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Good afternoon, Chairman Clymer and Chairman Roebuck. My name is Linda Cook. Iam a
teacher in the Penn Delco School District and a member of the Pennsylvania State Education
Association (PSEA) Board of Directors. PSEA represents 193,000 teachers, educational support
personnel, and other individuals charged with the responsibility of educating Pennsylvania’s
students. On behalf of our members, thank you for inviting PSEA to speak today about House
Bill 1980 and the importance of valid, fair, and effective teacher evaluation.

PSEA understands the importance of an evaluation system that defines high standards of
professional practice, removes persistently ineffective teachers, and supports the professional
growth of all teachers. As a matter of fact, we have advocated for several years for
improvements to the current system; PSEA has participated in the Gates Momentum Statewide
Stakeholder Committee, and we continue to advise Pennsylvania’s Department of Education
(PDE) on the new system as part of the Committee of Practitioners. We also encouraged our
members to participate in both teacher evaluation pilots. Our members want a truly effective
evaluation system — one that will help them fully demonstrate their professional practice and find

ways to improve upon it.

House Bill 1980 calls for a new framework for Pennsylvania’s teacher and principal evaluation
system and an ambitious schedule for designing and implementing a new system that fits that
framework. This is problematic for several reasons:

e It risks requiring the use of evidence of teacher and principal effectiveness that is neither
valid nor reliable;

e It creates a framework that does not clearly connect an individual’s performance
evaluation to their own professional practice;

e And it calls for the development of a new system before results of the pilot designed to
inform that development can be considered.

At its core, an effective evaluation system needs to be based on evidence that is strong, fair, and
leads to valid conclusions about job performance that will help individuals improve their
professional practice. There are many reasons why House Bill 1980, in its use of standardized
tests to calculate at least 50 percent of a classroom teacher’s overall evaluation, will not produce
valid or fair conclusions about teachers’ job performance or help teachers improve their
professional practice. In the interest of time, I will mention four.

First, research makes clear that several factors besides the individual teacher influences student
achievement and growth, including past teachers, tutors, curriculum quality, class size, student
attendance, out-of-school learning (including summer learning), family resources, birth weight,
medical care, food insecurity, student motivation, and peer influence. As a matter of fact, recent
research concludes that student factors explain more variation in student achievement than



teacher factors.! It should come as no surprise, then, that teachers receive lower “effectiveness”
scores on standardized tests when their students are disproportionately English learners, low-
income, or special education students — even when statistical methods try to adjust for
differences in students and teachers.” Students are never assigned randomly across teachers, and
so student characteristics benefit some teachers and penalize others in a test-based evaluation
system. Not only do student factors reduce the validity of standardized test scores as a measure
of teacher effectiveness, but because standardized test scores primarily reflect variation in
student factors rather than teachers, most teachers cannot use these results in any meaningful
way to improve their own professional practice.

Second, an individual teacher’s influence on student achievement and growth may span many
classrooms, schools, and even districts. For example, many elementary school reading programs
assign students to different reading teachers every eight weeks. In a special education program,
one elementary student may work with four or five different specialists that each help the student
in varying degrees of intensity. Some teachers are assigned to multiple schools within a district,
and in the case of educators who work at intermediate units, assignments may span multiple
districts. There are no models to accurately reflect the complex ways in which teachers are
assigned to help different students, in different schools or districts, for different amounts of time.
Because there is no way to calculate the actual “dosage” that one student has of one teacher,
House Bill 1980 will, to an incalculable extent, evaluate teachers on others’ work. This cannot
lead to valid conclusions about individual teachers’ job performance and cannot give teachers the
information they need to improve their own professional practice.

Third, students grow every day and in many ways — they develop social skills, emotional
maturity, behavioral self-control, speech and language abilities, fine and gross motor skills, and,
of course, cognition and knowledge across the complete curriculum. Any comprehensive system
to measure teachers’ impact on student growth needs to take account of each of the ways
students develop. Unfortunately, the bill relies on as little as one annual standardized test of
specific academic content to calculate 50 percent or more of a teacher’s overall evaluation.’

State assessments are designed to measure a subset of grade-level content standards, not to
measure all of the ways teachers help students grow. Teachers need real-time measures of all the
ways their students are growing in order to analyze their own professional practice.

Finally, most standardized tests are not valid assessments of learning for students with special
needs, including English Language Learners, some students with disabilities, and gifted students.
The reasons for this vary, but in general, one-size-fits-all tests are not designed to measure
achievement for students who are working significantly above or below grade level or students
or who are not able to fully understand a test in English. This reduces the validity of the
assessment and distracts teachers from the important work of improving their professional
practice to meet the needs of all students.



Overall, using standardized tests as 50 percent or more of a teacher’s evaluation will not produce
evidence of teacher effectiveness that is strong or fair.* Nor will it lead to valid conclusions
about a teacher’s job performance or improvements in professional practice.5

Of equal concern to PSEA, however, is a growing body of evidence demonstrating that the high-
stakes use of test scores in teacher evaluations is likely to have negative consequences, not only
for individual teachers, but for the education system as a whole. Donald Campbell’s® assertion
that relying on a quantitative measure for high stakes decisions will distort the measure and
corrupt the system has become so accepted in social science that it is now simply referred to as
“Campbell’s Law.” Applied to education,” Campbell concluded, “When test scores become the
goal of the teaching process, they both lose their value as indicators of educational status and
distort the educational process in undesirable ways (p. 57).” ®

Ultimately, an effective evaluation system needs to hold teachers accountable for their
professional practice. Holding teachers accountable for outcomes that are out of their control is
likely to exacerbate bad professional practices, not reduce them. According to Campbell’s Law,
we will distort the system we are trying to measure if we base half of a teacher’s evaluation on
standardized test results.

While there are many parts of the education system that teachers do not control, they do control
their professional practice, and a high-quality teacher evaluation system should help all teachers
know how to change their practice for the better. The most direct way to help an individual
improve their practice is to focus on that practice in the evaluation system. This does not mean
that student outcomes do not have a role to play in teacher evaluation, but it means that student
outcomes are only meaningful to the extent that we can relate specific observable professional
practices to specific student outcomes. Standardized tests simply are not able to provide this
kind of data.

The good news is that there are ways to measure student outcomes that can also help teachers
improve their professional practice. Teachers measure student growth all the times, through
curriculum-based pre- and post-tests; student projects and performances; specially designed
assessments relating to IEP goals; inventories of behavioral, social, and other kinds of skills;
formative assessments, and other measures. These kinds of measures happen at the point of
instruction and are based on instruction, so a teacher can more directly see a link between his or
her teaching and these kinds of student results. Even more importantly, teachers can change their
practice immediately and differentiate instruction based upon the results to achieve different
outcomes for students. Teachers appreciate the value of these measures, and it is how they know

that their students are learning.

It is, we think, possible to grow an evaluation system that relies upon these kinds of measures of
student outcomes — that is one of the reasons we have participated in the Gates Momentum Study
and have encouraged our members to participate in PDE’s two teacher and principal evaluation



pilots. But, the Gates contractors are still analyzing the data from the first pilot of only five local
education agencies, and the Commonwealth is just beginning to roll out the second pilot
involving more than 100 LEAs. Results from it likely will not be available until after the
deadline in House Bill 1980 for adopting the new system.

It is also possible to grow a system that adheres to all of the components of effective evaluation.
PSEA consistently advocates for systems that reflect current research. We know what high-
quality evaluation looks like. It should: (1) Be based upon a challenging definition of good
practice;9 (2) Be sufficiently flexible to allow managers to relate broad standards to local
organizational goals;10 (3) Set different expectations for professionals at different career stages;'
(4) Provide ongoing training for evaluators and those being evaluated;'? (5) Include an
understanding of organizational supports and barriers to effective job performance;'? (6)
Maximize employee engagement, self-appraisal, and feedback;'* (7) Be based on strong, diverse
evidence (including self-produced evidence) that leads to valid conclusions;'"’ (8) Link to
professional development;'S and (9) Hold individuals responsible for their own professional

practice.

1

No one benefits when an evaluation system does not do its job, and our concern is that current
proposals simply replace one ineffective system with another. But we can build a teacher
evaluation system that removes persistently ineffective teachers and supports the professional
growth of all teachers. To do so, we need to take advantage of decades of research about
effective evaluation and the appropriate use of standardized assessments. We also need to apply
research that defines elements of effective evaluation.

PSEA envisions a system that adheres to principles of effective evaluation, produces valid
results, incorporates meaningful measures of student growth, and uses measures of professional
practice as the basis of an evaluation result. In that regard, we believe that prudent policymaking
requires that the legislature allow the Gates Momentum Project to continue its important work
and report its findings before the Legislature acts. We stand ready to help the Commonwealth in
producing a system that will apply the best research in evaluation and lessons learned from the
pilot project to set and maintain high standards for all teachers.

Thank you for this opportunity, and I look forward to your questions.
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