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Eduventures is the industry leader in researchcandulting for higher education institutions. Tigb our
membership research programs, including the Scloddslucation Learning Collaborative, Eduventures
facilitates the exchange of best practices amonglmes and conducts actionable research and analysis
shared challenges. Through our research prograchsarsulting services, Eduventures analysts gather
unequaled insight into the higher education lanpis¢arough our work with 300+ colleges and univessi
Eduventures is considered an authority on highecatibn trends and best practices; our researclexgmert
analysts are cited regularly in such publication$lee Wall Street Journal, BusinessWeek, The New ior&s,
The Chronicle of Higher Educatioandinside Higher Ed Founded in 1993 by Michael R. Sandler,
Eduventures is privately held and headquarter&bston, Massachusetts.

Goalsand Rationalefor this Critique

Presently, NCTQ is completing a study with the gdabnking the quality of 56 teacher preparation
programs in lllinois against a set of standards @leped by NCT@ NCTQ has been commissioned to
conduct this study by Advance lllinois, an indepamidbrganization seeking to support and improve
public education in the state. The goal of thiglgtis to review the quality of select teacher pragion
programs in the state, based on NCTQ'’s standardedcoher education.

Schools of education, including the 56 schoolgdotation included in NCTQ’s ongoing study in llligo
welcome program reviewSchools of education seek to continually build rstxceffective programs that
meet the needs of the school districts that theyes@rogram review is an important process to ensu
that schools of education continually revisit, seyiand update programs to meet this important goal
Schools of education continually undergo a revieacess

at the state level and in most cases, at the rstievel Schools of education use the findings from
through such highly recognized organizations as the program reviews to revise programs to
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Ediiza ensure that they are training and
(NCATE) or the Teacher Education Accreditation Czin | producing high quality educatorsthus,
(TEAC). Schools of education use the findings from it is integral that the methodology for

program reviews to revise programs to ensure legtare | Program reviews be rigorous, research-
training and producing high quality educators. gtitis based, and proven to produce usable anfi
integral that the methodology for program reviews b e
rigorous, research-based, and proven to produdseuaad

dependable results. The methodology of programewess/should be sound in order to ensure that any
reform that occurs as a result of recommendatitimately benefits educators and P-12 studentlerat
than creating programs that may be relatively wealée goal of this critique is to provide insigbtthe
public and press regarding the inherent weaknedsbe NCTQ methodology used to rank the quality of
teacher education programs in lllinois.

M ethodology Overview

The goal of the lllinois NCTQ study is to determihe quality of the teacher training programs ledat
within the state. In order to accomplish this, NCasked schools of education (SOESs) in lllinois to
submit syllabi from the teacher training coursex #tudents at their respective institutions mostgete
in order to receive a degree. The syllabi, aloith @l required course materials, were then comgar

! Descriptions of NCTQ'’s standards can be foundénAppendix
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against a set of common standards developed by N@D@ler to make determinations with regards to
the level of quality of each of these teacher prapan programs.

The study was conducted in several phases. Bi@&Es were asked to submit syllabi to NCTQ. NCTQ
then produced a preliminary report of their findirtgat was mailed to each individual SOE. Each
participating SOE addressed the findings in paftthe report and then mailed NCTQ its response.
NCTQ then mailed part Il of the preliminary reptwrteach individual SOE. The SOE addressed the
findings in part Il and then mailed NCTQ its respen Finally, based on all of the data gatherethdur
parts | and Il of the process; including the aadiéil information provided by SOEs in their respanse
NCTQ produced a rating of each individual SOE.

Timeline of the IllinoisNCTQ Study:

22 December 2009: NCTQ requested syllabi from teacher programs.

29 January 2010: Date by which requested syllabi were receivetNBy Q.

1 June 2010: NCTQ mailed and emailed part 1 of the preliminaagort to teacher
preparation programs.

22 June 2010: Date by which materials relevant to part 1 werensd by NCTQ. NCTQ
mailed and emailed part 2 to teacher preparatiograms.

12 July 2010: Date by which materials relevant to part 2 wereined by NCTQ.

30 July 2010: Date by which materials relevant to the prelimynaaport were submitted to
NCTQ.

7 September 2010: NCTQ mails and emails draft ratings to teacheparation programs.

21 September 2010: Date by which final corrections and comments sthdnd received by NCTQ

M ethodology Critique

While SOEs were able to respond to NCTQ's findiNgSTQ’s program review methodology may still
not accurately reflect the quality of educatorsgwoed by each teacher education prograhmere are
several major weaknesses with the methodologyNEatQ employed in the study of lllinois teacher
preparation programs. They are listed and expiairetow:

NCTQ has evaluated inputs in order to draw concloiss regarding the quality of
teacher preparation program outputs.

The ratings of SOEs in lllinois are based on aruateon of institutional inputs; addressing inpatsne
without taking into considerations outputs suclhasresulting quality of prepared educators, or the
impact of teacher education graduates on P-12 staddievement, does not provide a holistic pictire
program quality. Based on criticisms of its Teteecher preparation study, NCTQ preemptively
addresses this concern on its website by statiaighiere is a lack of output data making such dystd
SOE outputs currently impossible. Additionally N@Eontends that an analysis of inputs provides
information about “what’s on the menu” at teacheparation programs. While both of these statesnent
are true, they do not address the main problemsuth an analysis; formulating conclusions aboeit th
guality of the end product of a teacher prepargtimyram--prepared teachers--solely by analyzieg th
quality of the course materials. A comprehensnagmm review would include both inputs and outputs
of a teacher education program.
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While the use of inputs in order to make statemeatgerning outputs is problematic, the omission of
other important inputs further weakens the stutliyge NCTQ study does not consider other inputs such
as the quality of instruction, student support e, professional development provided, teacher
induction programming, and many other factors toald potentially be related to the quality of teaic
preparation programs. These factors are integré¢iermining the overall quality of teachers pietl

by any preparation program and are linked by rebeiar training more effective teachers for schools.

Figure 1. General Input-Output Process Model for University-Based Preparation
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While NCTQ reviews some of these
inputs, not all of them are taken into
consideration, including some that are
proven by research to be linked to
stronger teacher preparation (length @
field experiences, for example).
Comprehensive program reviews
should take into account factors
linked by research to producing more
effective teachers.

The quality of teachers
produced by a
program is not
measured. For
example, no employers
were consulted (i.e.
principals or
superintendents).
Comprehensive
program reviews
should include
employer feedback.

NCTQ’s standards do not appear to be research-based NCTQ provides no clear
explanation of how the standards were developed.

There is no clear explanation of how the NCTQ saaaisi were formulated. NCTQ provides the
following explanation of how the common standardserdeveloped on their website:

The standards were developed over five years dfsind are the result of contributions made by
leading thinkers and practitioners from not just@ter the nation, but also all over the world. To
the extent that we can, we rely on research toeyoigh standards. However, the field of teacher
education is not well studied. Therefore, whercamt rely on research to guide our standards,
we look to the practices of higher performing natipwhere relevant, the practices of other
professions; and the best consensus-thinking.
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This explanation does not address the specifioréag or rationale behind the standards, and the
standards do not appear to be research-basedle MBI Q notes that not enough research has not been
conducted in the field of education, NCATE’s stamidain contrast, are clearly substantiated byarese
and proven to link to the preparation of stronghkroators. When NCTQ'’s standards are compared with
the standards developed by NCATE, the issue ofpramncy becomes very clear. NCATE notes in their
Professional Standards for the Accreditation of drea Preparation Institutionthat “NCATE revises its
unit accreditation standards every seven yearadore that the standards reflect current researdh a
state-of-the-art practice in the teaching profes8idNCATE's highly detailed descriptions of their
standards and explanations of their ratings systambe viewed in their 98-page document:
http://www.ncate.org/documents/standards/NCATE %80&4rds%202008.pdfln contrast, NCTQ has not released
such a detailed description of their rating systemesearch-based explanations of their standards.

NCTQ does not provide a clear explanation of thevlanoderate, and high
i weighting system.

In addition to the lack of transparency with regatal the formulation of the standards themseNesgt
is also a lack of clarity with regards to what “lomoderate and high weighting” actually mean imer
of how each standard is weighted to produce an @@kg. Additionally, no explanation was provided
with regards to why or how these weightings werenfdated. As noted above, in contrast, NCATE
provides clear, detailed transparency into how#tieags for their standards are applied to teacher
preparation programs. NCTQ does not make thderaifor weighting clear.

It is unclear how well the evidence that NCTQ udesneasure a program’s
adherence with each standard actually measures esiemdard.

No explanation or evidence is provided by NCTQddrass the steps taken to ensure that the data
collected and used to compare a program to the N&&arards actually measures that standard. Thus,
the validity of the study’s findings is compromisefldditionally, there is no discussion or prestota

of the steps taken by the evaluators to increasgahdity and reliability of the results. For exple, the
standard for teacher selectivity denotes that jprogrwere evaluated to see if they are sufficiently
rigorous. However, without a clear objective dtarra for ‘rigor,’ this is a subjective evaluati@md is
potentially flawed.

Conclusion

While it is important that SOEs be held accountéteoreparing high quality teachers, the study tha
NCTQ has conducted in lllinois of teacher preparaprograms is significantly flawed. The qualify o
outputs and employer ratings are not taken intsidenation—an integral piece to consider when jodgi
the quality of preparation program. The federalegoment and state and local policymakers
increasingly emphasize outcomes and results inuging highly effective teachers that increase stude
achievement, turning away from inputs alone ascatdrs of teacher quality. The lack of clarity and
transparency with regards to the common standaedNICTQ is using and the processes and procedures
used to analyze the collected data make the melitgydof the NCTQ study in lllinois problematic.
While the study provides a high-level look acrasscher education program models, its methodology
flaws ultimately limit the validity of the study®onclusions and make the findings somewhat unieliab
Eduventures analysts recommend that policymakehg, public, and the press should keep these
limitations in mind when reviewing the results afi¢ NCTQ study.

For more information regarding Eduventures, the @ith of Education Learning Collaborative, or to age
with the team of analysts that evaluated the IIBMCTQ study’s methodology, please contact Mindy L
Anastasia, Senior Analyst, at manastasia@eduventom.
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Appendix

Background on NCTQ

The National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) isam-profit organization founded in 2005 and based
in Washington, DC. NCTQ advocates for reforms dmaad range of teacher policies at the federal,
state, and local levels. According to its webghe, organization’s mission is “to provide an altive
national voice to existing teacher organizatiomsl build the case for a comprehensive reform agenda
[to] challenge the current structure and regulatibthe profession.” NCTQ aims to build the case f
comprehensive reform within what it recognizeshasfour sets of institutions that have the greatest
impact on teacher quality: states, teacher preéparptograms, school districts and teachers' unions

Standards used by NCTQ in thelllinois study

1 Preparation standardsfor ALL teachers

Selectivity: Evidence that the institution has adequate adnmsst@ndards, restricting admissions to
students who were in the top half of college-gdiigh school peers, as well as providing a flexible
program of study tailored to students’ knowledge skill level (1) (high weighting); that coursegar
sufficiently rigorous, reflecting college-level wof2) (low weighting); and that the institution &sd¢o
set a higher standard for program completion tlams$ure requires (3) (moderate weighting).

21% Century teaching: Evidence that the institution places high priodh imparting an understanding
of the world, its history and cultures to all staotéeenrolled in the institution, including teaclsandidates
(2); that teacher candidates acquire specific kadgé of the traditions, culture, and languages of
principal minority and ethnic groups residing ie tstate (2) (low weighting); that teacher candislate
become familiar with the most critical educatiosuss of the day, notably the “achievement gap” (4)
(low weighting); that the needs of English langubsggeners are fully embedded in instruction (5o
weighting); and that applications of technology iategrated into the pedagogy associated with 8peci
content areas (6) (low weighting).

Student teaching: Evidence that the institution has a strong stutkaching model conveying a
commitment to training students in high performimgh needs schools that is preceded by early and
efficient exposure to field-work (1) (moderate weigg); that requires a full-time, primarily locelinical
experience (2) (moderate weighting); that carefstlseens and qualifies experienced cooperating
teachers in the partner school (3) (moderate weightand that the structure of the degree reqergm
make it possible for a student who is unsuccessfstiudent teaching to qualify for a college dedre
(moderate weighting).

Program Evaluation: Evidence that the institution tracks graduate aue® such as employment and
retention (1) (low weighting); and that the indibn fully utilizes any available data from thetstar
districts to measure the quality of its teachegpam graduates and adjust accordingly (2) (low
weighting).

Faculty: Evidence that preponderance of the coursewadduight by faculty members who are
permanently employed by the institution (1) (lowigieing); and that the institution does not expect
faculty members to teach multiple disparate digegd (2) (low weighting).

Professional Training: Evidence that pedagogical training is age spevifiere advantageous and that

teacher candidates obtain a solid understandiiad] tfpes of classroom assessments and acquire an
ability to analyze student data (1) (low weightiniipat the institution requires the teacher cartéslto
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understand key principles from cognitive psycholagput how human beings learn and children develop
(2) (low weighting); classroom management (3) (leeighting); and special education (4) (low
weighting); that professional preparation is dekeeeefficiently (5) (low weighting); and that aélquired
courses are offered at least once a year (6) (leighting).

2. Standar ds specific to elementary teachers

Evidence that elementary teacher candidates readivead liberal arts education, appropriately $ecl
on the background knowledge relevant to elememgeagies (1) and an area of concentration (2)
(moderate weighting); that the institution prepate&lementary teachers in scientifically-basextineg
instruction (3) (high weighting); that the institut provides adequate preparation in the specific
mathematics content needed by elementary teacheflsigh weighting); and that the institution proes
effective methods (5) (low weighting).

3. Standar ds specific to secondary teachers

Evidence that the institution provides adequatgestilarea preparation (1) (low weighting), and etffe
subject methods (2) (low weighting), including tieiag reading in the subject area (3) (low weighting

4, Standar ds specific to special education teachers’

Evidence that special education teacher candidatesve a broad liberal arts education (1) (mogerat
weighting); that the institution dedicates resoarmemeeting state needs for special educator$of®)
weighting); that special education teacher cegtfis are prepared to employ scientifically basading
instruction (3) (high weighting); that there is gdate preparation in mathematics (4) (high weigjti
and that pedagogical training geared to the spdafowledge and skills needed by special education
teachers at the elementary and secondary levélding behavioral analysis and modification (5(lo
weighting).

2NCTQ is not analyzing the quality of the progratiesigned to train teachers for low incidence edoasuch as
teaching students who are blind, deaf or have sggognitive impairments.

EDUVENTURES, INC. | 101 FEDERAL STREET | 12™FLOOR | BOSTON, MA 02110 | 617.426.5622 | 617.204.9552 FAX | WWW.EDUVENTURES.COM



