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When it comes to teacher preparation programs, California is on the 
cutting edge, particularly in terms of innovations—High Tech High being 
one stand-out example. In terms of data collection, however, we are far 
behind.

According to the quick-witted Sherlock Holmes: “It’s a capital mistake 
to theorize before one has data. Insensibly, one begins to twist facts to 
suit theories instead of theories to suit facts.” Truer words on the subject 
have never been spoken; if you don’t have good data, you aren’t going 
to make good decisions.

Data is defined in the dictionary as “factual information used as a 
basis for reasoning, discussion, or calculation.” While this seems very 
straightforward, it is important to consider the second definition as well: 
“information output by a sensing device...that includes both useful and 
irrelevant or redundant information.” Data is only as good as the quality 
of the information going in. We need to be able to look at what we 
have collected and determine its value. According to Finagle’s Third 
Law: “In any collection of data, the figure most obviously correct, 
beyond all need of checking, is the mistake.” California is currently in 
the process of using data in two areas: (1) for professional preparation 
and program accreditation, and (2) for the creation of a statewide teacher 
data system. 

The Accreditation System
The Commission on Teacher Credentialing—an independent standards 
board dedicated to ensuring both quality in terms of preparatory conduct, 
and professional growth of California’s public school teachers—is in the 
process of developing a new accreditation system, and determining what 
types of data should be collected for that system. The data will then 
be used for program improvement as well as for accreditation purposes. 
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One of the data points that will most likely be collected is a Teacher 
Performance Assessment (TPA). The TPA—ready to be implemented in 
2003, but stalled due to a budget crisis—will be a requirement for every 
teacher in California as of July 1, 2008. The advantage of the TPA 
is that it sets a statewide standard for assessing the performance of a 
teaching candidate. 

CalTPA

The commission’s TPA model is the California Teacher Performance 
Assessment (CalTPA), which is based on the thirteen Teacher Performance 
Expectations developed by both the commission and the Educational 
Testing Service. The CalTPA is just one of many forms of teacher 
preparation tools that institutions are going to be using to determine 
a candidate’s qualifications for earning a teaching credential. There 
are currently fifteen institutions taking part in a CalTPA pilot study, 
and these institutions have been collecting data and turning it in to 
the commission since 2003. The CalTPA involves a series of four 
performance tasks, of which all but the first is done with actual K–12 
students. The first task is the Subject-Specific Pedagogy, which asks the 
candidate to use scenarios created around hypothetical students to identify 
appropriate subject-specific instruction and assessment plans, and adapt 
this information to particular focus students. The second task is Designing 
Instruction, which requires a candidate to make appropriate connections 
between what he or she knows about individual students in the class and 
his or her instructional plans for those students. The third task is Assessing 
Learning, which requires a candidate to demonstrate his or her ability 
to design standards-based, appropriate student assessment activities in the 
context of the whole class and for particular focus students. In California, 
everything is standards based, and teacher preparation programs are 
aligned with K–12 content standards. The last task, Culminating Teaching 
Experience, ties everything together in that a candidate must design a 
standards-based lesson for a class of students and then teach that lesson 
to students within a classroom setting. This task, which essentially judges 
the candidates’ student-teaching performance, is videotaped, both so that 
the candidate has an opportunity to self-reflect on the program and to 
assure reliability in scoring. Because of how these tasks are organized, 
universities submitting data for the Teacher Performance Assessment can 
clearly see how they’re doing in light of the scores their candidates are 
receiving. If, for example, the data clearly shows a low score in task 
three—the assessment task—the university can put its efforts into making 
improvements in that area of teaching.
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PACT

An alternative teaching performance assessment to the CalTPA is the 
Performance Assessment for California Teachers, or PACT, which was 
just recently approved by the commission. This assessment—based on an 
eight-point scale—is intended to improve the quality of teacher education, 
measure and promote equitable teaching practices, and strengthen teaching 
and student performance. When results show that there is a problem with 
some aspect of the scoring, the state knows it needs to go back and 
look at the assessment standard to make certain that it is appropriate. 
With this kind of data available, it is that much easier to make informed 
decisions.

Teacher Surveys

Another valuable source of data are first-year teacher surveys. There are 
three sets of surveys: one is a self-report, one comes from a principal, 
and one comes from a peer. The surveys include questions organized 
around six domains, which are aligned with the Teacher Performance 
Expectations. These surveys are based on a five-point scale, so it can 
be easily determined what areas still have room for improvement. Once 
again, this is another area of rich data that a program can use for its 
own improvement.

The California State University Model
Although the commission has not decided on specific data points yet, 
the California State University (CSU) system has had a model in place 
for evaluating teacher preparation programs since 2001. The CSU system 
collects data from first-year teaching graduates and their supervisors 
based on six outcomes, which I discuss below.

Outcome one is an exit evaluation by those who have completed their 
preparation program. This evaluation measures new teachers’ views about 
their readiness to begin teaching and the adequacy of their preparation 
programs in several domains of the curriculum—that is, their views of 
completeness and satisfaction with the program. The exit evaluation is 
completed via a confidential online survey. Outcome two is an evaluation 
by those who have completed a program and have been teaching for 
one or more years. This outcome measures the value and effectiveness 
of preparation in practice, as teachers answer online surveys based on 
their own work-related experiences following their first and third years 
of teaching. Outcome three consists of evaluations by supervisors of 
first-year teachers. These supervisors are the individuals who assess a 
first-year teacher’s performance and make decisions about whether to 
retain or drop that teacher before the second year. These online surveys 
are very similar to the ones being completed by first-year teachers for 
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Outcome two, which allows CSU to compare the answers of the two 
groups. Outcome four is the Teacher Performance Assessment, which 
will eventually consist of CalTPA and PACT assessment scores. CSU is 
currently using another series of assessments while making preparations 
for the implementation of a uniform TPA. Outcome five relates to 
participation and retention of teachers, which will eventually evaluate 
retention up to eight years. A recent analysis of those staying and those 
leaving constituted an evaluation of teacher preparation by measuring the 
extent to which preparation was cited as a contributing factor to career 
decisions. Last is Outcome six, which is probably the most difficult and 
definitely the most politically contentious in California, and I suspect 
in other states as well. Outcome six involves linking K–12 student 
achievement to the preparation of those students’ teachers. Suitable 
evidence regarding this claim is difficult to come by. CSU is currently 
in the process of gathering evidence—including quantitative indicators of 
economic and demographic factors shown to affect learning—to be better 
able to evaluate campus programs.

The Teacher Longitudinal Data System
Unlike Georgia’s success with uniting teacher and student data so that 
everything is in one place, when it comes to statewide data, California is 
extremely fractured. Teacher data currently resides in multiple databases 
at various state and local agencies with no mechanism for integration. 
Because we issue the credentials, the commission has all an individual’s 
credential information saved in a database. The California Department 
of Education—a separate entity—collects demographic information about 
teachers and students, and has a rich database regarding where teachers 
are assigned. In just these two agencies alone there is a great deal 
of information overlap as well as a lack of quality data, resulting in 
inefficiency and a dearth of high-quality analysis.

In order to streamline the process of collection, storage, and analysis, 
California’s embarking on a teacher database called the California 
Longitudinal Teacher Integrated Data Education System, or CALTIDES—
an appropriate acronym for this coastal state. This system—currently at 
the request-for-proposal stage—is based on California’s new CALPADS 
system, a data system that allows for the tracking of a student’s academic 
performance over time. The same technology going into the student 
system will be used to develop the teacher system, which will result in 
savings of both time and money. All the assignment information will be 
done by computers versus by hand by the commission, which is currently 
responsible for looking at teacher assignments, and so will really enhance 
what we do in California. The CALTIDES is expected to be complete 
by 2010.
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Conclusion
The Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning reports every two 
years on the status of the teaching profession in California. A recent 
report found that schools teaching grades one through three had the least 
experienced teachers. This report resulted in two pieces of legislation. 
The first—which passed despite the objections of the union—gives 
principals the authority to make decisions about assignments regardless 
of seniority. The second gives additional money and time to pre-service 
for interns focused on EL, to enrich the experience of those who tend 
to be focused on those grades.

Something I think we need to keep in mind always is the reliability of 
actual data versus anecdotal data, on which policy decisions are too often 
based. Perhaps we’ve heard ten people saying the same story, and so in 
our minds the details of the story become fact. However, it is extremely 
important for everyone to remember that anecdotal information is not 
reliable in the same way that verifiable data is.

In terms of teacher preparation, we’ve witnessed through the pilot study 
universities using the Teacher Performance Assessment to identify areas 
where they need to make program improvements. We at the commission 
also anticipate being able to make statewide decisions based on data 
presented to us. In the near future, data will play an important role in 
California.
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