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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2007, the Chicago Public Schools (CPS) began implementing a schoolwide reform called the
Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) using funds from the federal Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF)
and private foundams. Under the TAP modekachers can earn extra pay and responsibilities
through promotion to mentor or master teacher as well as annual performance bonuses based on a
combination of their value added to student achievement and observed performamce in th
classroom. The model al so includes weekly mee
regular classroom observations by a school leadership team to help teachers meet their performance
goals. The idea behind the program is that perfornmaeogéives, combined with tools for teachers
to track performance and improve instruction, should help schools attract and retain talented
teachers and help all teachers produce greater student achievement.

This report provides evidence on the impacts & déing the 2068009 school year, the
second year of t he CRSrbeggnrirapementing its vdrsmmu df TAP ifcall€&lP S .
0Chi cago TAPOG)n tweifirstlyeashdhassheeladdiod 19 new TAP schools each
year of t {yeimglenrematidn periddoQhicago TAP is basechational TAP model
developed by the Milken Family Foundation in the late, 1@®@Q@gth some local adaptations. For
instance, the compensation amounts are set locally and the Chicago TAP model includes
performancepay for principaland other school staff in addition to teacherachers received an
average performance bonus of $1,100 in the first year of implementation, with a maximum payout
of $2045 In the second year of implementation the perforntameses averaged just over $2,600
to a maximum of $6,320eachersvho were selected to be mentor teactemsived a salary
augmentation of $7,000 dedd (master) teachers receBieg000.

Findings

After the second year of CPS rolling out TAP, wadfoonevidence that the program raised
student test scores. Student achievement growth as measured by average math and reading scores G
the lllinois Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) did not differ significantly between TAP and
comparable neMAP schools.

We also found that TAP did not have a detectable impa&tesrotteacher retention in the
school or district during the second year it was rolled out in the district. We did not find statistically
significant differences between TAP and-TriA retentio rates for teachers overall or for
subgroups defined by teaching assignment and years of service TheCh&ling of no
significant impactsn student achievement or teacher retentiorobust to the use of different
samplesindestimatiormethodsWe did not have reliable data onghalityf teachers retained or
the career paths of teachers who left TAP and ABnschools, but will examine these aspects of
teacher mobility in future reports.

Study Design

Our approach to estimating the impactSlitago TAP is based on a hybrid study design that
relies on both the random assignment of schools to year of implementation and the careful
matching of TAP schools to ndAP schooldn the districtOf the 16 CPS elementgiKd8)
schools that voluntaribpplied for Chicago TAP and successfully completed the selection process,
we randomly assigned 8 to a treatment group that began implementing TARoh&aQland
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the other 8 to a control group th@gan TAP in 2008 (cohort ) addition, CPS pposively
assignedwto highschools and two charter schools; however, we exclude high schools and charter
schools from this report because random assignment was not possible and their data were not
comparable. Thexperimental strategy has the advantageathy systematic differences in
outcomes between cohorts 1 and 2 of TAP schools can be causally attributed to experiencing one
additional year of TAP implementation. On the other hand, the pool of schools to randomize was
small. There may be chance difiees between the eight treatment and eight control schools that
make it difficult to detect true impacts.

To complement the experimental analygsused propensity score matcipiragedureso
form anon-TAP comparison group. We gathered administidaitzeon over 300PSschools that
were not participating in TAP and identified the schiwatisvere most closely matched to the TAP
schoolson preiintervention characteristics such as size, school demographics, student achievement
and teacher retentiohhis quasexperimental strategy does not offerstémaeprotection against
biasdue to unobservable differentest the experimental strategy does. In order to infer program
impacts from comparing TAP schools to matched comparison schools, we mughasshene
observable characteristics used to match schools are sufficiently similar and comprehensive so that
the remaining differences in outcomes can be attributed to TAP itself and not to unobserved
factors, such as a dynamic principalnoespeciallynotivaed teaching staffNevertheless, the
matched comparison group can be much larger than the experimental control group and allows us
to compare TAP schools to schools that will remakT Aéhschools throughout the study period.

This secongear repdrfocuses primarily on results from the matched comparison. We reached
the same conclusions when we used alternative estimation approaches: estimating impacts separatel
for cohort 1 schools (those that are in their second year of TAP-20200&nd cairt 2 schools
(those in their first year of TAP), using alternative matching algorithms to create different matched
comparison groups, and estimating impacts using different regression assumptions. We also present
experimental estimateghich showed thathools with two years of TAP implementation did not
have better outcomes than schools that had just begun implementing the program

Discussion

From the previous yegaR0052008 we had found no impacts on test scores for the early
adopters of TARcohort 1) although we had found evidence of a positive impact on teacher
retention in the school (Glazerman et al. 2009). Survey data covering that first year of
implementation in cohort 1 schools indicated that changes had takersidiadbe schoobs a
resit of the programds introduction. This sugge
lack of impacts the second year of district roll@ihot the result dcd failure to implement TAP
at all At the same time, however, Chicago TAP isnstifi early years of implementation and was
not necessarily tested at its full strength.

Several important caveats should be noted. First, we rely heavily on the matched comparison
group as an indication of what happens in the absence of TAP. Wg camfalthe comparison
group to be observationally similar to the TAP schools. Nevertheless, there could be unobserved
reasons why neRAP schools were on track to have better (or worse) outcomes than their
counterpart schools, in which case impact estiwatuld be biased.
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Second, the timing of the data collection should be considered in interpreting the results.
Student achievement was measured in March 2009, abihirtdsvof the way through the second
year of TAP implementation for cohort 1 andfitisé year of implementation for cohort 2acher
reforms such as TAP take time to change attitudes and alter the schadlluslte@ort focuses
on test scores and teacher retention, which may be thought of as final outcomes that take longer to
chang thaii and may be dependent upantermediateoutcomes such as teaclatitudes
knowledgeor practicesThe evidence is preliminary and does not reflect the impacts of the program
in its steady stat€he study design anticipated the possibility ¢ofigtaffects at both the district
and school levelss Chicago TAP is phased in over.tifee example, the performance bonus
amounts were low and not highly differentiated in the first year.

Finally, we caution that a lack of impact finding is simpk/ @ xddence ther than a proof
of no impact. We estimate thate impacts would need to have been about four percent of a
standard deviation in test scores or about three percentage peadisesktention in order for us
to detect them.

Future reprts will present findings from the third and fourth years of Chicago TAP rollout. In
spring 2009, we randomly assigned 16 more schools to start TAP in fall 2009 (cohort 3) or fall 2010
(cohort 4)We willcontinue tofollow the experiences of the firsbtaohorts anavill add in the
experiences of the last two cohdtusllectively, these future reports will provide a more complete
picture of the impacts of TAP implementation in its first few years.
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. INTRODUCTION

Paying and promoting teachfmstheir classroom performance is gaining momentum in the
United States. One program in particular, the Teacher Advancement Programh{@Rnks
teacherperformancemeasures to pay as wellnantoring and professional developmbas
becomea moctl for schools around the countBelow we discuss TAP, how more evidence is
needed to understand its impact on teachers and studertsr apdroach for generating such
evidence.

A. Improving Schools Through TAP

TAP was developed in the late 1990&i&Wwilken Family Foundation (MFF) as a schoolwide
program to improve schools by raising teacher quality. Under the TAP model, teachers can earn
extra pay and responsibilities through promotion to mentor or master teacher as well as annual
performance bonas based on a combination of their value added to student achievement and
observed performance in the classroom. The model also includes weekly meetings of teachers and
mentors (o0cluster groupso), and r e@amtahelpcl ass
teachers meet their performance goals. The idea behind the program is that performance incentives,
combined with tools for teachers to track performance and improve instruction, should help schools
attract and retain talented teachers ancghéd@mchers produce greater student achievement.

B. More Evidence Needed

TAP has been implemented in more than 200 sdhobBs statearound the country and is
overseen by the National Institute for Excellence in Teaching (NIET), an organizatiobystarted
MF F . The most recent expansion of TAP came v
Incentive Fund (TIF), which makes grants to localities implemeyeiigmancdased
compensation systems in higlted schoalsThese and related efforts to refaeacher pay and
promotion, by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation among others, have aroused a great deal of
interest and controversy. The question for researchers is whether or not there is any evidence that
TAP or other teacher pay reforms geneitaeintended impacts by improving the teaching
workforce and accelerating student learning.

Much of the existing evidence about the effects of TAP comes from four reports. The program
developers have conducted studies of their own program (Schac2808&t aD04; Solmon et al.
2007) and one independent research team conducted a study using schools in two unnamed states
(Springer et al. 2008). The two studies by Schacter et al. relied on comparison groups that were
small, seléelected samples. The mmement NIET report by Solmon et al. includes larger numbers
of comparison schools and teachers, a total of 61 TAP and ZBAmenhools across six states.
As with the two earlier reports, the comparison schools were chosen as a convenience sample and
maynot be representative of the outcomes that would have been realized in the TAP schools had
the TAP schools not adopted the program. Because TAP schools are carefully selected and they
typically volunteer to go through the many steps required to adppigtaen, comparisons with
nonselected schools could lead to biased program impact estimates.

Springer et al. used a panel data set of math scores of TAP -aAdP reminools from two
states and found positive impacts for elementary grades but undetectafégive impacts at
middle and high school grades. Importantly, the Springer et al. report presents evidence of selection
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effects, which is not surprising given the screening asélasetfion that must take place for a
school to adopt TAP. To becom&A&P school, the faculty must vote to adopt the program, usually
must raise substantial funds to finance the bonus pool, and often must be found worthy of the
investment by NIET or a state or local sponsor.

C. Chicago TAP and the Evaluation

This report fouses on one TIF grantee, the Chicago Public Schools (CPS), which began
implementing TAP in 2007. The school systemeguiim add 10 new TAP schools each year of the
grantyesanf oiumpl ement ation period. Chi caagenlds Vv e
on the national model but with some local adaptations. For instance, the compensation amounts are
set locally and the Chicago TAP model inclpeldsrmancepay for principaland other school
staff in addition to teachers

Mentor teachers recei,000 per year and lead teachers receive $15,000 as a salary
augmentation for performing their extra dubrethe first year of implementi@hicagor AP, the
pool for teachermperformance bonuses is supposed to support an average bonus of $2,000 per
teater based on value added to student achievement and observed classroom petformance
subsequent years, tia@getaverage payout rises to $4,000 per teduiresipals can earn up to
$5,000 each year based on the qualippyogfamimplementation and lsgolwide value added.
Other schooktaff can receivgp to $500 in the first year and $1,000 in subsequenbgsadson
schoolwide value added

Data provided to the authors by CPS suggest that the teacher payouts averaged somewhat lower
than thetargeé amounts in the first two years. We found that the average performance bonus payout
for the first year of implementation was approximately $1,100 per teacher, with a @aage of $
$2,045n year 1 and2$458 in year. For thesecondy/earof implementatin the average payouds
$2,653 with a maximum of $6,320.

Table I.1. Average Performance-Based Payouts Under Chicago TAPIEEEIEGgGgGgEEEE

Chicago TAP provides a unique opportubitylearn about the impacts ofetlwidely
implementedTAP model. To address issues of selection bias raised above, we designed a
randomized experiment to estimate the impacts of TAP on student and teacher outcomes. School
officials had to apply to becomeTAP school, and the selection process involved an initial
application, site visits by TAP and CPS staff, a faculty vote (with at least 75 percent approval), and a
successful final application with responses to essay questions. Of the 16 elementémgtschools
went through this process and were selected by district officials as finalists, we randomly assigned 8
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