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H o l d i n g T e ach e r P r e parat i o n A cc o u n ta b l e :
A Review of Claims and Evidence
Marilyn Cochran-Smith, Rebecca Stern, Juan Gabriel Sánchez, Andrew Miller,
Elizabeth Stringer Keefe, M. Beatriz Fernández, Wen-Chia Chang, Molly
Cummings Carney, Stephani Burton, & Megina Baker, Boston College

Executive Summary
Teacher preparation has emerged as an acutely politicized and publicized issue in U.S.
education policy and practice, and there have been fierce debates about whether, how, by
whom, and for what purposes teachers should be prepared. This brief takes up four major
national initiatives intended to improve teacher quality by “holding teacher education
accountable” for its arrangements and/or its outcomes: (1) the U.S. Department of
Education’s state and institutional reporting requirements in the Higher Education Act
(HEA); (2) the standards and procedures of the Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP); (3) the National Council on Teacher Quality’s (NCTQ) Teacher Prep
Review; and (4) the edTPA uniform teacher performance assessment developed at Stanford
University’s Center for Assessment, Learning, and Equity (SCALE) with aspects of data
storage and management outsourced to Pearson, Inc.
These four initiatives reflect different accountability mechanisms and theories of change,
and they are governed by different institutions and agencies, including governmental
offices, professional associations, and private advocacy organizations. Despite differences,
each assumes that the key to teacher education reform is accountability in the form of public
assessment, rating, and ranking of states, institutions, programs, and/or teacher candidates.
This brief addresses two questions for each initiative: What claims do proponents of the
initiative make about how it will improve teacher preparation and thus help solve the teacher
quality problem in the U.S.? What evidence supports these claims? The first question gets
at the theory of change behind the initiative and its proponents’ assumptions about how
particular mechanisms actually operate to create change. The second involves the validity
of the initiative as a policy instrument—that is, whether or not there is evidence that the
initiative actually meets (or has the capacity to meet) its stated aims.
This review has two major conclusions. The first is that across three of the four initiatives
(HEA regulations, CAEP accreditation, and NCTQ’s reviews), there is thin evidence to
support the claims proponents make about how the assumed policy mechanisms will actually
operate to improve programs. The advocates of these initiatives assume a direct relationship
between the implementation of public summative evaluations and the improvement of
teacher preparation program quality. However, summative evaluations intended to influence
policy decisions generally do not provide information useful for program improvement. The
irony here is that while these policies call for teacher education programs and institutions
to make decisions based on evidence, the policies themselves are not evidence-based. Thus
there is good reason to question their validity as policy instruments that will have a positive
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impact on teacher education quality. In contrast, the edTPA has some evidentiary support
as a policy initiative, but concerns within the collegiate teacher preparation community plus
state implementation problems suggest that widespread implementation and professional
acceptance may be challenging to accomplish.
Our second conclusion is that although all of the accountability initiatives we reviewed are
intended to diminish educational inequality, underlying most of them is a notion of what
we call thin equity. When policies work from a thin equity perspective, the assumption is
that school factors, particularly teachers, are the major source of educational inequality and
that access to good teachers is the solution to the equity problem. This viewpoint ignores
the fact that teachers account for a relatively limited portion of the overall variance in
student achievement, and it does not acknowledge that inequality is rooted in and sustained
by much larger, longstanding, and systemic societal inequalities. In contrast, a strong
equity perspective acknowledges the multiple in- and out-of-school factors that influence
student achievement as well as the complex and intersecting historical, economic, social,
institutional, and political systems that create inequalities in access to teacher quality in
the first place. A strong equity perspective assumes that teachers and schools alone cannot
achieve equity; rather, it requires educators working with policymakers and others in larger
social movements to challenge the intersecting systems of inequality in schools and society
that produce and reproduce inequity. Working from a strong equity perspective also includes
focusing directly on creating the conditions for high-quality teaching, such as supports for
teachers and students, stable and supportive leadership, intensive interventions to close
opportunity gaps for students in the early grades, and well-supported teacher induction
programs.
In something of a contrast to the other three initiatives we review in this brief, the edTPA
defines teacher quality in terms of teachers’ knowledge, skill, and professional judgment,
including supporting English language learners. However, even the edTPA does not prioritize
creating the conditions necessary for strong equity. These include preparing and expecting
teachers to: recognize and build on the knowledge traditions of marginalized groups;
understand and challenge inequities in the existing structures of schools and schooling; and
work with others in larger efforts for social justice and social change.

Recommendations
Although debate remains, educators and policymakers at multiple points along the political
spectrum are increasingly recognizing that reforming teacher preparation is an important
part of larger efforts to improve the schools and enhance students’ learning. Based on our
critique of claims and evidence related to four major national accountability initiatives, we
offer the following policy recommendations.
•

Policymakers must acknowledge and address the multiple factors—in addition to
teacher quality—that influence student outcomes, including in particular the impact of poverty, family and community resources, school organization and support,
and policies that govern housing, health care, jobs, and early childhood services.

•

Systems evaluating teacher preparation must produce results that preparation programs can use to change and improve curricula, practice-based experiences, and
assessments—not results that simply grade programs without information about
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why or how particular results occurred or what might improve them.
•

Systems evaluating teacher preparation programs must be built on policy mechanisms that have documented capacity to produce usable information for local and
larger program improvement within a complex policy and political climate.

•

There should be a conceptual shift away from teacher education accountability that
is primarily bureaucratic or market-based and toward teacher education responsibility1 that is primarily professional and that acknowledges the shared responsibility of teacher education programs, schools, and policymakers to prepare and
support teachers.

•

Evaluations of teacher preparation programs should:
o

Reflect alternative forms of accountability that shift the focus from externally generated single-measure tests to multi-pronged internal assessments of
teacher performance and student learning. 2

o

Avoid “placing too much weight” on value-added assessments of program
graduates’ and programs’ effectiveness. Evaluations of preparation programs
should not be based solely or primarily on students’ test scores. This is consistent with recommendations in the National Academy of Education report on
teacher preparation evaluation.3

o

Consider teacher educators’ performance (defined as knowledge, practice,
commitments, and professional judgment as they play out in the construction and operation of programs), teacher candidates’ performance (defined as
knowledge, practice, commitments, and professional judgment as they play
out in classrooms and schools), and students’ learning (defined as academic
learning, social/emotional learning, moral/ethical development, and preparation for participation in democratic society).

o

Recognize that teacher preparation programs have multiple, often complex,
goals and purposes, including preparing teachers to challenge inequitable
school and classroom practices and work as agents for social change. These
goals, which are consistent with a “strong equity” perspective, should be reflected in evaluation processes.
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H o l d i n g T e ach e r P r e parat i o n A cc o u n ta b l e :
A Review of Claims and Evidence
In this policy brief, we focus on one of the major contemporary trends4 in teacher education—complex and far-reaching policies intended to enhance teacher quality by “holding
teacher education accountable” for its arrangements and/or its outcomes. We take up four
national initiatives that share this intention, but are based on differing incentives and disincentives assumed to drive change. These include: (1) the U.S. Department of Education’s
(DOE) proposed state and institutional reporting requirements in the Higher Education Act
(HEA); (2) the standards and procedures of the Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP); (3) the National Council on Teacher Quality’s (NCTQ) annual/biennial
Teacher Prep Review; and, (4) the edTPA, a nationally available uniform teacher performance assessment developed at Stanford University’s Center for Assessment, Learning, and
Equity (SCALE) with aspects of data storage and management outsourced to Pearson, Inc.
These four initiatives reflect different accountability mechanisms and theories of change,
and they are governed by different institutions and agencies, including governmental offices, professional associations, and advocacy organizations. Despite differences, each assumes that teacher education in the U.S. requires reform 5 and that the key to reform is
accountability in the form of public assessment, rating, and ranking of states, institutions,
programs, and/or teacher candidates. Two of the initiatives, HEA regulations and state-required use of the edTPA for licensure, involve direct or bureaucratic accountability, 6 which
means that federal or state offices directly determine rewards and punishment. NCTQ’s review instead involves indirect market accountability, generating information to influence
prospective “consumers” of preparation programs and/or to promote alterations in the policies and practices of institutions seeking higher ranking. CAEP accreditation and some institutional uses of the edTPA are based on what we call indirect professional accountability,
which involves self-policing and self-governance.
Because these initiatives share the assumption that accountability is the central mechanism
for reforming teacher preparation and thus boosting teacher quality, we treat them together
in this policy brief. We take up the initiatives one at a time, addressing the same two questions for each: What claims do proponents of the initiative make about how it will improve
teacher preparation and thus help solve the teacher quality problem in the U.S.? What evidence supports these claims? The first question gets at the theory of change behind the initiative and the assumptions its proponents make about how particular mechanisms actually
operate to create change. Answers to the second question, which make up the bulk of this
brief, involve the validity of the initiative as a policy instrument—that is, whether or not
there is evidence that the initiative actually meets its stated aims.

Federal Teacher Preparation Reporting Regulations
The Higher Education Act (HEA) governs the administration of federal student aid programs, and both states and teacher education providers must meet its Title II reporting
requirements to be eligible to distribute TEACH grants to students who are prospective
teachers. At the end of 2014, the Obama administration released proposed new Title II re-
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porting regulations, which required states to rate and report on each preparation program
annually according to: value-added assessments of graduates’ effectiveness; employment
information; consumer satisfaction data; and program accreditation.7 States were to classify programs into four performance levels and require low performers to improve or close.
These proposed regulations prompted many jurisdictional and other controversies,8 and revisions to the proposed regulations were announced in December 2015. The revisions give
states more authority as well as more flexibility about how to weigh the results of statewide
standardized achievement tests in annual reports, what other measures of students’ learning
to include, and how to determine at-risk and low-performing programs. 9 These regulations
function as a vehicle for direct bureaucratic accountability in the form of state-developed
and enforced federal reporting requirements.

Rationale: What Claims Are Made about Reporting Regulations?
It remains to be seen how the revisions to the HEA reporting regulations will play out in
practice across the various states, but on paper at least, revised HEA regulations along with
the newly reauthorized Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) will create a lesser level of federal control of teacher preparation than the initially proposed regulations. However, much
of the rationale behind the revised HEA reporting requirements for teacher preparation
remains the same. Proponents of new reporting regulations assert that states and teacher
preparation institutions have generally failed to improve teacher education quality because
they have gathered “meaningless inputs-based” data 10 that does not identify program quality
and cannot be used for improvement.11 Proponents assert that what is needed are transparent, comprehensive data systems that include “more meaningful indicators of program inputs and program outcomes, such as the ability of the program’s graduates to produce gains
in student learning.”12 The rationale here is that data systems linking student achievement
data to teacher data to preparation program data create “a much-needed feedback loop to
facilitate program improvement and provide valuable information” that will put more effective new teachers in high needs schools. 13
This rationale depends on three claims. The first is that an accountability system required by
the federal government but developed and implemented by individual states is an effective
mechanism to control teacher preparation by identifying good and bad programs and thus
improving teacher quality. The second claim is that making reporting data public will help
preparation programs “make necessary corrections and continuously improve” and help
states reform low-performing programs.14 The third is a market claim that new data systems
will be used by prospective teachers, employers, and the public, thus motivating programs
to improve.15

Validity of Federal Reporting Regulations as a Policy Instrument: What Is the
Evidence?
Recent history provides the best evidence regarding the first claim—that federally required
accountability systems are effective at improving teacher preparation. As part of HEA Title II
requirements, since 1998 preparation programs and states have reported to the federal government.16 These reports provide 17 years of evidence about how well federal requirements
mandating state enforcement function as a mechanism for teacher preparation program
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improvement. According to the DOE itself, this approach has failed: few low-performing
programs have ever been identified by states, and according to DOE criteria, new teachers
continue to be unprepared.17 The revised rules give the states more flexibility than the rules
originally proposed (i.e., states can determine how to designate low-performing programs)
and reflect a major shift in data from the 1998 regulations (i.e., from program inputs to various measures of student learning outcomes), but the central mechanism—state enforcement
of federal reporting requirements—is similar. History gives us good reason to doubt the first
claim, that this is an effective policy mechanism to improve teacher preparation quality.
The second claim is that making systematic data about preparation program outcomes
public will facilitate program improvement.18 Because this is similar to one of the claims
about CAEP accreditation as a policy instrument (below), the following discussion applies
to our review of both HEA regulations and CAEP accreditation. Both allow multiple measures of student learning, but require the use of statewide standardized achievement tests
in determining teacher preparation program effectiveness, with HEA requiring state report cards and CAEP accreditation requiring institutional self-studies. The most relevant
evidence about the usefulness of students’ test scores as a measure of teacher preparation
program effectiveness comes from research on state systems linking program graduates’
value-added teaching scores to their preparation programs as a way to evaluate and improve
programs. This approach has been very controversial, and there are multiple reasons for
caution.19 However, we drew several conclusions from
Many analysts caution
this research: (1) it is difficult to disentangle the effect
of graduates’ characteristics from the impact of prothat value-added
grams;20 (2) some states (Tennessee, Louisiana, Florievaluations should not
da, Texas, North Carolina, and Ohio) are already using
be given much weight in longitudinal data systems to link programs and student
policy decisions about
test scores;21 (3) with value-added assessments, myriad
technical decisions about selection, estimation, and inteacher preparation
terpretation have major consequences for conclusions
about program quality,22 and there is much “methodological messiness;” 23 and (4), in some
states and/or labor markets, the results of value-added assessments have identified programs whose graduates consistently outperform or underperform other teachers—but the
differences in impact are small, and in some studies, nonexistent. 24 For these and other reasons, many analysts caution that value-added evaluations should not be given much weight
in policy decisions about teacher preparation.25
This list of conclusions is notable for what is absent: evidence that value-added assessments
of teacher preparation programs provide a “feedback loop” for improvement. 26 In Tennessee, yearly report cards show that most institutions are consistent in ratings from year to
year, and changes cannot be attributed to institutions’ use of the ratings. 27 The developers of
Louisiana’s value-added system point this out explicitly, stating that results “do not answer
why a particular result occurred or what might be done to improve on it; rather, all it does
is provide feedback on performance.”28 In fact we could locate no studies that systematically
investigated whether or how programs actually used value-added and other outcomes data
for improvement. Even some strong advocates concede that the effects on program improvement of outcomes-based state program reviews and/or national accreditation have not been
empirically demonstrated.29
The third claim behind the proposed federal regulations is that new public accountability
systems will be used by those seeking information about preparation quality, thus motivat-

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

8 of 34

ing programs to improve through market forces. There is little evidence along these lines.
However, in some states where teacher tests were implemented in the late 1990s coincident
with then-new HEA reporting regulations, institutions were accused of “gaming the system”
by requiring teacher tests as an admission—but not an exit—requirement, thus producing
(meaningless) 100% pass rates for their programs.30 This kind of response casts doubt on
the market claim.
The validity of federal reporting regulations as an accountability policy depends on how well
it fulfills its three claims. We argue that there is good reason to doubt that state development and enforcement of a federally required reporting system is an effective mechanism
for improvement. Further, although there is a growing body of work about the development
of systems for value-added assessments of teacher preparation programs, there is almost
no evidence that these provide actionable evidence or serve as a useful feedback loop for
improvement. Finally, there is little evidence that the market impact of public data about
preparation leads to meaningful reform.31

CAEP Accreditation
The Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) was founded in 2013 as a
merger between the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)
and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC), which created a single national
educator preparation accreditor32 that provides for indirect professional accountability. Although state approval of teacher preparation programs is required in all states, 18 currently
have partnerships with CAEP.33 To meet CAEP standards, programs are accountable for the
systematic collection, management, and synthesis of reliable and valid evidence about: the
quality of candidates; effectiveness of completers and programs based on value-added or
other measures of teaching effectiveness as well as surveys of employers and completers;
program outcomes, measured by graduation, licensure, and hiring rates; and, student loan
default rates.34 This array of evidence is similar to the data that new HEA regulations require
states to develop.

Rationale: What Claims Are Made about CAEP Accreditation?
CAEP’s advocates assume that the public has lost confidence in preparation programs because they have not produced teachers who close the achievement gap and teach all students
to world-class standards.35 For CAEP advocates, the presumed cause of this problem is the
teacher education profession itself and its failure to make decisions on the basis of evidence
about graduates’ and programs’ impact.36 Working from the assumption that the profession
does and should have jurisdiction for regulating preparation, CAEP’s goal is to “raise the
bar” through tougher requirements37 and become the “gold standard” in higher education
accreditation.38 CAEP’s theory of change is that the continuous use by the profession of data
systems featuring “revolutionary” approaches to assessing teachers’ and programs’ impact 39
will promote program accountability and improvement.40
The rationale for CAEP accreditation as a policy instrument relies on three claims. The first
is that a national accreditation system developed and managed by the profession 41 is an
effective mechanism for raising standards and thus improving the quality of preparation,
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defined primarily as graduates’ impact on students’ learning. 42 The second closely related
claim is that in the process of meeting standards for accreditation, programs will engage
in “continuous improvement and innovation”43 based on reliable and valid evidence about
outcomes; this process will enhance teacher education and teaching quality. The third claim
is that an accreditor-created massive database containing systematically collected performance data will provide usable consumer information, thus restoring policymakers’ and the
public’s trust in the teacher education profession. 44

Validity of CAEP Accreditation as a Policy Instrument: What Is the Evidence?
Given that no institutions have yet completed the full CAEP accreditation process, there is
no direct evidence about the efficacy of CAEP national profession-managed accreditation as
a mechanism for raising standards and improving preparation programs. Although studies
about the impact of national accreditation by CAEP’s forerunner, NCATE, are related, there
is little evidence overall in this area.45 The results are mixed regarding the relationship between teacher candidates’ completion of an NCATE-approved program and their scores on
licensure tests,46 and there is virtually no evidence about whether completion of an NCATE
program predicts teachers’ practices or career trajectories. 47 More importantly, however,
even though NCATE and CAEP involve very similar policy mechanisms—institutions seeking national professional accreditation conduct an institutional self-study according to accreditor-established and profession-vetted standards followed by peer review—their standards and evidence requirements are dramatically different. CAEP drastically shifted the
evidence requirements for accreditation—from NCATE’s inputs, processes, and assessments
of candidates’ knowledge and skills to CAEP’s outcomes, performance, and consumer satisfaction. CAEP’s outcomes approach essentially eliminates the “middle man” in the evidence
game by ignoring a host of relevant variables that intervene between teachers’ preparation
and the achievement of their eventual students. Because programs must now show direct
evidence of their graduates’ effectiveness, employment patterns, and consumer satisfaction
to earn CAEP accreditation, there is not much need for external examinations of correlations
between CAEP accreditation status and program graduates’ licensure test scores and/or accreditation status and graduates’ performance.
A major question here is whether measures of outcomes, especially program graduates’ impact on students’ achievement, are valid assessments of teacher preparation program quality in the first place, an issue that is enormously controversial,48 prompting many calls for
caution from measurement experts and professional organizations. 49 The National Academy
of Education’s analysis of teacher preparation evaluation concluded that CAEP legitimacy hinges on: whether preparation programs can provide evidence of graduates’ impact on
students’ achievement, how other measures of teacher effectiveness can be integrated, and
whether differences in the features of preparation can be linked to graduates’ classroom
effectiveness.50 There have been very few studies along these lines. 51 There have also been
multiple concerns about CAEP accreditation as an accountability mechanism, including lack
of confidence within the collegiate teacher education community that CAEP has the capacity
to manage the reformation of a field fraught with competing policy and political agendas. 52
Further, questions have arisen about how programs can demonstrate impact on achievement if they are not in states with already existing value-added assessment systems, 53 and
there are mounting reservations about what these approaches leave out of assessment, such
as diversity and social justice goals. 54
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CAEP’s second claim is that the accreditation process will promote “cycle[s] of evaluation
and continuous improvement”55 that are “sustained by quality assurance systems,” 56 centering on new teachers’ effectiveness, employment, and consumer satisfaction. As we noted
above, this claim is very similar to the second claim involved in the rationale for new HEA
rules, which we discussed above. As we show, there are studies that describe the development of value-added systems in certain states, but they offer almost no evidence about how
these systems actually provide for and/or motivate continuous improvement.
CAEP’s third claim is that the massive database that CAEP plans to accumulate will serve
as a clearing house for consumer information about preparation, which will restore trust in
the teacher education profession. As we noted above, there is no evidence along these lines.
The validity of CAEP accreditation as a profession-managed accountability policy that will
improve teacher education hinges on the evidence for its three claims. Our conclusion is that
there is very good reason to doubt the first claim about the efficacy of a profession-managed
national accreditation system to raise standards by focusing primarily on students’ achievement scores. Further, although there is research about the development of state-level value-added assessments of preparation programs, there is little evidence that these systems
provide actionable feedback loops for program improvement. Finally, as far as we can determine, there is no relevant evidence that speaks to the impact on policymakers’ or the public’s
trust in teacher education as a result of making accreditation data public.

NCTQ Teacher Prep Review
The Teacher Prep Review is an evaluation of collegiate and alternative teacher preparation
programs in the U.S.,57 conducted by the National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ), a
private advocacy group.58 The Teacher Prep Review ranks preparation programs based on
NCTQ-developed input criteria using publicly available and solicited information, including
syllabi and student teaching guidelines. 59 NCTQ’s rankings are published in US News and
World Report and disseminated through multiple press releases and NCTQ’s Path to Teach,
an online consumer guide to preparation options.60 Although the Teacher Prep Review is
not technically a policy instrument, it “holds teacher education accountable” through indirect market accountability in ways similar to some of the other initiatives we review, and it
has become a powerful influence on policy related to teacher education. 61 Thus we ask the
same questions about the Teacher Prep Review that we ask about the other accountability
initiatives reviewed here.

Rationale: What Claims Are Made about the Teacher Prep Review?
NCTQ asserts that the cause of educational decline in the U.S. is teacher education programs
that are chaotic, out of sync with policy and public demands, and incapable of preparing
teachers to perform in the classroom. 62 The rationale for the Teacher Prep Review depends
on a market claim and an effectiveness claim. According to NCTQ, the only way to enforce
standards in the vast and uneven field of teacher education is by “fully engag[ing] the unparalleled power of the marketplace” by shining a “harsh spotlight on programs [which] is
highly motivating to them.”63 NCTQ’s theory of change is that their creation of “the largest
database on teacher preparation ever assembled… [will] set in place market forces that will

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

11 of 34

spur underachieving programs to recognize their shortcomings and adopt methods used by
higher scorers.”64
NCTQ’s effectiveness claim is that teacher preparation programs that are highly rated by
NCTQ produce teachers who are more effective than other teachers. This is a fundamental
premise of the Teacher Prep Review: “The National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ)
has long been an advocate for the idea that ‘effective’ teaching must be rooted in academic results for students. Whatever else they accomplish in the classroom, effective teachers
must improve student achievement.”65 Although the effectiveness claim is not emphasized
in NCTQ’s promotional materials with the same force or frequency as its market claim, the
former is in fact the sine qua non of the entire rationale behind the viability of the Teacher
Prep Review as an accountability mechanism that will drastically improve teacher education
quality.

Validity of Teacher Prep Review as an Accountability Instrument: What Is the
Evidence?
There is no existing empirical research about the impact of the Teacher Prep Review on the
market.66 The most relevant evidence comes from studies about how prospective students
and institutions respond to US News and World Report’s annual rankings of the nation’s
colleges and universities as undergraduate institutions. 67 The findings of several key studies68 lead to the conclusion that USNWR undergraduate rankings do indeed have some impact on the application/admissions decisions of potential students as well as the admissions
and other behaviors of higher education institutions. However, some analyses raise questions about whether rankings-prompted institutional changes actually make sense educationally or are only attempts to game the system by engaging in “sneaky” actions deliberately
intended to influence rankings.69
If we simply extrapolated from the research on the impact of USNWR’s rankings on undergraduate colleges and universities, it would seem reasonable to conclude that some prospective teachers might be more likely to apply to programs ranked higher in NCTQ’s Teacher Prep Review. However the major assumption behind NCTQ’s market claim is that the
rankings will prompt programs and institutions to change in order to improve their future
rankings. However the primary reason the USNWR undergraduate rankings have an impact
on institutions is that the institutions themselves—whether public or private, elite or not—
take them so seriously, in some cases paying excessive attention.70 This reasoning cannot
be extrapolated to the NCTQ rankings of teacher preparation programs. In fact many collegiate programs and professional organizations put little stock in the NCTQ rankings with
most private and many elite institutions not participating, 71 and many publics participating
only through compulsion.72 In addition NCTQ’s review has been publicly critiqued by many
of these institutions through widely disseminated open letters and other statements that
raise major questions about NCTQ’s methods, motives, and procedures.73 Further the NCTQ
standards have not been vetted by the profession, 74 and they lack full alignment with the
Berlin Principles, an internationally approved set of criteria for higher education ranking
systems.75 We conclude that there is good reason to doubt NCTQ’s market claim that the
“harsh spotlight”76 of the rankings will prompt substantial changes in the policies and practices of teacher education programs.
Research that speaks to NCTQ’s effectiveness claim is limited but direct. The most relevant
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evidence is a 2015 study by Henry and Bastian that investigated the association between
NCTQ’s ratings of preparation programs and two measures of teacher performance—
teachers’ value-added scores and their evaluation ratings—for more than 4500 first or second year teachers in North Carolina.77 Henry and Bastian found that higher NCTQ program
ratings generally did not predict either higher teacher value-added scores or better teacher
evaluations.78 They concluded: “With our data and analyses, we do not find strong relationships between the performance of teacher preparation program graduates and NCTQ’s
overall program ratings or meeting NCTQ’s standards.”79 Two smaller studies corroborate
Henry and Bastian’s general conclusions. Fuller noted that NCTQ program ratings and licensure pass rates among Texas teacher candidates were not correlated 80 and that NCTQ
program ratings did not predict teachers’ value-added scores in the state of Washington. 81
Dudley-Marling found no relationship between the proportion of preparation programs
meeting NCTQ’s criteria for teaching early reading in individual states and the NAEP reading performance of pupils in those same jurisdictions. 82
The validity of the Teacher Prep Review as an accountability instrument depends on whether it fulfills its market and effectiveness claims. Our conclusion is that there is reason to
doubt the market claim and that there is evidence showing that NCTQ program ratings do
not predict the effectiveness of the graduates of those programs. This calls into serious question the validity of NCTQ’s Teacher Prep Review as an accountability mechanism that will
boost teacher education quality.

The edTPA
The edTPA is a nationally available assessment used to evaluate the performance of teacher
candidates, currently required for teacher licensure in a number of states and widely used in
programs across the country.83 Designed to assess what candidates do and how they reflect
on their work, the edTPA was developed at Stanford University’s Center for Assessment,
Learning, and Equity (SCALE),84 partly as a corrective for narrowly focused standardized
certification exams.85 Based on the Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT)
and informed by work related to the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards
(NBPTS), the edTPA requires teacher candidates to submit a portfolio of lessons and reflections, which is scored by external reviewers through a data storage and evaluation system
managed by Pearson, Inc.86 Proponents of the edTPA, which is based on indirect professional accountability, promote its use as a requirement for initial teacher licensure and its use as
part of a package of evidence for national program accreditation. 87

Rationale: What Claims Are Made about the edTPA?
Proponents of the edTPA assume that teacher quality is a major determinant of student
achievement.88 They locate the current problem of uneven teacher education quality within
the profession itself—specifically teacher education’s failure to develop as a legitimate profession with uniform expectations about what teachers know and can do.89 The assumption
behind the edTPA is that the way to fix the problem is implementation of widespread statewide licensure policies that require authentic performance assessments. 90
The rationale for the edTPA as a policy instrument that will boost teacher education quality
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and ultimately teacher quality involves three closely coupled claims. The first is an authenticity claim—that the edTPA is a valid and authentic measurement tool that both reflects and
predicts teacher candidates’ success in the classroom91 and thus ultimately improves learning for students.92 The second is the professional claim that implementing the edTPA will
positively impact the professional learning of teacher candidates and prompt continuous
program improvement and renewal.93 The third is a professionalization claim about broad
impact: widespread implementation of the edTPA will steer improvement from inside the
profession,94 and teacher education’s self-regulation will boost the status of the profession
in the eyes of policymakers and the public. 95

Validity of the edTPA as a Policy Instrument: What Is the Evidence?
To assess validity and effectiveness claims about the edTPA, we reviewed evidence regarding
the edTPA itself, the PACT, and National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification. Internal studies of the PACT96 and edTPA97 were conducted internally, by the organizations that developed the instruments—researchers at Stanford University and SCALE,
respectively. These traditional psychometric studies indicated that both the PACT and the
edTPA were valid and reliable tools for the assessment of individual teacher competence and
licensure decisions. On the other hand, some analyses based primarily on teacher educators’
experiences have asserted that these assessments are not appropriate for all fields, have
limited conceptions of teaching and learning, and do not acknowledge the impact of school
constraints, local contexts, and social justice aims.98 In response, an extensive conceptual
analysis authored by a member of the edTPA national design team concluded that despite
claims to the contrary, the edTPA does allow for candidates’ equity and social justice aims. 99
The predictive validity of the edTPA has not been established. 100 However, there is related
evidence from the PACT, which is the edTPA’s forerunner. A pilot and follow up study of the
PACT (with 105 and 14 candidates, respectively) linked teacher candidates’ PACT scores with
value-added assessments and concluded that PACT scores predicted later teaching effectiveness, as evidenced by statistically significant but small differences in students’ achievement
gains.101 In addition, studies have concluded that although differences are small, NBPTS
certified teachers are generally more effective than non-NBPTS teachers. 102 An important
caveat here is that NBPTS results do not necessarily extrapolate to the edTPA, given important differences in populations and purposes. The edTPA is a required assessment for teacher
candidates to gain initial state teaching certification, while NBPTS assessments are part of
optional advanced licensure opportunities for experienced teachers.
A number of studies are relevant to the edTPA’s second claim that it promotes professional
learning and prompts positive institutional and program change. Again we draw on both
PACT and edTPA studies here. Most candidates who participated in pilots of the PACT reported that it was a source of learning and that their programs helped them prepare for the
assessment,103 although some also said the PACT could induce stress and take time away
from other coursework and fieldwork priorities.104 Candidates whose programs helped them
prepare were more likely to report the PACT was a source of learning. 105 In contrast, most
surveyed teacher candidates who took the edTPA in New York and Washington, the first
two states where the edTPA was required for licensure, reported that the assessment was
unfair, unclear, and time consuming and that their programs did not prepare them well;
teacher candidates in Washington, where there was a gradual rollout of the edTPA, generally
reported greater understanding and preparation than those in New York where high-stakes
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implementation was sudden.106 Finally, institutional self-studies of several large-scale institutional implementations of the PACT or the edTPA concluded that implementation of the
assessments had a positive institutional and curricular impact, 107 and that even when there
were faculty concerns about alignment or loss of local control, 108 successful implementation
depended on distributed leadership and support at all university levels.
The third claim about the edTPA is that its widespread implementation will enhance public
perceptions about collegiate teacher education as a self-regulating enterprise and boost the
status of the profession. Only history can really speak to this claim. However it is worth noting that there have been multiple concerns about the edTPA within the teacher education
community, including concerns about the role of Pearson, Inc., contracted by Stanford to
manage edTPA data scoring and data storage, as well as concerns about the edTPA’s lack of
attention to local cultural issues and its potential to undermine teacher educators’ professional autonomy.109 Concerns like these could preclude widespread acceptance of the edTPA.
In addition, given that the dominant U.S. approach to education reform equates teacher
effectiveness with boosting students’ test scores (and not with professional judgment, which
is at the heart of the edTPA), it may be that those outside the profession will have no interest
in the edTPA and thus it will not have the desired effect on professional status as perceived
by outsiders.110
Based on the evidence, our conclusion is that the edTPA is a valid assessment of some valued
aspects of teaching, although there is no evidence to date that the edTPA itself predicts effectiveness. Implementation of the edTPA has the potential to prompt professional learning
for candidates, programs, and institutions under certain conditions: alignment of edTPA
and program/institutional goals and values, adequate institutional leadership and capacity
building, and gradual supported implementation. However, as the problematic case of edTPA implementation in New York State indicates, 111 these conditions may be difficult to meet.
In addition, although we favor complex evaluations of teacher education, we acknowledge
they will have major difficulties reversing the “common sense” conclusions of the education
reform movement that collegiate teacher education is a failed enterprise. 112

Holding Teacher Preparation Accountable:
Thin Evidence, Thin Equity
Although it is widely assumed that teacher quality is a critical determinant of student and
school outcomes,113 the role that teacher preparation plays is less clear. Teacher preparation
has emerged as an acutely politicized and highly publicized issue in the U.S., and there have
been fierce debates about whether, how, by whom, and for what purposes teachers should
be prepared. This means that assessing the impact of major national initiatives designed to
“hold teacher education accountable” is of great interest to policymakers, educators, and
the public. Based on our extensive review of evidence and claims for four major initiatives
intended to hold teacher preparation accountable, we conclude that for the most part, they
are based on both thin evidence and a thin notion of equity that does not adequately account
for the complex and longstanding out-of-school factors that produce and reproduce educational inequality.
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Thin Evidence
Few would oppose the idea that those engaged in the enterprise of teacher preparation
should be professionally accountable for their work. Yet our critique of the claims and evidence regarding four accountability initiatives raises many questions. Across three of the
four initiatives (HEA regulations, CAEP accreditation, and NCTQ’s reviews), there is thin
evidence to support the claims proponents make about how the assumed policy mechanisms
actually operate—or would operate if implemented—to improve the quality of teacher preparation.114 Rather, the advocates of these initiatives assume a more or less causal relationship
between the implementation of their summative evaluations and the improvement of teacher preparation quality. This black box kind of logic is misguided. Summative evaluations
intended to influence policy decisions generally do not provide usable information for program improvement.115 The irony here is that while these policies call for teacher preparation
programs and institutions to make decisions based on evidence, the policies themselves are
not evidence-based, and there is good reason to question the validity of these initiatives as
policy instruments that will have a positive impact on teacher education quality.
The edTPA is something of an exception here. Because it builds on California’s PACT assessment of teacher candidates, the implementation of PACT serves as a pilot study for the
edTPA, and there have also been multiple field tests of the edTPA itself. Thus, unlike the
policy mechanisms of the other three initiatives reviewed
There is good reason
here, the policy mechanism behind the edTPA—a stateto question the validity wide uniform teacher candidate performance assessment
required for initial teacher licensure —does have an eviof these initiatives as
dentiary basis, although it is very limited as shown above.
policy instruments
Even with the edTPA, however, major difficulties in the
roll out of the edTPA in the state of New York raise many
questions about the feasibility of statewide implementation. 116 In addition there are multiple
concerns within the collegiate teacher preparation community about what the edTPA leaves
out and about the problematic role of Pearson, Inc. These situations suggest that widespread
statewide implementation and widespread professional acceptance of the edTPA as a uniform assessment, both of which are essential to the edTPA’s capacity as a driver of change,
will be challenging to accomplish.
In addition to the fact that there is thin evidence about the feasibility of the above policy
mechanisms to produce change, our review also raises questions about the definitions of
teacher quality underlying the policies. Even though revisions to the HEA regulations give
states the option to use multiple measures of students’ achievement, both the HEA regulations and CAEP procedures hinge on the assumption that teacher preparation program
quality is primarily a function of teacher quality, defined in terms of graduates’ impact on
students’ achievement, as measured by standardized tests. Defining student learning (and
teacher quality) largely in terms of students’ test scores has been so widely challenged and
critiqued as a narrow, limited, and superficial approach117 that we do not elaborate further
here, but we do add our voices to these challenges. In contrast, NCTQ’s teacher preparation
reviews rely on an input-based definition of teacher education quality that is out of sync with
both the dominant, though problematic, approach to education reform and with notions
of teacher quality that are prominent within the collegiate teacher education community.
Nevertheless, as we show above, the NCTQ reviews assume that teacher effectiveness is ultimately defined by student test scores and that the inputs the reviews emphasize are related
to test score outcomes.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

16 of 34

The definition of teacher quality underlying the edTPA reflects an alternative to, and a clear
rejection of, value-added type assessments of teachers and teacher education programs, and
instead focuses on teachers’ deep knowledge of how children learn, their complex classroom
skills, and their professional judgment.118 We see this definition of teacher quality as promising but partial, and we return to this in our recommendations.

Thin Equity
At a general level, all four of the accountability initiatives we reviewed are intended to promote equity by ensuring that all students have access to good teachers. But our analysis
reveals that underlying most of these initiatives is what we call “thin equity,” borrowing
from democratic theorist Benjamin Barber’s119 now classic distinction between “thin” and
“strong” democracy. Barber defined “strong” democracy as the participation of all of the
people in at least some aspects of self-governance at least some of the time. In contrast he
critiqued “thin” or representative democracy, suggesting that thin democracy was based on
an individualistic, rights perspective rather than a strong participatory view.
As noted above, we use the term “thin equity” to refer to teacher education accountability
policies wherein equity is defined as equality or “sameness.” The assumption is that equity
can be achieved by assuring that all students have the same access to “high quality” teachers
(as noted, for HEA, CAEP, and implicitly NCTQ, this primarily means teachers who boost
students’ test scores or other measures of achievement) but without addressing the larger
historical and institutional systems of inequality and lack of participation that produced
inequity in the first place. In contrast, the edTPA is grounded in a notion of teacher quality
that involves teachers’ knowledge, skill, and professional judgment, including understanding the language demands of academic tasks, which supports English language learners.
Even with this viewpoint, however, the edTPA does not give precedence to preparing teachers to understand and challenge inequities in the existing structures of schools and schooling, to recognize and build on the knowledge traditions of marginalized groups, or to work
with others as agents of social justice and social change.
When policies work from a thin equity perspective, the assumption is that school factors,
especially teachers, are the major sources of educational inequality, even though this is, as
we stated above, a conclusion that is not based on evidence. This means that access to good
teachers is assumed to be the solution to inequality. This viewpoint does not adequately
acknowledge that inequality is rooted in and sustained by much larger, longstanding, and
systemic societal inequities. In contrast, a “strong equity” perspective acknowledges the
complex and intersecting historical, economic, social, institutional, and political systems
that create inequalities in access and lack of access to teacher quality in the first place. This
perspective assumes that equity cannot be achieved by teachers and schools alone; rather
it requires educators working with policymakers and others in larger social movements to
challenge the intersecting systems of inequality in schools and society that produce and reproduce inequity.

Recommendations
Although debate remains, educators and policymakers at multiple points along the political
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spectrum are increasingly recognizing that reforming teacher preparation is an important
part of larger efforts to improve the schools and enhance students’ learning. Based on our
critique of claims and evidence related to four major national accountability initiatives, we
offer the following policy recommendations.
•

Policymakers must acknowledge and address the multiple factors—in addition to
teacher quality— that influence student outcomes, including in particular the impact of poverty, family and community resources, school organization and support,
and policies that govern housing, health care, jobs, and early childhood services.

•

Systems evaluating teacher preparation must produce results that preparation programs can use to change and improve curricula, practice-based experiences, and
assessments—not results that simply grade programs without information about
why or how particular results occurred or what might improve them.

•

Systems evaluating teacher preparation programs must be built on policy mechanisms that have documented capacity to produce usable information for local and
larger program improvement within a complex policy and political climate.

•

There should be a conceptual shift away from teacher education accountability that
is primarily bureaucratic or market-based and toward teacher education responsibility120 that is primarily professional and that acknowledges the shared responsibility of teacher education programs, schools, and policymakers to prepare and
support teachers.

•

Evaluations of teacher preparation programs should:
o

Reflect alternative forms of accountability that shift the focus from externally generated single-measure tests to multi-pronged internal assessments of
teacher performance and student learning. 121

o

Not be based solely or primarily on students’ test scores; as the National
Academy of Education report on teacher preparation evaluation recommends,
state-level decision makers and K-12 administrators should avoid “placing too
much weight” on value-added assessments of program graduates’ and programs’ effectiveness.122

o

Consider teacher educators’ performance (defined as knowledge, practice,
commitments, and professional judgment as they play out in the construction and operation of programs), teacher candidates’ performance (defined as
knowledge, practice, commitments, and professional judgment as they play
out in classrooms and schools), and students’ learning (defined as academic
learning, social/emotional learning, moral/ethical development, and preparation for participation in democratic society).

o

Recognize that teacher preparation programs have multiple, often complex,
goals and purposes, including preparing teachers to challenge inequitable
school and classroom practices and work as agents for social change. These
goals, which are consistent with a “strong equity” perspective, should be reflected in evaluation processes.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

18 of 34

Notes and References
1

Sahlberg, P. (2010). Rethinking accountability in a knowledge society. Journal of Educational Change,
11(1), 45-61.

2

See:
Nichols, S. & Berliner, D. (2007). Collateral damage: How high-stakes testing corrupts America’s schools.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.
Popham, J. (2007). The no-win accountability game. In C. Glickman (Ed.), Letters to the next President. What
we can do about the real crisis in public education (pp. 166-173). New York, NY: Teachers College Press.
Sahlberg, P. (2010). Rethinking accountability in a knowledge society. Journal of Educational Change, 11(1),
45-61.

3

Feuer, M.J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.

4

A number of major trends stand out, including, but not limited to: complex and far-reaching new
accountability schemes; the dislocation of teacher preparation from universities; the clinical or “practice
turn” toward schools and other sites of practice wherein teacher candidates presumably learn the core
activities of teaching; and, the emergence of powerful new actors and political advocates on the teacher
preparation stage.

5

Teacher education has a long history of cycles of critique and reform. For more than two decades, there have
been many major policy reports and analyses from both within and outside the teacher education profession
charging that teacher preparation in the U.S. is at best, uneven, and at worst, completely ineffective.
Although these reports (and other critiques) reach different conclusions about what is wrong with teacher
education and how to fix it, they all agree that reform is necessary.
See, for example:

Darling-Hammond, L. (1997). Doing what matters most: Investing in quality teaching. New York, NY:
National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future.
Hess, F.M. (2002). Tear down this wall: The case for a radical overhaul of teacher certification. Educational
Horizons, 80(4), 169-183.
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education. (2010). Transforming teacher education through
clinical practice: A national strategy to prepare effective teachers. Report of the blue ribbon panel on
clinical preparation and partnerships for improved student learning. Washington, DC: National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education.
National Research Council, Committee on the Study of Teacher Preparation Programs in the United States.
(2010). Preparing teachers: Building evidence for sound policy. Washington, DC: The National Academies
Press.
Paige, R. (2002). Meeting the highly qualified teachers challenge: The secretary’s annual report on teacher
quality. Washington, DC: United States Department of Education.
Walsh, K. & Hale, C. (2004). Increasing the odds: How good policies can yield better teachers. Washington,
DC: National Council on Teacher Quality.
6

Howe, K. & Murray, K. (2015). Why school report cards merit a failing grade. Boulder, CO: National
Education Policy Center. Retrieved September 4, 2015 from http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/why-

school-report-cards-fail

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

19 of 34

7

Office of the Federal Register (2014). Teacher preparation issues. Retrieved Dec. 28, 2014 from https://www.
federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/03/2014-28218/teacher-preparation-issues
The White House. (2014). Fact Sheet: Taking action to improve teacher preparation [Press release]. Retrieved
June 5, 2015 from https:// www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/04/25/fact-sheet-taking-actionimprove-teacher-preparation
Also, see:
Kumashiro, K. (2015). Review of proposed 2015 federal teacher preparation regulations. Boulder, CO:
National Education Policy Center. Retrieved January 10, 2015 from http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/
review-proposed-teacher-preparation

8

For discussion of many of these controversies, see:
Cochran-Smith, Baker, Burton, Chang, Cummings Carney, Fernández Munoz, Stringer Keefe, Miller, Sánchez,
& Stern. (in press). Teacher quality and teacher education policy: The U.S. Case and its implications. In M.
Akiba & G. LeTendre (Eds.), The Routledge international handbook of teacher quality and policy. New York,
NY: Routledge.
Kumashiro, K. (2015). Review of proposed 2015 federal teacher preparation regulations. Boulder, CO:
National Education Policy Center. Retrieved January 10, 2015 from http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/
review-proposed-teacher-preparation

9

United States Department of Education. (2015). Fact sheet: Testing action plan [Press release]. Retrieved Nov.
5, 2015 from http://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/fact-sheet-testing-action-plan

10 United States Department of Education. (2014). U.S. Department of Education proposes plan to strengthen
teacher preparation [Press release]. Retrieved December 20, 2014 from http://www.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/us-department-education-proposes-plan-strengthen-teacher-preparation
Office of the Federal Register (2014). Teacher preparation issues. Retrieved Dec. 28, 2014 from https://www.
federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/03/2014-28218/teacher-preparation-issues
11

The White House. (2014). Fact Sheet: Taking action to improve teacher preparation [Press release]. Retrieved
June 5, 2015 from https:// www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/04/25/fact-sheet-taking-actionimprove-teacher-preparation
Office of the Federal Register (2014). Teacher preparation issues. Retrieved Dec. 28, 2014 from https://www.
federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/03/2014-28218/teacher-preparation-issues

12

Office of the Federal Register (2014). Teacher preparation issues. Retrieved Dec. 28, 2014 from https://www.
federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/03/2014-28218/teacher-preparation-issues

13

Office of the Federal Register (2014). Teacher preparation issues. Retrieved Dec. 28, 2014 from https://www.
federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/03/2014-28218/teacher-preparation-issues

14 Office of the Federal Register (2014). Teacher preparation issues. Retrieved Dec. 28, 2014 from https://www.
federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/03/2014-28218/teacher-preparation-issues
United States Department of Education (2014). Tennessee improves teacher preparation programs through
report cards [Blog post]. Retrieved June 17, 2015 from http://www.ed.gov/edblogs/progress/2014/03/
tennessee-improves-teacher-preparation-programs-through-report-cards/
United States Department of Education (2014). U.S. Department of Education proposes plan to strengthen
teacher preparation [Press release]. Retrieved December 20, 2014 from http://www.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/us-department-education-proposes-plan-strengthen-teacher-preparation
15

Office of the Federal Register (2014). Teacher preparation issues. Retrieved Dec. 28, 2014 from https://www.
federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/03/2014-28218/teacher-preparation-issues

16

For discussion, see:
Cochran-Smith, M. (2005). The new teacher education: For better or for worse? Educational Researcher,
34(7), 3-17.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

20 of 34

Earley, P. (2003). Analysis of congressional proposals to reauthorize HEA, Title II. Fairfax, VA: Center for
Education Policy George Mason University. Retrieved Dec. 1, 2015 from http://gse.gmu.edu/assets/docs/cep/
anlsyhea.pdf
17

Office of the Federal Register (2014). Teacher preparation issues. Retrieved Dec. 28, 2014 from https://www.
federalregister.gov/articles/2014/12/03/2014-28218/teacher-preparation-issues

18 For years many teacher preparation programs have collected “consumer satisfaction” and employment
information in the form of surveys that query their graduates (and occasionally employers) about graduates’
preparedness to teach, program strengths and weaknesses, and graduates’ career paths, and there are some
accounts of how these and other data were used for program improvement. However, this information was
for internal use, not public scrutiny, and it may or may not have been systematic; thus it has limited relevance
here.
See, for example:
Cochran-Smith, M. & the Boston College Evidence Team. (2009). “Reculturing” teacher education: Inquiry,
evidence and action. Journal of Teacher Education, 60(5), 458-468.
Darling-Hammond, L. (2006). Assessing teacher education: The usefulness of multiple measures for assessing
program outcomes. Journal of Teacher Education, 57(2), 120-138.
Kennedy, M. (1999). The problem of evidence in teacher education. In Roth, R. (Ed.), The role of the
university in the preparation of teachers (pp. 87-107). Philadelphia, PA: Falmer Press.
Reusser, J., Butler, L., Symonds, M., Vetter, R., & Wall, T.J. (2007). An assessment system for teacher
education program quality improvement. International Journal of Educational Management, 21(2), 105-113.
Weinburg, M. (2006). Evidence in teacher preparation: Establishing a framework for accountability. Journal
of Teacher Education, 57(1), 51-64.
19 See:
Floden, R. (2012). Teacher value added as a measure of program quality: Interpret with caution. Journal of
Teacher Education, 63(5), 356-360
Ginsberg, R., & Kingston, N. (2014). Caught in a vise: The challenges facing teacher preparation in an era of
accountability. Teachers College Record, 116(1), 1-48.
Kumashiro, K. (2015). Review of proposed 2015 federal teacher preparation regulations. Boulder, CO:
National Education Policy Center. Retrieved January 10, 2015 from http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/
review-proposed-teacher-preparation
20 See:
Goldhaber, D. (2013). What do value-added measures of teacher preparation programs tell us? Carnegie
Knowledge Network. Retrieved February 20, 2015 from http://www.carnegieknowledgenetwork.org/briefs/
teacher_prep/
Goldhaber, D., Liddle, S., & Theobald, R. (2013). The gateway to the profession: Assessing teacher preparation
programs based on student achievement. Economics of Education Review, 34, 29-44.
Mihaly, K., McCaffrey, D., Sass, T.R., & Lockwood, J.R. (2012). Where you come from or where you go?
Distinguishing between school quality and the effectiveness of teacher preparation program graduates.
Andrew Young School of Policy Studies Research Paper Series, 12(12), 1-43.
Plecki, M., Elfers, A.M., & Nakumara, Y. (2012). Using evidence for teacher education program improvement
and accountability: An illustrative case of the role of value-added measures. Journal of Teacher Education,
63(5), 318-334.
21

See:
Coggshall, J.G., Bivona, L., & Reschly, D.J. (2012). Evaluating the effectiveness of teacher preparation
programs for support and accountability. Washington, DC: National Comprehensive Center for Teacher
Quality. Retrieved January 20, 2015 from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED543773.pdf

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

21 of 34

Cunha, J. & Miller T. (2012). Measuring value-added in higher education. Washington, DC: HCM strategists.
Retrieved November 23, 2015 from http://www.hcmstrategists.com/contextforsuccess/papers/CUNHA_
MILLER_PAPER.pdf
Floden, R. (2012). Teacher value added as a measure of program quality: Interpret with caution. Journal of
Teacher Education, 63(5), 356-360.
Goldhaber, D., Liddle, S., & Theobald, R. (2013). The gateway to the profession: Assessing teacher preparation
programs based on student achievement. Economics of Education Review, 34, 29-44.
Henry, G. T., Kershaw, D. C., Zulli, R. A., Smith, A. A. (2012). Incorporating teacher effectiveness into teacher
preparation program evaluation. Journal of Teacher Education, 63(5), 335-355.
Lincove, J.A., Osborne, C., Dillon, A., Mills, N. (2014). The politics and statistics of value-added modeling for
accountability of teacher preparation programs. Journal of Teacher Education, 65(1), 24-38.
Plecki, M., Elfers, A.M., & Nakumara, Y. (2012). Using evidence for teacher education program improvement
and accountability: An illustrative case of the role of value-added measures. Journal of Teacher Education,
63(5), 318-334.
Tennessee Higher Education Commission. (2014). 2014 report card on the effectiveness of teacher training
programs. Retrieved August 30, 2015 from http://www.tn.gov/thec/article/report-card
22 See:
Feuer, M.J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.
Henry, G.T., Kershaw, D.C., Zulli, R.A., Smith, A.A. (2012). Incorporating teacher effectiveness into teacher
preparation program evaluation. Journal of Teacher Education, 63(5), 335-355.
Lincove, J.A., Osborne, C., Dillon, A., & Mills, N. (2014). The politics and statistics of value-added modeling
for accountability of teacher preparation programs. Journal of Teacher Education, 65(1), 24-38.
Mihaly, K., McCaffrey, D., Sass, T.R., & Lockwood, J.R. (2012). Where you come from or where you go?
Distinguishing between school quality and the effectiveness of teacher preparation program graduates.
Andrew Young School of Policy Studies Research Paper Series, 12(12), 1-43.
23 Meyer, R., Piyatigorsky, M., & Rice, A. (2014). Evaluation of educators and educator preparation programs:
Models and systems in theory and practice (Working Paper No. 2014–6). Madison, WI: Wisconsin Center for
Education Research. Retrieved December 15, 2015 from http://wcer.wisc.edu/publications/workingPapers/
Working_Paper_No_2014_06.pdf
24 See:
Boyd, D., Grossman, P., Lankford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2009). Teacher preparation and student
achievement. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 31(4): 416-440.
Feuer, M.J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.
Goldhaber, D., Liddle, S., & Theobald, R. (2013). The gateway to the profession: Assessing teacher preparation
programs based on student achievement. Economics of Education Review, 34, 29-44.
Gonzalez, G. (2011). Using value added models to evaluate teacher preparation programs. Bloomington,
IN: Indiana University. Retrieved June 25, 2014 from http://education.indiana.edu/docs/about/VAM%20
White%20Paper%20Final%2012-7-11.pdf
Koedel, C., Parsons, E., Podgursky, M., and Ehlert, M. (2012). Teacher preparation programs and teacher
quality: Are there real differences across programs? Washington DC: National Center for Analysis of
Longitudinal Data in Education Research. Retrieved June 25, 2014 from http://www.caldercenter.org/sites/
default/files/WP-79.pdf
Mason, P. (2010). Assessing difference: Examining Florida’s initial teacher preparation programs and
exploring alternative specifications of value-added models. Tallahassee, FL: Unpublished working paper.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

22 of 34

Retrieved June 25, 2014 from https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/27903/
25 See:
American Educational Research Association. (2000). AERA statement on the use of Value-Added Models
(VAM) for the Evaluation of Educators and Educator Preparation Programs.Washington, DC: AERA.
Retrieved November 11, 2015 from http://edr.sagepub.com/content/early/2015/11/10/0013189X15618385.
full.pdf+html
American Statistical Association. (2014). ASA statement on using value-added models for educational
assessment [Press release]. Retrieved January 27, 2016 from http://www.amstat.org/policy/pdfs/asa_vam_
statement.pdf
Feuer, M.J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.
26 Tennessee Higher Education Commission. (2014). 2014 report card on the effectiveness of teacher training
programs. Retrieved August 30, 2015 from http://www.tn.gov/thec/article/report-card
27 Tennessee Higher Education Commission. (2014). 2014 report card on the effectiveness of teacher training
programs. Retrieved August 30, 2015 from http://www.tn.gov/thec/article/report-card
28 Gansle, K. A., Noell, G., and Burns, J. M. (2013). Do student achievement outcomes differ across teacher
preparation programs? An analysis of teacher education in Louisiana. Journal of Teacher Education, 63(5),
304-317.
29 See:
Henry, G.T., Campbell, S.L., Thompson, C.L., Patriarca, L.A., Luterbach, K.J., Lys, D.B., & Covington, V.M.
(2013). The predictive validity of measures of teacher candidate programs and performance toward an
evidence-based approach to teacher preparation. Journal of Teacher Education, 64(5), 439-453.
National Research Council (2010). Preparing teachers: Building evidence for sound policy. Washington, DC:
The National Academy Press.
Coggshall, J.G., Bivona, L., & Reschly, D.J. (2012). Evaluating the effectiveness of teacher preparation
programs for support and accountability. Washington, DC: National Comprehensive Center for Teacher
Quality.
30 See:
Cochran-Smith, M. (2002). Reporting on teacher quality: The politics of politics. Journal of Teacher
Education, 53(5), 379-382.
Huang, S., Yi, Y., & Haycock, K. (2002, June). Interpret with caution: The first state Title II reports on the
quality of teacher preparation. Washington, DC: The Education Trust.
31

For a recent discussion of these issues, see:
Adler, M. (2014). Review of “Measuring the Impact of Teachers.” Boulder, CO: National Education Policy
Center. Retrieved January 26, 2016 from http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-measuring-impact-ofteachers
Chetty, R., Friedman, J.N., & Rockoff, J.E. (2013a). Measuring the impacts of teachers I: Evaluating bias in
teacher value-added estimates (Working Paper No. 19423). Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic
Research.
Chetty, R., Friedman, J.N., & Rockoff, J.E. (2013b). Measuring the impacts of teachers II: Teacher valueadded and student outcomes in adulthood (Working Paper No. 19424). Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of
Economic Research.

32 See:
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2013). Inaugural board of directors named for new
national accreditor [Press release]. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/about/news-room/

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

23 of 34

statements-press-releases/inaugural-board-of-directors
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). CAEP accreditation manual. Washington, DC:
CAEP. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/knowledge-center/caepaccreditation-manual.pdf?la=en
33 Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). State partnership agreements. Retrieved
December 10, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/working-together/state-partners/state-partnership-agreements
34 See:
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2013). New accreditation standards adopted to
ensure quality in educator preparation [Press release]. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/
about/news-room/statements-press-releases/new-accreditation-standards-adopted
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). CAEP accreditation manual. Washington, DC:
CAEP. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/knowledge-center/caepaccreditation-manual.pdf?la=en
35 Teacher Preparation Analytics. (2014). Building an evidence based system for teacher preparation.
Washington, DC: CAEP. Retrieved April 23, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/accreditation/caep-accreditation/
caep-accreditation-resources/building-an-evidence-based-system
36 See:
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). Evidence guide, 2.0. Washington, DC: CAEP.
Retrieved December 10, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/knowledge-center/caep-evidenceguide.pdf?la=en
American Psychological Association. (2014). Assessing and evaluating teacher education programs: APA
task force report. Washington, DC: APA. Retrieved April 23, 2015 from http://www.apa.org/ed/schools/cpse/
teacher-preparation-programs.pdf
37 Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2013). New accreditation standards adopted to ensure
quality in educator preparation [Press release]. Retrieved July 30, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/about/newsroom/statements-press-releases/new-accreditation-standards-adopted
38 Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (2015). CAEP board names Koch interim president
[Press release]. Retrieved July 30, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/about/news-room/statements-pressreleases/caep-board-names-interim-president
39 CAEP has other important standards, including standards related to the selection of academically able teacher
candidates, candidates’ knowledge and skills, and clinical partnerships with schools; however, it is very clear
that the essential standards are those related to program impact and graduates’ effectiveness, defined as
impact on students’ achievement.
40 See, for example:
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (2012). CAEP announces commission on standards and
performance reporting; Will raise the bar for educator preparation [Press release]. Retrieved December 8,
2015 from http://caepnet.org/about/news-room/statements-press-releases/caep-announces-commission-onstandards
Teacher Preparation Analytics. (2014). Building an evidence based system for teacher preparation.
Washington, DC: CAEP. Retrieved April 23, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/accreditation/caep-accreditation/
caep-accreditation-resources/building-an-evidence-based-system
41 In every state where it is available, CAEP accreditation procedures are carried out through some sort of
partnership with the state; however, CAEP’s aspiration is to be the sole arbiter of accreditation required by
states, but monitored and managed by CAEP as a professional organization.
See, for example:
United States Government Accountability Office. (2015). Teacher preparation programs. Education should

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

24 of 34

insure states identify low performing programs and improve information sharing. Washington, DC:
United States Government Accountability Office. Retrieved December 1, 2015 from http://www.gao.gov/
assets/680/671603.pdf
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) (2010). NCATE and TEAC form new accrediting
body: The Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) [Press release]. Retrieved Dec 10,
2015 from http://caepnet.org/about/news-room/statements-press-releases/ncate-teac-form-accrediting-body
Brabeck, M. (2015). Open letter to AACTE [Press release]. Retrieved April 18, 2015 from: http://caepnet.org/
about/news-room/statements-press-releases/open-letter-to-aacte
42 Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). CAEP accreditation manual. Washington, DC:
CAEP. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/knowledge-center/caepaccreditation-manual.pdf?la=en
43 See:
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). CAEP accreditation manual. Washington, DC:
CAEP. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/knowledge-center/caepaccreditation-manual.pdf?la=en
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). Vision, mission, & goals. Retrieved Dec 10,
2015 from http://caepnet.org/about/vision-mission-goals
44 See:
Brabeck, M. (2015). Open letter to AACTE [Press release]. Retrieved April 18, 2015 from: http://caepnet.org/
about/news-room/statements-press-releases/open-letter-to-aacte
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). CAEP accreditation manual. Washington, DC:
CAEP. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/knowledge-center/caepaccreditation-manual.pdf?la=en
45 See:
Feuer, M.J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.
Tamir, E. & Wilson, S. (2005). Who should guard the gates: Evidentiary and professional warrants for
claiming jurisdiction. Journal of Teacher Education. 56(4): 332-334.
Wilson, S. & Youngs, P. (2005). Research on accountability processes in teacher education. In M. CochranSmith & K. Zeichner (Eds.), Studying teacher education.
46 See:
Ballou, D. & Podgursky, M. (1999). Teacher training and licensure: A layman’s guide. In M. Kanstoroom & C.
Finn (Eds.), Better teachers, better schools. Washington, DC: Thomas B. Fordham Foundation.
Gitomer, D. & Latham, A. (1999). The academic quality of prospective teachers: The impact of admissions
and licensure testing. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. Retrieved September 2015 from: http://
www.ets.org/Media/Research/pdf/RR-03-35.pdf
Feuer, M.J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.
47 Feuer, M J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.
48 For the arguments of some of the proponents of this approach, see:
American Federation of Teachers. (2011). Raising the bar: Aligning and elevating teacher preparation and
the teaching profession. Washington, DC: American Federation of Teachers.
Crowe, E., Allen, M., & Coble, C. (2013). Outcomes, measures, and data systems: A paper prepared for
the CAEP Commission on Standards and Performance Reporting. Washington, DC: Teacher Preparation

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

25 of 34

Analytics. Retrieved September 2015 from http://www.caepnet.org/standards/commission-on-standards
Cunha, J. & Miller T. (2012). Measuring value-added in higher education. Washington, DC: HCM Strategists.
Gansle, K. A., Noell, G., and Burns, J. M. (2013). Do student achievement outcomes differ across teacher
preparation programs? An analysis of teacher education in Louisiana. Journal of Teacher Education, 63(5),
304-317.
National Research Council. (2010). Preparing teachers: Building evidence for sound policy. Washington, DC:
The National Academies Press.
For the arguments of some of the opponents of this approach, see:
Amrein-Beardsley, A., Barnett, J., & Ganesh, T. (2013). Seven legitimate apprehensions about evaluating
teacher education programs and seven “beyond excuses” imperatives. Teachers College Record, 115(12), 1-34.
Newton, X., Darling-Hammond, L., Haertel, E., & Thomas, E. (2010). Value-added modeling of teacher
effectiveness: An exploration of stability across models and contexts. Educational Policy Analysis Archives,
18(23), 1-27.
49 See:
American Educational Research Association. (2000). AERA statement on the use of Value-Added Models
(VAM) for the Evaluation of Educators and Educator Preparation Programs. Washington, DC: AERA.
Retrieved November 11, 2015 from http://edr.sagepub.com/content/early/2015/11/10/0013189X15618385.
full.pdf+html
Goldhaber, D. (2013). What do value-added measures of teacher preparation programs tell us? Stanford,
CA: Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. Retrieved November 12, 2015 from http://www.
carnegieknowledgenetwork.org/briefs/teacher_prep/
50 Feuer, M J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.
51

American Statistical Association. (2014). ASA statement on using value-added models for educational
assessment [Press release]. Retrieved January 27, 2016 from http://www.amstat.org/policy/pdfs/asa_vam_
statement.pdf
Boyd, D., Grossman, P., Landford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckokff, J. (2009). Teacher preparation and student
achievement. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 31(4), 416-440.
Plecki, M. L., Elfers, A. M., and Nakamura, Y. (2012). Using evidence for teacher education program
improvement and accountability: An illustrative case of the role of value-added measures. Journal of Teacher
Education, 63(5), 318-334.

52 American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (2015). AACTE board resolution on CAEP. [Press
release]. Retrieved August 26, 2015 from https://aacte.org/news-room/press-releases-statements/488-aacteboard-resolution-on-caep
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (2013). Comments on CAEP draft standards.
Retrieved December 8, 2015 from https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.php?fid=176
53

Massachusetts Department of Higher Education (2014). Re: Higher Education Act (HEA) Title II Report
Cards on State Teacher Credentialing and Preparation, CFR Citation: 34 CFR 612, 34 CFR 686, Federal
Register Number: 2014-28218. Retrieved Dec 15, 2015 from http://www.doe.mass.edu/edprep/CommentProposedRegulations.docx

54 See:
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (2013). Comments on CAEP draft standards.
Retrieved December 8, 2015 from https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.php?fid=176
American Educational Research Association. (2000). AERA statement on the use of value-added models
(VAM) for the evaluation of educators and educator preparation programs. Washington, DC: AERA.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

26 of 34

Retrieved November 11, 2015 from http://edr.sagepub.com/content/early/2015/11/10/0013189X15618385.
full.pdf+html
Darling-Hammond, L. (2015). Can value-added add value to teacher evaluation? Educational Researcher,
44(2), 132-137.
Darling-Hammond, & Chung Wei, R. (2009). Teacher preparation and teacher learning: a changing policy
landscape. In G. Sykes, B. Schneider, & D. Plank (Eds.), Handbook of education policy research (pp. 613-636).
New York: Routledge.
London, S. (2015). Comments on the U.S. Department of Education proposed teacher preparation regulations.
Retrieved Dec 19, 2015 from http://psc-cuny.org/sites/default/files/FINAL_Comment%20on%20
Proposed%20Federal%20Regualtions%20for%20Teacher%20Preparation%20-%20PSC.pdf
Zeichner, K. (2010). Competition, economic rationalization, increased surveillance, and attacks on diversity:
Neo-liberalism and the transformation of teacher education in the U.S.. Teaching & Teacher Education, (26),
1544-1552.
55 See:
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). CAEP accreditation manual. Washington, DC:
CAEP. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/knowledge-center/caepaccreditation-manual.pdf?la=en
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (2015). Standard 5: Provider quality, continuous
improvement, and capacity. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://www.caepnet.org/standards/standard-5
56 Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation. (2015). CAEP accreditation manual. Washington, DC:
CAEP. Retrieved December 8, 2015 from http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/knowledge-center/caepaccreditation-manual.pdf?la=en
57 Greenberg, J., McKee, A., & Walsh, K. (2013). Teacher prep review 2013: A review of the nation’s teacher
preparation programs. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved March 27, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsStage.do?fn=Teacher_Prep_Review_2013_Report
Greenberg, J., Walsh, K., & McKee, A. (2014). Teacher prep review 2014: A review of the nation’s teacher
preparation programs. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved March 27, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsView/Teacher_Prep_Review_2014_Report
58 NCTQ was created in 2000 by the Fordham Foundation to promote alternative routes to teacher certification
and to challenge education schools as the major provider of teacher preparation. Over the years, NCTQ
has received funding from the U.S. Department of Education, the Broad Foundation, the Walton Family
Foundation, and the Gates Foundation in addition to the Fordham Foundation.
See:
Ravitch, D. (2012, May 23). What is NCTQ? [Blog post]. Retrieved December 14, 2015 from http://
dianeravitch.net/2012/05/23/what-is-nctq/
Thomas B. Fordham Foundation. (2002). Five-year report: 1997 – 2001. Retrieved from http://www.
edexcellencemedia.net/publications/2002/200205_tbfffiveyear/report.pdf
The Eli and Edyth Broad Foundation. (n.d.). All current investments. Retrieved December 11, 2015 from
http://www.broadeducation.org/investments/current_investments/investments_all.html
National Council on Teacher Quality (n.d.). Current funders (2014-2015). Retrieved November 29, 2015 from
http://www.nctq.org/about/funders.jsp
59 For further discussion of the Teacher Prep Reviews and the many controversies related to them, see:
Cochran-Smith, Baker, Burton, Chang, Cummings Carney, Fernández Munoz, Stringer Keefe, Miller, Sánchez,
& Stern. (in press). Teacher quality and teacher education policy: The U.S. Case and its implications. In M.
Akiba & G. LeTendre (Eds.), The Routledge international handbook of teacher quality and policy. New York,
NY: Routledge.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

27 of 34

60

Path to Teach (2015). Who we are. Retrieved December 5, 2015 from http://www.pathtoteach.org/

61 See:
Cochran-Smith, M., Piazza, P. & Power, C. (2013). The politics of accountability: Assessing teacher education
in the United States. The Educational Forum 77(1), 6-27.
Walsh, K. (2011, July). Education reforms: Exploring teacher quality initiatives. Statement before Committee
on Education and the Workforce, United States House of Representatives. Retrieved December 14, 2015 from:
http://edworkforce.house.gov/uploadedfiles/07.27.11_walsh.pdf
62 Greenberg, J., McKee, A., & Walsh, K. (2013). Teacher prep review 2013: A review of the nation’s teacher
preparation programs. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved March 27, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsStage.do?fn=Teacher_Prep_Review_2013_Report
Greenberg, J., Walsh, K., & McKee, A. (2014). Teacher prep review 2014: A review of the nation’s teacher
preparation programs. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved March 27, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsView/Teacher_Prep_Review_2014_Report
63 Greenberg, J., Walsh, K., & McKee, A. (2014). Teacher prep review 2014: A review of the nation’s teacher
preparation programs. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved March 27, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsView/Teacher_Prep_Review_2014_Report, 10.
64 Greenberg, J., McKee, A., & Walsh, K. (2013). Teacher prep review 2013: A review of the nation’s teacher
preparation programs. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved March 27, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsStage.do?fn=Teacher_Prep_Review_2013_Report, 4.
65 Doherty, K.M., & Jacobs, S. (2013, October). Connect the dots: Using evaluations of teacher effectiveness to
inform policy and practice. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved May 11, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsStage/State_of_the_States_2013_Using_Teacher_Evaluations_NCTQ_
Report, 1.
66 Although this may be troubling in light of the intense media attention to NCTQ’s claims, it is perhaps not
surprising given that there have been only two reviews, and the first one was published in US News and World
Report in 2013.
67 Although the impact of USNWR rankings of graduate schools of education would also be relevant here, we
could not locate empirical research along these lines.
68 These studies involved somewhat similar research methods using admissions and/or pricing data and
comparing current and lagged rankings.
See:
Monks, J. and Ehrenberg, R. G., (1999). U.S. News & World Report’s college rankings: Why they do matter?.
Change, 31(6), 42-51.
Ehrenberg, R.G., (2002). Reaching for the brass ring: The U.S. News & World Report rankings and
competition. The Review of Higher Education, 26(2), 145-162.
Meredith, M., (2004). Why do universities compete in the ratings game? An empirical analysis of the effects of
the U.S. News & World Report college rankings. Research in Higher Education, 45(5), 443-461.
Luca, M., & Smith, J. (2011). Salience in quality disclosure: Evidence from the U.S. News college
rankings (Working Paper No. 12-014). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School.
69 See:
Ehrenberg, R.G., (2002). Reaching for the brass ring: The U.S. News & World Report rankings and
competition. The Review of Higher Education, 26(2), 145-162.
Machung, A., (1998, July-August). Playing the rankings game. Change, 30(4), 12-16.
70

See:
Morse, R. (2008, July-October). The real and perceived influence of the U.S. News ranking. Higher Education

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

28 of 34

in Europe, 33(2), 349-356.
Vaughn, J. (2002). Accreditation, commercial rankings, and new approaches to assessing the quality of
university research and education programmes in the United States. Higher Education in Europe, 27(4), 433441.
71

Greenberg, J., Walsh, K., & McKee, A. (2014). 2014 Teacher Prep Review: A review of the nation’s teacher
preparation programs. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved November 1, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsStage.do?fn=Teacher_Prep_Review_2014_Report

72 See:
Sheehy, K. (2012, November 2). Minnesota colleges ordered to turn over syllabi for teaching programs. US
News & World Report. Retrieved December 1, 2015 from http://www.usnews.com/education/best-colleges/
articles/2012/11/02/minnesota-colleges-ordered-to-turn-over-syllabi-for-teaching-programs
Shirayanagi, K. (2014, August 26). National Council on Teacher Quality to continue syllabus lawsuit against
UM System. Columbia Missourian. Retrieved December 1, 2015 from http://www.columbiamissourian.com/
news/local/national-council-on-teacher-quality-to-continue-syllabus-lawsuit-against/article_f958b410-8cca5942-9aa9-763872da8fec.html
73

See:
Heller, D., Segall, A., & Drake, C. (2013, December 10). An open letter to NCTQ on teacher prep. Education
Week. Retrieved December 1, 2015 from http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2013/12/11/14heller.h33.
html?tkn=SZSF1PvR4%2BkY3FD1Y4z3fulR0lwhc8x4VkhL
Krings, M. (2013, June 18). Dean disputes methodology in state-by-state analysis of teacher preparation.
Retrieved December 1, 2015 from https://news.ku.edu/2013/06/17/dean-disputes-methodology-state-stateanalysis-teacher-preparation
Robinson, S. (2014, June 18). Statement on NCTQ Teacher Prep Review. Retrieved from December 1, 2015
http://edprepmatters.net/2014/06/statement-on-nctq-teacher-prep-review/
University of North Carolina Greensboro. (2014, June 10). UNCG School of Education statement on NCTQ
teacher prep program rankings. Retrieved December 1, 2015 from http://soe.uncg.edu/uncg-schooleducation-statement-nctq-teacher-prep-program-rankings/

74

Zeichner, K. (2011). Assessing state and federal policies to evaluate the quality of teacher preparation
programs. In P. Earley, D. Imig & N. Michelli (Eds.), U.S. teacher education in an era of evolving policy
expectations (pp. 76-105). New York, NY: Routledge.

75 The Berlin Principles (BP) on Ranking of Higher Education Institutions were crafted by the International
Ranking Expert Group (IREG), founded in 2004 by the UNESCO European Centre for Higher Education
(UNESCO-CEPES) in Bucharest and the Institute for Higher Education Policy in Washington, DC. These 16
principles are considered to set a high standard for how a ranking system should be established and utilized.
Institute for Higher Education Policy (2006). Berlin principles on ranking of higher education systems. IHEP.
Retrieved December 4, 2015 from: http://www.ihep.org/research/publications/berlin-principles-rankinghigher-education-institutions
76 Greenberg, J., Walsh, K., & McKee, A. (2014). Teacher prep review 2014: A review of the nation’s teacher
preparation programs. Washington D.C.: National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved December 8, 2015
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsView/Teacher_Prep_Review_2014_Report
77 Henry, G. T. & Bastian, K. C. (2015). Measuring up: The National Council on Teacher Quality’s ratings of
teacher preparation programs and measures of teacher performance. Chapel Hill, NC: The Education Policy
Initiative at Carolina.
78 In only one of 42 comparisons did graduates of higher-rated programs have higher value-added scores; in only
8 of 32 comparisons did graduates of higher-rated programs have higher teacher evaluations.
79 Henry, G.T. & Bastian, K.C. (2015). Measuring up: The National Council on Teacher Quality’s ratings of
teacher preparation programs and measures of teacher performance. Chapel Hill, NC: The Education Policy

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

29 of 34

Initiative at Carolina.
80 Goldhaber, D., & Liddle, S. (2011). The gateway to the profession: Assessing teacher preparation programs
based on student achievement (Working Paper No. 2011-2.0). Seattle, WA: Center for Education Data and
Research. Retrieved November 24, 2015 from http://www.caldercenter.org/sites/default/files/Goldhaber-etal.pdf
81 Fuller, E. J. (2015). Shaky methods, shaky motives: A critique of the National Council of Teacher Quality’s
review of teacher preparation programs. Journal of Teacher Education, 65(1), 63-77.
82 Dudley-Marling, C. (2015). Preparing the nation’s teachers to teach reading: A manifesto in defense of
‘teacher educators like me. New York, NY: Garn Press.
83 According to the edTPA website at the time this brief went to press, the edTPA is required for certification
in five of the 50 states, will soon be required in two others, and can be used to fulfill requirements for a
performance based assessment in five other states; in addition it is used in various ways by 647 programs
across the country in 35 states.
See:
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2015). Participation map. Retrieved December 16,
2015 from http://edtpa.aacte.org/state-policy
84 American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2015). Overview. Retrieved January 15, 2015 from
http://edtpa.aacte.org/about-edtpa#Overview-0
85 Darling-Hammond, L., & Hyler, M. (2013). The role of performance assessment in developing teaching as a
profession. Rethinking Schools, 27(4), 1-5.
86 Pecheone, R.L., Pigg, M.J., Chung, R.R., & Souviney, R.J. (2005). Performance assessment and electronic
portfolios: Their effect on teacher learning and education. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational
Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 78(4), 164-176.
87 American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2014). edTPA® provides support by the
profession, for the profession. Retrieved October 12, 2014 from https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.
php?fid=1621&ref=edtpa
88

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2015). About edTPA. Retrieved October 1, 2015
from http://edtpa.aacte.org/about-edtpa
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2015). edTPA FAQ. Retrieved October 1, 2015
from: http://edtpa.aacte.org/faq
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2014). edTPA® provides support by the
profession, for the profession. Retrieved October 12, 2014 from https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.
php?fid=1621&ref=edtpa

89

See:
Darling-Hammond, L. (2009). Teaching and the change wars: The professionalism hypothesis. In A.
Hargreaves & M. Fullan (Eds.), Change wars (pp. 45–68), Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree.
Pecheone, R.L., Pigg, M.J., Chung, R.R., & Souviney, R.J. (2005). Performance assessment and electronic
portfolios: Their effect on teacher learning and education. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational
Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 78(4), 164.

90 Darling-Hammond, L., & Hyler, M. (2013). The role of performance assessment in developing teaching as a
profession. Rethinking Schools, 27(4), 1-5.
91 Darling-Hammond, L., Newton, S.P., & Wei, R.C. (2013). Developing and assessing beginning teacher
effectiveness: The potential of performance assessments. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and
Accountability, 25(3), 179-204.
Darling-Hammond, L. (2009). Teaching and the change wars: The professionalism hypothesis. In A.
Hargreaves & M. Fullan (Eds.), Change wars (pp. 45-68), Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

30 of 34

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2014). edTPA® provides support by the
profession, for the profession. Retrieved October 12, 2014, from https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.
php?fid=1621&ref=edtpa
92 Darling-Hammond, L., & Hyler, M. (2013). The role of performance assessment in developing teaching as a
profession. Rethinking Schools, 27(4), 1-5.
93 American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2015). edTPA FAQ. Retrieved October 1, 2015
from: http://edtpa.aacte.org/faq
94 See:
Darling-Hammond, L. (2009). Teaching and the change wars: The professionalism hypothesis. In A.
Hargreaves & M. Fullan (Eds.), Change wars (pp. 45-68), Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree.
Pecheone, R.L., Pigg, M.J., Chung, R.R., & Souviney, R.J. (2005). Performance assessment and electronic
portfolios: Their effect on teacher learning and education. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational
Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 78(4), 164-176.
95 Darling-Hammond, L., & Hyler, M. (2013). The role of performance assessment in developing teaching as a
profession. Rethinking Schools, 27(4).
96 See:
Pecheone, R. L., & Chung, R. R. (2006). Evidence in teacher education: The Performance Assessment for
California Teachers (PACT). Journal of Teacher Education, 57(1), 22-36.
Duckor, B., Castellano, K. E., Tellez, K., Wihardini, D., & Wilson, M. (2014). Examining the internal structure
evidence for the Performance Assessment for California Teachers: A validation study of the Elementary
Literacy Teaching Event for Tier I teacher licensure. Journal of Teacher Education, 65(5), 402-420.
97 Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning and Equity. (2013). 2013 edTPA field test: Summary report.
Retrieved December 16, 2015 from https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.php?fid=827&ref=
98

See:
Ajayi, L. (2014). Performance assessment for California teachers and English-language Arts candidates in a
rural border community. Educational Forum, 78(3), 275-290.
Au, W. (2013). What’s a nice test like you doing in a place like this? Rethinking Schools, 27(4).
Gary, D. (2015). What is a “good teacher”? Does “good” resonate with the edTPA? Northwest Journal of
Teacher Education Online. Retrieved December 1, 2015 from http://nwate.com/2015/01/11/what-is-a-goodteacher-does-good-resonate-with-the-edtpa/
Girtz, S. (2014). Ignatian pedagogy and its alignment with the new teacher bar exam (edTPA) and action
research frameworks. Jesuit Higher Education: A Journal, 3(1), 75-80.
Parkes, K A., & Powell, S.R. (2015). Is the edTPA the Right Choice for Evaluating Teacher Readiness?. Arts
Education Policy Review, 116(2), 103-113.
Power, C., Paugh, P., Wendell, K, Bilber, M, Gonsalves, L, and Vanderberg, L. (2013, April). edTPA as an
educative tool: Formative, summative or punitive?. Paper presented at the meeting of the American Education
Research Association, San Francisco, CA.

99 Sato, M. (2014). What is the underlying conception of teaching of the edTPA? Journal of Teacher Education,
65(5), 421-434.
100 Henry, G.T., Campbell, S.L., Thompson, C.L., Patriarca, L.A., Luterbach, K.J., Lys, D.B., & Covington, V.M.
(2013). The predictive validity of measures of teacher candidate programs and performance toward an
evidence-based approach to teacher preparation. Journal of Teacher Education, 64(5), 439-453.
The State Education Department (2014). Recent topics and SED responses related to the certification
examinations. Albany, NY: The State Education Department/The University of the State of New York.
Retrieved December 16, 2015 from http://www.highered.nysed.gov/tcert/pdf/CertificationExaminationTopics.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

31 of 34

pdf
101 Darling-Hammond, L., Newton, S.P., & Wei, R.C. (2013). Developing and assessing beginning teacher
effectiveness: The potential of performance assessments. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and
Accountability, 25(3), 179-204.
Newton, S.P. (2010). Predictive validity of the performance assessment for California teachers. Stanford, CA:
Stanford Center for Opportunity Policy in Education. Retrieved December 1, 2015 from https://scale.stanford.
edu/system/files/pact_newton_0.pdf
102 See:
Bond, L., Smith, T. W., Baker, W. K., & Hattie, J.A. (2000). The certification system of the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards: A construct and consequential validity study. Greensboro, NC: Center for
Educational Research and Evaluation.
Cavalluzzo, L., Barrow, L., Mokher, C., Geraghty, T., & Sartain, L. (2014). From large urban to small rural
schools: An empirical study of National Board certification and teaching effectiveness. Alexandria, VA: The
CNA Corporation. Retrieved December 1, 2015 from http://www.nbpts.org/sites/default/files/Policy/cna_
from_large_urban_to_small_rural_schools.pdf
Cowan, J., & Goldhaber, D. (2015). National Board certification and teacher effectiveness: Evidence from
Washington, technical report 2015-1. Center for Education Data and Research, Seattle, WA. Retrieved
December 1, 2015 from http://www.cedr.us/papers/working/CEDR%20WP%2020153_NBPTS%20Cert.pdf
Goldhaber, D., & Anthony, E. (2005). Can teacher quality be effectively assessed? National Board certification
as a signal of effective teaching. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 89(1), 134–150.
Vandevoort, L.G., Amrein-Beardsley, A., & Berliner, D.C. (2004). National Board certified teachers and their
students’ achievement. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 12(46).
103 See:
Darling-Hammond, L., Newton, S.P., & Wei, R.C. (2013). Developing and assessing beginning teacher
effectiveness: The potential of performance assessments. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and
Accountability, 25(3), 179–204.
Okhremtchouk, I.S., Newell, P.A., & Rosa, R. (2013). Assessing pre-service teachers prior to certification:
Perspectives on the Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT). Education Policy Analysis
Archives, 21(55-57), 1-27.
Pecheone, R.L., & Chung, R R. (2006). Evidence in teacher education: The Performance Assessment for
California Teachers (PACT). Journal of Teacher Education, 57(1), 22-36.
104 Okhremtchouk, I.S., Newell, P.A., & Rosa, R. (2013). Assessing pre-service teachers prior to certification:
Perspectives on the Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT). Education Policy Analysis
Archives, 21(55-57), 1-27.
105 Darling-Hammond, L., Newton, S. P., & Wei, R. C. (2013). Developing and assessing beginning teacher
effectiveness: The potential of performance assessments. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and
Accountability, 25(3), 179-204.
Pecheone, R. L., & Chung, R. R. (2006). Evidence in teacher education: The Performance Assessment for
California Teachers (PACT). Journal of Teacher Education, 57(1), 22-36.
106 Meuwissen, K., Choppin, J., Shang-Butler, H., & Cloonan, K. (2015). Teaching candidates’ perceptions of and
experiences with early implementation of the edTPA licensure examination in New York and Washington
States. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester.
107 See:
Barron, L. (2015). Preparing preservice teachers for performance assessments. Journal of Interdisciplinary
Studies in Education 3(2). 70-76.
Gainsburg, J., & Ericson, B. (2015). (Relatively) smooth sailing: How a large state university successfully

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

32 of 34

adopted the PACT teaching event. New Educator, 11(1), 24-36.
Lit, I.W., & Lotan, R. (2013). A balancing act: Dilemmas of implementing a high-stakes performance
assessment. The New Educator, 9(1), 54-76.
Lys, D.B., L’Esperance, M., Dobson, E., & Bullock, A.A. (2014). Large-scale implementation of the edTPA:
Reflections upon institutional change in action. Current Issues in Education, 17(3).
108 See:
Lit, I. W., & Lotan, R. (2013). A balancing act: Dilemmas of implementing a high-stakes performance
assessment. The New Educator, 9(1), 54-76.
Lys, D. B., L’Esperance, M., Dobson, E., & Bullock, A. A. (2014). Large-Scale implementation of the edTPA:
Reflections upon institutional change in action. Current Issues in Education, 17(3).
109 See:
Au, W. (2013). What’s a nice test like you doing in a place like this? Rethinking Schools, 27(4). Madeloni, B., &
Gorlewski, J. (2013). Wrong answer to the wrong question. Rethinking Schools, 27(4).
National Association for Multicultural Education [NAME]. (2014). NAME position statement on the edTPA.
Retrieved March 12, 2015, from http://www.nameorg.org/docs/Statement-rr-edTPA-1-21-14.pdf
Teachers for Justice. (2014). Why we are boycotting the edTPA. Retrieved July 3, 2015 from http://www.
teachersforjustice.org/2014/03/edtpa-boycott-uic-grad-students-follow.html
110 Au, W. (2013). What’s a nice test like you doing in a place like this? Rethinking Schools, 27(4).
111 Meuwissen, K., Choppin, J., Shang-Butler, H., & Cloonan, K. (2015). Teaching candidates’ perceptions of and
experiences with early implementation of the edTPA licensure examination in New York and Washington
States. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester.
112 See:
Finn, C.E., & Petrilli, M.J. (2007). Forward. In K. Walsh & S. Jacobs (Eds.), Alternative certification isn’t
alternative (pp. 7-11). Washington, DC: Thomas B. Fordham Institute.
Green, E. (2014). Building a better teacher: How teaching works (and how to teach it to everyone). New
York, NY: W.W. Norton.
Goldstein, D. (2014). The teacher wars: A history of America’s most embattled profession. New York, NY:
Penguin Random House.
Hess, F. & McShane, M. (2014). Teacher quality 2.0. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
113 The evidence suggests that although teachers are the most important in-school influence on students’
achievement and other desired school outcomes, outside-of-school factors account for a much larger portion of
the variance in student achievement outcomes (as much as 60%).
See:
Goldhaber, D.D., Brewer, D.J., & Anderson, D.J. (1999). A three-way error components analysis of educational
productivity. Education Economics, 7(3), 199-208.
Hanushek, E.A., Kain, J.F., & Rivkin, S.G. (1998). Teachers, schools, and academic achievement (Working
Paper No. 6691). Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Nye, B., Konstantopoulos, S., & Hedges, L. V. (2004). How large are teacher effects?. Educational Evaluation
and Policy Analysis, 26(3), 237-257.
Rockoff, J.E. (2004). The impact of individual teachers on student achievement: Evidence from panel data.
American Economic Review, 94(2) 247–252.
Rowan, B., Correnti, R., & Miller, R. (2002). What large-scale survey research tells us about teacher effects
on student achievement: Insights from the “Prospects” study of elementary schools. Philadelphia, PA:
Consortium for Policy Research in Education Publications.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

33 of 34

114 Here we mean: the mechanism of state-level enforcement of a federal mandate requiring institutional and
state reporting about candidate impact and employment (HEA regulations); the mechanism of national
professional accreditation that hinges on demonstration of the direct impact of graduates and programs
(CAEP accreditation); and, the mechanism of public dissemination of program rankings based on inputs and
calculated by a private external agency (NCTQ reviews).
115 In contrast, some evaluation scholars are calling for “extended-term mixed method evaluation designs,” which
are intended to investigate causal explanations (i.e., what goes into the black-box) rather than descriptions
based on the logic of evaluation leading to measurable outcomes.
See, for example:
Chatterji, M. (2004). Evidence on “what works”: An argument for extended-term mixed method (ETMM)
evaluation designs. Educational Researcher, 33(9), 3–13.
116 Meuwissen, K., Choppin, J., Shang-Butler, H., & Cloonan, K. (2015). Teaching candidates’ perceptions of and
experiences with early implementation of the edTPA licensure examination in New York and Washington
States. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester.
117 See:
Fenstermacher, G.D. & Richardson, V. (2005). On making determinations of quality in teaching. Teachers
College Record, 107(1), 186–213.
Mathis, W. (2015). School accountability, multiple measures and inspectorates in a post-NCLB world.
Boulder, CO: National Education Policy Center. Retrieved December 18, 2015 http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/
mathis_rbopm-1.pdf
Nichols, S., & Berliner, D. (2007). Collateral damage: How high-stakes testing corrupts America’s schools.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.
Rice, J.K. (2015). What would it take to build the balance wheel?. Boulder, CO: National Education Policy
Center. Retrieved October 1, 2015 from http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/balance-wheel
118 Darling-Hammond, L., & Hyler, M. (2013). The role of performance assessment in developing teaching as a
profession. Rethinking Schools, 27(4), 1-5.
119 Barber, B. R. (1984). Strong democracy: Participatory politics for a new age. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press.
120 Sahlberg, P. (2010). Rethinking accountability in a knowledge society. Journal of Educational Change, 11(1),
45–61.
121 See:
Nichols, S., & Berliner, D. (2007). Collateral damage: How high-stakes testing corrupts America’s schools.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.
Popham, J. (2007). The no-win accountability game. In C. Glickman (Ed.), Letters to the next President. What
we can do about the real crisis in public education (pp. 166–173). New York, NY: Teachers College Press.
Sahlberg, P. (2010). Rethinking accountability in a knowledge society. Journal of Educational Change, 11(1),
45-61.
122 Feuer, M.J., Floden, R.E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs:
Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/teacher-prep

34 of 34

