan and teach units (or coherent segments) of instruction as opposed to individual lessons

-candidates’ ability to use formative assessments in monitoring student learning during units

-candidates’ ability to collect and analyze evidence of student learning in relation to their teaching -- to determine whether students accomplish the candidates’ learning objectives

-candidates’ ability to reflect on and modify their practices in response to student learning during and after units.
Further, in comparison to at least some kinds of supervisory observations, the PACT assessments have much stronger validity and reliability.  Several researchers have found that supervisory ratings from classroom observations – usually those conducted by principals -- are often unreliable, lack variability, and have little effect on teaching candidates’ thinking or instructional decision-making (Dwyer & Stufflebeam, 1996; Porter, Youngs, & Odden, 2001; Shavelson, Webb, & Burstein, 1986).  In contrast, the PACT consortium has conducted a series of technical analyses to demonstrate evidence of the validity and reliability of the PACT Teaching Events (Pecheone & Chung, 2004; included as Attachment A).  Like most other assessments, however, neither the extent to which this measure of teacher quality predicts successful improvement of student learning nor its relationship with other teacher quality measures has been documented.

The Relationship between Different Measures of Individual Teacher Quality
As researchers seek to understand both how to predict teacher quality and how to evaluate it, they have examined the relationships among various assessments, in part to establish the validity of teacher quality measures.   Concurrent validity is typically evaluated by examining the relationships between two different measures of knowledge and skill.  For example, some researchers have examined the relationship between teachers’ performance on the Praxis licensure examinations and other test measures.  Gitomer, Latham, and Ziomek (1999) analyzed data for all those individuals 1) who took the SAT and/or ACT between 1977 and 1995, and 2) who took Praxis I and/or Praxis II between 1994 and 1997.  The authors found that the teaching candidates who passed Praxis I had higher scores on the SAT and the ACT than those who failed Praxis I (a test of basic skills).  This suggests that the tests are measuring similar constructs.  They also found that current teacher education students had the highest passing rate on the Praxis II licensure tests (tests of subject matter and professional knowledge).  Those who reported that they had never been enrolled in a teacher education program had the lowest passing rates on Praxis II, even though their mean SAT and ACT scores were as high as those who were or had been enrolled in teacher preparation programs when they took the licensure tests.  This suggests that teacher education programs, either through their selection or preparation processes, identify or produce individuals who are on the whole, more knowledgeable about their subject matters and professional knowledge than is the case for individuals who choose preparation without teaching.  Knowledge of this relationship may also strengthen inferences about the validity of the tests for licensing teachers. 
In another study, Wenglinsky (2000a) selected a sample of 40,000 teaching candidates from the Southeastern United States in order to examine relationships between candidates' scores on the Praxis II licensure tests and characteristics of teacher education institutions. The author compared candidates' scores on six Praxis II assessments among several types of teacher education institutions.  The six assessments included communication skills, general knowledge, and professional knowledge (the three tests that form the core battery of the Praxis II test), plus elementary education, early childhood education, and educational leadership.  Tests in specific subjects were not included due to the small numbers of candidates who had taken any given one.  For all six Praxis II assessments, when controlling for candidates’ socio-economic status and SAT scores, Wenglinsky found that candidates who attended universities outperformed those who attended colleges and that candidates who attended private institutions outperformed those who attended public ones.  
Other studies have measured the impact on student learning of teachers’ performance on verbal ability tests while controlling for students’ socio-economic status and prior learning.  For example, a study by Hanushek (1992) employed a data set from the Gary Income Maintenance Experiment, a welfare reform experiment in Gary, Indiana in the 1970s.  The data set featured reading and vocabulary achievement data for several hundred black students, most of whom were from low-income families, as well as measures of teachers’ verbal ability and experience.  Controlling for student background characteristics, Hanushek found that teachers’ verbal ability scores affected students’ reading score gains, but not their vocabulary score gains (Hanushek, 1992), which were more strongly influenced by teacher experience.  This puzzling picture with respect to student vocabulary gains is further complicated by a study by Murnane and Phillips (1981) using the same data set.  They found a significant negative relationship between teachers’ verbal ability scores and students’ ITBS vocabulary score gains after controlling for teachers’ experience and degree level, ratings of their undergraduate institutions, and students’ socioeconomic status.  These authors found even stronger positive relationships between teacher experience and student performance.

Predictive validity – that is, whether the test accurately predicts those who become strong performers in a field – is rarely examined for licensure tests in teaching.  However, as we noted, there have been predictive validity studies for the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification assessment, a performance assessment much like the PACT.  For example, Goldhaber and Anthony (2004) employed student-level value-added models to examine whether student learning gains were higher for NBPTS-certified teachers than for comparable groups of unsuccessful NBPTS candidates and teachers who never went through the NBPTS certification process.  The analysis controlled for a variety of variables, including student background characteristics, and found that achievement gains were higher for NBPTS-certified teachers than for the other groups of teachers although the magnitude and statistical significance of these differences varied by grade level and student type.  The proposed research will build on this and other research on teacher tests by controlling for students’ socio-economic status and prior learning while examining relationships among candidates’ performance on licensure tests, candidates’ performance on the PACT Teaching Events, and student learning gains.

Implications for Research Design
In sum, there is now a body of research that consistently demonstrates teacher effects on student learning (e.g., Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2001; Nye, Konstantopoulos, & Hedges, 2004), but it is unclear what aspects of the mediating variables are producing these effects.  One problem is that researchers using large data sets are restricted to the measures available in those data sets – usually crude proxies for the actual teacher qualities that matter (e.g. licensure status, course counts, masters degrees).  Another is that researchers can rarely examine multiple aspects of teacher learning and performance simultaneously to gauge the relative influences of different factors.  A third problem is that many studies have lacked adequate controls.  For example, Wayne & Youngs (2003) identified only three studies that looked at the influences of teachers’ certification examination scores while controlling for both socioeconomic status and prior achievement of students.  
As researchers continue to examine the effects of teacher and teaching quality on student performance, there is growing consensus that such research studies must feature “value-added” approaches that control for 1) students’ socio-economic status and 2) students’ prior achievement.  Accounting for both socio-economic status and prior achievement makes a study’s findings more compelling because the question “Do students learn more from teachers with particular qualifications, knowledge, and/or practices?” pertains to a causal relationship.  There are many studies that examine end-of-year student test scores and teacher characteristics.  But in order to attribute any observed student achievement differences to teacher qualifications, knowledge, and/or practices, one must rule out alternative explanations (Wayne & Youngs, 2003).

Randomized assignment to treatment and control groups can rule out alternative explanations, but such designs have been difficult to implement in schools and have rarely been used in research on teacher characteristics.  The designs that have been used and have proven reasonably convincing are nonrandomized (quasi-) experimental designs that employ statistical controls for student background characteristics and prior achievement to reduce the potential for alternative explanations of student achievement differences (see Ehrenberg et al., 2001; Ferguson, 1998; Rowan, et al., 2002).  Such student achievement models are called “value-added” because they assume that teachers add to students’ progress during the period between pre- and post-tests. 

This approach to establishing the existence of a causal relationship requires longitudinal data that enables researchers to include measures of student achievement gains as opposed to cross-sectional measures of student performance.  At the same time, some studies successfully exploit cross-sectional data by subtracting the achievement of a group of students from one grade level from that of a group of students in the same school at the same time, but at a higher grade level.  This assumes little or no change in the cohort of students, an assumption that is not defensible in most urban schools.  While such studies can provide some evidence of associations, studies that use longitudinal data face fewer threats to validity.  In the proposed study, we will collect data on student performance over time while controlling for students’ background characteristics (including socio-economic status) and prior learning.

The research proposed here will contribute to the literature on teacher preparation, teacher testing, and teacher induction.  In particular, we will examine the relationships between student achievement gains and 1) measures of preparation content and quality, 2) candidates’ performance on California licensure exams and the PACT performance assessment, 3) candidates’ performance during the first year of teaching on indicators of their teaching practice that parallel the PACT, and 4) school context variables, including new teachers’ induction experiences.  What distinguishes this research from previous studies is that we will be able to consider how various aspects of teachers’ learning opportunities and different measures of quality influence increases in student learning.   
II.
Research Design and Activities


The research team will use a longitudinal research design to follow a cohort of teacher candidates from teacher education through the first year of teaching.  The design and activities described in this section include a basic design, for which we are seeking funding from the Carnegie Corporation, plus additional enhancements for which we are seeking other funding.  These enhancements will a) collect additional measures of student learning focused on higher order thinking and performance skills and b) collect additional measures of beginning teachers’ classroom practice to examine in relation to preparation and student learning gains.

The proposed research on the PACT assessments will address both teacher quality (by including data on teachers’ performance on licensure tests, coursework, and clinical performance) and teaching quality (by providing information about teachers’ instructional practices from the PACT Teaching Events, self-reports of practice, and classroom observations).

Sample

The teacher candidates will be selected from Multiple Subjects (elementary) candidates completing their preparation at PACT institutions in the 2005-2006 academic year.  Pre-service data will be collected on all multiple subject candidates completing the PACT Elementary Literacy Teaching Event and/or the Elementary Mathematics Teaching Event.  We will secure agreements to participate in the study and follow the program graduates into their first year of employment as teacher-of-record.  

Two samples of approximately 100 candidates each will be drawn.  The first sample will be drawn from candidates completing the Elementary Literacy Teaching Event, and the second sample from candidates completing the Elementary Mathematics Teaching Event.  Candidates completing both Teaching Events will be assigned to the pool representing the most recent Teaching Event completed.  The samples will be stratified to ensure adequate representation of  high-, medium-, and low-scoring candidates on the Teaching Event.  The sampling pool will be further limited to program graduates meeting the following requirements:
· teaching in grades 3-5 in California schools; 
 and  
· in districts that will provide student-level state test data by raw scores and by unique identifiers that enable tracking students across years.
After further study, we will evaluate whether to eliminate some categories of candidates from the sample if we believe they may distort the evaluation of teacher effectiveness.  These may include candidates who teach in: 1) schools with very high student mobility, which could result in a high proportion of missing data due to unmatched test scores from the previous year; 2) schools that score in the 1st or 10th deciles on the Academic Performance Index (the tails of the distribution); and 3) schools with highly prescriptive curricula that minimize teacher decision-making, e.g., scripted versions of Open Court, where coaches inspect the classroom regularly to ensure the teacher is on pace and reading the script word-for-word, and highly scripted Saxon mathematics curricula.


In California, student test score data at the student level must be obtained from school districts.  As the pre-service data is being collected by programs, we will use our programs’ long-established relationships with districts to obtain agreements to provide data for candidates in our sample.  Based on the results of these efforts, we will select a sample of candidates teaching in districts from which we can obtain two years of student achievement data linked to teacher records.  We will select districts in the following four regions, with sample sizes depending on the employment distribution of candidates:
· Los Angeles (UCLA, UC-Irvine, University of Southern California)
· Greater Sacramento area (UC-Davis, Sacramento State)

· San Diego (UC-San Diego, San Diego State, San Diego City Schools Intern Program)

· San Francisco Bay Area (UC-Berkeley, UC-Santa Cruz, San Francisco State University, San Jose State University, Mills College, Stanford University)
Measures
The description below defines the types of variables for which we will collect data and outlines the data options we are considering. (A summary is provided in Table 1.)   During the first year of the grant, we will finalize all of the specific data measures in light of their costs, utility, feasibility, and availability.  
	Table 1 – Plans for Data Collection

	Data Collection Instrument
	Type of Information 

	Planning and Pre-service Year (2005-06)

	Individual Teacher Quality Measures

	· Study of Instructional Improvement (SII) Test of Content Knowledge and Content Pedagogy 
	 A measure of content knowledge and content pedagogical knowledge in reading and mathematics developed by Hill, Ball, et al.

	 CBEST


	 CA test of basic skills in reading, writing, and mathematics

	 CSET


	 CA test of subject matter knowledge for elementary school teachers

	 RICA
	 CA test of knowledge of reading pedagogy

	 Supervisory ratings 
	 Supervisors ratings of student teaching performance

	 Grades
	 Grades in teacher education coursework

 Self-reported undergraduate GPA

	 PACT Teaching Event
	· Teaching performance during student teaching

	Teacher Preparation Measures

	 PACT Candidate Survey


	 Self-reports of undergraduate major and coursework, teacher education coursework, perceptions of the intensity and usefulness of instruction and supervisor/cooperating teacher support during pre-service preparation

	 Program-level interviews and record data


	 Description of program design (e.g. course content, program structure, design and duration of student teaching)

	Initial Teaching Year (2006-07)

	Student Achievement Measures


	 California Standards Tests (CST)


	 Student achievement data in mathematics and literacy for both 2005 and 2006

	 MARS performance tasks  
	 Performance assessments in mathematics that can be repeated in fall and spring. 

	 Literacy assessments (See discussion below)
	 Performance assessments in reading and writing that can be repeated in fall and spring

	 Student Assignments and Work Samples
	 Cognitive demands of student assignments in literacy and mathematics



	Teaching Practice Measures

	 Teaching Artifacts
 Interviews about teaching artifacts
 Observations of Practice
	 Lesson plans, assignments, student work
 Teacher intentions and responsiveness to student learning needs and responses
 Aspects of planning, instruction, and assessment parallel to PACT elements

	Teacher Preparation and Induction Measures

	 1st year teacher survey (including items from surveys developed by the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, the National Center for Educational Statistics – the Schools and Staffing Survey, and the National Center for Educational Progress - NAEP)
	 Perceptions of preparedness across dimensions of teaching; reports of the intensity and usefulness of induction support during the first year; reports of teaching conditions and context

	Student, School, and Community Variables

	 School API Score
	 Measure of schoolwide student achievement

	 School Characteristics Index (SCI)
	 Index of student demographics, school structure, and teacher credential status

	 Student Demographic Variables from CBEDS (school level) and teacher survey (classroom level)
	 % students on free, reduced price lunch
 % English language learners

 % minority students
 % of students in special education

 % of students in GATE

	 Previous year’s CST score for each student
	 Prior achievement in mathematics, reading, and language arts


Data collected in year one (pre-service year)
Individual Teacher Quality Measures. Multiple subject candidates in California take a number of licensure assessments, either prior or during student teaching.  These include the California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST), the California Subject Examinations for Teachers (CSET) – Multiple Subjects, and the RICA test.  CBEST is a basic skills test that covers reading, writing, and mathematics through multiple-choice items and two writing samples.  CSET is a subject matter knowledge test for multiple subjects (elementary) teachers that covers six subject areas taught in elementary school (reading, language, and literature; mathematics; history and social science; science; physical education; and the visual and performing arts) as well as human development.  It consists of both multiple-choice and constructed response items.  CSET is aligned with the knowledge needed to teach to the California student content standards.  RICA is a test that measures knowledge of reading pedagogy.  It has two optional formats:  a multiple-choice test and a portfolio assessment.  Multiple Subject candidates may select either option.
The PACT Teaching Event and Embedded Signature Assessments (ESAs) provide performance measures of teacher quality by examining teaching quality.  Candidates complete the Teaching Event during student teaching, documenting their instruction for a 3-5 lesson sequence with a central focus.  ESAs are completed during coursework.  Most rely on evidence of teaching practice.  The validity and reliability has been established for the Teaching Event, and similar studies are planned for ESAs as they are developed.  
In addition to these measures, we will consider using measures of content knowledge and content pedagogy in reading and mathematics developed for the Study of Instructional Improvement study at the University of Michigan by Heather Hill, Deborah Ball, Brian Rowan, and colleagues (for mathematics; see Hill et al., 2004; for reading, see Phelps and Schilling, 2004).  They were piloted with teachers participating in the California Subject Matter Projects.  The items can be viewed as a response to recommendations from a report by a committee of the Conference Board of the Mathematical Sciences (2001) that argued that the nature of the content knowledge needed by teachers differs from that needed in other fields, and should be informed by its use in classroom teaching, e.g., assessing the accuracy of student work, identifying student errors, making links between different mathematical topics.  The mathematics and literacy items on these tests pose questions about content in terms of teacher tasks, e.g., the analysis of student work, matching of materials to curriculum topics.  The test development process included psychometric analyses of construct validity using factor analyses.
We will also collect information about grades in undergraduate education and teacher education (generally post-graduate in California), and supervisory ratings in student teaching.


Teacher Preparation Measures.  PACT candidates complete an on-line survey that includes items addressing the quality and quantity of support during teacher preparation.  The 2003-04 survey used in PACT appears as Attachment B.  This annual survey will be modified to include questions that provide information about the candidates’ teacher preparation experiences, including undergraduate institution and major, coursetaking (both subject matter and pedagogical courses), student teaching or internship, and perceptions of the intensity and usefulness of instruction and supervisor/ cooperating teacher support during pre-service preparation.  In addition, we will interview or survey program directors and examine program record data to document the kind and content of coursework, design and duration of clinical work offered by each program.   These variables will be examined in relation to both PACT scores and later teaching performance. 
Data collected in year two (induction year)
Student Achievement Measures.  At present, California is planning to eliminate its norm-referenced test (the CAT-6) that provides scale scores and could be used to analyze student gains.  Thus, measures for student learning gains are likely to be standardized test scores from the English/language arts and mathematics sections of the California Standards Test (CST).  The CST is a criterion-referenced test that measures performance on items reflecting grade-level standards for the content area.  As it is not vertically scaled, we would need to use item-level data for students to scale the test scores using student data for 2006 and 2007.  From these scaled scores, we will calculate student gain scores. 


A second measure of student learning, administered in the early fall and late spring, will aim at measuring growth in students’ subject-specific higher order thinking and performance skills, e.g., problem solving and comprehension, and other abilities that are difficult to measure with multiple choice items.  Assessments would be given in the early fall and late spring to evaluate growth.   In mathematics, we are likely to use selected performance tasks from the Mathematics Assessment Resource Service (MARS) tests.  The MARS assessments were developed by the Shell Centre for Mathematics Education at the University of Nottingham, U.K.  The development work was funded by the National Science Foundation and other sources as a grant to the Balanced Assessment for the Mathematics Curriculum Project, a consortium of UC-Berkeley, Harvard University and the University of Nottingham researchers, headed by Alan Schoenfeld at UC-Berkeley.  The MARS assessments consist of a set of short performance tasks, and are indexed to specific content and process skills.  In reading / language arts, we are considering using one of the following assessments that provides performance measures of reading strategies and comprehension:
· the Developmental Reading Assessment, 
· the Johns Basic Reading Inventory,

· the Degrees of Reading Power test (DRP), or 
· the Interactive Reading Assessment System.  
As part of the augmented plan, another possible measure of student performance is one designed to reflect students’ abilities to construct knowledge, communicate clearly and well, and to use language or mathematics conventions accurately and effectively.  This measure would be derived from scoring student work assignments collected over the course of a year for a random sample of students in the classroom.  The specific measure is being constructed and validated by researchers at the American Institutes for Research and SRI International for use in the evaluation of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s National School District and Network Grants Program (American Institutes of Research and SRI International, 2004).  It is based on a measure developed by Fred Newmann, Tony Bryk, and colleagues for research conducted in the Chicago Public Schools (See Newmann, Lopez, and Bryk, 1998; Bryk, Nagaoka, and Newmann, 2000; Newmann, Bryk, and Nagaoka, 2001).  The measure constructs a composite estimate of assignment rigor and authenticity from three (literacy) or four (mathematics) scales, and then uses a Many-Facet Rasch Model analysis to correct the estimates for differences in scorer severity and rubric difficulty.


Teaching Practice Measures.   We will collect data about teachers’ reported practices in the teacher survey, drawing on items from the NAEP teacher surveys that have been found to correlate with teacher effectiveness.  In the augmented design, we will collect direct evidence about beginning teachers’ practices as well as their students’ learning.  There are several alternative approaches to this that will be evaluated during the planning year of the study. One approach would take the form of structured observations of practice around dimensions that reflect the California Standards for the Teaching Profession.  An observation instrument developed by faculty at UC-Santa Cruz, UC-Santa Barbara and Stanford would be one basis for those observations.  Performance measures of teaching practice during the first year of teaching might also include a series of scorable tasks similar to those in the portfolio-based PACT Teaching Event consisting of teaching artifacts (lesson plans, videotape of instruction, student work samples) plus interviews about the thinking behind the instruction.  A prototype has been used in research in progress at Stanford University.  The International Reading Association’s recent study of teacher education graduates’ practices and effectiveness identified a set of classroom practices associated with strong reading preparation and with gains in students’ reading achievement.  We will examine this instrumentation for assessing classroom practice in literacy.   Finally, a study of teacher education outcomes in New York City, co-directed by Professors Susanna Loeb and Pamela Grossman, is developing instruments for observations of classroom practice.  These instruments are also candidates to be considered.  Professor Grossman has agreed to consult with this study on the development / selection of teaching practice measures.

Preparation and Induction Measures.  The nature and intensity of support during teacher preparation and induction will be measured through annual surveys.  We will draw upon the surveys of teacher education graduates developed by the National Commission for Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF) that have been used in several studies to evaluate new teachers’ preparedness across many dimensions of teaching, their sense of efficacy, their reported practices, and their plans to stay in the profession.  Items will be developed to evaluate induction support, building on items from the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) that have been found to predict beginning teacher attrition and may also be related to effectiveness. 

Student, School, and Community Variables.  To estimate the effects of teacher quality and support during preparation and induction on student learning, we need to control for other influences, principally prior student achievement and socio-economic characteristics.  These measures include the school Academic Performance Index (API) score, which is a composite index of schoolwide student performance on the state test, with different tests receiving different weightings.  It ranges from 200 to 1000, with a statewide target of 800.  (See Attachment C for a more complete description of the way that API is currently calculated.)  Other control measures include the Schools Characteristics Index (SCI) and the proportions of students who are English learners, eligible for free- or reduced-price lunch, racial/ethnic minority students.  The SCI is a California-specific measure of school demographics and socio-economic status that is used to construct groups of similar schools for reporting comparison data on the School Report Cards.  At the student level, control variables will include each student’s prior achievement as measured by the previous Spring’s score on CST, designation as an English Learner in need of English Language Development support, special accommodations or modifications of the instructional program through an Individualized Education Plan, or participation in the Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) program.  

The teacher survey will also collect data on the school and classroom context, such as class size, nature of student body in the class, availability of materials, curricular constraints, and other factors that may affect the teaching and learning process.
Data Analysis
Data analysis will occur primarily in Years two and three of the study.  Since we are unable to randomize the assignment of teachers to schools, we will use statistical controls to adjust for differences in school-level and classroom characteristics.  We will use multivariate analyses, including value-added methodologies, to determine relationships between the independent variables (representing student variables, context variables, preparation variables, teacher quality variables, teaching practice variables) and the primary dependent variable, student learning outcomes, including gain scores.  In some analyses, where we are examining, for example, the relationships between preparation features and candidates’ PACT scores, or among different licensure test scores (examining questions of concurrent validity), we will conduct bivariate analyses of relationships before modeling these relationships with controls (e.g. other candidate characteristics that may influence their test scores, the amount of institutional support for completing PACT, etc.).  Finally, in some analyses, teaching practices will be the primary dependent variable, as we seek to model the influences on what teachers do as well as what their students appear to learn.  
A value added analysis aims at identifying the size of effects from different sources on student achievement.  Controlling for variables such as socio-economic class, prior achievement and language development separates out contributions from those sources allowing more precise estimation of teacher effects on student achievement.  In the proposed analyses, the California state student assessment (i.e., CST subtests in mathematics and English/language arts) will be used as an indicator of prior achievement.  Demographic characteristics (e.g., language background and family income), school characteristics ( e.g., API score) and teacher characteristics (e.g., gender and descriptive data from teacher preparation such as weeks of student teaching) will operate as controls in order to capture differences in  student learning.  The measure of teacher quality will be based on measuring growth in student achievement through the use of pre/post measures administered at the classroom level in literacy and mathematics.

We are also considering employing hierarchical linear modeling to examine student level effects nested within individual teachers’ classrooms.   The analysis will examine the contribution to achievement growth in relationship to API scores, SES, disability designations and students identified as English language learners (ELL) as well as assessing the contribution of teacher engagement in induction and the presence of various induction supports.  

Finally, to determine the appropriate analyses to address the proposed research questions we will draw on the considerable expertise and experience of our technical advisors to guide us in the analysis and interpretation of the data.  Once the data are collected, we will consult with our faculty advisors with expertise in analyzing quantitative data to decide how to handle missing data, identify the most powerful statistical techniques appropriate for the data, and design specific analyses to be run.  The faculty advisors will also contribute to and review the conclusions drawn from the analyses.
Timetable


Table 2 shows a project timetable, outlining steps to be taken and when.

	Table 2 – Project Timeline

	Month, Year
	Steps to be Taken

	September, 2005
	Anticipated start of grant

	September – December 2005
	Hire staff

	November, 2005
	Finalize data collection plans

	January-May, 2006
	Collect candidate data from teacher preparation programs 

	January-May, 2006
	Develop data management plan and construct data base

	January-May, 2006
	Make initial contact with administrators in districts likely to hire graduates to obtain agreements to provide data

	March-May, 2006
	Candidates complete consent forms for study, Candidate Survey, Content and Content Pedagogical Knowledge survey, and Teaching Event

	March – September, 2006
	Collect employment information from candidates and select sample

	May-August, 2006
	Analyze data from year one

	September, 2006
	Submit year one report 

	September - October, 2006
	Pre-test of K-12 students and construction of data base

	October 2006 – April 2007
	Collect measures of teacher practice

	April - July 2007
	Post-test of K-12 students, scoring, and data entry 

	April 2007
	California Standards Test administered to K-12 students

	May 2007
	Completion of 1st year teacher survey

	September, 2007
	Submit year two report

	September, 2007
	Obtain student tests scores on CST from district and enter into database

	October, 2007 – March, 2008
	Analyze data from years one and two

	December 2007 – August 2008
	Write papers for publication

	August 2008
	Submit Year Three report


Immediate and long-term impacts

As researchers and policy makers continue to debate the merits of teacher preparation and the aspects of candidates’ knowledge and preparation that may matter most for their effectiveness, the PACT consortium and the PACT assessment system offer an opportunity to document and empirically examine the effects of teacher preparation and induction on 1) teaching candidates’ learning and instructional practices and 2) K-12 student learning.  The commitment of PACT institutions to both the assessment process and this research will make it possible to examine indicators of teacher preparation, performance, practice, and effectiveness that have been not been previously examined in a holistic fashion.  

Findings from this study are likely to influence teacher preparation in a several ways.  First, both the Congress, in its efforts to strengthen teacher education accountability, and the two national accrediting agencies – NCATE (National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education) and TEAC (Teacher Education Accrediting Council) – are increasingly focusing on the outcomes of teacher education (i.e., evidence of candidates’ knowledge and abilities) as part of the accreditation / accountability process.  This study will explore the extent to which assessment measures as well as features of preparation programs can predict student achievement once teacher candidates are employed.  Second, for the past several years, universities across the U.S. have struggled to develop and implement valid and reliable performance assessments for use with teaching candidates.  While there have been some notable exceptions (e.g., Alverno College), very few institutions have successfully implemented valid, reliable assessments that measure and promote content-specific pedagogy and student-centered teaching.  This study will provide data on the predictive validity of the PACT performance assessments and the modified assessment tasks used in induction.

We expect this research to have immediate effects on the California institutions within the PACT consortium, as well as national implications.  The PACT Teaching Events are already having a noteworthy impact on the learning and development of credential candidates in California and on efforts to redesign and improve teacher preparation programs at member institutions.  In 2003 and 2004, candidates at several PACT universities participated in interviews and surveys in which they were asked about their experiences with the assessments.  At those institutions with multiple subjects programs, credential candidates reported having grown in the following skill areas: knowledge of students, instructional planning, assessing student learning, reflecting on the effectiveness of their teaching, attention to state content standards, and awareness of the need to address the needs of English language learners. In case studies of piloting candidates, classroom observational data confirmed candidates’ use of assessment to guide their teaching decisions and greater attention to student learning.  Further, many single subject candidates at the PACT institutions attested to the importance of videotaping their instruction and analyzing its effects on student learning.

Based on their experiences piloting the PACT assessments and assessment data, several consortium members have already initiated curricular and programmatic changes.  For example, a number of institutions have revised their instructional methods courses to focus on the integration of knowledge of content, pedagogy, and students in planning units and analyzing student work samples.  Further, in coursework and field experiences, several PACT universities are increasingly emphasizing the use of video as a tool for analyzing instruction and student learning. These reform efforts are expected to continue in coming years as institutions increasingly draw on candidate performance data from the PACT assessments to make decisions about course content and program structure.  The results from this research will assist PACT institutions and induction programs in better targeting instruction and support within coursework and field experiences to improve both teacher quality and K-12 student achievement.
PACT has expanded from twelve institutions in 2003-04 to sixteen institutions in 2005-06, and is receiving inquiries about joining the consortium from a growing number of institutions in the California State University system.  By 2005-06, the number of PACT institutions within California is expected to reach or surpass 20.  In addition, the PACT system has already drawn substantial interest from state policy makers, education deans, and teacher education program directors outside of California.  In particular, these parties have inquired into the potential implications of the Teaching Events and ESAs for teacher preparation, accreditation, and licensure.  By 2006-07, the Consortium is likely to begin national outreach efforts to work with institutions outside of the state.  Evidence about the usefulness of PACT for both evaluating teachers’ readiness for practice and for informing the improvement of preparation programs will be important to ensure that these outreach efforts are well-informed.
Relevance to Organizational Missions


The studies proposed here directly address the central objectives of the Carnegie Corporation of New York as well as those of the PACT consortium.  For the past several years, Carnegie has been strongly committed to understanding 1) the most effective ways to prepare teachers to work successfully in culturally diverse schools as well as 2) relationships between specific measures of teacher quality and student achievement gains.  Most recently, through its Teachers for a New Era (TNE) grants, Carnegie has sought to identify exemplary teacher preparation programs, stimulate them to strengthen and extend their practices, and widely disseminate information about them to teacher educators, researchers, and policy makers. 


The proposed research directly addresses Carnegie’s objectives in several ways.  First, all of the members of the PACT consortium prepare teachers to work with students from diverse racial, socio-economic, and language backgrounds.  The use of the Teaching Events at these institutions reveals information about candidates’ ability to draw on students’ knowledge, cultural backgrounds, and learning styles in planning, teaching, and analyzing student learning.  Further, data from candidates’ PACT performance also provides information about the ability of various institutions to prepare candidates to work in urban, culturally diverse settings.  


The research proposed here also addresses Carnegie’s focus on identifying statistically significant relationships between measures of teacher quality, aspects of teacher preparation, and student performance gains.  In particular, these studies will examine whether there are meaningful relationships between candidates’ learning opportunities, their performance on valid, reliable assessments of subject-specific pedagogical knowledge and practice, and the learning gains of their students as measured by authentic, performance-oriented measures.


One of the Carnegie TNE grant recipients, Stanford University, has played a leading role in developing and piloting the PACT assessments.  Although most Stanford TNE-supported projects have an assessment component built into them, the proposed grant will systematically gather additional data on some of these innovations thus providing substantial information of their impact on teacher development.  The proposed study will provide an accurate and in-depth portrait of beginning teachers because it includes data from their work in the teacher education program (scores on standardized tests, grades from academic courses, and evaluations of practice teaching performance) and data on their practices as beginning teachers.  This longitudinal study will complete the curriculum development cycle: innovation, implementation, research, reflection, refinement, and dissemination of research findings.


Finally, the studies proposed here will advance the mission of PACT by enabling the consortium to continue demonstrating evidence of the validity of the Teaching Events.  In particular, the proposed research will provide evidence of the construct and consequential validity of the PACT assessments.  Such validity evidence will be crucially important as increasing numbers of states and universities outside of California explore whether and ways in which to implement PACT in their particular contexts.

Dissemination of Results


Member institutions of the PACT consortium have been disseminating reports about their work and research over the last few years in a variety of forums.  Within California, regular reports have been made to the University of California Education Deans and Directors’ meetings and the California State University Council meetings.  PACT consortium members have presented their work on an ongoing basis at national research conferences such as the American Educational Research Association and the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education.  Lastly, PACT has been committed to sharing its work with other teacher education programs in California and in the nation who are interested in piloting the assessments through a website (www.pacttpa.org), from which institutions and individuals may download the assessment handbooks, rubrics, and supplementary materials to support candidates piloting the assessments.

The results of this study will be disseminated similarly, as well as through peer-reviewed professional journals and more popular outlets.  Reports on the broader findings of the study will be developed for multiple audiences.  In addition to a technical report, publications will be prepared for research journals in measurement and evaluation, teacher education, and policy, and for more popular education outlets (e.g. Education Week, Educational Leadership, Phi Delta Kappan).  Summary briefs will be made available for education associations (e.g. AACTE, NEA, AFT, AASA) and policy organizations (e.g. NGA, NCSL, ECS) who are interested in disseminating these findings to their members through their own channels.  Teacher education institutions, including and going beyond PACT consortium members, have indicated an interest in this study that is expected to provide data on the predictive validity of the Teaching Event and other components of teacher preparation.  They anticipate that this data will help inform ongoing review of their program and its assessments.
Organizational Capacity

Stanford University.  The Stanford University School of Education (SUSE) has been consistently rated as one of the top two schools of education in the country.  Research at Stanford is supported by an education library and a broad array of computer facilities to support both small-scale and large-scale data analysis.  Some faculty pursue theoretical issues related to the goals of education, the nature of learning, social equity, and cultural diversity. Others conduct research addressing teaching and curriculum development; professional development for educators; testing and evaluation, school organization and finance, and school reform.  This project proposes to draw upon faculty expertise in designing and refining instruments and analysis plans and for interpreting results.


SUSE faculty eschew the traditional research-practice dichotomy, integrating practice and research by maintaining close collaborations with administrators, teachers, and policy makers. They frame policy discussions and serve as advisors at the state, national and international levels. The School is committed to developing new knowledge, using it to improve education, and to make education more equitable in the U.S. and abroad.  Stanford faculty and staff are well poised both to contribute to this research and to use the results of this research to inform policy discussions and teacher preparation practice.

The Stanford Teacher Education Program (STEP) prepares teachers who are committed to improving teaching and student learning for all students.  Both STEP and the PACT teacher preparation programs have close ties to neighboring districts and teachers who provide clinical placements for their credential students.  We plan to utilize these relationships to facilitate the transfer of student test score data.  In addition, we plan to utilize the contacts of the Stanford School Redesign Network, co-directed by Dr. Darling-Hammond and Dr. Pecheone, with administrators in California’s large urban districts for gaining access to the student test scores.
Collaborators. In addition to Stanford University, the primary applicant, the other members of the PACT consortium will be supporting the research by continuing to administer the PACT assessments and support teacher candidates, recruiting participants in the research study, and using longstanding relationships with local districts to help obtain student test score data.  Four institutions (UC-Davis, UC-Santa Cruz, UCLA, and UC-San Diego) have offered to house and support research assistants who will participate in regional data collection.  The research assistants will support data collection efforts and make personal contacts with district personnel, as needed, to collect the student test score data.  They will also maintain contact with the candidates once they enter teaching to support them in completing the tasks of the study.  The research assistants will be supervised by faculty at four PACT institutions who also serve as directors or coordinators of the teacher education programs:  Randall Souviney at UC-San Diego, Eloise Metcalfe at UCLA, Kip Tellez at UC-Santa Cruz, and Barbara Merino at UC-Davis.  Letters of support from these partners are included in Appendix E. 

Management and Staffing Plan


Dr.  Linda Darling-Hammond will serve as Principal Investigator, overseeing the development of the research design, data collection and analysis plans, and the conduct of the data analysis.  Dr. Darling-Hammond is the Charles E. Ducommun Professor of Education at Stanford University.  She has long been engaged in research in the area of teacher quality, having published numerous studies of teacher preparation, teacher assessment and evaluation, and analyses of policies for licensing new teachers and staffing schools.  With John Bransford, she currently chairs a panel on Teacher Education for the National Academy of Education, which has produced a set of reports on the implications for preparation of research on learning and teaching.  She has also directed the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future and served as a consultant to the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), and as a member of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS).  

Dr. Raymond L. Pecheone will serve as Project Director, taking responsibility for the development of data collection and analysis plans, data analysis, and report preparation; overseeing the Technical Advisory Group; and managing external relations with districts employing candidates in the study.  Dr. Pecheone is co-director of the School Redesign Network at Stanford University and director of the Performance Assessment Center.  He has a long record of teacher assessment development, co-directing the first Assessment Development Laboratory for the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, helping to establish the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium, and developing performance-based licensure assessments as chief of the Bureau of Research and Teacher Assessment at the Connecticut State Department of Education.  Dr. Pecheone has developed and validated some of the leading edge performance assessments in teaching, and has conducted research about teacher assessment.  

Dr. Kendyll Stansbury will serve as the Project Manager.  Dr. Stansbury works as manager for the PACT at Stanford University and has worked in teacher assessment since 1989.  She managed a statewide job analysis of teaching based on surveys of teachers and teacher educators, which informed the development of the California Teaching Performance Expectations.  She will oversee the day-to-day operations and maintain contact with the regionally-based research assistants.  
Dr. Pamela Grossman will advise in the development and selection of instruments for documenting teacher education program features and, in the augmented design, for analyzing teachers’ practices.  She will also participate in the analysis of these data on programs and practices.  Dr. Grossman is Professor of Education at Stanford University.  Her teaching and research center on the education of teachers, the relationship between teacher education and knowledge, and policy and programmatic issues related to teacher education. With Susanna Loeb, Dr. Grossman is conducting research on the outcomes of teacher education pathways for programs in New York City, and is primarily responsible for the qualitative research on education program content and the practices of beginning teachers.  She has done research on the pedagogies of teacher education and the relationship between preparation and the practices of beginning teachers.  

Dr. Edward Haertel will assist in the design and analysis of the student achievement data.  Dr. Haertel, Professor of Education at Stanford, has a long history of involvement in validating and researching the design of performance-based assessments, including the Stanford Teacher Assessment Project that served as a prototype for the National Board assessments, the National Board assessments for certifying accomplished teachers, Connecticut state licensure portfolios for beginning teachers, and the PACT assessments for pre-service teachers.  He has served as president of the National Council on Measurement in Education, chairs the Technical Advisory Committee concerned with the design and evolution of  California's test-based school accountability system, and from 2000 to 2003 chaired the Committee on Standards, Design, and Methodology of the National Assessment Governing Board.  He has served on numerous state and national advisory committees related to educational testing, assessment, and evaluation, including the Joint Committee responsible for the 1999 edition of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing.  His current research projects include the statistical properties of large-scale test-based accountability systems.  

Dr. Susanna Loeb will advise in the design of the study and the development of the data base, as well as the analysis of the quantitative data on relationships between preparation, teacher quality measures, and student outcomes.  Dr. Loeb is Associate Professor of Education at Stanford University.  With Dr. Grossman, she has launched a major study on the outcomes of teacher education pathways for programs in New York City, and is primarily responsible for the quantitative research on relationships between preparation and measures of teacher effectiveness.  She specializes in the economics of education, and has conducted studies on teacher labor markets, school finance, and the effects of policies.  
Dr. Richard J. Shavelson will advise on the research design of the study and on technical questions related to measurement.  Dr. Shavelson is Professor of Education and Psychology (by courtesy) (1995-present) and former dean of the School of Education at Stanford University (1995-2000). His research includes social measurement and evaluation methods, psychometrics, and related policy and practice issues. Recently he has focused on linking assessment methods with science achievement that includes declarative, procedural, strategic, and meta-cognitive knowledge. His policy work currently focuses on assessment of learning in higher education, and the quest for accountability. 
Dr. Mark Wilson will assist in the analysis with special attention to selection of performance assessment measures and the hierarchical modeling regression analyses.  Dr. Wilson is a Professor at the University of California at Berkeley and a member of the Technical Study Group that advises the California Department of Education on its testing policies and practices.  He represented the American Educational Research Association on the Joint Committee for Standards in Educational Evaluation from 1999-2002, and served on the Committee on Foundations of Educational and Psychological Assessment for the National Research Council from 1998-2001.  He is currently involved in a similar study to the one proposed that is looking at the relationship between performance on a portfolio-based assessment and student learning gains.  The study, which focuses on experienced teachers in Wisconsin and Connecticut, is sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education.

Dr. Patrick Callahan, a Professor at UC-San Diego, will provide advice on implementing and interpreting the mathematics assessments.  A mathematician by training, his work is currently concentrating on the professional development of mathematics teachers.  He directed the Mathematics Subject Matter Project at the University of California and was actively involved in both professional development and evaluation activities.
A post-doctoral fellow and research assistants will assist with data collection, construction of the data set, and data analyses.   Resumes for major staff are available in Attachment D.  Additionally, we are seeking consultation with the following faculty to inform this work; Dr. Robert Calfee, University of California at Riverside in the area of literacy; Dr. Lloyd Bond, Senior Scholar, The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching in the area of measurement and Dr. Tony Bryck currently at Stanford University in the area of measurement and educational leadership.
III.
Evaluation Plan
The nature of this research project is in itself an aspect of evaluation, aimed at assessing the concurrent and predictive validity of the PACT Teaching Event as measured by other measures of teacher quality and student achievement data.  However, in addition to this study and the other annually conducted studies described in the technical report (PACT Score Summary for the 2003 and 2004 Pilot Years), the consortium plans to continue vetting the design and data collection strategies that it proposes to undertake in this proposal through the guidance of faculty at PACT institutions.  These faculty advisors will continue to be consulted in the analysis of the data to ensure sound and defensible quantitative analyses of the data that is collected.
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Attachment A:  Draft Technical Report

Attachment B:  2003-04 PACT Candidate Survey

DIRECTIONS:  Please complete this form, either on paper or in electronic form, and include it as part of your Teaching Event.  This information is for the purposes of assessment validation and program improvement only.  Scorers will not see this information, nor will it influence scoring of the Teaching Event in any way.

1. 
Your Candidate ID number: __________________________________________

2.
Check the institution from which you are earning your credential:

____ 1.
Mills College
____  8.
UC-Davis

____ 2.
Sacramento State University
____  9.
UCLA

____ 3.
San Diego City Schools Intern



Program

____ 10
UC-Riverside

____ 4.
San Diego State University
____ 11.
UC-San Diego

____ 5.
San Francisco State University
____ 12.
UC-Santa Barbara

____ 6.
San Jose State University
____ 13.
UC-Santa Cruz

____ 7.
UC-Berkeley
____ 14.
USC

3.
Check the content area for which you completed this Teaching Event:

____ 1.
Elementary literacy
____ 4.
History/social science

____ 2.
Elementary mathematics
____ 5.
Mathematics

____ 3.
English/language arts
____ 6.
Science

Information about You

(for analyses of assessment fairness)

4.
Your gender: ___ 1.  Female
___ 2.  Male

6. 
What is your primary language?



___  English


___  A language other than English

	5.  How do you prefer to 
___ 1.  African-American


identify yourself?
___ 2.  American Indian/Alaskan Native

(Check as many as apply.)
___ 3.  Asian 




___ 4.  Filipino




___ 5.  Hispanic/Latino




___ 6.  Pacific Islander




___ 7.  White (not Hispanic)




___ 8.  Other (please specify)  __________________________

This information is required for analyses of the Teaching Event to meet Program Standard 19g.


7.
Are you currently (Check one): 

____ 1.
teaching under an emergency permit?
____ 3.
an intern?

____ 2.  
a student teacher?

Information about the Class You Chose for the Teaching Event

(for analyses of assessment fairness)

8.
How would you describe the community from which most of your students come?

____ 1.
Inner city

____ 3.
Suburban

____ 2.
Urban, not inner city
____ 4.
Rural

9.
How would you characterize most of your class with respect to family income?  
____ 1.
Low family income


____ 3.
High family income

____ 2.
Middle family income 

10.
How would you characterize most of your class with respect to achievement with respect to the student content standards for the content area or course you are teaching?

____ 1.
Performing above grade level/course standards

____ 2.
Performing at grade level/course standards

____ 3.
Performing below grade level/course standards

11.
Approximately what percent of your students need support in developing oral and written proficiency in academic language in your content area?

____ 1.  0-20%
____ 3.  41-60 %
____ 5.  81-100 %

____ 2.  21-40 %
____ 4.  61-80 %

12.  During your student/intern teaching for the Teaching Event, which, if any, of the following influenced your instructional planning?  (Check all that apply.)
____ 1.
Continuity with your cooperating/master teacher’s instructional style

____ 2.
Required pacing (e.g., from district, department, or grade-level team)

____ 3.
Requirements to implement the curriculum materials as written; inability to adapt the curriculum for your students

____ 4.
Required district/departmental tests

____ 5.
STAR test

Information about Your Experience Completing the Teaching Event

(for analyses of the effectiveness of support)

13.
How helpful have the following people been:


a.
as you completed your Teaching Event?  (Please circle the appropriate scale point.)






Not a Source
Not Very


     Very







of Help

Helpful



 Helpful


1.
Credential candidates also




completing Teaching Events
N/A
1
2
3
4
5


2.
My university supervisor
N/A
1
2
3
4
5


3.
My cooperating/master teacher
N/A
1
2
3
4
5


4.
The site administrator at my school
N/A
1
2
3
4
5


5.
University instructors/professors
N/A
1
2
3
4
5


6.
Teacher preparation program director
N/A
1
2
3
4
5


b.
during your overall teacher preparation experience?  (Please circle the appropriate scale point.)






Not a Source
Not Very


     Very







of Help

Helpful



 Helpful


1.
Other credential candidates
N/A
1
2
3
4
5


3.
My cooperating/master teacher
N/A
1
2
3
4
5


5.
University instructors/professors
N/A
1
2
3
4
5

14.
For each statement below, please indicate your level of agreement by circling the letters below using the following scale:


“SD” 
Strongly Disagree


“D” 
Disagree


“A” 
Agree


“SA” 
Strongly Agree


Responses should pertain to the institution where you are working on your teacher preparation program/coursework related to certification.

1. My teacher preparation courses have helped prepare me to complete

my Teaching Event.







SD  D  A  SA

2.

My student/intern teaching placement experiences have helped prepare me to 


complete my Teaching Event.





SD  D  A  SA

Completing this Teaching Event provided me the opportunity to demonstrate my:

3.
subject-specific pedagogical skills





SD  D  A  SA

4.
monitoring of student learning during instruction.



SD  D  A  SA

5.
interpretation and use of assessments.




SD  D  A  SA

6.
ability to make content accessible.





SD  D  A  SA

7.
ability to engage students in learning.




SD  D  A  SA

8.
developmentally appropriate teaching practices.



SD  D  A  SA

9.
ability to teach English learners
.
.



SD  D  A  SA

10.
ability to learn about my students.





SD  D  A  SA

11.
instructional planning.


.



SD  D  A  SA

12
use of instructional time.






SD  D  A  SA

13.
ability to construct a positive social environment in a classroom.

SD  D  A  SA

14.
ability to grow as a professional.





SD  D  A  SA

15.
Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements about the PACT Teaching Event below. 


SA=”Strongly Agree”
D=”Disagree”


A=”Agree”
SD=”Strongly Disagree”

	1.  I learned important skills through the process of constructing the Teaching Event.
	    SD          D           A         SA

	2. The process of constructing the Teaching Event helped to improve my lesson planning.
	    SD          D           A         SA

	3. The process of constructing the Teaching Event helped to improve my knowledge of learners.
	    SD          D           A         SA


	4. The process of constructing the Teaching Event helped to improve my assessment of student learning progress.
	    SD          D           A         SA

	5. The process of constructing the Teaching Event helped to improve my implementation of instruction.
	    SD          D           A         SA

	6. The process of constructing the Teaching Event helped me to reflect more carefully on my instructional decisions.
	    SD          D           A         SA

	7. My teacher preparation experience was enhanced by the Teaching Event. 
	    SD          D           A         SA

	8. The Teaching Event will be useful for my future teaching practice.
	    SD          D           A         SA


16.
Prior to your enrollment in your teacher credentialing program, did you have any previous PAID teaching experience (private or public, full or part-time, any level, any subject)?

Yes_________

No_________ (If no, skip question 18)

17.
How many total years and months of PAID teaching experience did you have before enrolling in 

your credential program?   ______Years and _____ Months 

18.
How long have you been teaching at your most recent school placement? ______weeks

19.
How many total weeks of student teaching/intern teaching have you had until now? ______weeks

20.
Number of weeks spent completing the Teaching Event: ​________

21.
Date you completed this reflection survey:  ____/____/04

Attachment C
The California Academic Performance Index (API)

What is the Academic Performance Index? 
The Academic Performance Index (API) is the cornerstone of California's Public Schools Accountability Act of 1999 (PSAA). The purpose of the API is to measure the academic performance and growth of schools. It is a numeric index (or scale) that ranges from a low of 200 to a high of 1000. A school's score on the API is an indicator of a school's performance level. The statewide API performance target for all schools is 800. A school's growth is measured by how well it is moving toward or past that goal. A school's base year API is subtracted from its growth API to determine how much the school improved in a year.

API Reporting Cycle
APIs are reported according to their API reporting cycle. An API reporting cycle consists of two components: (1) base information and (2) growth information. In a reporting cycle, an API Base is compared to a corresponding API Growth in order to determine a growth score for a school. Generally, base reports are provided after the first of the calendar year, and the growth reports are provided each fall. These reports are based on APIs that are calculated in exactly the same fashion with the same indicators but using test results from two different years. 

Performance Indicators Included
The API score summarizes the results of various indicators (i.e., statewide assessments used in calculating the API). Indicators used in calculating the 2003-04 API reporting cycle include: 

Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program 

· California Standards Tests (CSTs) 

· English-Language Arts, grades two through eleven, including a writing assessment at grades four and seven 

· Mathematics, grades two through eleven 

· History-Social Science, grades ten and eleven 

· Science, grades nine through eleven (new) 
· California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) in English-language arts and mathematics, grades two through eleven (new) 
· Norm-referenced test (NRT) 

· California Achievement Test, Sixth Edition Survey (CAT/6 Survey) in all content areas, grades two through eleven 

California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) 

· CAHSEE, grade ten in English-language arts and mathematics 

Indicator Weights 
For the 2003-04 API reporting cycle, the NRT in grades two through eight received 20 percent of the weight in the API, and the CSTs received 80 percent of the weight. The NRT in grades nine through eleven received 12 percent of the weight in the API, the CSTs received 73 percent of the weight, and the CAHSEE received 15 percent of the weight. The weighting demonstrates California's increased emphasis on tests that are closely aligned to state content standards (the CSTs and the CAHSEE) and reflects a commitment towards the full alignment of standards, assessments, and accountability in California public schools. 

API Indicator Weights 
2003-04 API Reporting Cycle 
2003 API Base and 2004 API Growth 
	
	Grades 2-8 
	Grades 9-11 

	ELA CST 
	48% 
	32% 

	ELA NRT 
	12% 
	6% 

	ELA CAHSEE 
	  
	10% 

	Math CST 
	32% 
	16% 

	Math NRT 
	8% 
	3% 

	Math CAHSEE 
	  
	5% 

	Science CST 
	  
	5% 

	Science NRT 
	  
	3% 

	Social Science CST 
	  
	20% 

	Total 
	100% 
	100% 


Calculation
To calculate the API, individual student scores from each indicator are combined into a single number to represent the performance of a school. For the NRT, the national percentile rank (NPR) for each student tested is used to make the calculation. For the CSTs, the standards-based performance level (Advanced, Proficient, Basic, Below Basic, or Far Below Basic) for each student tested is used. For the CAHSEE, a level of pass or not pass is used. The percentages of students scoring within each level are weighted and combined to produce a summary result for each content area. Summary results for content areas are then weighted and combined to produce a single number between 200 and 1000, which is the API for a school.

Statewide Performance Target
The PSAA requires that the State Board of Education (SBE) adopt a statewide API performance target upon approval of state performance standards. The SBE has adopted a statewide API performance target of 800. This target reflects a high level of performance that schools should strive to meet.

Growth Targets
The annual growth target for a school is five percent of the distance between a school's API Base and the statewide performance target of 800. The minimum growth target is one point. A school with an API of 800 or more must maintain its API of at least 800.

How the API is Used
API data are used to meet state and federal requirements. Under state PSAA requirements, if a school meets participation and growth awards criteria, it may be eligible to receive monetary awards if funding is available or it may be eligible to become a California Distinguished School. Currently, no funding is appropriated in the budget for monetary awards. If a school does not meet or exceed its growth targets and is ranked in the bottom half of the statewide distribution of the API Base, it may be identified for participation in an interventions program. Under federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements, a school must meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) requirements, which include meeting API additional indicator criteria.

Attachment D
Curriculum Vitas
Linda Darling-Hammond, 

Ray Pecheone,

Kendyll Stansbury
 
Appendix E – Letters of Support
 [image: image2][image: image3][image: image4][image: image5][image: image6][image: image7]
Survey of Teacher’s Academic Background, Preparation and Induction Experiences, Perceptions of Preparedness, and Reported Practices
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Figure 1 – Data Collection Design








�Student achievement will be evaluated through examination of learning gains on the state tests as well as fall to spring gains on classroom-administered performance tests that are more sensitive to higher order thinking and performance skills in literacy and mathematics.  If additional funding is secured, we will also be able to examine teaching practice through observations that produce ratings and analysis of teaching artifacts such as lesson plans, videotapes, student work samples, and an analysis of student work assignments as a measure of the cognitive demand of the enacted curriculum.





� Some ESAs are standard tasks in teacher education, such as child case studies, or the construction of curriculum units.  Others focus on the exploration of candidate development in specific domains of knowledge and skills in more depth than the TE (e.g., teaching English language learners in different stages of language acquisition) and still others may focus on development within a particular domain over time (e.g., measuring progress in student learning).  ESAs can occur in fieldwork and supervisory observations and address such topics as classroom management, adapting instruction for special need students and utilizing educational technology.  In 2003-04 consortium members identified and developed signature assessments in their program and began to pilot them in their program.  In 2004-05 consortium members will conduct field trials to validate and score the ESAs across a range of subject areas.  If validity is established for the ESAs, then these scores will be used in concert with the TE to arrive at a decision about the recommendation for licensing a teacher. 





�   The sample is restricted to those grade levels because the prior state test scores will not be available for grades   K-2, and grades 6-8 tend to be departmentalized.  
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