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Abstract
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, and Obama’s Race to the Top (2009)
policy charged districts with increasing academic achievement by improving teacher
quality. The problem of teacher quality has plagued the public school system for decades.

Stronge and Hindman (2005) suggest, “we can greatly improve student achievement if

we come to an understanding of what constitutes an effective teacher and then seek out

those qualities and behaviors” (p. 49). Districts are now compelled to take a closer look at
teacher evaluation systems in order to measure teacher quality and effectiveness.

Evaluation systems provide the impetus for informing teacher practice, as well as,

potentially driving future staff development (Education, 2009). Many states are now

requiring teacher ratings to be based on multiple measures of performance, with many
states and districts electing to establish performance pay incentive parameters for meeting
specific goals (Doherty & Jacobs, 2013). In the backdrop of this transitional educational
landscape, at least one large urban school district in Texas embarked upon a project to
improve its teacher evaluation system. The 2012-2013 school year marked the
deployment of this district’s newly implemented teacher evaluation system. This newly
implemented teacher evaluation system aimed to address both teacher effectiveness and
student growth. The purpose of this program evaluation was to: 1) examine teachers’ and

administrators’ perceptions of the newly implemented teacher evaluation system within a

large urban school district and its influence on instructional planning, classroom



instruction and professional practice; 2) examine teachers’ and administrators’
perceptions regarding the training they received with the newly implemented evaluation
system; and, 3) explore teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions regarding the newly
implemented teacher evaluation system being tied to performance pay. A purposeful
sampling of sixteen teachers and five principals from low-performing and high-
performing elementary, middle, and high schools within one large urban school district
were selected as participants for this study to gain multiple perspectives from teachers
and administrators across various contexts. Participants were part of one of the district’s
feeder pattern schools who participated in the pilot year of implementation. Three
teacher focus groups were conducted, and each of the five principals were interviewed
one-on-one using semi-structured interviews. Transcribed audio recordings from
principal interviews and teacher focus groups were coded inductively (Creswell, 2002)
and analyzed for emerging themes using the constant comparison method (Glaser and
Strauss,1967).

Findings revealed teachers and administrators perceived the newly implemented
teacher evaluation system to positively influence instructional planning by providing the
focus and structure embedded in the Danielson’s Framework for Teaching and assisting
teachers in refining pedagogy. Additionally, both teachers and administrators reported
the evaluation system influenced classroom instruction by promoting increased levels of
student engagement and moving teachers from teacher-directed instruction to student-
driven learning. Findings also revealed the evaluation system provides teachers and
administrators opportunities for reflective practice through increased dialog and

strengthened relationships. The teachers and administrators perceived some of the

viii



training to be overwhelming and confusing due to the large amount of content given at
once. Lastly, findings revealed teachers and administrators question the fairness of tying
student growth measures to teacher performance pay, and they are unclear about the
process for determining teacher performance pay.

Implications and recommendations for districts planning to implement new
evaluation systems are included in this study. The recommendations include: developing
a clear set of teaching standards rooted in best practices for effective teaching when
adopting a new teacher evaluation system; assuring the evaluation process encourages
frequent observations, goal setting, action planning, and teacher and administrator
reflections to promote reflective and improved practice, increased dialog, and
strengthened relationships; assuring district leadership across all levels are well-informed
regarding the newly implemented teacher evaluation system and are equipped to explain
processes and address concerns; forming a district-wide core training team to deliver
district-wide professional development rather than relying solely on campus
administrators to deliver turn-around training to teachers and other campus level
administrators; and, scaffolding training in smaller segments to allow adult learners to

synthesis and process information more deeply.
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Chapter |
Introduction

President Obama (2009) stated in a presidential address, “America will not
succeed in the 21% century unless we do a far better job of educating our sons and
daughters ...and the race starts today”. Although his seemingly ambitious proclamation
about education reform is likely based on data reflecting needed reform, the means to
achieve these grandiose ideals are often left in the hands of systemically paralyzed
educators who are perpetually mired in red-tape. The implication for these educational
leaders—who are already highly scrutinized and endlessly chided—is that the systems
they have meticulously engineered and nurtured are failing. In essence, the head
"superintendent™ (Obama) implies that educators' current efforts are failing and need an
educational paradigm shift.

Obama is not alone in his opinion, as multiple data and information resources
reflect a need for reform. Low scores are common. Layton and Brown (2012) reported in
the Washington Post that the 2012 SAT scores were the lowest in 40 years. Ironically,
however, Obama’s proclamation was delivered on the heels of the most revolutionary,
expansive, and expensive reformation endeavor in history—compelled by the No Child
Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2001. President Obama claimed that despite the efforts,
education is still inadequate. However, there are subsequent reports from Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA) evaluations that are coordinated by the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) reporting that
American students scored in the middle among 65 nations that participated in tests of

reading math, and science. Improvements were shown over the first administration of



international test in the 60’ and 70’s where American students were in the bottom quartile
(Ravitch 2013). Notwithstanding opposing research that counters educational decline,
President Obama suggests that mandated changes from the NCLB law, along with other
incremental reform pillars our current system is based on, have failed to curtail our
nation’s continual academic decline compared to academic performance in Russia, China,
etc.(Race to the Top, 2009). In other words, after enduring decades of profound
transformational renovation to no avail, it is apparent that our academic perspective itself
must evolve to compete globally.

Inspired by the president's mandate and armed with new research to support the
value of teacher accountability in the classroom, many districts across the nation are
focusing on more divergent and innovative research based reforms. Research reflects that
teacher quality is directly linked to student success (Goe & Stickler, Teacher Quality and
Student Achievement: Making the Most of Recent Reseach, 2008). The National Institute
for Excellence in Teaching (2010) reported that although teachers are the most important
school-related factor for student achievement gains, evaluation of teacher performance is
seldom conducted in any rigorous way. It is, therefore, in the best interest of school
districts and educational leaders to discover and use evaluation methods that promote and
value good teaching as a key component for effective teaching models that promote
professional excellence and continued growth.

To accomplish these tasks, administrators and assessors need to not only
understand the technical components of their teacher evaluation system, but also
internalize the system’s purpose in order to foster meaningful relationships and teacher

growth. Donaldson and Donaldson (2012) observed that teaching research largely focuses



on measuring teaching effectiveness. More importantly, they suggest “models of teacher
performance assessment apply this research to district supervision and evaluation
policies” (Donaldson & Donaldson, 2012, p. 78). However, one research-based
perspective about teacher performance evaluations suggests that districts need to
implement an assessment system that will go beyond evaluation and actively cultivate
teacher improvement (Commission of Effective Teachers and Teaching, 2011).

Since the status of the educational system outlined and published in A Nation at
Risk (1983), federal mandates were established to improve education quality through
accountability, proficiency standards, and assessment criteria for teachers. As a result,
nationwide attention to improve public education can, in part, be attributed to the No
Child Left Behind Act and Obama’s Race to the Top (2009) policy. These policies were
designed to close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice so that
all children have access to a quality and equitable education. President Bush’s NCLB Act
mandated that all states create standards for testing students to ensure that students
acquire required minimum skills in core academic areas. The law also increased the
accountability standards yearly, requiring that 100% of students meet passing standards
by year 2014 (NCLB, 2001). The NCLB Act focused on preparing, training, and
recruiting high-quality teachers and principals. Each district was mandated to increase
academic achievement through strategies to improve teacher quality and the number of
highly qualified teachers. Similarly, the Race to the Top policy promotes innovation,
reform, and excellence in America’s public schools. These initiatives both compel states
to improve teacher effectiveness and offer incentives to states that actively drive

educational reform in improving qualities of teaching and learning (Education, 2002).



Because of these policies, improving quality education is no longer just benevolent
idealism—it is the law.

To provide a quality education for our youth, we must demand quality teaching
through utilizing best practices, while observing characteristics of effective teachers, and
combine those to create an efficient, teacher evaluation system. To accomplish these
tasks, we must also examine inputs, processes, and outputs as they relate to teacher
development. In this study, teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of a district’s new
evaluation system and how they perceive it influencing their classroom instruction,
professional practice, and instructional planning will be examined. Additionally,
teachers’ and administrations’ perceptions and attitudes toward pay for performance
being tied to the new evaluation system will be explored. Results from this study will
provide school districts and educational leaders with knowledge of the teachers’ and
administrators’ perceptions regarding the new evaluation system and how it influence
their professional growth and practice.

Problem Background

Debates across the country regarding teacher effectiveness continue as school
leaders, policy makers and various stakeholders further explore ways to assure that all
students (K-12) receive a quality education in the United States public school setting. In
one article, the suggestion to improve teacher quality states “we can greatly improve
student achievement if we come to an understanding of what constitutes an effective
teacher and then seek out qualities and behaviors” (Stronge & Hindman, 2005, p. 49).
From this perspective, practitioners’ performance is categorized as the duties and routines

(i.e., planning for teaching and learning processes and staff development) that are



connected to practitioners both inside and outside the classroom. Consequently,
evaluating teachers’ performance “requires having a set of performance criteria”
(Hinchey, 2010, p. 4). These criteria should be aligned with specifying and clarifying
descriptions of desired behaviors that reflect the standards of education professional
organizations or agencies. One such organization is The National Board.

Table 1.

The Five Core Propositions in General Education of Effective Behaviors

What Teachers Should Know and Be Able to Do

Position 1 Teachers are committed to their students and their
students’ learning.

Position 2 Teachers know the subjects they teach and how to teach
those subjects to students.

Position 3 Teachers are responsible for managing and monitoring
student learning.

Position 4 Teachers think systematically about their practice and
learn from experience.

Position 5 Teachers are members of learning communities.

Source: National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (1987).

Note. In 1987, The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards developed a set
of standards or behaviors to advance the quality of teaching and learning.

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) also gives some guiding principles for
demonstrating quality teacher behaviors. The TEA’s Pedagogy and Professional

Responsibilities (PPR) Standards are listed in Table 2.



Table 2.

Texas Teacher Pedagogy and Professional Responsibilities Standards

Standards Descriptions

I The teacher designs instruction appropriate for all students that reflects
an understanding of relevant content and is based on continuous and
appropriate assessment.

I The teacher creates a classroom environment of respect and rapport that
fosters a positive climate for learning, equity, and excellence.

i The teacher promotes student learning by providing responsive
instruction that makes use of effective communication techniques,
instructional strategies that actively engage students in the learning
process, and timely, high-quality feedback.

v The teacher fulfills professional roles and responsibilities and adheres to

legal ethical requirements of the profession.

Source: Texas Education Agency, EC-Gradel2 (2007)

Note. This table illustrates an explanation of standard behaviors TEA suggests effective
teachers demonstrate, including instructional strategies aligned with the assessment
framework for practitioners (e.g., grades PPR & Early Childhood-12) (2007).

Both the National Board and the TEA primarily focus on positively impacting
teaching and learning through a set of core standards and behaviors. Such behaviors
should be demonstrated by practitioners and observed by an assessor. These guiding
principles and standards are considered (a) best practices, as indicated by additional
researchers; (b) important barometers for improved student achievement and academic
growth; and (c) criteria indicators for assessing teacher performances. Grant, Hindman,

and Stronge (2010) reiterated beliefs about the functions and relationship of certain

teacher behaviors that are directly aligned with the definition of quality teaching. They



contended that communication skills, teacher preparation, personal relationship with
students, classroom management, and instructional planning that focuses on high
expectations correlate to quality or effective teaching.

In view of these discussions, present-day evaluation systems alone are inadequate
to designate teacher quality, enhance teacher practice, and raise student achievement
levels. Evidence supporting these claims can be seen in studies conducted by Wise,
Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, and Bernstein (1984) and others (Glatthorn, 1984;
McGreal, 1983; Toch & Rothman, 2008). More importantly, these researchers reveal that
present evaluation systems do not provide specific information to assist in improving
pedagogical skills to align with instructional standards. Furthermore, “the assessment of
teacher quality fails more often because of organizational neglect than because of
technical deficiencies” (Donaldson & Donaldson, 2012, p. 79). Organizations must
commit to ongoing training and professional development to further teacher growth. A
good evaluation system should begin with discussions, demonstrations, and ongoing
professional development to tease apart indicators and characteristics of what effective
instruction is. To assist teachers in developing higher competency, proficiency, and better
instructional practices for pedagogy, an evaluation system needs to aid in practitioners’
perceptions of effectiveness and ineffectiveness.

Statement of the Problem

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, and Obama’s Race to the Top (2009)
policy charged districts with increasing academic achievement by improving teacher
quality. Thus, districts are taking a closer examination of teacher evaluation systems to

measure teacher effectiveness, inform teacher practice and drive staff development



(Education, 2009). As a result, a large urban school district in Texas has embarked upon a
project to improve their teacher evaluation system. The 2012-2013 school year marked
the inaugural year of the district’s evaluation system. The multi-measure evaluation
system aims to addresses both teacher effectiveness and student growth. More states are
requiring teacher ratings to be based on multiple measures of performance, with many
states and districts including performance pay (Doherty & Jacobs, 2013). Recent
researchers have conducted studies on the influence of new teacher evaluation systems in
the early stages of implementation (Dee & Wyckoff, 2013; Robertson-Kraft, 2014).

The district in this study began the design of their newly implemented teacher
evaluation in September 2011. Operation Public Education (a University of Pennsylvania
based consulting group) supported the district in this process. The district utilized the
book A Grand Bargain for Education Reform: New Rewards and New Supports for New
Accountability as its guide during the entire process (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft,
2009). During the 2012-2013 school year, Robertson-Kraft (2014) focused on moving the
body of research on performance management policies forward by examining the impact
of a district’s newly implemented teacher evaluation on teachers’ motivation,
effectiveness, and retention.

Robertson-Kraft also explored how individual personality characteristics, school
organizational factors, and evaluation system features influence these outcomes. She
focused on the implementation of the new evaluation system and teachers’ attitudes
towards the policy, the new system’s impact on teacher motivation, effectiveness, and
retention, and the relationship among all three of these outcomes (teacher motivation,

effectiveness, and retention). During the district’s pilot year (2012-2013), 4,397 teachers



were teaching in 74 schools and 1,883, or 43%, of these teachers were in pilot schools.
Dr. Robertson-Kraft’s case study sample was diverse, representing different school
environments. The researcher collected data on early implementation of the new system
by conducting teacher surveys. The confidential surveys were developed to capture
information on teachers’ attitudes towards specific aspects of the new system. The key
descriptive results were collected in two phases highlighting overall perceptions of the
evaluation system and explore how these attitudes changed over the course of the year.
During phase one of the study, many principals struggled to consistently accomplish the
increased requirements, in particular the additional observations under the new system.
The survey also revealed both teachers and principals had different ideas regarding the
purpose of the new evaluation system. Even with the presence of centrally developed
resources, principals’ presentations to their teachers on the purpose of the new system
varied considerably. Some believed the system would result in improved teaching and
learning and others believed the system was designed primarily as a tool to hold teachers
accountable for their performance. The researcher reported that teachers’ attitudes
towards the new system at the beginning of the year were mixed and subsequently shifted
over the course of the year. Initially, teachers were overwhelmed by the timeline and
increased expectations. Nonetheless, the majority of teachers appreciated the clarity and
comprehensive nature of the new observation measure (the Danielson Framework) and
the detailed and evidence-driven nature of the new observation process (utilizing the
online Teachscape system). However, at the end of the year, pilot teachers had lower
perceptions of the evaluation system. After experiencing system’s implementation, many

teachers conveyed frustration with the unattainability and unfairness of the requirements.
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According to Robertson-Kraft’s findings, the positive impact on teaching, teacher
development, and student achievement were hovering in the neutral rage on a 5-point
scale, ranging from 1 as “strongly disagree” to 5 as “strongly agree”. As demonstrated in
table below, teachers who scored a level 4 or highly effective on the Danielson
Framework tended to have a better perception of the new evaluation system. Whereas,
teachers who scored level 1 or ineffective, their mean was not as positive as the highly
effective teachers. The survey captured contrast between level 4 or highly effective
teachers and the other level teachers in each of the areas. However, the difference
between the levels (level 1 is ineffective, level 2 is basic, level 3 is effective, and level 4
is highly effective) was even more pronounced for perceptions of the fairness of the
evaluation process. Thus, it is not surprising the mean score for the overall positive

impact of the newly implemented teacher evaluation system was 2.89.



Table 3.

11

Individual Variation in Survey Perceptions by Teachers by Performance Level on

Danielson Framework.

Perceptions Mean Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
Scale (1-5) n=17 n =100 n = 806 n =115
Teachers in All Schools  3.54 3.22 3.15 3.55 3.86
Quality of 0.87) (1.42) (0.85) (0.85) (0.80)
Measures***
Fairness of 3.41 2.65 2.74 3.43 3.92
Process*** (0.93) (1.27) (0.94) (0.88) (0.76)
Frequency of 3.70 3.09 3.38 3.72 3.97
Evaluation*** (0.98) (1.29) (1.10) (0.95) (0.90)
Reported Number 3.94 3.65 4.04 4.03 3.20
of Observations (4.23) (1.97) (1.93) (4.67) (1.95)
Reported Number 2.77 2.94 2.72 2.77 2.77
of Conversations (1.88) (1.34) (1.50) (1.87) (2.33)
Quality of 3.38 3.22 3.35 3.36 3.59
Feedback and (0.89) (1.11) (0.81) (0.90) (0.83)
Growth
Teachers in Pilot 3.31 3.32 3.16 3.32 3.43
Schools (0.82) (0.95) (0.80) (0.82) (0.80)
Level of
Understanding
Positive 3.17 3.47 3.06 3.17 3.26
Goal-Setting (0.91) (1.07) (0.93) (0.91) (0.90)
Accuracy of 3.27 3.50 3.01 3.27 3.45
Measures*** (0.79) (0.98) (0.76) (0.79) (0.70)
Growth 3.20 3.54 3.04 3.20 3.31
and Impact* (0.82) (0.87) (0.84) (0.82) (0.75)
Positive Impact of 2.89 341 2.73 2.87 3.08
New System* (1.09) (1.06) (1.08) (1.09) (1.09)

Source: (Robertson-Kraft, 2014)

With the above mentioned in view, this study attempted to gather a deeper

understanding of the teachers’ and administrators’ perception of the newly implemented

evaluation system and how they perceive it to influence their instructional planning,

classroom instruction, and professional practice. This study also examined teachers’ and

administrators’ perceptions of performance-based pay as a component of the newly

implemented evaluation system.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to seek a deeper understanding of teachers’ and
administrators’ perceptions of a newly implemented evaluation system and how it
influenced instructional planning, classroom instruction, and professional practice.
Teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions regarding the quality and effectiveness of the
training they received during the implementation process of the teacher evaluation system
was explored. Finally, teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of this newly
implemented evaluation system incorporating performance pay as a component was
examined.

Results from this study provided district leaders and policy makers with
additional knowledge about teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions regarding a newly
implemented evaluation system and how they perceived it influencing instructional
planning, classroom instruction, and professional practice, the quality of the training they
received, and perceived impact of performance pay being tied to the teacher evaluation
system.

Significance of the Study

As districts embrace the opportunity to implement new teacher evaluation systems
that will promote teacher quality and effectiveness across the state of Texas, it is essential
they critically analyze newly implemented teacher evaluation systems to see if they are
perceived to yield, as well as actually yield, the following desired results in order to pave
the way for many districts to follow:

. To differentiate instructional practice

. To increase teacher effectiveness
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The district’s goal was to differentiate and improve teachers’ instructional
performance using a model that focuses on five domains. The first four domains were
modeled after Danielson’s framework for teaching and the fifth domain was the value
added component. The goal was to have the system create productive conversations
between teachers and the administrators, as well as create more accurate representations
of teachers’ performance across campuses. The ultimate goal was to increase the number
of highly effective teachers deploying quality instruction. This evaluation system was not
only designed to assist teachers in improving their craft as they become highly effective,
it was also designed to help teachers who are underperforming by providing immediate
feedback to target and support areas that were deficit in order to assist those teachers in
advancing their practice. On the other hand, the district was aiming for the system to also
lend itself to the dismissal of teachers who are unable to improve the quality of their
instruction. The last goal was to increase teacher job satisfaction ratings, thus leading to
an increase in the district’s retention rate.

Research Questions
1. How do teachers and administrators perceive the newly implemented teacher
evaluation system influencing instructional planning (demonstrating knowledge
of content and pedagogy, setting instructional expectations demonstrating
knowledge of resources, designing coherent instruction, designing student
assessments)?
2. How do teachers and administrators perceive the newly implemented teacher

evaluation system influencing classroom instruction (communicating with
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students, questioning and discussion techniques, engaging students in learning,
assessment, and flexibility and responsiveness)?

3. How do teachers and administrators perceive the newly implemented teacher
evaluation system influencing teachers’ and administrators’ professional practice
(growing and developing professionally, showing professionalism, participating
in a professional community, reflecting on teaching)?

4. What are teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions regarding the quality of
training they received with the newly implemented teacher evaluation system?

5. What are teachers’ and administrators' perceptions regarding the newly
implemented teacher evaluation system being tied to performance pay?

Assumptions
The assumptions for this study included,
1. The participants responded openly and honestly on the questionnaire and
interview instruments.
2. The responses on the questionnaire and the interview instruments was
representative of other practitioners and administrators in the same population
because of similar training.
3. The instrument was a valid and reliable measuring tool for the population
under investigation.
4. The participants interpreted each question of the questionnaire and the
interview similarly.

Limitations of this Study

The following limitations are noted in this study.
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1. This study did not include an examination nor responses from teacher
evaluation instruments within other school districts in other states.
2. This current study collected data from teachers and administrators who are
employed in the schools of a vertical feeder pattern.
3. The research was conducted at the district where the researcher is
employed.
4. The study was bounded to one district and findings in this district may not
be symbolic of other districts.

Definitions of Terms

For the purpose of clarity and specificity, these terms were defined for this study.

Highly effective teacher. “A teacher whose students achieve acceptable rates
(e.g., at least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this
notice). States may supplement this definition as they see fit so long as teacher
effectiveness is judged, in significant measure, by student growth (as defined in this
notice)” 74 Fed. Reg. at 37811.

Effective teacher. A teacher whose students achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at
least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice).
States may and should supplement this definition with multiple measures as they see fit,
so long as teacher effectiveness is judged, in significant measure, by student growth (as
defined in this notice). Supplemental measures should include evidence of research-based
teaching practice, teacher performance, and contribution to student learning. Such
measures should be appropriate both for newly licensed and veteran teachers. 74 Fed.

Reg. at 37811.
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No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. The federal mandate or law that
emerged in 2001 as an instrument to assist school improvements by focusing federal
accountability for results, freedom for states and communities, and proven education
methods and choices for parents.

Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS). The appraisal
system recommended by the State of Texas.

Supervision. The process of observing, evaluating, and directing a group of
people with regards to job-related or work-related tasks and responsibilities.

Vertical Education Advisory Committee (VEAC.) Elected representatives for
each of the 74 schools in the study district. The representatives include two teachers, one
support personnel, one parent, and one business community member.

District Education Advisory Committee (DEAC). Members from the VEAC
who are elected to serve on the district advisory committee.

Multi-measures. Using many areas, documents, and data to compose a holistic
approach of an evaluation. It requires more than one source of documented evidence
(e.g., quantitative and/or qualitative data) in the decision making process and developing
theories to create solutions for the problem.

Assessment. An evaluation instrument used in the educational system as a tool to
measure instructional performance with regards to teaching behaviors that are associated
with competency and proficiency levels influencing the academic and achievement
outcomes of students.

Smartcard. A statistical means of measuring and assigning values to teacher

performance in relation to student achievement over time.
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Value-added. A statistical means of measuring and assigning values to teacher
performance in relation to student achievement over time.
Theoretical Framework and Rationale for this Study

The emphasis on accountability and student achievement legislated by NCLB
coupled with the Race to the Top policy directly influence the teacher evaluation process
as the laws require districts to focus on teacher quality. In Texas, the evaluation of
teachers is specifically mandated by the Texas Administrative Code.

A plethora of research surrounds the premise of teacher evaluation systems.
Darling-Hammond (2000) suggested that effective teacher evaluation systems and how
they are used help teachers improve their practice. According to the National Institute for
Excellence in Teaching (2010), teachers are the most important school-related factor for
student achievement gains, but evaluation of teacher performance is seldom conducted in
any rigorous way.

Danielson’s Framework for Teaching (2007) contends that traditional systems of
evaluation do little to improve teacher effectiveness or quality. Danielson’s framework
for teaching focuses on the importance of student learning, the nature of learning and
how learning is promoted. The system also examines professional responsibilities of
teachers and professional growth. Danielson (2008) stated, “The framework for teaching
may be used to evaluate teacher performance. Its principle contribution to the profession
lies in its use in promoting professional learning” (p. 17). As a result, connections made
between teacher evaluation and teacher development may be attributed to solutions for
problems linked to professional inquiry as an ongoing process. For these reasons, teacher
evaluation has important functions that make connections between professional

development and identifying effective and/or best pedagogical practices an opportunity to
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deepen the content knowledge and learn new methods of implementation. In addition,
“professional development encourages more time to work with colleagues, to critically
examine the new standards being exposed, and to make decisions to determine the

implementation plan” (Corcoran, 1995, p. 1). These areas are listed as:

o Measures teachers’ content knowledge

. Measures teachers’ pedagogical skills

o Measures students’ growth performance

. Designed to cultivate teacher development and growth (Marzano & Toth,
2013, pp. 4-7).

Because teaching is one of the most valuable investments a school district can
make, professional development makes contributions to effective practices by providing
teachers with “job-embedded learning” (Zepeda, 2008, p. 141) through hands-on

activities for professional growth.
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Figure 1. Job-Embedded Learning Impact as Professional Development. Source:
Professional Development: What Works (Zepeda, 2008, p. 126).

Figure 2 illustrates methods that can be incorporated to transform professional
development into higher standards and expectations implemented in teacher pedagogy
and planning. Figure 2 depicts the connection of teacher training, showing that “the
cornerstone of successful development is the way in which adults are engaged in learning
and professional growth” (Zepeda, 2008, p. 121). In an educational system that is
continuously changing or in the process of reform, improving practice, performance, and
professional development become essential parts of the process.

There are several reasons professional development becomes necessary in the
teaching profession. Many experts and organizations have suggested that the most
effective professional development policies include the following principles:

e Stimulate and support site-based initiatives.

e Ground professional development in knowledge about teaching.

e Model constructivist teaching so teachers question and debate
before integrating new ideas or strategies.

e Consider the differences between varying degrees of experience
and areas of disciplinary expertise.

e Provide sufficient time for follow-up support for teachers.
(Corcoran, 1995, p. 5).

The connection between teacher evaluation and professional development can be
linked to formative and summative evaluation approaches. Formative evaluations are
concerned with conditions that help to make decisions to improve daily, weekly, or

monthly operations of professional learning. Summative evaluations are conducted at the
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end of the initiative or process. Both formative and summative evaluations assist with
addressing changes or accountability questions with regard to teacher improvement or
termination. Researchers have justified connecting professional development and
evaluation as a way to improve the quality of education for students, as well as assist in
implementing improvements of instructional practice (Duke & Corno, 1982; Guskey,
2000; Sanders & Sullins, 2005). More importantly, to meet new expectations, teachers
need to be exposed to intensive ongoing professional training (Cole, 2008).

Continuous teacher professional training is considered to be essential to the
academic and achievement growth of students; therefore, evaluating the instructional
cycle and repertoire of pedagogical strategies are key components to sustain effectiveness
and best practices.

The Present Evaluation Process Framework for Texas

The evaluation process is divided into several steps, with timelines and scoring

incorporated at each step. Figure 3 serves as the evaluation framework and the process

steps as outlined by the Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS).
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Figure 2. Texas appraisal process steps. Source: PDAS Teacher Manual (Texas
Education Agency, 2005, p. 7).

The timeline for the PDAS teacher orientation is designated during the first three
weeks of school. The schedule for the informal observations may occur no earlier than
three weeks into the orientation, and the Teacher Self Report Part | should be completed
during this time period. The Teacher Self Report Parts Il and 111 are due at least two
weeks before the summative conference. The formal observation periods may begin with
a pre-observation conference at the request of the teacher or appraiser. The formal
observation period lasts a minimum of 45 minutes. This rule is also applied for the post-
observation conference. Walkthroughs or classroom visits are implemented at the
discretion of the appraiser.

The scoring of the PDAS consists of the following evaluation criteria:

e Exceed expectation (90-100% of students participating).

e Proficient (80-89% of students participating).

e Below expectation (50-79% of students participating, while others are off-task).
e Unsatisfactory (less than 49% participating)

(Texas PDAS Teacher Manual, 2005, p. 62).

The above scoring standards for quality are determined by the frequencies,
percentages of time, and repeated evidence. The domains and their classifications of the
evaluation will be discussed in another section of this study. Prior to the challenge issued
by President Obama, districts across the State of Texas used the PDAS as a measure of
teacher effectiveness. However, teachers consistently scored at proficient or higher rates,

while students were not making corresponding academic gains.
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Research Design

This program evaluations are intended to provided information to relevant
stakeholders so that stakeholders make informed decisions about programs (Fitzpatrick &
Sanders, 2011). Thus, the purpose of this program evaluation was to provide the district
leaders and stakeholders with pertinent information regarding teachers’ and
administrators’ perceptions of the newly implemented teacher evaluation System and how
it is perceived to influence teachers’ instructional planning, classroom instruction,
professional practice, quality of received training, as well as performance pay being tied
to their evaluation.

This program evaluation drew on results from a previous quantitative study
conducted by Claire Robertson-Kraft for this large urban school district to garnish
information about the district’s newly implemented teacher evaluation system to drive
further examination of teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of the system. The
previous quantitative data supplied background information and showed the generality of
specific information (Taylor & Trujillo, 2001). The quantitative data from this previous
study including 3,254 teachers in 2013 and 3,172 teachers in 2014 was used by the
researcher to guide this program evaluation in developing research questions and
instruments. Participants in the survey gave their perceptions of specific elements of the
new teacher evaluation system. According to Robertson-Kraft’s findings, the positive
impact on teaching, teacher development, and student achievement were all hovering in
the neutral range on a 5-point scale (with 5 being “strongly agree” and 1 being “strongly
disagree”). The mean score for the overall positive impact of the newly implemented

teacher evaluation system on teaching and learning was 2.89.
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Therefore, the researcher used qualitative data from semi-structured interviews
and focus groups to further explore into the perceptions of both teachers and
administrators in regards to the large urban school district’s evaluation system. The
researcher obtained perceptions regarding the evaluation system’s influence on teachers’
instructional planning, classroom instruction, and professional practice. In addition,
teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of the quality of the training the received and
incorporating performance pay as a component.

Qualitative research methods can enhance the development of quality measures,
the development and dissemination of comparative quality reports, and quality
improvement efforts. Interviews have also been used to identify best practices (Sofaer,
2002). According to Sofaer (2002), it is critical that the analysis and interpretation
process be deliberate and thorough to avoid the use of internal bias. Using both
quantitative results from the previous study and interview data from this qualitative
research, the researcher was able to form stronger generalizations (Creswell & Clark,
2006). The researcher collected, analyzed, and mixed both quantitative and qualitative
data in a single study.

Interviews were conducted with selected principals and selected teachers from a
vertical feeder pattern. The researcher select a total of sixteen teachers from the five
schools to participate in one of three focus group meetings. The researcher also
interviewed each of the five campus principals. The researcher conducted a pilot test of
the questions by having two teachers and two principals that did not participate in the
study read the questions to see if they understood the intent of questions. The

predetermined, open-ended questions were directed to five principals and sixteen
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teachers. The participants answered standardized, open-ended interview questions where
the wording and sequence of questions were predetermined. Principals and teachers
answered the same open-ended questions in the same sequence. This predetermined
wording reduces the researcher’s effects and bias (Johnson & Christensen, 2008).

The interviews and focus group meetings allowed each participant the opportunity
to reflect on the newly implemented teacher evaluation system and its perceived
influence on teachers’ instructional planning, classroom instruction, professional practice,
received training, as well as performance pay. The interviews and focus groups allowed
the principals and teachers to respond to the questions based on their own experiences
and point of view concerning the newly implemented teacher evaluation system. The five
campus principals and sixteen teachers were asked to give specific examples of how the

newly implemented evaluation system has influenced their practice.



Chapter 11
Literature Review

Since the passing of the No Child Left Behind Act in 2001, educational leaders
and administrators have been preoccupied with the criteria of teacher evaluations and
assessments. For more than two decades, educational administrators have been
challenged with the issues of determining teacher quality and selecting the best practices,
methods, or instruments to measure teacher competencies and proficiencies.
Administrators are challenged to determine or define effective teachers and accurately
isolate “the what”” components to evaluate teacher quality and designate or determine
how these criteria will be measured (Bogden, 2003).

Measuring teacher effectiveness can be challenging when students' academic
growth and learning successes as reflected by test scores do not always correlate with
excellent teaching. Policy makers and educational administrators are also contributing to
the evaluation reform movement in districts across nations by focusing attention on
professional development, instructional practices, and effective pedagogical strategies.
(National Institute for Excellence in Teaching, 2010)This attention has catalyzed a
renaissance of teacher evaluation reform. Consequently, performance-based instruction
has gradually emerged as the norm in school districts across the United States. This
landscape of performance-based instruction has influenced a paradigm shift in teacher
assessment and evaluation systems. As result, many districts are reorganizing or
restructuring their teacher evaluation systems to identify and differentiate between
ineffective practitioners and those effective practitioners who positively influence student

academic progress and promote best practices (Pathe & Choe, 2013). None would argue
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that having a quality teacher in every classroom is the ultimate goal of effective
evaluation systems; yet, the debate continues about how best to define what teacher
quality really means (Danielson, Enhancing Professional Practice A Framework for
Teaching, 2007).

Teacher quality may be defined as inputs (education, certification, and subject
matter knowledge), processes (teaching and learning), and outputs (student performance,
graduation). This chapter includes multiple perspectives on what “teacher quality” really
means and how to define it (Hightower, Delgado, Lloyd, Wittenstein, Sellers, &
Swanson, 2011). Before discussing teacher quality, historical perspectives are provided
for several components, including teacher supervision, pay for performance, the value-
added model (VAM), classroom instructional measurements, professional practice
measures, instructional planning measurements, professional development as adult
learners, the role of principals as leaders in the evaluation process, suspension, and
research literature describing current practices.

Historical Perspective

Prior to giving the history of teacher supervision, the foundation of how the term
“teacher supervision” is defined will be examined. According to the Merriam-Webster
Dictionary, supervision is defined as the action, process, or occupation of supervising—
especially “a critical watching and directing” (as of activities or of a course of action).
Merriam-Webster states that to supervise is to oversee. It is from a Latin word supervisus,
past participle of supervidere, which means to oversee. Supervision is related to vision.
If ‘vision” implies seeing, the word ‘supervision’ can be read as over-seeing, looking over

someone’s shoulder to check on them; and also ‘super’ in the sense of outstanding or
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special, helping someone to extend their professional skills and understanding. Both of
these aspects will be relevant to varying degrees in supervision, depending on the
context...It can be helpful to think about supervision both in terms of development which
is related to ongoing professional learning and performance with regards to related
clinical governance and standard setting. (London Deanery Website, 2012, p.1).
The Early Era of Supervision: 1700-1800

Supervision of teachers was very different in the 1700s because education was not
considered a profession (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011). During the 1700s,
clergy or local government officials were appointed as officials to inspect both the
teachers and what the students were learning. Burke and Krey (2005) noted that these
supervisors had total power to establish criteria for effective instruction and to hire and
fire teachers. The inspectors would visit school in the area to make sure that the teachers
were following the community standards. Often, the standards were not clearly defined
and had no link to the student’s education.
The Common School Era of Supervision: 1830-1900

The formation of city schools or the new public schools grew in the late 1830s
due to population growth in the larger cities. This was called the Common School Era. As
the cities grew, so did the demand on teachers and supervisors (Marzano, Frontier, &
Livingston, 2011). Cities would select one of the teachers in the building to assume
administrative duties. Over time, the lead teacher or principal teacher grew into the role
of “building principal”, fading out the need for clergymen to act as school inspectors. The
lead teacher or principal teacher continued to inspect what the teachers were doing and

determined if the students were learning. As time progressed, the demand became greater
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for the principal to assume increasingly difficult responsibilities as the principal’s
pedagogy knowledge became critically valuable in making academic decisions.
The Clinical Supervision Era of Supervision: 1900

In the 1900’s, clinical supervision was leading the charge. Harvard professors
Cogan (1972) and Anderson (1996), along with a group of graduate students, identified
different forms of clinical supervision. Clinical supervision consisted of both objective
and scientific classroom observations with aspects of peer coaching, rational planning,
and some aspects of student learning. Each practitioner had some aspects of pre-
observation conference, classroom obervation, and post conference. Goldhammer (1969)
had a system with five steps. The five-step process included:

1. apre-observation conference between supervisor and teacher concerning

elements of the lesson to be observed,
2. classroom observation,
3. asupervisor's analysis of notes from the observation and planning for a post-
observation conference,

4. apost-observation conference between supervisor and teacher, and

5. asupervisor's analysis of the post-observation conference .

(Cogan, 1973; Goldhammer, 1969).

Coupled with changes in how teachers were evaluated, curriculum reform came
into focus. One curriculum reform called the Hunter Model significantly impacted
supervision in the 1980s (Hunter, 1984). The Hunter Model designed lessons using seven

elements which the teacher needed to consider. The seven elements are as follows:



29

1. Learning objective. The teacher selects an objective at an appropriate level of
difficulty and complexity, as determined through a task analysis, diagnostic
testing, and/or congruence with Bloom's cognitive taxonomy.

2. Anticipatory set. The teacher motivates instruction by focusing the learning task
based on its importance and the prior knowledge/experience of the learners.

3. Modeling. The teacher models what is meant as important, showing several
examples so as not to stifle creativity.

4. Input. The teacher should identify and teach main concepts and skills,
emphasizing clear explanations, frequently using examples or diagrams, and
inviting active student participation.

5. Check for understanding. The teacher should frequently observe and interpret
student reactions (such as active interest or boredom) and provide immediate
feedback, adjusting instruction as needed and re-teaching if necessary.

6. Guided practice. The teacher should provide guided practice at following
instruction by having students answer questions, discuss with one another,
demonstrate skills, or solve problems, giving immediate feedback and re-teaching
if necessary.

7. Independent practice. The teacher should assign independent practice to solidify
skills and knowledge when students have demonstrated understanding.

(Hunter, 1994, pp. 87-95).
Hunter’s (1994) instructional model was embedded in the clinical supervision
process of pre- and post-conferences, coupled with walkthroughs and observations.

Although clinical supervision is a preferred method, it is time-consuming and labor-
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intensive. Therefore, many districts shy away from using clinical supervision on a regular
basis given the number of teachers that administrators have to supervise and the number
of other administrative tasks administrators are responsible for (Starratt, 1997). With the
noted time constraints, Sergiovanni and Starratt (2006) recommended a supervisory
system with multiple processes of supervision. The process would include a summative
evaluation. This system allows for indirect and direct supervision. It would not require
each teacher to have an observation every year. The system would cycle teachers with a
high rating on their evaluations through a three to five year period. During the time they
were being formally evaluated, educators would simply use other means to gather
information, such as teacher self-reports and peer supervision, in addition to curriculum
development and school reform projects. (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2006).
Transformation Era of Supervision

Many research studies in education have emerged since the inception of the
NCLB Act in 2001and Race to the Top in 2009. Some researchers explored the
effectiveness of teacher evaluation systems and how they were used to help teachers not
only improve their practice but help close achievement gaps for learners. One such study
was conducted by Darling-Hammond in 2000. Darling-Hammond (2000) examined the
performance of teachers and their students and identified a clear link between teachers
and student achievement. Darling-Hammond (2000) determined that improving teachers’
pedagogical skills and professional growth had a huge impact on student achievement.
She explained:

As teaching has become a major focus, teacher evaluation is currently the primary

tool being promoted to improve it. Thus, most states are dramatically overhauling
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their evaluation systems for teachers and administrators. What is really needed is

the conception of teacher evaluation as part of a teaching and learning system that

supports continuous improvement for individual teachers and the profession as a

whole. (Darling-Hammond, 2012, p. 8)

Researchers are taking a critical examination of teacher evaluation systems in
terms of increasing teacher quality, which in turn will increase student learning. Multiple
studies have emerged focusing on teacher quality. While few would argue the importance
of having a quality teacher in every classroom, how “teacher quality” is defined is often
up for debate. This next section aims to discuss how teacher quality is defined in term of
inputs, processes, and outputs.

A broad but common working definition of teacher quality is the set of teacher
skills, knowledge, personal attributes, and pedagogical abilities that yield desired student
outcomes (Goldhaber & Hannaway, 2009). The Widget Effect (Weisberg, Sexton,
Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009) is a report that suggests that educators persistently fail to
acknowledge differentiations in teacher quality and effectiveness. Teacher evaluation
systems should be the nucleus for change. In theory, teacher evaluation systems should
be the catalyst by which teacher effectiveness is differentiated. In actuality, only when
the teacher’s performance necessitates a dismissal is teacher data usually used to speak to
the teacher’s effectiveness. The inability of evaluation systems to provide reliable
information regarding a teacher’s instructional practice has become what is called the
Widget Effect. The Widget Effect is the propensity for school districts to presume
effectiveness is the same from teacher to teacher—thus creating a culture in which

teachers are no longer individual professionals, but interchangeable parts. Teacher
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performance information is predominantly used for teacher remediation and dismissal,
which portrays a dismal representation of how teacher effectiveness is measured.

In an effort to differentiate teacher effectiveness, a district in Texas is overhauling
its teacher evaluation system. The system aims to differentiate teacher quality in four
domains. The domains are (a) planning and preparation, (b) classroom environment, (c)
classroom instruction, and (d) professional responsibilities (Danielson, Enhancing
Professional Practice A Framework for Teaching, 2007). The district also intends to
incorporate a domain that focuses on student growth percentiles as an additional measure
of teacher quality or effectiveness.

The Measures of Effective Teaching project (MET project, 2013) was a study
conducted to investigate better ways to identify and develop teacher quality. Funding the
project was the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. The goal of the MET project was to
build and test measure of effective teaching to find out how to evaluation methods could
best be used to tell teachers about skills that make them most effective (MET Project).
Examined in the project were classroom observation instruments, student perception
surveys, and student achievement gains. The MET project tested new approaches to
measuring effective teaching using a variety of available frameworks—all considered in
order to help school systems build fair and reliable systems. Nearly 3,000 MET project
teachers volunteered to open their classrooms for this study. The study spanned across
seven cities in seven states.

The MET Project focused on several measures, including classroom observation
instruments, student perception surveys, and student achievement gains. The classroom

observation instrument measured both subject-specific and cross-subject tools, which
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defined discrete teaching competencies and described different levels of performance.
Student surveys assessed key characteristics of the classroom environment. Student
achievement gains were based on state tests and on more cognitively challenging
assessments.

Researchers involved in the Met Project reported findings as they learned them in
order to give the various states and district ongoing insight on how to inform their
practice. This in-depth project sought to answer some critical questions (Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation, 2013). Can measures of effective teaching identify teachers who better
help students learn? The data of this particular study indicated that educators can identify
groups of teachers who are more effective than other teachers in helping students learn.
In addition, researchers reported that the students of the identified “effective teachers”
outperformed their peers on state tests, as well as on more cognitively challenging
assessments in math and English.

However, some criticisms are present of the MET project, as stated in a review
partly funded by the Great Lakes Center for Education Research and Practice (Rothstein,
J.; Mathis, W.J., 2013). Two different MET Project Documents were reviewed: Have We
Identified Effective Teachers? And A Composite Estimator of Effective Teaching:
Culminating Findings from The Measures of Effective Teaching Project. The review
focused on these two studies because these studies became the foundation of the policy
conclusions. One of the major criticisms of the study focused on the value-added (VA)
component. The review contends that VA-based evaluations pose concern in that teachers

may be unfairly rewarded or penalized due to student differences. Although the model
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makes an effort to regulate for variances, this cannot occur without a glitch. The degree
of bias in VA scores is vital in order to use these scores for teacher evaluations.
Process

As a result of the NCLB Act’s and Race to the Top’s concentration on teacher
quality and student results, focus has altered from supervision to evaluation. Although
some districts may still use walkthroughs as the only method for measuring teacher
quality, a definite need is present for change to a more current evaluation system,
especially if districts are going to measure instructional performance by the NCLB Act
and Race to the Top standards criteria continuum (Normore & Brooks, 2012).

Danielson (2007) contended that traditional systems of evaluation did little to
improve teacher quality or the quality of instruction. Danielson designed a standards-
based evaluation system that was based on the assumptions about what is important for
students to learn, the nature of learning, and how learning is promoted. Also addressed in
this system are the professional responsibilities of teachers and professional growth.
Danielson (2007) developed a very detailed rubric to measure teacher effectiveness
entitled a Framework for Teaching. According to Danielson, many evaluation systems in
use today were developed in the early to mid-1970s and reflect what educators believed
about teaching at that time. Danielson reported that current systems rely heavily on the
documentation of a small number of observable behaviors, such as writing the objective
on the board, teacher smiling at the students as she/he greets them, and giving the
students verbal praise. Danielson (2007) contended the teacher will make a point of doing
all of those things when being observed by the administrator so as to have each item

checked off the list. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, evaluation systems like the one
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described by Danielson are grounded in the teaching that prevailed in the 1970s, and
many systems today are still based on the work originally implemented by Madeline
Hunter (1982). The research on student learning that accompanied these systems relied
on the only available measures of student achievement: norm-referenced, machine
scoreable, multiple-choice tests of fairly low-level knowledge.

Today, the goals for student achievement have evolved. Now the interest is in
more complex learning, problem-solving, and the application of knowledge to unfamiliar
situations. Recent educational research, particularly on the nature of the brain and how it
learns, has made it clear that we need new approaches to teaching and, therefore, to the
description and evaluation of teaching (Danielson, 2007; Jensen, 2005). Similar to other
professions, education is built around a conception of practice based on current and
emerging research findings. As those findings suggest new approaches, pedagogical
practices follow. As pedagogical practices emerge, the evaluation of teaching must reflect
these newer techniques. The evaluative criteria used should represent the most current
research available, and we need to make provisions, as time goes on, to revise those
criteria to reflect current findings. For example, teachers might be asked to demonstrate
that their students successfully achieve the state's content standards or that teachers are
teaching for understanding (rather than merely rote learning). Danielson’s (2009) work
represented a milestone in the development of a standards-based teacher evaluation
systems, and over the next decade, many others joined in developing similar tools for
evaluating the effectiveness of teachers. As these advances were made, others began to

study the usefulness and validity of these tools.
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The profound study called the Widget Effect (referenced earlier in this chapter)
documented that the most important factor for schools in improving student achievement
is the teacher’s effectiveness or teacher quality (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling,
2009). Noted in this particular report was that if campus and district leaders would
examine teacher evaluations records, they