
 

 

GREAT TEACHERS AND GREAT LEADERS 

f all the work that occurs at every level of our education system, the interaction 

between teacher and student is the primary determinant of student success. A great 

teacher can make the difference between a student who achieves at high levels and a student 

who slips through the cracks, and a great principal can help teachers succeed as part of a 

strong, well-supported instructional team. Research shows that top-performing teachers can 

make a dramatic difference in the achievement of their students, and suggests that the 

impact of being assigned to top-performing teachers year after year is enough to significantly 

narrow achievement gaps. We have to do more to ensure that every student has an effective 

teacher, every school has effective leaders, and every teacher and leader has access to the 

preparation, on-going support, recognition, and collaboration opportunities he or she needs 

to succeed. Our proposals will ask states and districts to put in place the conditions that 

allow for teachers, principals, and leaders at all levels of the school system to get meaningful 

information about their practice, and support them in using this information to ensure that 

all students are getting the effective teaching they deserve. 

 

O 

OUR APPROACH 

► Elevating the profession and focusing on recruiting, preparing, developing, and 

rewarding effective teachers and leaders. 

► Focusing on teacher and leader effectiveness in improving student outcomes. 

► Supporting states and districts that are willing to take bold action to increase the 

number of effective teachers and leaders where they are needed most. 

► Strengthening pathways into teaching and school leadership positions in high-need 

schools. 
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EFFECTIVE TEACHERS AND LEADERS 

OUR APPROACH 

► Flexibility with results. Flexible formula grant funding conditioned on SEA and LEA 

improvements in teacher and leader effectiveness and equity.  

► Fair, rigorous evaluation systems. Focus on teacher effectiveness and improved teacher 

evaluation through requirements that LEAs implement a state-approved evaluation system that 

uses multiple rating categories, takes into account student achievement results, and provides 

meaningful feedback and support to teachers for improvement. 

► Strengthen the profession. Treat teachers like the professionals they are by providing time for 

collaboration, implementing performance-based pay and advancement, and providing on-the-job 

learning opportunities with peers and experts linked to evaluations and to student needs. 

► Equity. More equitable distribution of qualified and effective teachers and leaders through better 

data, an equity plan, and a requirement that Title II funds be directed toward improving equity 

where LEAs are not meeting performance targets.  

► Data for transparency and decision-making. Use of meaningful data and accountability for 

results through program performance measures, state and district human-capital report cards, and 

tracking the effectiveness of professional development and teacher-preparation programs. 

UAn Effective Teacher in Every Classroom 

The key to student success is providing an 

effective teacher in every classroom and an 

effective principal in every school. Teacher 

effectiveness matters; the research demonstrates 

that teacher effectiveness contributes more to 

improving student academic outcomes than any 

other school characteristic and that an effective 

principal is central to recruiting and supporting 

teachers and leading school improvement 

(Murphy et al., 2006; Rivkin et al., 2005; Waters 

et al., 2003). Studies suggest that a student who 

has great teachers for several years in a row will 

be on a path of continued growth and success, 

while a student who is taught by a succession of 

less effective teachers may experience lasting 

academic challenges (Hanushek, 2009; Sanders 

and Rivers, 1996).  

Teachers believe that collaboration among 

colleagues is key to improving student 

achievement, and a recent study suggests 

that teachers learn from other teachers who 

are effective. Two-thirds of teachers report that 

they believe that more collaboration among 

teachers would greatly improve student 

achievement (MetLife, 2010). One study found 

that teachers perceive that the support they 

receive from paraprofessionals and other 

teachers is extremely important in helping them 

to meet the academic needs of the English 

learners in their classrooms (Elfers et al., 2009). 

Finally, a recent study suggests that teachers learn 

from other effective teachers in their schools and 

are more likely to raise student achievement 

when they are surrounded by colleagues who are 

effective at raising achievement (Jackson and 

Bruegmann, 2009). 

The current Title II, Part A program must be 

strengthened in order to promote 

improvements in teacher and leader 

effectiveness. Districts have broad latitude in 



 how they spend Title II, Part A, formula grant 

funds without being accountable for a systemic 

approach or for improved teaching and learning. 

For example, while approximately 39 percent of 

funds are devoted to professional development 

(U.S. Department of Education,  2009a), the 

most recent federal evaluation of the ESEA finds 

that most teachers report that their professional 

learning experiences (regardless of funding 

source) do not reflect the research-based 

characteristics of effective professional 

development. Only 6 percent of elementary 

teachers reported that they participated in more 

than 24 hours of professional development 

focused on the ―in-depth study of topics in 

mathematics‖ over the entire 2005–06 school 

year, and only 14 percent reported more than 24 

hours of professional development focused on 

the ―in-depth study of topics in reading‖ (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2009b). 

Another large portion of Title II, Part A, funds 

(38 percent) is devoted to class size reduction 

Mission Possible Program: Improving Equitable Distribution of Teachers 

Guilford County, North Carolina  

Guilford County, North Carolina, with a student population of over 70,000 in 120 schools, found its highest-

poverty schools staffed by teachers with little experience. One high school did not have a certified math 

teacher for an entire school year. Other schools were unable to fill their math vacancies. To address 

inequities in their teacher workforce, Guilford launched the Mission Possible teacher incentive intervention 

program in 2006. The program started in 20 of its high-need elementary, middle, and high schools and 

added eight more in the second year. Mission Possible combines recruiting, preparation, and performance 

incentives for qualified teachers.  Recruitment and performance incentives are significant—for example, a 

$10,000 bonus for those certified in secondary math and up to a $4,000 annual bonus for teachers who 

produce above-average student achievement gains. The program is funded with a combination of local, 

foundation, and federal funds. 

In Mission Possible schools, 74 percent of eligible math teachers received a performance bonus. Teacher 

attrition fell 23 percent, and Mission Possible faculty transferring to another district fell 57 percent. Within 

two years, the student-performance gap between Mission Possible and other district schools was 

eliminated in Algebra I, reduced by two-thirds in Algebra II, and diminished by 40 percent in Geometry 

(Holcombe and Sonricker, 2008). An independent evaluation shows that the percentage of fifth- through 

eighth-graders scoring as proficient or above on the state’s annual math assessment was growing faster in 

Mission Possible schools than in comparison schools (Bayonas, 2009; Holcombe and Sonricker, 2008). 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2009a). Research 

suggests that when well implemented, substantial 

reductions in class sizes can have a positive 

impact on student achievement, especially for 

high-need students. Most notably, the rigorous 

Tennessee STAR experiment found that reducing 

class sizes in grades K–3 from 22–25 students 

down to 13–17 students had a substantial and 

statistically significant effect on student 

achievement across all four grades in both 

reading and mathematics; some effects were great 

for minority students and for students in inner-

city schools (Krueger and Whitmore, 2001; 

Mosteller, 1995; Ready, 2008). However, there is 

no requirement in current law that class-size-

reduction efforts be research-based. 

A systemic and intensive approach to the 

“people side” of education reform can help to 

ensure that all students, particularly those in 

high-poverty schools, have the effective 

teachers and principals they deserve. In order 

to make significant improvements in teacher and 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

leader effectiveness, we need to take a 

comprehensive and systemic approach—one that 

builds the collective capacity of the school as 

well as the effectiveness of individuals. This 

approach includes: teacher preparation programs; 

teacher and school leader evaluations and the use 

of evaluations for improvement; compensation 

and incentives to recognize and reward 

effectiveness; the equitable distribution of 

effective teachers and leaders across schools; on-

going professional development and school 

conditions that provide teachers and leaders with 

the time and tools for on-the-job learning with 

colleagues to become as effective as possible; and 

effective school leadership (Goldhaber and 

Hannaway, 2009; Jerald, 2009; Odden and Kelly, 

2008).  

Teacher qualifications are important but do 

not ensure effectiveness on the job. The 

NCLB provisions relating to ―highly qualified‖ 

teachers require that all teachers have a 

bachelor’s degree and state certification, and 

have demonstrated subject matter expertise in 

every core academic subject they teach, or be 

working toward full certification as a participant 

in an alternative route to teaching. The 

percentage of classes taught by teachers who 

meet these requirements has steadily increased 

over the past decade to an average of 95 percent 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2009c). This 

was an important step, but research on teacher 

effectiveness shows that meeting these 

requirements does not predict or ensure that a 

teacher will be successful at increasing student 

learning (Goldhaber and Brewer, 2000; 

Hanushek, 1997; Toch and Rothman, 2008). 

Thus, while the NCLB requirements set 

minimum standards for entry into teaching of 

core academic subjects, they have not driven 

strong improvements in what matters most: the 

effectiveness of teachers in raising student 

achievement. 

Most of the current teacher evaluation 

systems that are used around the country fail 

to provide feedback and support in order to 

help teachers improve or differentiate 

effective from ineffective teachers. High-

quality teacher evaluations are based on: clear 

performance standards; multiple, distinct rating 

options; regular monitoring; frequent and regular 

feedback; training for evaluators; professional 

development linked to the performance 

standards; and intensive support for teachers 

who fall below the performance standards 

(Weisberg et al., 2009). However, these elements 

are not the norm. Three different studies of 

typical teacher evaluations used in districts found 

that these evaluations were not designed or used 

to provide feedback in order to help teachers to 

improve or to guide teacher professional 

development (Mathers et al. 2008). While 

teachers’ effectiveness in increasing student 

learning varies significantly, the majority of 

school districts across the country do not 

evaluate teachers in a manner that distinguishes 

effective teachers from ineffective teachers or 

take student achievement into account in the 

evaluation (Kane, 2009).  A recent study of 12 

districts in four states showed that, in districts 

with binary evaluation ratings (generally 

―satisfactory‖ or ―unsatisfactory‖), more than 99 

percent of teachers received a satisfactory rating; 

in districts with a broader range of ratings, 94 

percent of teachers received one of the top two 

ratings and less than one percent received an 

unsatisfactory rating (Weisberg et al., 2009).        

Most educators are compensated based on 

their years of experience and the courses 

they have taken, with no recognition or 

reward for performance. The traditional pay 

schedule used in most school districts rewards 

teachers based on their years of classroom 

experience and their years of higher education. 

In many districts teachers move up on the salary 



 

schedule and receive pay increases for additional 

years of teaching and for completing graduate 

courses and degrees, regardless of the courses’ 

relevance to their teaching. It is important to 

note that research shows that there is little 

relationship between length of service and 

performance after the first three to five years of 

teaching and no evidence that teachers with 

master’s degrees perform better (with the 

exception of secondary mathematics teachers 

with master’s degrees in mathematics) 

(Goldhaber and Brewer, 2000; Hanushek et al., 

2005; Miller et al., 2007; Rivkin et al., 2005).  

Most teacher advancement and 

compensation systems offer no incentives for 

experienced, well-qualified teachers to teach 

in challenging schools or shortage areas.  In 

the 2009–10 school year, fewer than 10 states 

offered such incentives (Education Week, 2010). 

In a national survey conducted in 2007–08, only 

6 percent of districts reported providing 

incentives to teach in challenging locations, and 

only 15 percent of districts reported providing 

incentives to teach in shortage fields (Aritomi 

and Coopersmith, 2009).  In addition, studies 

show that teachers do not have adequate 

opportunities for advancement unless they leave 

the classroom.  Among those who leave teaching 

for new professions outside of K–12 education, 

Alignment of Effective Teacher Evaluations with Professional Development, Career Ladders, and Pay-

for-Performance at Edison High School 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 

Edison High School in Minneapolis, Minnesota, uses the Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) to place 

regular teacher evaluation—and several complementary program components that are aligned with the 

evaluation—at the heart of school improvement. Edison is an urban, high-need school in which 

approximately 88 percent of the students are eligible for free and reduced-price lunch and 89 percent are 

minorities. A few years ago, the school was found to be in the bottom 25th percentile of the district’s high 

schools in terms of student academic performance. The staff chose to become a TAP school in order to 

receive the following benefits that would help them to raise student achievement: 

► A standards-based evaluation system that identifies areas of strength and development for all 

teachers; 

► A strong professional development program that helps all teachers to improve and that is linked to 

the standards; 

► A structure to analyze data in order to set goals for the school and for each student; 

► A career ladder that provides teachers with opportunities to advance, including the opportunity to 

become a Master teacher and/or a Mentor teacher; and 

► A performance-pay bonus system. 

Through the standards-based evaluation system, teachers are held accountable for meeting teaching 

standards that are based on effective instruction and for increasing student achievement. Classroom 

evaluations are conducted multiple times during the year by trained and certified evaluators 

(administrators, Master teachers, and Mentor teachers) using clearly defined rubrics. Since implementing 

TAP, Edison has increased teacher retention and has witnessed an increase in the student graduation rate. 

Prior to TAP the school experienced a 70 percent teacher turnover over a two-year period, but during the 

2008–09 school year, the school lost only one staff person due to layoffs. The graduation rate went from 

61 percent in 2006 to 77 percent in 2007 (Daniels, 2009). 

 



 58 percent say that their new profession offers 

greater opportunities for advancement than K–12 

teaching (Marvel et al., 2006). 

Teachers lack sufficient opportunities for on-

the-job learning and the time and tools to 

improve. Studies suggest that effective teacher 

learning focuses on academic content (Kennedy, 

1998; Yoon et al., 2007), and emerging research 

suggests that effective teacher learning and 

instructional improvement also involve teachers 

actively working together and with experts on a 

regular basis to examine student work and 

achievement data, identify effective instructional 

strategies, and establish a cycle of continuous 

improvement of teaching and learning (Darling-

Hammond, 1997; Gallimore et al., 2009; Garet et 

al., 1999; National Staff Development Council, 

2010; Darling-Hammond et al., 2009). For 

example, a recent study of 15 Title I schools 

found in nine schools where grade-level teams of 

teachers met regularly with the help of 

instructional leadership teams to discuss student 

learning problems, devise solutions, and test the 

solutions in their classrooms, student test scores 

rose to surpass the district averages after five 

years. The instructional leadership teams who led 

the teacher meetings consisted of teacher 

representatives, a reading coach, the school 

principal, and a researcher (Gallimore et al., 

2009). 

However, as noted earlier, most teachers do 

not participate in these types of professional 

development experiences and problem-

solving activities (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2009b).  Teachers and other school 

staff rarely receive the data and feedback they 

need in order to improve instruction (Jerald, 

2009).  In addition, educators are rarely provided 

the time to analyze student-achievement data on 

a regular basis; among a nationally representative 

sample of districts, 92 percent recently reported 

that time is a major barrier to these collaborative 

discussions about student achievement (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2010).  

High-poverty and high-minority schools are 

least likely to have qualified and effective 

teachers. A recent study of North Carolina 

teachers found that more effective teachers were 

more likely to transfer out of schools with higher 

percentages of low-income and African-

American students to schools with lower 

percentages of these student groups, leaving less 

effective teachers concentrated in higher-need 

schools (Goldhaber et al.,  2009).  Compared 

with classes in low-poverty schools, core 

academic classes in high-poverty secondary 

schools are twice as likely to be taught by a 

teacher without a major or certification in the 

assigned subject (Jerald, 2002). Another study of 

North Carolina data found that districts with 

high proportions of minority students typically 

had higher proportions of novice teachers when 

compared to districts with smaller proportions of 

such students (Clotfelter et al., 2005). 

An Effective Principal in Every School 

Effective principals are key to strengthening 

teaching and schools, but there has been an 

insufficient investment in recruiting, 

preparing, and supporting great principals, 

particularly for high-poverty schools. Second 

only to classroom instruction, school leadership 

is the most important school-based variable 

affecting student achievement (Leithwood et al., 

2004). The school leader affects student 

achievement in many ways, including playing a 

critical role in creating a school culture focused 

on learning and high expectations (Murphy et al., 

2006). The school leader also affects the quality 

of the instructional staff through hiring decisions 

and professional development activities (Papa et 

al., 2003). Teachers cite a principal’s support and 

effectiveness as a leading factor that contributes 

to their decision to remain in teaching 

(Futernick, 2007). Yet, despite the critical role of 



 

 

principals, federal investments in school 

leadership, primarily through a school leadership 

program funded at $29.2 million in FY 2010, has 

been minimal.  In fact, high-poverty and high-

minority schools are more likely to be led by 

principals who are weaker on various quality 

measures (including leadership ratings from staff 

and years of experience) than those in lower-

poverty schools (Clotfelter et al., 2007; Horng et 

al., 2009). In a survey by Public Agenda, 69 

percent of principals and 80 percent of 

superintendents describe the leadership training 

offered by schools of education to be ―out of 

touch with the realities of today’s districts‖ 

(Farkas et al., 2001). 

 

What States Can Do to Strengthen Principal Leadership 

Our proposal that SEAs use 2 percent of Title II, Part A, funds to improve the effectiveness of school leaders 

recognizes the critical role states can play in this area. Over the past decade, a number of states have 

made significant improvements in how they recruit, prepare, license, place, support, evaluate, and 

compensate principals. For example: 

Evaluation. Delaware has been on the cutting edge of reform in the area of administrator evaluations. It is 

the only state that has developed a mandatory statewide process and tool for evaluating school and district 

administrators. After several years of program pilots and studies, the evaluation system is now in place 

throughout the state. The system, known as the Delaware Performance Appraisal System (DPAS II), is 

directly aligned with the 2008 revised ISLLC (Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium) standards on 

school leadership, which Delaware adopted in 2009. One key component of the evaluation, mandated by 

state law, is student achievement—school and district leaders are assessed on whether their students have 

actually made academic progress (State of Delaware, 2010; Augustine et al., 2009; J. Wilson, e-mail 

communication, March 2, 2010). 

Preparation and Licensure. Iowa adopted the Iowa Standards for School Leaders that provide a concrete 

vision for developing leaders who will support improved instruction and student learning. The standards 

serve as the basis for accrediting all principal and superintendent preparation programs in the state. Iowa 

also adopted behavior-based leadership standards and a two-tiered licensure system under which novice 

principals and superintendents receive one year of mentoring support through a state-funded program.  

Principals must pass a summative evaluation to gain their full license at the end of their first year as a 

principal (Augustine et al., 2009). 
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OUR APPROACH 

► Systemic reforms. Competitive grants for states and districts that seek to advance significant 

reforms to improve teacher and leader effectiveness and equitable distribution.  

► Building on Teacher Incentive Fund. Builds on successes and lessons from existing Teacher 

Incentive Fund by connecting compensation reform to broader workforce strategies, including 

improved use of evaluation results for decision-making and site-based staffing that enhances school 

effectiveness. 

► Rethinking systems. Supports human-resources reform, such as earlier hiring timelines that 

enable districts to staff high-need and low-performing schools more effectively and efficiently. 

The current generation of differentiated 

compensation systems for educators shows 

promising results in terms of teacher 

retention; however, more investment in these 

programs and more research on how they 

can be most effective are needed. Studies of 

two different performance pay programs showed 

an association between improved teacher 

retention rates and compensation programs that 

offer performance bonuses to teachers (Bayonas, 

2009; Chait and Miller, 2009; Glazerman et al., 

2009). Research also suggests that educators are 

willing to participate in these programs when the 

performance ratings are based largely on 

comprehensive evaluations of classroom practice 

and are aligned with classroom coaching and 

other professional development (Toch and 

Rothman, 2008). However, the research to date 

does not highlight the particular features of 

compensation programs that are associated with 

positive outcomes. For example, many such pay 

programs include professional development and 

aligned evaluation in addition to performance 

bonuses. Therefore, more research is needed to 

identify the particular components of alternative 

compensation systems that are associated with 

successful programs. The U.S. Department of 

Education is conducting two evaluations of the 

Teacher Incentive Fund program that will 

contribute to the understanding of how and why 

performance pay programs may lead to changes 

in teaching and learning. 

Research shows that some districts—

particularly large urban districts—suffer 

from highly ineffective human-capital 

management systems in which hiring is 

extremely delayed and thus schools are not 

able to hire their first-choice teachers (Levin 

and Quinn, 2003;  Levin et al., 2005). A study of 

three large urban districts and one mid-size 

district showed that between approximately 30 

and 60 percent of teaching applicants withdrew 

from the hiring process, often to accept jobs 

with generally wealthier, more suburban districts 

that made offers earlier. The majority of those 

who withdrew (50 to 70 percent) cited the late 

hiring time line in the urban districts as the 

reason they took other jobs. Most importantly, 

the applicants who withdrew from the hiring 

process had significantly higher undergraduate 

GPAs, were 40 percent more likely to have a 

degree in their teaching field, and were 

significantly more likely to have completed 

education coursework than new hires (Levin and 

Quinn, 2003). A similar study of five urban 

school districts found that, on average, 40 

percent of school-level vacancies were filled by 

voluntary transfers or excess teachers over 

whom schools had either no choice at all or 



limited choice; many principals reported that they 

did not want to hire many of these teachers 

(Levin et al., 2005).  In addition, the centralized 

hiring process in some districts often means that 

newly hired teachers do not know where they will 

work until after they are hired and often have not 

even met the school staff with whom they will be 

working. 

When staff at individual schools have more 

direct involvement in the process of hiring 

new teachers and applicants have the 

opportunity to interview directly with 

principals and other school staff, the newly 

hired teachers are more likely to be a better 

fit for the schools and more likely to be 

satisfied in their new jobs (Levin et al., 2005; 

Liu, 2005). For example, if newly hired teachers 

are able to engage in personal interviews with the 

staff at a particular school and gain a 

comprehensive and accurate preview of the 

teaching job, they are more likely to be satisfied 

once they are employed (Liu, 2005). “Mutual 

consent” (or “school-based”) hiring is a 

promising approach to the decentralized hiring of 

teachers under which individual schools have 

more authority and autonomy to recruit, 

interview, and hire new staff, and candidates have 

a greater voice in choosing where they will work. 

This approach has the potential to produce high-

functioning school teams that are more likely to 

work together to improve student learning.  

However, implementation of such an approach is 

a sea change in operating procedures for districts, 

and takes a tremendous amount of coordination 

across schools (Thomas and King, 2007).  

Revamped human resource departments and 

management systems must help lead and support 

such efforts. 

The recent experience of some large school 

districts in making dramatic changes in their 

human capital management systems shows 

that improved hiring practices are possible. 

For example, four of the nation’s largest 

districts—Long Beach, Chicago, New York City, 

and Fairfax County, Virginia—have reformed 

their human capital systems to enhance their 

ability to efficiently hire teachers and school 

leaders (Strategic Management of Human 

Capital, 2008). All four districts have increased 

their use of technology in order to improve the 

efficiency and accuracy of their recruitment and 

screening procedures (Strategic Management of 

Human Capital, 2008).    

Tenure and licensure are important 

milestones in educators’ careers, but states 

and districts do not always take performance 

into account in making these decisions. Only 

15 states require evidence of a teacher’s 

effectiveness when granting relatively new 

teachers a professional license after the 

probationary or provisional licensure period 

(National Council on Teacher Quality, 2010). A 

recent report noted that 47 states award tenure 

“virtually automatically” (National Council on 

Teacher Quality, 2010).  This should be a 

concern to all educators and policymakers. 
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TEACHER AND LEADER PATHWAYS 

OUR APPROACH 

► Significant investment in effective preparation. Competitive grants to support the creation and 

expansion of high-performing pathways that prepare teachers and school leaders to succeed in 

persistently low-performing schools. 

► High standards for programs. Requires evidence-based practices such as clinical experiences and 

tracking of graduates’ performance over time. 

► New emphasis on principals. Major new investment in recruiting and preparing principals able 

to turn around and transform persistently low-achieving schools.  

► Focus on district and state needs. To ensure that teacher and leader preparation programs meet 

the needs of high-need schools and districts, provides grants to districts and states, which may 

partner with institutions of higher education or nonprofits.  

 

Many teacher preparation programs—

traditional and alternative routes—are not 

preparing educators to succeed in today’s 

classrooms. Many teachers are ill prepared by 

their teacher education programs (Levine, 2006). 

For example, teacher preparation programs 

frequently fail to provide candidates with the 

competencies that principals and districts say 

teachers need, and many programs fail to provide 

prospective teachers with high-quality and 

intensive clinical experiences (Levine, 2006; 

Walsh and Jacobs, 2007). One survey of teacher 

education alumni found that 62 percent who 

responded reported that their pre-service teacher 

training in schools of education did not prepare 

them for “classroom realities” (Levine, 2006).  

Many teacher preparation programs are not 

highly selective and do not set high 

standards for completion (Hess, 2001; Walsh 

and Jacobs, 2007). A study of 49 alternative 

certification programs across 11 states found that 

about one-quarter of the programs accept all, or 

nearly all, of their applicants (Walsh and Jacobs, 

2007). Other research shows that average SAT 

scores of college graduates who passed 

certification exams in order to teach the 

elementary grades, special education, or physical 

education were far below the average SAT scores 

of all college graduates (Gitomer, 2007).  

Although several states, including Florida, 

Louisiana, Tennessee, and Texas, have 

implemented or are beginning to launch 

statewide efforts to track the effectiveness of 

graduates of teacher preparation programs, this 

information is not yet in widespread use for 

improving teacher preparation programs 

(Loadman, 2007; National Council on Teacher 

Quality, 2010; Noell et al., 2008; Matus, 2009). 

While teacher preparation programs—both 

traditional and alternative—often fail to 

adequately prepare new teachers, promising 

models and program components do exist 

(Berry et al., 2008; Boyd et al., 2009; Levine, 

2006). Recent research suggests that pathways 

into teaching may be more effective when they 

focus on the work in the classroom and provide 

opportunities for teachers to study what they will 

be doing as first-year teachers. For example, 

teachers who came from programs in which they 

engaged in actual teaching practices, or engaged 

in a “capstone project” – often resulting in a 

portfolio of work that was produced in K–12 



 classrooms during the pre-service education 

component – were more likely to produce 

positive student achievement gains during their 

first year of teaching than were teachers who did 

not engage in these learning experiences (Boyd et 

al., 2009).     

There is an urgent need to prepare more 

principals and school leadership teams to be 

equipped for the particular challenges of 

turning around and transforming persistently 

low-performing schools. Research indicates 

that low-performing organizations are more likely 

to improve with the right leader at the helm 

(Kowal et al., 2009). In addition, principals who 

lead turnaround efforts need specific 

competencies that are not necessarily the same as 

those required by principals leading schools that 

have a history of continual success, making it 

difficult for districts to find the leaders needed to 

successfully transform persistently low-

performing schools (Kowal et al., 2009).   

Leadership preparation is most promising 

when it is: aligned with leadership standards; 

focuses on instruction; uses selective and 

purposeful recruitment; includes a strong 

clinical component with school-based 

internships; and integrates school-based 

experiences with classroom reading and 

discussion (Augustine et al., 2009; Darling-

Hammond et al., 2007; New Leaders for New 

Schools, 2009). Programs such as the University 

of Virginia’s School Turnaround Specialist 

Program and the New York City Leadership 

Academy have demonstrated promising 

approaches to recruiting and preparing leaders 

with the competencies needed to lead dramatic 

improvements in student performance in 

struggling schools. 

Examples of programs to develop and prepare 

transformational principals include:  

► The New York City Leadership Academy, a 

nonprofit organization that provides pre-

service preparation and in-service support to 

increase the supply and quality of NYC 

principals. Each year its graduates fill 20 to 

40 percent of NYC’s principal vacancies. The 

Leadership Academy's preparation program 

for aspiring principals includes: (1) an intense 

summer experience involving a 

comprehensive school turn-around simulation; 

(2) a 10-month residency under the guidance 

of a successful mentor principal; and (3) a 

planning summer that supports graduates as 

they transition into school leadership positions 

(Corcoran, Schwartz, and Weinstein, 2009; J. 

Lewis, e-mail communication, March 3, 2010). 

► The University of Virginia School Turnaround 

Specialist Program  utilizes a systemic 

approach to change by working with school, 

district, and state-level leadership teams in 

order to help them build the internal capacity 

necessary to support and sustain effective 

school turnarounds. Through several intensive 

summer sessions, a cohort of principals, along 

with the district-based teams and, when 

possible, state-based teams, on which they 

depend, prepare to turn around a struggling 

school. Once placed in their turnaround 

schools, the principals receive on-going 

support, including regular visits by turnaround 

experts and a mid-year two-day session with 

their cohort peers for reflection, sharing, and 

midterm corrections. The data indicate that 

most schools led by program graduates 

demonstrate strong and sustained student-

achievement gains, measured by the 

percentage of students scoring at the 

"proficient" level on the state assessments 

(University of Virginia School Turnaround 

Specialist Program, 2008). 



 

 

 

Examples of teacher pathways: 

► An Urban Teacher Residency Program (UTR). UTRs are teacher preparation programs that combine 

master’s level coursework with a rigorous full-year classroom apprenticeship to a trained mentor 

teacher.  UTRs work to meet district needs for teaching candidates, often focusing on recruiting 

candidates of color and high-need areas such as math, science, English Learners, and special 

education.  Program participants train in cohorts, and commit to teaching for at least three years within 

the district.  Early indications show that teacher residency model is promising.  Graduates of residency 

programs stay in teaching longer than the average teacher.  After three years, 85 percent of Academy of 

Urban School Leadership graduates in Chicago and 86 percent of Boston Teacher Residency graduates 

are still teaching.  In addition, 98 percent of Boettcher Teachers Program graduates in metro-Denver are 

still teaching (Berry et al., 2008; Urban Teacher Residency United, 2010.).  

► A university-based teacher education program that incorporates attributes associated with effective 

programs and meets specific district needs. This approach is exemplified by Alverno College in 

Milwaukee. The education division of Alverno College enrolls approximately 350 undergraduate 

students and 130 graduate students who are preparing to become teachers; most Alverno-trained 

teachers move into jobs in the Milwaukee Public Schools. The overall five-year teacher retention rate for 

Alverno graduates is 85 percent. Liberal arts faculty are heavily involved in teaching in the Alverno 

education division and the college has an “outcome- or ability-based curriculum” in which all teacher-

education candidates must demonstrate mastery of certain knowledge and skills. The program requires 

extensive fieldwork that involves working and observing in schools prior to the student teaching 

experience, and all students do their student teaching in at least one urban school (Levine, 2006). 

► A partnership with an alternative-certification route, such as Teach for America (TFA) or one of the 

Teaching Fellow programs affiliated with The New Teacher Project. For example, the New York City 

Teaching Fellows program is an alternative-certification route that recruits mid-career professionals, 

recent college graduates, and retirees to teach in New York City’s hardest-to-staff schools and in some 

of the hardest-to-staff subjects and specialty areas. Fellows complete a short but intensive pre-service 

training program during the summer that involves hands-on teaching in a New York City classroom, 

master’s degree coursework, and “Student Achievement Framework (SAF)” sessions during which 

Fellows learn instructional design and classroom-management skills from an experienced teacher. 

Fellows who complete this training are eligible to be hired in the NYC public schools. While teaching, 

each Fellow works toward a master’s degree in education, specializing in the subject that he or she 

teaches, which is subsidized by the NYC  Department of Education program. Fellows have continuing 

access to online resources through the program, and they also receive support from school-based 

mentors and constructive feedback from monthly classroom observations by a university field 

consultant. More than 9,000 Fellows currently teach in New York City’s public schools and comprise 11 

percent of all teachers in the city, including 26 percent of all math teachers and 22 percent of all 

special education teachers. The program successfully attracts a diverse teaching staff—41 percent of 

Fellows who began the program in 2009 identified themselves as black or Latino (NYC Teaching 

Fellows, 2010; L. Reu, e-mail communication, March 2, 2010). 
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