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Abstract  

Teacher evaluation is a highly contentious issue that is disputed throughout 

education. Teacher supervision has been questioned due to its controversial nature, while 

it is required due to state mandates. Moreover, there is autonomy within Texas law to 

allow school districts to deviate from the state framework if district leadership deems it 

necessary.  

 This study investigates state adopted and locally adopted teacher evaluation 

systems in schools. This offers a chronological framework as to how a tenured and 

locally developed system operates as opposed to the new state generated instrument. 

Research questions of interest in this investigation were: (a) Does teacher supervision 

make teaching better; and (b) Does the appraisal instrument influence teaching and 

student learning?  

This qualitative analysis consists of cognitive interviews that were conducted with 

12 teachers to obtain information about their specific summative evaluation occurrence as 

it relates to school districts that use different systems. Cognitive interviews are used for 

specificity to highlight this summative activity to best provide districts with data. All 

districts have local control, but determining a variation from state stature is analyzed 

through teachers’ beliefs. Teachers from four different schools, within two different 

districts, were interviewed concerning their teacher evaluation model from
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practitioner experience. Analyses of their responses yielded various themes in which data 

was generated to conceptualize common principles, differentiations, and suggestive 

feedback for district and state lawmakers. Teachers of districts in which local control was 

present offered tailored distinctions directed to the community in which they serve.  

Results concluded that teachers believed that tailored differentiations could allow 

innovation and permit varied approaches to use in instructional support methods. Based 

upon the results of this investigation, researchers are encouraged to examine teacher 

retention under differentiated evaluation models; student performance based upon 

specific teacher ratings; and teacher contributions to the evaluation process through 

collaboration.
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 Chapter I 

Introduction 

Overview 

Many educational practitioners can concur that one of the most necessary yet 

debated aspects of education is the appraisal, evaluation and supervision of teachers. One 

of the major objectives of state-level government, including Texas, is to adopt an 

instrument in which teachers are appraised and assessed. A task for district level school 

boards, leaders and administrators is to select and decide as a district on the evaluation 

tool that works best for its students and teachers, while the campus’ task is to unravel its 

implementation at the campus level for comprehensive teacher awareness. It can be 

argued that the campus level administrators task is to grade or evaluate the teachers’ 

performance, which, is the major component of students’ achievement. According to the 

U.S. Department of Education’s April 2014 publication, “Many states and districts have 

begun to evaluate teacher performance and reward teachers based on their students’ 

growth on state assessments, as measured by statistical techniques known as value-added 

models or student growth models (Gill, English, Ferguson, & McCollough, 2014, P.88).” 

School districts are looking at an array of measurement tools that comply with state 

guidelines to better develop their faculty. Traditional rubrics requiring administrators to 

check off items are no longer a commonality, but rather a matrices of items that can 

comprise best practice and student led facilitation models. The evaluation process is, and 

has historically, undergone extensive changes, some of them quite radical, in every state 

and district across the country (Darling-Hammond, 2014). With teacher evaluations being 
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one of the most highlighted and discussed topics in education, the mechanisms that play 

into evaluations are pivotal, volatile and key to the success of schools. 

Background of the Problem  

Although completely at local discretion prior to the 1980’s, the history of using a 

measurement tool to evaluate teachers dates back several decades (Hazi, 2014). In the 

state of Texas, for example, a multitude of changes and evolutions of teacher evaluation 

have occurred. In 1984, many initial attempts transpired in the formation of teacher 

evaluation (TASB, 2014). House Bill 72 initiated the TTAS system which was later 

replaced with Professional Development Appraisal System, PDAS with Senate Bill 1 in 

1995. More recently, after many amendments throughout the years, Texas adopted, T-

TESS, which was piloted in 2015-2016 school year and is the state model effective for 

the 2016-2017 school year. Texas has had a multitude of measurement tools, each of 

which, offer a degree of controversy. The purpose of teacher supervision, a history of 

teacher supervision, the perceptions and effectiveness of supervision, perceptions of the 

role of the principal in evaluations, implementation models based on experience, impacts 

of the professional development component, differentiation between the models, and the 

characteristics of the local and state models are all questioned and comprised of the 

conflicts and questions that arise for the measurement tool. Each of these items evolve 

more often than not and causing teachers to change the delivery of content to their 

students to simply appease of comply with their own destiny in education.  

Roughly 37 states have made significant changes to their procedures and protocol 

for teacher’s evaluations in their respective states (Goodwin & Webb, 2014). With this 

national phenomenon, several critics are questioning if teacher evaluation is bringing to 

light the questions in contemporary educational practices. Teacher turnover, teacher 
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satisfaction and overall teacher performance are all investigated practices that bring 

suggestions and concerns to the forefront of the current debate (Odden, 2004). The 

capability of a teacher and their summative and conclusive circumstances are all at the 

magnanimity of the evaluation tool.  

Statement of the Problem 

One consistency between the school districts in Texas and across the country is 

that teachers, although they are individuals of varied curriculum, grade levels and 

campuses, generally succumb to an evaluation by an upper level administrator, with the 

exception of the superintendent who is evaluated by the seven to nine board members 

dependent upon the district. Year after year, the factor that is analyzed is “who is being 

evaluated” and “who their evaluator is.” One item that is often not questioned is the 

appraisal tool that is being used. It is the instrument that is the gauge for actions taught, 

actions observed and actions recoded that bring about debate among practitioners. In 

more recent years in Texas, the framework for evaluations is PDAS, or, Professional 

Development Appraisal system, although each district has the freedom under state law to 

make adaptations or varied differentiations to for its district. The developing and current 

shift has been toward the new model, T-TESS. One urban district, a district in this study, 

in the state of Texas uses a local developed model developed based upon the Charlotte 

Danielson framework. Each year teachers and teacher unions denounce the evaluations of 

teachers due to the results of their evaluations. Often teachers infer and question that the 

time in which evaluations occur are in a small window of the time that actually 

encompasses the time frame in which they are actually teaching.  

Although teachers do not have a selection or voice in how they are evaluated, they 

control what it is that they are instructing and then the items that they use to determine 
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what is successful for their students. Although a gap of knowledge is not present between 

what administrators and teachers hope for as a year outcome (student, teacher and 

community success) there is however, a gap of knowledge in what it takes to have high 

student success and what the measurement tool considers “good teaching” for students to 

have demonstrated mastery among the state curriculum, or Texas Essential Knowledge 

and Skills, TEKS. The overall need for the entailed study is to evaluate and compare the 

effectiveness, beliefs, and experiences by teachers of one particular measurement or 

appraisal system which is a locally created and utilized model in an urban Texas school 

district versus those under the newly created and state developed model.  An assessment 

and evaluation of the instrument, rather than the evaluation of the teacher or 

administrator, can offer assistance in determining the effectiveness of how one districts 

deviation of the state developed system influences this particular district in regard to the 

state model.  The information can offer solutions to the questioned problems with in the 

research. Moreover, feedback can be provided for district and state lawmakers for the 

development and enhancement that teacher evaluation can have on student learning.  

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of the study is to perform and conduct an evaluation of the locally 

created appraisal system based on direct qualitative data as well as retrieving the same 

information from the state model, T-TESS. Some of the outcomes that will occur through 

cognitive interviews among teachers of at least one year experience, to gauge questions 

among teachers to determine and examine their views on the system, and if the 

instruments is a contribution to teacher supervision as guide for instructional practices 

and pedagogy. Data will consist of the results of the actual evaluations through the 

feedback from individual cognitive interviews themselves as well as the results of the 
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alternate district which utilizes the state developed instrument. In this evaluation the 

facets and components of locally created model and state created model will be examined 

to determine the difference between those individuals who are highly effective and those 

individuals who might perceive or believe that they are teachers in need of improvement. 

The intent of this qualitative study through cognitive interviews will show to what degree 

this instrument has helped the district in ways of teacher performance as well as the 

teacher’s ability to self-reflect. The population will consist of a total of 12 teachers. Six 

of these teachers will be from “school district A” which is the district that contain the 

locally created model and “school district B” which is another large urban school district 

in southeast Texas that is used the newest state developed model. In this study, the urban 

school districts that have participated in being evaluated of this instrument. Student 

growth models, growth plans for ineffective teaching, the need to assess bias/point of 

view, and the mathematical grading tool that encompasses teacher performance are all 

characteristics that the teachers placed knowledge before answering selected interview 

items. 

Efforts are present to determine whether general consensus exists on the aspects 

of the local and state developed model that assist teachers any more or less than the other 

based upon teachers site-based decision making. Current implementations of the more 

broad systems rarely assist or aid teachers improve or clearly differentiate those teachers 

who are succeeding versus those teachers who are struggling (Darling-Hammond, 2014). 

Assertions indicate that the more intricate the system is, and the level at which is created, 

offers sound and direct levels of information in which reflection and improvement can 

become a more predominate occurrence.  
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Significance of Study 

The significance of the study is to determine how these teacher evaluation 

instruments have influenced the school district and what ramifications of these 

instruments. The goal will be to close the overall gap in knowledge in reference to the 

success rate of the tool in assisting the district, the teachers as well as district and campus 

level administrators. The answers to these questions assist the district in making decisions 

and also help the teacher to develop as most evaluation tools aim to do. In addition this 

evaluation can aid the administrator in offering a frame of reference in the overall aspect 

of being an instructional leader of the teachers within the school district. Moreover, the 

evaluation’s new data can guide and aid the district in make data driven decisions about 

the tool itself and propose possible adaptations to keep the tool helpful to its staff 

members. Although insight is provided through both instruments to district level 

leadership, the State of Texas can utilize these site-based analysis items to assist in 

decision making during legislative sessions on the success or areas of concern for teacher 

supervision.  

It is within the last decade that practitioners have seen a rejuvenated and 

renowned sense of urgency on behalf of an increased number of teachers, parents, and 

legislators to ensure that each and every child receives instruction by highly-qualified 

credentialed teacher (Morgan, Hodge, Trepinski, & Anderson, 2014). Two major 

components that are crucial for the success of students are the facilitation of the 

instruction and the cognitive learning of the student. The premise behind teacher 

evaluation is to critique the performance and observations of the delivery of teaching to 

the students in which the teacher serves. With instruction being the forefront and paradox 
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of education, the systematic approach in the way these teachers are assessed are 

paramount to assisting in instruction.  

Explicitly stated in Texas law is that the superintendent of each school district, 

with the approval of the school district board of trustees, may select the T-TESS. Each 

school district or campus wanting to select or develop an alternative teacher appraisal 

system must follow the TEC, §21.352, and §150.1007 of this title (relating to 

Alternatives to the Commissioner's Recommended Appraisal System) (TEA, 2015).  

School districts have the autonomy to differentiate from the named model of the state 

with the required approval from the named institutions. Districts can determine the 

rationale for which they operate under the non-state developed model but it must have 

components of the states’ appraisal tool.  

Primary Research Questions 

These questions will offer and guide of the overall conduction for the qualitative 

comparative analysis: 

Research Question One: 

Explain what elements of this appraisal system influence your teaching? 

Research Question Two: 

Describe your overall perception of teacher evaluation instruments. 

Research Question Three: 

What components of the appraisal system process make you a better teacher? 

(a) Conferencing with administration 

(b) Reading and reviewing literature on the tool itself 

(c) Self-Reflection at the conclusion of the formal observation 

Research Question Four: 
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What elements, if any, are most cumbersome in the evaluation process? 

Research Question Five: 

Which components of this system are most favorite? Which components are less 

favorable? 

Research Question Six: 

To what degree has the outcome of your evaluation under this instrument affected 

your teaching style? 

Research Question Seven: 

Explain how the overall efforts of the teacher evaluation system affect your vision 

of classroom instructional outcomes? 

Research Question Eight: 

What trainings/staff development can support you to be successful under this 

tool? 

Research Question Nine: 

Has this evaluation tool changed your perceptions of your district, campus or 

appraiser? 

Research Question Ten: 

Has teaching under this tool made any difference in the overall success of your 

students? 

Research Design  

In this study, 12 teachers’ responses will comprise the data. Interviews will be 

conducted with teachers from school district A as well as school district B. Both sets of 

interviews will assist and be used to determine the successes and failures of the appraisal 

tool. The data will include, attrition among teachers, the classifications of the amount of 
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teachers who fall in each category of effectiveness, survey results from the teachers from 

four different schools in two different districts, to aid in highlighting areas for 

improvement among the teachers (overall strengths and weaknesses across the board). It 

is through the cognitive interviews that the teacher evaluation instrument will be 

assessed. Opportunities will be provided for the teachers to answer questions on the 

evaluation, however the emphasis is on instruments utilized through the district.  

Data will be gathered by researcher through the two different school districts 

because this will be four different schools using the two separate tools. Another source of 

data will consist of an individual interviews of teachers as well as a similar questions sets 

for these teachers. These attitudes and perceptions will offer insight into the overall 

perception of the appraisal tool as a framework through the locally created and developed 

model (School district A) as well as the state created, district developed model (School 

district B).  

Assumptions 

It is with any research that there are overall elements or characteristics in which 

participants of qualitative research offer information to the study. In all forms of research, 

there are amounts of information that are provided to compile for formation of the 

findings and research. In this research investigation, the expectation will be present that 

all participants will be individuals who provide information do so in a fashion that offers 

honest, reflective information that is of the most esteemed for their recollection of events. 

It is the assumption that participants will provide all data possible to ensure for the most 

accurate level of comparison and desegregation of pertinent data that is quintessential for 

the adamant success of the research study. It can also be anticipated that there can 

potentially be a level of bias by the participants due to the implementation of instrument 
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at their specific building or due to their evaluative appraiser. Proper questioning has to 

ensure that specific information is made available that disseminates these underlying 

assumptions. Lastly, the assumption is made that through the methodology of cognitive 

interviews with provide information of the specific incidence or occurrence which is the 

summative experience of the interviewee’s 2015-2016 evaluation experience under the 

appraisal instrument in question.  

Scope 

It is within this study that 12 participants embark on an interview individually to 

discuss every element of their evaluation through the scope of their evaluation system. 

These teachers are only teachers who have either a standard or probationary teaching 

certification within the state of Texas. Of the 12 participants, six of the participants were 

from school district A as well as six from school district B. Moreover, of the six from 

each district two campuses from each district were represented. This indicates that four 

campuses were represented form two separate districts allowing for three teachers from 

campuses. Once all parameters were met, the process for finding participants were 

complete. Both districts are two large urban school districts in Southeast Texas within 

Region IV.  

Limitations 

One of the limitations is that data from only two school districts will be obtained 

and analyzed. Local control is prominent throughout Texas, as all independent school 

districts have autonomy for such and occurrence.  In one of the school districts, a brand 

new state model has been used for one year as well as one district developed model that 

has existed for five years.  This situation ultimately does not allow for outside factors to 

have an effect on the research. Another limitation is that Texas is not involved in any 
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national standards or national curriculum initiatives in any form, limiting little federal 

sources for comparisons. Another limitation is the fact that some teachers, although they 

all taught sixth grade during the 2015-2016 school year, are from various content areas 

which could result in various opportunities under their tool. A final limitation is that 11 of 

the 12 teachers have been appraised under multiple evaluation instruments, resulting in 

not all of them seeing various models utilized in practice.  

Delimitations 

Only two of the several school districts were used for this study. Six of the 

participants were from a district that utilized a locally created model, while one district 

had six participants from the state developed model. The use of four schools represents 

that not all participants from the district were not all from the same school, nor were their 

evaluators even all form the same building. These participants also were not appraised 

under the same administrator from the building in which they provided their data. 

Definition of Terms:  

Local developed model: Appraisal system used in the large urban school district that has 

been state and board approved, but not used at the state level  

School District “A”: title for the district that utilizes the locally developed model. This 

model has to use the state model as a framework but can add additional adaptions for 

district use.  

School District “B”: title for the district that is has used the PDAS system since 1995 but 

has been part of the 200 districts that have piloted the current state developed model 

(TASB 2014).  
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Domain: one of the four areas in which teachers are evaluated. The domains consist of 

lesson planning, instruction, professional development, and procedures. This is used in 

the local developed model.  

Component: a scored area within the domains in school district A’s model.  

Danielson Framework: Derived from Charlotte Danielson’s research that is used to create 

school district A’s model. 

Growth Plan: Referenced by teachers in their interviews, but vary in implementation 

based upon the district.  

Summary 

In this comprehensive comparison of evaluations, data will be obtained to 

substantiate the overall gap of knowledge to determine the success of this instrument for 

school district “A” as well as school district “B.” The findings and research based 

information of the history of teacher evaluations will determine the success rate of this 

appraisal system and which elements and specifications, if any, aid to the development of 

the teacher to determine the possible transcendence to the students. The overall goal is to 

also assist in providing suggestions to the school district on possible ways to change the 

tool to meet the needs of all stakeholders involved in the creation. The development, 

articulation, implementation and stewardship of these systems affect teachers on a 

constant and comparative basis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Chapter II 

Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

Educational scholars, researchers, and practitioners from across the spectrum have 

studied the evaluation of teachers, the educators’ evaluation instrument, the argument of 

bias, and the common perceptions from both the teacher, principal, and the general 

public. This particular research in its entirety pinpoints the perceptions and reflective data 

of teachers in two urban school districts in southwest Texas.  

Researchers have suggested that educators, teachers specifically, are one of the 

most crucial in-school factors for the initiatives of student success; an agreeable point on 

which the political spectrum has a broad consensus (Adams et al., 2015). Teachers have a 

responsibility to facilitate instruction to the future minds of the global economy in a 

content centered and interdisciplinary fashion. With such an enormous task and 

responsibility, it would be suggested that their evaluative measures are that of a strict 

statistical science. Although calculations are not on the forefront of the organizational 

blueprint, consistency is present in the questioning that has brought cause or concern on 

the overall framework and implementation of evaluation instruments.  

Although the research does contain the overall phenomena that teacher 

evaluations do not gauge the exact degree of the performance level of the teacher, it 

generalizes that there are many overall links regarding why these perceptions have 

transpired for many years across the country. Although each of the studies, and quotes 

within the literature have known limitations, these findings and factors allow for many 

points and implications that have been highlighted as future research. Through a review 

of the literature, findings reveal answers to the purpose of teacher supervision, history of 
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teacher supervision in Texas, perceptions and effectiveness, perceptions of the role of the 

principal, types of implementations based on experience, impacts of professional 

development components, differentiated supervision models, and the comparison of 

school districts A which is the locally developed model as well we as the school district B 

which is that of the state developed model. Many research questions must be answered on 

teachers’ perceptions of evaluation in general to determine the extent to which their 

careers are influenced positively, the success of the district as well as the success of the 

district as a whole.  

In this research investigation, participants will be asked many specific questions.  

These questions have a central focus around the goal of the research.  Are differences 

present among the teachers overall feelings, attitudes, or perceptions about their 

evaluation system?  Do their answers to their questions differ for those teachers who were 

evaluated under the alternate tool? Teacher’s transparency in this research can offer 

qualitative data that can change the format of utilizing measurement tools.   

Purpose of Teacher Supervision 

It is within the broad context of employment, that evaluations are conducted for a 

plethora of purposes, mainly being the rate of success. The same purpose applies for 

facilitators of instruction, or teachers. One commonality among state institutions is that 

teacher supervision has withstood several significant validations and arguments 

throughout its numerous implementations. The demand for accountability has shifted 

from broad issues of finance and program management to specific concerns about the 

quality of classroom teaching and teachers (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983). It 

is with various teacher evaluation instruments and systems that have come into existence 

across America that have allowed more prevalent researchers within the context of their 
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“effectiveness, reliability, and validity” (Riordan, Paquet, Shakmanm, Bocala, & Chang, 

2015). Implications for future research among these researchers might be to offer data 

from at least one institution from the 50 states that indicate some of the claims in which 

the author states. The authors within this literature validate general claims, but the fiscal 

aspect of providing the dollar amount spent in correlation to finance of program 

management with the teacher evaluation tools.  However, it is with the ideas such as 

these that the goal of improvement is the main expectation for the teacher to use the 

evaluation as a feedback mechanism for improvement. 

Furthermore, teachers desire feedback for their overall success inside the 

classroom as well as for the betterment of their educational journeys. Through feedback, 

teachers can view their performance measures as well as what their strengths provide for 

themselves as well as their students. It is viewed that through teacher evaluation, there 

has can seem to be a gap between “meaningful” and “procedural” when it comes to the 

teacher evaluation process. Often times, teacher evaluation instruments have an overall 

downfall and deficit in meaning for its participants in both process and influence toward 

teaching (Ramirez, Lamphere, Smith, Brown, & Pierceall-Herman, 2010). Moreover, the 

process has come across as ritualistic in nature rather than a gathering of sessions 

designed to promote awareness. The personalization of teacher evaluation is one that has 

shortfalls at the state level according to teachers. Through feedback, teachers desire a 

more local, specified approach to their ratings to conceptualize their areas of concern and 

growth.  

One item that stakeholders believe makes the argument one that is plausible for 

teacher evaluation is to make learning better for both the student and the teacher. 
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Although this idea is also a shared view and common conception, it is one that has 

common arguments. The public has come to believe that the key to educational 

improvement lies in upgrading the quality of teachers rather than changing school 

structure or curriculum (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983). These researchers have stated 

the argument that both finance and curriculum are factors, but that teacher evaluation are 

among the most key focuses to implement change. The shift has changed among several 

state organizations to create, orchestrate, and carry out a set of standard teacher 

evaluation systems that more so describes the implementation (Riordan, Paquet, 

Shakmanm, Bocala, & Chang, 2015). It is with this statement that a rebuttal can be 

offered from the traditional idea that a system is to be utilized, but also the teachers 

understanding of its utilization and its effect on the school districts role in the usage. 

Often the public’s outcry is that the main issues to review are the dollar amounts spent on 

education and a possible issue with the content of the curriculum, however these 

researchers bring the idea that the evaluation model be brought to the forefront of how to 

help public schooling institutions. These authors are limited in delineating the role of the 

teacher and what their perceptions are in relation to their results of the their evaluations.  

Educators alike agree with a profound sense of urgency that the evaluation 

system, at minimum, should offer teachers helpful guidance, support and numerical 

information on students’ deficits, the ability to uncover the newest trends in teaching 

strategies and activities, and guidance and feedback from principals and other 

professionals in collegial relationships about the ability to alter their own classes (Mayo, 

1997). Teachers desire to have their evaluations be based on an overall multi-tiered 

approach including students’ success data, opportunities for correction rather than one 
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unannounced window on non-opportunity in which the evaluator simply appears to 

conduct a requirement by the state and district.  Moreover, the focus by administrators 

have: a geared endeavor of achievement in relating to the teachers’ skills, not being 

subjective, articulated to teacher prior to such an evaluation, be followed up with an 

appropriate post conference and correlate directly to the needs in staff development 

(Mayo, 1997). Although the researcher did not cite the effects of staff development, it can 

be referenced that early models such as Texas’ PDAS imply this as a requirement.  It is 

with these perceptions that Mayo stated that teachers base evaluation commonly on 

something that is not a positive interaction but rather a mechanism that critiques without 

substantiation the multiple measures that make up for the classroom environment. An 

item that can offer more research and provide more data would be the rate of success 

among teachers after they have been offered direct feedback and assistance from the 

appraiser and/or administrator to determine if their teaching had improved or did not 

improve. In addition to these implications, the teacher being observed by multiple 

appraisers for a shortened walk through style mini appraisal and an entirely different 

appraiser for their formal observation could be of much assistance in helping the 

individual teacher to grow as a facilitator of instruction. Actions such as these can refute 

the idea that that the bias of the appraiser is prevalent in the overall evaluation. Schools 

aim to acknowledge that fact that, in general, school improvement, and good instructional 

practices are undoubtedly linked in enhancing educational success endeavors (Ramirez, 

Lamphere, Smith, Brown, & Piercealle-Herman, 2010). Limited opportunities are present 

to deny that the sole purpose of evaluation must always be the improvement of the art of 
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betterment of teaching and to enable the opportunity for enhanced student learning 

(Adams et al., 2015).  

Identifiable reasons for teacher evaluation are present to explain progress in 

student achievement and better instruction across the curriculum. It is argued that outside 

factors are present that can challenge the performance of teaching. Line items that 

research questions when factoring teacher performance include: class counts, 

instructional manipulatives, department chair resources, ancillary supplies, technology, 

home support, accounting for individual student needs, peer rapport, prerequisite 

interdisciplinary knowledge, and extended (non-required) instructional support (Darling-

Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein, 2012). These notable factors are all 

attributed to the foundational reasons for teacher evaluation, but are concerns by teachers 

who draw concern for questions. The state and local evaluation tools are attempted to 

create an atmosphere that provides answers to these key questions. In locally created 

models, such as the ones in school district A, examples are present concerning how the 

teachers support in these items questioned by the Darling-Hammond group are given 

credit to teachers in working with these circumstances. 

Although most researchers have offered a range of mild, mediocre, and harsh 

levels of critiques, recommendations, and suggestions to varied evaluation instruments; 

there are also a plethora of those in the field that believe it lacks completely. Two 

identifiers that can be argued for the lack of fluidity in teacher evaluation consist of the 

fact that they cannot identify the teacher as an individual and their effectiveness nor have 

the instruments themselves developed a highly skilled workforce (Marzano et al., 2012). 

Whether the argument is attrition or student feedback, the lack of those individuals who 
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remain at this level is an item for further research. It is with these key points that the 

argument is attempted to be validated the question concerning whether teacher 

evaluations are used to help and are they effective to the level in which they have tended 

to be perceived. These limitations highlight, as well as decipher, some of the overall 

inequities although they influence and mirror some of the findings. According to 

Marzano et al. (2012), the trend is that teachers to have an overall gap in determining if 

the evaluation results make them better or more effective. Although researchers have 

been able to analyze the purpose of teacher evaluation, the extensive history in the state 

of Texas has demonstrated itself with multiple approaches thus far.  

History of Teacher Supervision in Texas 

The evaluation of any employee within their career, employment, employee work 

status, or the instrument in which one is evaluated dates back several years to its 

beginnings. Teacher evaluations and their instruments are currently undergoing 

unprecedented transformative measures to meet the demands of federal mandates and 

state preparatory initiatives (Hill & Grossman, 2013). Evaluation, for all intents and 

purposes, aims to remedy or doctor inequities of on the job performance. This situation is 

not any different for educators and state institutions. The tenth amendment of the U.S. 

Constitution allows for states to be allotted powers and the ability to delegate items such 

as education to the state level. When Texas set up its district system in the 1911, it 

allowed for the establishment of school districts, later to be called an “ISD” (TEA, 2015). 

It was years later that guidelines were set up for superintendents to run for office and be 

elected to their seats. Later, the junction of a school board was passed and these non-

district employees would vote for the superintendent.  
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The more contemporary focus on teacher evaluation as a whole has become more 

of a focus in the recent years that with any other time period. Since around the 1980’s, 

with the created in Texas of the TTAS, there has been more of the shift locally. Literature 

and legislation in more recent years has assisted in spawning this point of emphasis. On 

the national level, the publication of A Nation at Risk brings to the forefront the overall 

assumptions, necessities, and strategies for school reform including ideas such as merit 

pay (The National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). This national factor 

brings to the forefront of items that led to action line agenda items for Texas’ 1984 

legislative session. This, in effect, led to more expansionary items to occur in Texas with 

the need to revisit the system, leading as one factor to the creation on PDAS in the 

1990’s. In 2001 another shift towards the focus of teacher quality comes to the forefront 

with the passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 later following the 

Improving Teacher Evaluation to Improve Teacher quality from the National Governors 

Association (Hazi, 2014). There cannot be more of a profound resemblance of mirrored 

notifications to the national focus of evaluation lending itself to the state level to earmark 

and coin varied attention to the reform, regulation and alignment to the storied past 

present and future of teacher evaluation systems across the country, but more relevant, in 

the state of Texas.  

Within the historical context of teacher evaluation, one of the earliest known 

specified forms of evaluation in Texas was known as the Texas Teacher Appraisal 

System, or TTAS (TEA 1991). The TTAS was announced among the Sixty-ninth Texas 

Legislature in 1984 with the passage of House Bill 72 (TEA, 1984). Prior to the state’s 

legislations creating frameworks for teacher evaluation there were onsite creation models 
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that were agreed upon by teachers and administrators for the components of teacher 

evaluation (Hazi, 2014). This later ceased due to litigation and legal counsel which later 

led to the development of legislative, statistician, and theorists creating the instrument to 

be implemented. Essentially during its tenure, from 1984 to 1994, the system faced 

numerous adaptations, changes, and critiques. Through this transformative era in Texas, 

long ago were the days of career ladders and competitive evaluation. Shifting away from 

rank-like mentality for teachers among policymakers were exiting the educational arena 

(Everson, Feinauer, & Sudweeks, 2013). Within a few years of the TTAS, there was in 

the implementation of an addendum known as a career ladder (TEA, 1989). The career 

ladder was set to engage in rewarding those with the top tier teaching credentials to stay 

in the field and be given additional compensation and to make the field competitive 

(Freiberg, 1987). In some instances, the career ladder even allowed teachers to receive 

extra incentive pay for leading staff developments and other participatory items but on a 

comparative basis (Firestone, 2014). However within two years the career ladder became 

went from a requirement to optional due to controversies and arguments of its 

effectiveness. By the year 1995, due to its questionability, both the TTAS and the career 

ladder had become replaced and a new system had been created by the State Board of 

Education (SBOE, 1994).    

In the year 1995, with the passage of SB1, the state switched to one of the most 

commonly known forms of evaluation known as Professional Development Appraisal 

System, or PDAS. This item is still into effect today in several districts across the state of 

Texas. Effective in the fall of 2015, Texas will be piloting in roughly two hundred 

districts a new system known as Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System or, T-
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TESS. Although the goal of PDAS was to build on and make improvements to the 

controversial, TTAS, the new T-TESS validates efforts to attempt to bridge the items that 

the PDAS system currently does not entail (TASB, 2014). Although the T-TESS has 

rolled out little information, it has a focus “that is designed to ensure that teachers are 

getting actionable feedback on their performance” (TASB, 2014).  Since 1984, Texas’ 

Teacher Evaluation has undergone several adaptations as well as reforms and has been 

tweaked due to a variance in the perceptions by the teacher, principals, superintendents, 

and the stakeholders in Texas. The optimism in reference to the hope, assurance, and 

pledge of teacher evaluation instruments for the betterment of aiding in teaching 

modalities through a rich and deeply rooted history of educational reform-like 

movements and efforts (Hill & Grossman, 2013.) While the history is outlined over many 

years, the perceptions and effectiveness of the models have been one that is change 

oriented based upon multiple researchers.  

As with any improvement in time, whether it be medical or technological, 

innovation is at the forefront of extending progress. This same improvement lends itself 

to the means of education via teacher improvement in a similar fashion. This moment in 

history sets forth a precedent in which teacher evaluation in public education has 

garnered an immense amount of critiquing, criticism, and focus (Hazi, 2014). While 

created models strive time and time to create an environment for reflection and 

improvement, the perceptions of the effectiveness vary by contrast.  

Perceptions and Effectiveness 

Teachers, regardless of their educational background, route, or professional 

developments, do not set out with the overall goal and/or intention to make unsatisfactory 

decisions for themselves or their students. It is with continuous aid, monitoring, and 
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development that allow them to redirect their focus and pedagogical practices. Moving 

beyond teacher satisfaction to examine the effects of evaluation systems on concepts 

more closely related to teacher performance leads to a more serious problem (Natriello, 

1984). The item stated continuously and historically is that teachers are not given 

constrictive feedback but rather perceive feedback in a manner that is often considered as 

critical. Then, the teachers themselves have an overall perception that once their 

evaluation has been completed, there is not an allotted attempt to make themselves better. 

“The process of teacher evaluation and teacher professional development should, at least 

conceptually, work in a cyclical fashion, one informing the other in efforts to foster 

continuous school improvement” (Kassner, 2014, P.14). The cyclical fashion in which 

Kassner referenced attributes to the overall perception that teachers feel the lack of 

follow-through which can later be proven in the methodology.  One item that the 

researcher did not initiate that could ultimately offer extended studies might be the 

mention of the bias’s held by the teachers on the content that they are teaching and the 

current state of the schools performance level. Each discipline (STEM, History, 

English/Language Arts, Career and Technology, Fine Arts, Wellness, and Special 

Education) all have different TEKS and the question for the researcher can be the 

approach to be taken for each subject having its own specified form or an administrator 

who specialized and/or taught that content.  

Occurrences in which teachers and staff have negative views of teacher evaluation 

occur throughout the globe. The practice of teacher evaluation is extends beyond the two 

models studied in this comparative analysis; teacher evaluation experiences ramifications 

even globally. Even in South American countries such as Chile, some public elementary 
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school teachers have blatantly and out right refuse to participate in mandated national 

standards of the teacher evaluation programs in their country (Toreno & Taut, 2011). 

When interviewed, Chilean teachers described their concerns about teacher evaluation to 

have an overall lack of “legitimacy” that has sought to stir feelings of a lack of trust and 

condemnation in their own results resulting in a lack trust in their own culture in the 

teaching profession. Implementations of evaluation models can have the perception of a 

lack of professionalism and questioning of respect of the professional legalities in some 

countries.  

The idea of and stance of teacher evaluation models is always stated and sold to 

teachers my administrative personnel is that the one way to support teachers is to assist 

them in their teaching. Teachers argue that if the overall goal and focus is to offer support 

then there should be teacher observation instruments that have the goal not just to 

evaluate but to improve pedagogical and instructional implementation strategies in the 

classroom and also support content-specific initiatives through content specialists that are 

present in the process of teacher evaluation for this practice to be beneficial for both 

precision and usefulness for reflective and corrective practice (Hill & Grossman, 2013). 

Regardless of which components are added into the models, there is always concern or 

question that one key component will be missed or forgotten when calculating summative 

evaluation scores (Everson, Feinauer, & Sudweeks, 2013). It is with support of content 

specialists and those individuals who have full awareness of the content and practice of 

the observation that the evaluative instruments can have the perception of being more 

effective to teachers by means of reflective calculation to their performance. Knowledge 

of the content is one of the factors that leads to teachers questioning effectiveness of 
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evaluation, along with an overall lack of experience with the nature of the curriculum 

(Tornero & Taut, 2011).  

Many components comprise an evaluation system that has multi-tiered model that 

is grounded in in teacher development. Developing teachers and helping teacher to 

develop their students is one of the key factors that must come into play when 

constructing and implementing teacher evaluation systems. Developing highly effective, 

high-quality teacher evaluation strive to envision the sole purpose of making educators 

into strong facilitators of classroom instruction. Essential components of teacher 

evaluation must contain common statewide standards, performance based assessment, 

local evaluation systems aligned to state standards, and properly trained evaluators with 

that are mentors in nature (Darling-Hammond, 2014). It is the local implication, as stated, 

that allows for identifiable high quality teaching to be assessed through evaluation 

instruments. An instrument that globally encompasses the state standards but has local 

specification can allow for teachers to have an assessment piece that taps into the overall 

range of the entire school year.  

In a study conducted by Dornbusch and Schott (1975) it was determined that 

benefits were derived from increasing the frequency of the evaluation of teachers in 

schools. Dornbusch and Schott (1975) showed that teachers tended to show greater 

satisfaction and less inclination to complain of problems in the evaluation system when it 

was conducted more frequently. It can be stated that that the evaluation of teachers is 

seldom too frequent. Although the research is limited to those teachers who were 

unsatisfied with their evaluation for this particular study, many samples across the 

literature indicate the more non-evaluative observations that teachers receive the more 



26 
 

 

they perceive that information as a learning tool.  One group of researchers state that 

“Good teacher evaluation can support sound practice, influence teacher choices, and 

increase understanding about effective performance…and is done for multiple audiences 

and purposes, it is both a complex and time consuming activity” (Peterson et al., 1987, 

P.17). From multiple decades and researchers, one item that is continuous as well as 

profound is the lack of teacher buy in and acceptance for not only the evaluation but for 

also the lack of a coherence in the overall process that districts deem acceptable. 

Teachers who are empowered by feedback rather than docked for poor summative 

evaluations not only obviously have better perceptions, but show that they more receptive 

to their summative evaluation results.  

Teachers within any evaluation policy can have conflicting theories due to the 

types of motivation. Motivating factors can conflict with the overall ways in which 

teachers can promote their learning and the learning of students. External motivations can 

consist of monetary pay whereas internal self-fulling items can enhance a psychology of 

incentives that are intrinsic. “Interest has shifted to teacher evaluation that has driven 

partly by research that enhances student learning (Firestone, 2014, P.105).  For teachers 

to offer their best performance overall alignment needs to occur in the theories of 

motivation.  Whereas perceptions vary with evaluation overall, another item that changes 

along with the perceptions and effectiveness is that of the perceptions of the role of the 

principal.  

 It is through a review of the literature on the perceptions and effectiveness 

of teacher evaluation that the degree of controversy has transpired and arisen. Many 

teachers have the belief that evaluation is necessary but it does not have the ability to 
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capture the overall true essence as to what students are learning and what teachers are 

mastering in the classroom environment. Literature suggests that when there is a degree 

of teacher communication throughout the process of teacher evaluation there is much 

more acceptance in the process and less spontaneity and surprise with the overall 

summative outcome as in incidence or occurrence. Teachers have elements of the 

evaluation process that they feel are more favorable than others, but when an ongoing 

dialogue is present teachers are more apt to engage in the evaluation process and have 

direction to not only attaining effective ratings but to become targeted teachers with inner 

drive purpose.  

Perception of the Role of the Principal 

A commonality or ingredient to teacher supervision and evaluation is that of the 

evaluator. In review of the evaluator’s role, teachers all have perceptions that range in 

differently. From a historical standpoint, it has been the role of the principal that has been 

considered the focal element in characterizing and identifying what effective teaching 

looks like (Kult, 1978). New approaches to teacher evaluation (such as the ones 

examined in school district A and school district B in this study) must take into 

consideration cognitive data as it is what relates to the effectiveness of teacher evaluation 

(Darling-Hammond et al., 2012).  It is characteristic, typical, and frequent that the overall 

role of principals is to be the decision makers and reporters of data which has proved to 

avail negativity due to the bias, lack of content-area background, and no set knowledge or 

stance on points of supervision models in critiquing the satisfactory and performances 

that teachers display (Peterson, 1987). It is with these findings that many have the 

perception that there are sides in the evaluation process and it not be one that engages the 

dialogue. By contrast, some researchers have suggested that teachers whose students have 
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the best standardized test scores tend to have the best performance on their evaluative 

models, however student data and overall learning come to also play differing roles in 

teacher evaluation model outcomes (Darling Hammond et al., 2012).  

A principal’s leadership is the key to successful implementation of mandated, 

high-accountability, teacher evaluation systems (Derrington & Campbell, 2015). 

Organization, transparency and systematic approaches at the building level set forth a 

precedent that allows for teacher to decipher the outline of their evaluations within their 

buildings. Principals are the chief architect in ensuring that all deadline are met and all 

participants have comprehension in the timeline. While challenges of time, structure and 

unplanned occurrences play a pivotal and volatile role in the implementation and 

articulation of the evaluation system, the principal and their administrative team have the 

task of ensuring that the supervisory role is unique to employ all expectations of the 

instrument. Local instruments often receive district level implementation assistance that 

is locally operated and highlights and assesses targeted benchmarks.  

Teachers not only cite that in many instances teacher evaluation can have the 

important factor of who their appraiser is, but that impeding evaluation factors can start 

before the appraiser has even walked into the room. Campus staff feel that campus 

mission, vision, climate and culture all play a role in the factors that can go into a 

teacher’s evaluation. Teachers interpret that they do not hear enough review about how 

principals of the campus leadership team succeed at creating a culture of learning within 

their schools (Wallace, 2012). Educators’ question that overall underlying factors can be 

present at a campus that can influence their evaluation, simply due to perspective. 

Innovative thinking has thought of teacher evaluation as an organizational issue and 
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concern that encompasses making schools better via climate, having the principal be a 

leading learner, and building the bridge between school improvement, staff development, 

and student learning with teacher appraisal (Marx, 2007).  

Researchers contend that when the teacher is given the opportunity to participate 

more via artifact collection, action research, data analysis, data collection, reporting of 

results and action planning that the role of the principal is one that is more shared (Mayo, 

1997). Many new teacher developed strategies can emerge when teachers are more 

empowered in a changed role of the principal (Mayo, 1997). It is with a dialogue of 

expectations, norms, ideas, and non-negotiables can the process attempt to be altered or 

adapted to an outcome far different than currently indicated. While the research suggests 

that teacher empowerment can offer change, it is through the role of the principal that 

validation can occur. Further research can consist of the documentation levels at which 

pre-conferences exist prior to the observation and the role at which the principal is 

perceived before they have conducted the observation and provided feedback to the 

teacher. One of the most common misconceptions that teachers often have is that 

observation is evaluation, however in reality it simply an element (Kovach, 1982). In a 

study conducted at Ashland University, teachers were likely to view the observation 

process negatively as a whole during to the fact that they felt every time they were 

observed it went against their summative. It concluded that overall, the communication 

between principal and evaluator would have elevated some of these misnomers (Kovach, 

1984). To acquire a more in depth analysis into the overall limits and strongholds of the 

educational environment that plague educational settings, more acknowledgement and 

intervention must be patented toward the role of the supervisor and the teachers 



30 
 

 

(Kwakman, 2009).  The balance of communication and its timely attention examines 

many factors in the principalship. This element alters the effectiveness of what can be 

very beneficial to the practitioners’ evaluation.  

Though it is inherent that the principal, per school districts’ human resource 

personnel, and board policy, must report teacher evaluators, the collegial efforts are 

exerted to pinpoint that principals are essentially to be deemed as an instructional leader 

and leading learner. Instruction leadership transpires when principals monitor teachers 

formally and informally by monitoring and viewing classrooms, disaggregating their 

gathered data about the lessons taught by teachers while implementing support for 

teachers who are in need of continuing educator, or staff development (Range et al., 

2012). It is with any profession that education is ongoing however it is noted that the 

opportunity to develop can bring about change-oriented teaching that can frame a 

multitude of outcomes for the teachers through their respected evaluation system and its 

process. Perceptions of the principal weigh on the feedback at all levels of the school 

year. An argument that is often made is if novice and veteran teachers should have 

models of differentiation.  

Teachers also suggest that more of an emphasis needs to be placed not on the 

instructional implementation through teaching strategies or pedagogical practice but also 

the expertise and curricular knowledge of the evaluator themselves when conducting 

observations. The rater themselves offer candid information that can be directly 

correlated to the system design itself. The content being taught is as significant as the 

teaching methodology itself (Hill & Grossman, 2013).  For the requirement of the 

observer/principal to be the same content specific observer as the teacher themselves, 
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there would have to be a vast adaptations in the majority of evaluative instruments that 

are currently in existence. The overall argument is that teachers’ evaluation should be 

assessed as a separate study for the specified context that determines uniquely what each 

teacher is teaching (Everson, Feineaur, & Sudweeks, 2013). Researchers have even 

suggested that principals rarely are certified, licensed, or experienced in the areas that 

they evaluate (Kult, 1978). Direct content knowledge of the observer is often perceived 

by teacher as the quintessential requirement for direct assessment rather than an opaque 

interpretation of the curriculum.  

It is undeniable that now more than ever the role of the principal as an 

instructional leader, leading learner, and innovative risk-taker has grown. The question of 

teacher respect has blossomed more today as it pertains to seeing that the administration 

has a higher level of knowing exactly strategies and instructional practices the teacher is 

utilizing on a daily basis. If one wants to guarantee that the highest quality of instruction 

is present, it significant to make note of teacher quality and teaching quality (Darling-

Hammond, 2014). Administrators have the expectations of high levels of performance of 

teachers through teacher evaluation instrumentation and this ingredient has to be attained 

through the action research through current trends in the new teaching systems. 

Evaluation models must offer specified insignias for not only best practice but also 

current practice. It is though this practice that the principal’s knowledge comes to the 

forefront for teacher evaluation observations.  

In nearly each teacher evaluation system, a heavy reliance in placed on the overall 

data that are gathered by the principal who is observing the teacher. The observations 

themselves as well as the notes by the viewing administrator carry the bulk of what the 
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teacher is being scored upon in the classroom observation (Master, 2013). It is often 

concluded that in the role of the campus administrator there is ample critical feedback to 

evaluating a school in general as either higher or lower performing through student 

standardized data, but there is less vocal broadcasting of the performance of the teaching 

staff based upon evaluation results. State models often highlight the effectiveness of 

student reports in statewide AEIS and TAPR reports but do not give performance targets 

that are expected among teachers nor their appraisal system in which they are evaluated. 

This indicated the state models are not as fine-tuned as they are a larger entity which 

exhibits one broad evaluative instrument.  

Principals who offer visible roles that are reoccurring throughout the school year 

often can provide teachers with feedback that can give them corrective data to improve 

for future teaching modalities.  Although teaching systems may differ in what they are 

observing, the tool itself does require participation by the principal. For site-based data to 

be cumulative and culminating the overall presence by administration can only aid in 

avoiding snapshot-style support to the teacher. Evaluation tools that aid the instructor to 

better themselves while support prompt and efficient personnel decisions have more than 

great backing by the teachers (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012). Effective systems utilize 

multiple outlets of teacher data with the prompt return time for the teacher to reflect, 

relate and conceptualize.  

Once teachers have a perception of what the principal exhibits according to them, 

there is always the items that they wish to see in their campus leadership team. Teachers, 

for many decades since teacher evaluation even began, have wanted similar traits in those 

individuals who evaluate their performance. Teachers desire encouragement, focused 
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assistance, promptness, and factual based evidence instead of biased based assertions 

(Kult, 1978). These expectations are required for the teacher among their students, so it is 

anticipated, expected, and requested from the teacher-principal relationships. Necessary 

factors from teachers also include: focusing on the positive, student-centered focus that 

depicts formative learning rather than test scores, teacher rebuttal opportunity, classroom 

surveys, teacher peer review, parent input and intermittent meetings with administration 

(Kult, 1978).  

School administrators are often the key architects of campus employee 

evaluations. The administrator in this role can offer feedback to their employee’s prior to 

the final summative ratings. Throughout all forms of research, there are implications that 

suggest that the key role of the principal is to ensure timely and efficient responses to 

evaluative observations within the school setting as it relates to teacher evaluation 

(Tuytens & Devos, 2010). Moreover, it may not all be through the teaching component 

but also within support as an active leader through supervision. Teacher evaluation 

should elicit growth within teachers to allow them to strive to grow professionally in 

one’s practice. Throughout all roles of the educational realm, practitioners examine and 

observe approaches that allow for reflective proactive through teacher performance 

(Pultorak & Barnes, 2009). Both the reflective feedback from the school administrator as 

well as self-reflection play a role in performance among teaching staff.  

Principals do want their efforts to be ones that are powerful and informative in 

substantive support for teachers. Since teacher evaluation began, the goal has been for 

state, district, and school leadership to desire an evaluation approach that can help 

teachers to distinguish more and less effective teaching in a fair and formal fashion 
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(Odden, 2004). Teachers require both their evaluative administrator as well as their 

building principal to support in an undeviating environment where each person’s 

responsivity is clear, narrowed, focused and specified in a manner that is consistent 

(Firestone, 2014).  

Teacher’s beliefs systems through the literature do suggest a level of criticism for 

the administration and principal within the evaluation process, but this does not come 

from the role itself. Teachers suggest and desire a level of need for their administrator to 

be present and attainable throughout their evaluation process. Teachers want the leading 

learner, or instructional leader, to be a master teacher who is familiar with practice, 

pedagogy, and instructional curriculum within their respective field and practice. Teacher 

and administrators agree that curriculum and instruction are among the items that 

teachers suggest are the mainstays as to what can make for professionalism, 

perseverance, and perfection for the student to attain academic success in their classroom. 

In order for classrooms to attain success on planning, instruction, and all components that 

make for success, the teacher/administrator relationship is one that works best when 

transparency and support throughout are existent. All literature provides clear examples 

of research as to what teachers belief systems entail on the role of the principal.  

Types of Implementation Models Based upon Experience 

Within all sectors of employment some individuals have a minimal level of 

experience, or novice, and some individuals have worked toward terminal level of 

experience, commonly referred to as a veterans of the trade with tenure. With respect to 

education, there is a particular reference to both the novice and the veteran with 

experience. In some evaluation models implementation models are present for both those 

just individuals who are beginning their educational careers and for those individuals who 
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have veteran status or even tenured teachers. A consequential challenge of for all 

observation instruments is getting the scope in which the evaluation will measure to be 

one that is appropriate for the groups of clientele in which the investigators collectively 

observe (Hill & Grossman, 2013). Districts and schools can, and often do, design and 

implement highly zealous performance-based evaluation systems that have authentic and 

categorical degree of criterion validity, however these also vary at times depend on tenure 

(Odden, 2004). Both the locally and state developed models in this study do in fact have 

the same system, but different implementation, for the years of service for the teachers 

who are being evaluated within their respective school districts.  

Evaluation that leads to teacher tenure must be more intrusive and must include 

more extensive evidence of teaching quality (Adams et al., 2015). Some researchers have 

stated that teacher evaluation by tenure must have the mentoring aspect in which those 

individuals who maintain high regard in their practice must in fact offer a mentoring 

component for the novices so that they can have a clear guide that is collaborative for 

their standards of practice to maintain at curriculum and pedagogical component that is 

evolving. Evaluations have many components that are used to recognize the needs of the 

novices whereas some individuals do so in a collaborative fashion in networking with 

individuals who are tenured.  

For teachers to be able to perform and be effective teachers, they first must have 

to be able to offer self-assessment (Polturak, 2009). In reference to this study, one of the 

evaluation models in which teachers perceptions were test in school district A, had two 

different approaches for their amount of observations conducted by their track. In school 

district A, the novice teacher has a minimum of four 15 minute observations (two 
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conducted in semester one and two conducted in semester two) and one 45 minute 

observations while those in the veteran track have a total of three 15 minute observations 

and on one 45 minute observations. Leadership styles play a role in the evaluation far 

more than often understood. It is with this that the two sides: Teacher and evaluator, can 

play many different partnerships in this process.  

In spite of teaching tack models based upon experience, mostly every teacher in 

their varied tenure track evaluation models have questions concerning issues of 

instruments regardless of the particular tracks. Similar questions include concerns about 

the teacher administrator outlook on what constitutes good teaching (Marx, 2007). In 

models such as the ones in school district A, answers are present for these questions. 

Videos are presented to the staff as well as descriptors of each item that correlates the 

teaching style to examples. Teachers also question the amount of feedback. It is in the 

novice tracks that teachers tend to receive mandatory more feedback, unless the teacher 

has documentation that lists them as a teacher in need of assistance, as they are mandated 

to have more feedback.  

It is in this particular era, more than ever, that there is an approach that all 

legislators, and creators of evaluation set forth the precedent that their validity and 

instruments are written on sound, research based practice. The models in which all 

teachers are appraised under affect and offer a plethora of suggested data for teachers but 

however teachers have varied stances on the effectiveness (Hazi, 2014). Tenured teachers 

often challenge more often the constitutionality of the appraisal system, often leading to 

communication being just as influential to those teachers who are novice teachers.  
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A cyclical goal that has placed and expected from the administration, campus and 

instrument, regardless of novice or tenured, has been to create educator feedback, 

teaching and informative self-reflection that can be built upon throughout the years of the 

practitioners’ educational lifespan within the practice. Although within an evaluation 

instrument there is more cause and direct implication for viewing the novice track 

teachers more frequently, there is the minimal expectation that the instrument offers 

sound and profound reflection and support throughout the process. Reinforcement for 

educator comprehension and cognition on the evaluation process must be a facet of an 

integrated whole that enables and promotes a potent virtue during each and every stage of 

the teacher’s entire educational career (Darling-Hammond, 2014). It is paramount that 

teachers have facets of their instrument to use as a gauge that is readily accessible to the 

teacher for the betterment of teaching that is day to day. Veteran teachers have the ability 

to have a plethora of data to compile if the evaluation is tailored to their teaching.  

Teachers categorically tend to fall within varied tacks in their evaluation models. 

While the labels vary, these tracks can be labeled based upon the experience levels of the 

teachers. While components of their tool/instrument itself offer similarities, the number 

of observations in some models differ. While in others, little to no difference exists in the 

observation tool but more contractual based implications. In a recent study conducted by 

Pultorak and Barnes (2009), teachers who utilized reflectivity in the novice, or early 

years, often scored much better in classroom performance components. In this research, 

the data do in fact highlight the effectiveness in self-reflection however, there is much on 

the study of novice teachers. In the creation of many evaluation systems, novice teachers 

appear to have varied emphasis for purposes of retention and roll in the field. Structured 



38 
 

 

reflection within this group does play a role, but it is with emphasis on novice teaching. 

The conversation of teacher evaluation requires the framework to be encompassing to 

each unique evaluation instrument at the local level, whether that is encompassing the 

years of experience or the instructional content subject area (Firestone, 2014).    

Professional Development Components 

In all professions continued education opportunities are present for individuals to 

maintain knowledge of up to date studies and proactive. Although this practice is no 

different in education, it might offer some variance regarding being linked to one’s 

evaluation. It is argued that throughout evaluation mixed messages exist regarding the 

role in which professional development is supposed to play in teacher evaluations 

(Tuytens & Devos, 2010). Some models expect quantifiable hours’ worth of attendance 

in professional development workshop style activities whereas some models work to 

demonstrate that understanding and comprehension of the models through its 

implementation in practice. The policy itself as well as the inconsistencies such as this 

have resulted in teachers not wanting to assume the overall outcomes of their evaluations.  

Teacher evaluations systems have a responsibility to cultivate the betterment in 

not only instructional practices, but also professional development opportunities 

(Callahan & Sadeghi, 2015). The teacher evaluation system should employ that the 

teacher take the initiative to improve upon their own evaluation to better their 

performance through their own development as teachers. It is of the utmost importance 

that the teachers have the opportunity to participate in workshops that allow them to be 

successful in their areas of deficit. Professional development is something that should be 

conceptualized and used after the teacher has given their attendance to the workshop. 

Professional development’s desire for teachers to be provided with current research based 
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practice is prevalent through evaluation by the indication of the number of instruments 

that acknowledge the state requires this continued education.  

Some views by teacher educators are that evaluation occurs during classroom 

observation and that outside components are less influential when determining the overall 

performance of teachers. Both state and locally developed models often have a 

professional development component within the evaluation system. There is an assertion 

that teachers are trained better at this time in history than ever before, but the alignment 

between the preparation and the evaluation are a focus always being adapted to meet the 

needs of the teacher (Thompson, 1962).  

The development of teachers is one item that any evaluative instrument monitors 

at minimum. A direct goal of schools, administration, and evaluation tools has 

historically been to develop their teachers in whatever their deficit is not just during a 

summative conference but throughout their educational career. Teacher professional 

development is an ongoing process that carries throughout each year in a teacher’s career. 

The stakeholders in education are discovering a phenomenon that there is correlation to 

the idea that teacher appraiser can be a quintessential factor for expanding and enhancing 

the distinctive focus on facilitating instruction with quality, evolving, and continuous 

staff development (Warring, 2015). The growth of teaching through continuing education 

that pertains and consist of day to day realities for teacher delineates the cohesion and 

precision on action based research and the performance of teaching as delivery of current 

practice through modern approaches.  

Instruments often insist that teachers are to attend ongoing staff development 

trainings to keep their education one that is ongoing, including the professional 
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development that could also be university based (Schmoker, 2012). Teachers are not only 

offered to attend workshop style staff development trainings, but also are directed to 

attend them based up their content as well as pedagogical and classroom updates through 

their curriculum. Teacher staff development occurring at the district level often is one 

that is tailored to the needs of the students in which the school district serves. Although 

teachers have mixed reviews on the fact that staff development is required, they are much 

more apt to attend sessions centered through this district than through the state mandated 

workshops. This occurrence is similar to the evaluation instruments. Teachers responding 

to local workshops encounter these as relevant to their evaluation system (Kassner, 

2014).  

Researchers have highlighted overall outcomes of teacher evaluation conferences 

is a much required non-negotiable when it comes to availability for professional 

development when it concerns the overall teacher evaluation (Tuytens & Devos, 2010). 

Constructive feedback through the role of the administrator offers teachers not only what 

appears to be a road map of guidance but also the component of discussion can enlighten 

teachers with what areas to focus on and which areas are strengths and weaknesses. 

Teachers have an instrumental focus to on the classroom competency and their ability to 

maintain effective and reflective practice to an outcome based model that offers 

measurable goals and results (Pultorak & Barnes, 2009). 

School climate, culture, vision, and mission can also play a role in the staff 

development component to teacher evaluation models.  To assess the needs for staff and 

professional development, a needs evaluation should be conducted to ensure that the 

campus itself has the culture, mission vision and climate that supports the teacher to be a 



41 
 

 

lifelong leader of learning amongst not only the students but for all of the staff (Marx, 

2007). Collaborative professional learning communities and reflective practice can allow 

for teachers to make sure that they are in line with that their evaluation measures to 

ensure that the teachers have each item necessary to improve themselves through 

evaluation. If each of these items through the building can work in a simultaneous 

fashion, staff development can occur without it being a concerted effort when the campus 

is a professional learning community rather than a department or grade level conference 

being called a professional learning community. This ties to teacher evaluation models to 

serve as a tracking device for teachers in the professional learning community.  

Given the presence of so many questions on the role of professional development 

itself, there then comes the question on if these outside factors should affect the 

summative teacher evaluation. With regard to professional development, traditional 

workshop based learning opportunities have fallen just shy of aiding teachers in allowing 

them to represent content information that measures for comprehensive understanding 

(Kwakman, 2003). It is with this assertion that overall, teachers understand staff 

development and the activities that coincide along with the staff development to connect 

with varied tasks that do in fact belong in their teaching career, but tend to question its 

overall placement on evaluation. There is also evidence from Kwakman that teachers are 

more apt to attend the workshops of their choice when it is not tied to a component or 

required to attend when forcible in nature.  

Differentiated Supervision Models  

Supervision models, instruments and tools are more often than not as unique and 

differentiated as the teachers themselves. Various researchers refer to supervision as an 

umbrella-like concept and some offer that it can contain multiple models. Five models of 
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supervision that are referred to and utilized in the education sector are directive, 

alternative, collaborative, non-directive and creative (Gebhard, 1984).  The level of 

research that has been conducted also lends itself to somewhat different titles but the 

styles and perceptions by teachers do not distinctly vary. It is also stated that many in 

school leadership are proposed in many countries to enact teacher evaluation systems as a 

means to greater enhance the overall influence and quality of teaching to tie directly to 

students’ abilities sad increase learning (Tuytens & Devos, 2010). Most models of 

teacher evaluation are differentiated at the district, county, state, national and even 

international levels. Although some models are directly tied to pay, most models attempt 

to tie student learning while others may have this as a gauged component that evaluates 

levels of teaching.  

Essentially, supervision is usually associated with and has been known to give off 

the ore of the directive model or one that is an authoritarian style. More often than not, 

this autocratic style lends itself to more of a critique than it does attributes. 

Argumentative validations of concern include the lack of identifying causes for teaching 

behaviors that help students learn, humanistic consequences in which teachers view 

inferiority with the supervisor, and lastly the perspective that it is necessary to portray 

and convey solely what the supervisor deems most satisfactory (Gebhard, 1984). 

Research such as this study implies that more research has to be construed that assists in 

what can ultimately occur to allow the teacher to feel as though the playing field can be 

leveled. In the directive model, an overlying sense of two sidedness is present and that 

the view of the appraiser will always be the dominant one, thus closing off any 

clarification from the teacher. The component of feedback also consists as an entity 
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within itself that has arguments within teacher feedback. Teachers question the overall 

amount of feedback offered as a means of improvement for teacher performance within 

teacher evaluation systems (Tuytens & Devos, 2010).  

A varying model that consists of shying away from what most teachers consider 

directive is that of alternative supervision (Freeman, 1982). The alternative supervision 

model indicates the supervisor in a role that does not show a favoring of one method over 

another, essentially leaving the teacher with choice (Gebhard, 1984). This model is one 

that can be seen as the teacher having the opportunity to voice what works best for them 

and what allows for them to grow within their respective roles. This method or approach 

allows for a dialogue to steer the evaluation process and perceptions.  

The stability of a teachers’ performance and effectiveness under the model that 

the teacher is being appraised under has overall ramifications for the formation of the 

teachers’ position (Morgan, Hodge, Trepinski, & Anderson, 2014). The characteristics 

and traits for which the teacher is to meet within each component or domain lays the 

blueprint for which teachers are to demonstrate mastery. The overall information that is 

grounded allows for the teacher to attempt to achieve success in each of the implied 

endeavors. Each evaluation system aims to provide its teachers with a sense of 

informative analysis concerning how its differentiation makes for unique successful 

achievement for the teacher. Quality is an achieved task that is attained over a general 

period through grounded and stable differentiation that is tailored to the needs of the 

individual teacher.  

Within the field of evaluation and supervision there is a way in which some note 

the sharing of ideas method (Cogan, 1973). This method can be known as either 
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collaborative supervision or clinical supervision. The actual task and assessment of 

evaluation and supervision has conventionally been in favor of the non-autocratic, full 

partnership between the teacher and the administrator (Reavis, 1977). Data substantiates 

through counseling that leadership and change processes that this is the correct emphasis 

designed through clinical supervision (Reavis, 1977). With this literature being available 

since 1977, the research and models, in Texas respectively, have not allowed itself to 

some of the partnership style models in which the research suggests.  

Non-directive supervision is a model that redefines what the teacher feels to be 

their stance. An understanding of teachers’ attitudes, strategies, perceptions, and their 

relative change or stability over time of how those processes come about or are 

instantiated (Waite, 1993). This self-inquiry approach is one that allow some might feel 

offers too many liberties or freedoms for the teacher and is a free for all on the 

expectations. Further research can be conducted to determine why this form of 

supervision is not one in which is common among the appraiser. This style is one that 

might somewhat be without the structural guidance that can provide the necessary growth 

for the teacher.  

One of the more liberal models available is known as creative supervision. This 

model, according to DeBono is taking a way that is not particular (1970). In creative 

supervision the evaluator looks holistically at the teacher and determines based upon their 

needs essentially form of implementation best supports than individual. When defining 

“creativity” many definitions are available but it seems salient to use one that is 

grounded… (Koltz, 2008). Essentially the grounded theory is used to determine that 

whatever the is best for the teacher, with the provided data, can the teacher be in route to 
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an evaluation that is deemed successful for the teacher to attain success it is pertinent the 

evaluator be concise and knowledgeable concerning which model will be conducted. 

During the attempt to construct creativeness in the evaluation process, it is significant to 

not that profession relies upon data and skill-set development (Koltz, 2008). Koltz 

reaffirmed that the grounded theory and the data sets within the creative model make for 

more democratic choice worthy concepts within this model known as the creative theory 

or model.  

Essentially, these models have been given multiple names and multiple 

characteristics since they have been practiced. It is only with the consideration and site 

based teamwork management can the right selection be made for the teacher supervisor 

duo. A teacher might also opt for a more vocal approach for their voice to be heard. This 

model of creativity lends itself for more of an agenda that offers the teachers enact in the 

conference role in determining and deciding on what the evaluator’s interpretations and 

feedback in which they do in responding (Waite, 1993.) Regardless of what research has 

specifically named a particular model, the practice is that the perceptions often vary but 

agree that when the teacher is vocal and comes to the forefront of their evaluation rather 

then handed a sheet at the end of the school year, they are more likely to perceive items 

with more authenticity and effectiveness. Evaluation systems have a profound role to 

play assisting teachers to be more effective (Warring, 2015). In light of the differentiation 

among models, goals strive to one cause for the sole purpose of the evaluation to better 

the teachers’ performance.  

Teachers do recognize that a need is present to hold accountable the teachers who 

are not providing adequate and essential education skills to the students in the classroom. 
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Not only do teachers want to be recognized for their accolades for doing what is the best 

decisions for students, but teachers also would want to deplete the profession of those 

individuals who cannot perform after countless efforts of attempting to perfect those that 

have not met performance. “There are times that evaluation systems try to shove those 

teachers who are incompetent as a problem that is ignored instead of handling the status 

of their employment (Wallace, 2012, P.32).” Whereas some individuals recognize that 

this issue could lie within the system, or the parameters of their models’ differentiation, 

but could lie in the role of the campus-level appraiser. There are educators in the teaching 

field that do not attain the skill set to be in the overall educational presence of students. 

We have become protective as an entity and have allowed poor and unsatisfactory level 

performance to go on time and time again. Teachers desire the profession to be one that is 

filled with celebrations for those individuals who perform to the caliber needed to serve 

today’s students. A need is also present for models, usually the locally created and 

adopted ones, to give specified targets for teachers in their districts.  

Given that each model is uniquely differentiated, overall expectations exist for the 

implementation of the system. Teachers set forth high expectations for the program in 

which they will be measured. Teacher evaluation, especially when there are several 

models, systems and implementation strategies. Teacher evaluation must maintain and 

organizationally sound limelight for practitioner based completion (Tuytens & Devos, 

2009). Policymakers can use conclusions made about usefulness and clarifying 

importance in nature of evaluation instruments but it’s the initial steps that must be clear 

and concise when out rolling these differentiated evaluative models.  
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Models also exist that attempt to tie teacher effectiveness we well as teacher 

performance to student test scores. This method has been tried and tested there is 

however outstanding characteristics within this model as there are with any model. For 

most models, placing an overall referendum on teacher quality due to the outcome of 

student test scores has, in fact, increased in more recent years (Everson et al., 2013). It is 

from the perceptions of the policymaker, lawmaker, and educational theorist that an 

overall consensus is present to place the success of the model by tying numerical data to 

the effectiveness of the teacher’s success rate. Teachers do in fact insist upon more 

measurable accountability of their evaluation that can be quantified, however it is often 

argued that formative, standardized, or any student examination scores are justifiable to 

award accolades, merit, or even reprimand on their overall success and summative 

evaluation reports. While there is in countless debate upon the mathematical approach to 

teacher evaluation, rather than the site based observable model, the problematic 

assumptions of this measure are continually keeping a compromised relationship between 

state legislatures in the United States and the constituents of the educational profession.  

Evaluation in all facets has to strive toward a feedback approach that offers not 

only insight but reflection. Enough information must be present in the systems that 

provide the teacher with suggestions, but the legibility of the items often times comes 

across as consistent to the evaluator but complex and disproportionate to the person 

receiving the evaluator. With so many models that have differentiation, each unique 

forms has different characteristics. The research on performance evaluations, such as 

those evaluation systems in district A and B, for not just education but also the private 
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sector has shown the many systems lack an understanding by those individuals who are 

being evaluated, thus causing them to rely on the scores (Odden, 2004).  

This literature offers support two interties, both the district level officials and state 

level officials. Those district that are trying to aim toward a multi-tiered level of 

approaches for administrators who are in need of a more global view of how to assist 

teachers at various levels might inform the administrators of their options or develop 

various exercises to determine at which levels they are as evaluators and see what they 

might need to become. The state can consider the findings to develop a tiered approach 

and offer the school districts the autonomy to support teaches based upon changing 

standards. For the style and model to be implemented it must be first determined which 

type of evaluation tool that the partnership is working with, thus comes the two that were 

analyzed for this research, those from school district A and school district B.  

The Locally Developed Model and the State Developed Model 

Change is of the essence as it pertains to the nation, the state, and the local level 

within the framework of teacher evaluation. The United States and its sub-levels of 

government are at a climatic crossroads moment in the teacher evaluation process 

(Darling-Hammond, 2014). Teachers’ perception of the protocols and policies within the 

district and campus level is paramount to fathom the overall opulence or nonfulfillment 

of the protocol and policy enactment within the educational community (Tuytens & 

Devos, 2009).  Although little research exists on the teacher’s selection of a district based 

upon the actual evaluation, a plethora of information is present with reference to the 

expectation of sound, clear, and concise policy implementation that is organized and 

grounded. It is with the implementation of any policy that clear expectations are present 
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regarding what is expected and what is required, as well as what role the practitioner 

plays in the ability to gain the utmost achievement.  

In this time, more than ever evaluation instruments are studying, adding, and 

creating partial implementation of the student growth component more that prior years. 

School district A has implemented a “part b” component to their evaluation that rewards 

teachers for their selected groups. These ratings are similar to that of part a’s four 

domains. Several school districts in the United States including Washington D.C., 

Cincinnati, Denver, New York, Dallas, and Houston as well as several states such as 

Minnesota, Tennessee, Ohio have begun using student achievement gains as indicated by 

annual test scores as a direct and indirect measure of individual teacher performance 

(Warring, 2015). Texas’ state run model does not have this mandated component 

currently. Student performance is once differentiation in models that offers varied 

statistical differences of perception, feeling, and outcome for teacher performance.  

Initial communication is additionally a component that both of the groups desired 

from the onset of the creation of the evaluation tools. Research coincides with the fact 

that teachers desire a framework that offers the ability to inform the evaluator of what 

they want to accomplish and achieve for the school year. It is suggested from teachers 

and evaluators that conduct final summative conferences that there should be a basis for 

providing samples of individualized growth and development plans that are complete in 

nature along with student learning goal forms, points of parent and administration contact 

documentation; and a clarification of the relationship between goal setting and action 

plans on an individual growth and development plan of student goals (Warring, 2015). 

Both the state developed and locally developed models consist of the pre-conference 



50 
 

 

before the summative meeting. The locally developed model also has goal setting and 

action plan conferences. Both models do indicate a method of documenting information 

via rubric planning. Ongoing discussion is an element that is emerging among all parties.  

The locally developed model, meeting the requirement of TEC 21.351 and TAC 

149.1001 was piloted by school district A during the 2011-2012 school year, but became 

the official model during the 2012-2013 school year. The model was created using the 

component of the Charlotte Danielson framework of the Danielson group. This 

framework consists of a set of 22 components of INTASC (Evans, Mills, & Morretti, 

2015). During the 2012-2013 school the locally created was adopted as school district 

A’s appraisal system, which of course adheres to the administrative codes in Texas while 

simultaneously using the model of the Charlotte Danielson framework.  The Framework 

for Teaching is a set of research-based components of instruction aligned to the INTSAC 

standards and grounded in a constructivist view of learning and teaching (Danielson, 

2015). The complex activity of teaching is divided into twenty-two components and 

seventy six smaller -elements clustered into four domains of teaching responsibility 

(Danielson Group, 2015).  The domains consist of planning and preparation, the 

classroom environment, Instructional practices, and Professional development. It is 

within the review of the literature that each of these domains are a central part of most 

teacher appraisal systems. Some of the items that this evaluation system utilizes is the 

goals setting meeting which occurs within the first six weeks of school, as well as the 

pre-conference before an evaluation and a post conference after the evaluation. With this 

the evaluator discusses possible timeframes for evaluation as well as planning for the 

time of the evaluation. Moreover, the instrument is divided into four domains including 
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lesson planning, procedures, instruction, and professional development. In the 2014-2015 

school year the district piloted  SGO (Student Growth Objectives) and SGP (Student 

Growth Percentiles) facet which allows for additional incentive pay bonuses for student 

growth rather than for student teacher passing rates for standardized tests or through the 

usage of SLO (student learning objectives). As district A complied its framework into 

four domains it uses the scope of the framework as its reference. Teachers have the 

opportunity to view what allowed the teacher to receive the scores that they did via my 

learning plan software, a software that administrators use to provide the feedback. In the 

event that the administrator does not score the evidence statements in a timely manner, 

the observation has to be redone. There are timelines in which certain walkthroughs have 

to be conducted based upon the experience track of the teacher (Danielson, 2012).  

Several states are utilizing the Danielson framework for teaching as a 

constructivist approach to evaluating teachers. States such as Arkansas use the model 

entitled TESS, Teacher Evaluation and Support system (Goodwin & Webb, 2014). 

Although the Danielson Framework is used in this study as the local level creation, 

research at the state level in some states utilize this framework for the creation of their 

state adopted system.  

A contemporary and inescapable concern about appraisal within teacher 

evaluation is that several current evaluation models lack the required complexity that is 

necessary to seize the utmost effective instruction in an accurate form while supporting 

evaluators (Evans, Wills, & Moretti, 2015). Objectives that are vague in nature do not 

meet the expectations for teachers to perform at the caliber necessary to achieve specified 

success. This information provides the parameters for the foundation of the creation of 



52 
 

 

the locally developed model that is made up in the district. Evans et al. (2015) cited that 

in its most current form, the Danielson Framework is used at a large scale and is 

acknowledged as an appraisal instrument used to assist administrators, teachers, and 

parents in determining the quality of instruction set forth in classroom teaching.  

With the transition from Texas’ Professional Development Appraisal System, or 

PDAS,  T-TESS is currently still in its pilot stage and is being in finalized in Austin, 

Texas for its August 2015 rollout to over two hundred districts in the state.  The Texas 

Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS) focuses on providing continuous, 

timely and formative feedback to educators so they can improve their practice (TEA, 

2015). School District B has begun the process of training its administrators and teachers 

on the facets and expectations of this program during the upcoming school year.  

The T-TESS model, used in school district B, has also unraveled four domains 

which do not mirror its’ predecessor PDAS. These domains, weighted at twenty-five 

percent each are now similar to school district A which consist of Planning, Instruction, 

Learning Environment, and Professional Practices and Responsibilities. This state model 

has a possibility of five varied scores for each of its components within the respective 

domains. These scores consist of: Distinguished, Accomplished, Proficient, Developing, 

and Improvement needed (TEA, 2015). School district A’s model utilizes a possibility of 

four outcomes for its competencies consisting of 1-4 (One being needs improvement and 

4 being distinguished). Both instruments offer teachers the ability to achieve the highest 

score attainable through the usage of student articulation and involvement within their 

pedagogical practices. The state model requires timelines for the teachers as well as the 

administrators to offer feedback on the evaluation experience that transpired. Both 
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instruments require administrators to partake in examinations and pass the examination 

for administrators to be able to appraise under this instrument.  

To conclude, these models will be methodologically analyzed and data will be 

reported on these perceptions to determine if there is such an alignment with some of the 

significant statements and concepts that this literature has presented itself with within this 

holistic review. School District A will be using the model created to support the 

Danielson framework and School District B will be using the T- TESS model for the sake 

of the methodology within this study. This generational moment presents the emergence 

of more potential issues with new teacher evaluation within state across the country 

(Hazi, 2014). While these models are at minimum state approved and one being the states 

model of choice, there are attempts on their behalf to present framework that is 

mentioned throughout the implementation as well as the current research.  

Conclusions  

Throughout the overall review of the literature the answers to research questions 

concerning how teachers and administrators have trended to perceive the topic of 

evaluation both historically and holistically. The literature backs up that it is only with 

clear, concise, and recurring communication on the part of both the evaluator and the 

teacher can this be achieved of come close to being effective. It is with the collaboration 

of colleagues can teachers view evaluation as a collaborative professional enterprise 

(Mayo, 1997). The role of the teacher, principal, district, and the state of Texas make for 

the model to vary in a way that then transcends to effectiveness throughout the campus 

level.  Researchers have noted that the influence of teacher evaluation can be negative if 

it is not communicated and carried out in a positive manner. Results are viewed 
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negatively if they are not provided with feedback in a timely manner to show the 

opportunity for growth or improvement.  

Teacher evaluation has drawn many questions among legislators, administrators 

and teachers. These stakeholders focus questions on the perception of the instruments as 

well as the framework in which it was constructed. The attention currently provided to 

teacher appraisal causes many questions on the policy and implementation in how it 

relates to performance of all in the educational community for betterment of the entity 

(Firestone, 2014). Each model offers differentiation in the perception of what makes for 

effective instruction with the same state mandated curriculum.  

Collaboration among all parties is crucial for each group to achieve the goal in 

which is to be desired. After the evaluation process has concluded, learning across the 

broad at the entire campus level that is collaborative in nature, especially among teachers, 

will provide ample support trending to student learning than any broad evaluation system 

(Darling-Hammond, 2014). Local products that are aided in the creation and tailored to 

the needs of their teachers, offer a sound dialogue approach to teachers, administration, 

and human resource staff that can ensure specified approaches that can lead to district 

compliance through state initiatives.  

Both models have a heavy reliance on the principal as the key communicator and 

liaison between the final summative. This relationship is unique to ensure that human 

resources and the teacher have an awareness of the information that is essential for an 

underlying focus. The principal’s leadership has the ability to offer the teacher and the 

human resources department the finalized results of the state of the instrumental 

implementation. Derrington and Campbell (2015) determined that principals had 
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obstacles with time components of most evaluative instruments while other demands are 

occurring in a simultaneous fashion. 

All professions throughout the spectrum of employment have some element of 

evolution. Both public and private sector positions have a degree of evolution that mirror 

in desire but vary in the overall target objectives. To ensure that teaching is comparable 

to the other professional careers, a clear standard needs to be present professionally 

through state licensing as well as site-based evaluation (Darling-Hammond, 2014). It is 

the state that sets forth the precedent that ensures that all teachers are teaching to the 

curriculum as well as the development of the state standards. It is the locally based 

evaluators that are site based that are along the lined daily monitoring and setting forth 

goals and action plans along with teachers. The question comes to play the state’s role in 

the creation of systems and the local levels implementation of what is expected for 

teachers and students within the community level of organization.  

Through a review of this literature there is an abundance of findings, information, 

and studies on the purpose of teacher supervision, history of teacher supervision in Texas, 

perceptions and effectiveness, perceptions of the role of the principal, types of 

implementations based on experience, differentiated supervision models, and the 

comparison of the locally developed Charlotte Danielson model and T-TESS state 

developed model. It is based upon this literature and its overall review that the 

perceptions of teachers, outlined in the methodology, come as no surprise regarding how 

they derived to their stance. In Chapter three, the perceptions between these research 

findings and the results of the study combine to make for study within itself. It is 

instruction and comprehension that is the heart and foundation of education, however it is 
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the overall quality that influences students (Tuytens, 2010). Teacher evaluation can have 

the perception of being one facet of education, but leads to down ballot effects to the 

students. Researchers since the late 20th century have determined that relationships are 

present between the effectiveness of the teacher and the overall learning and 

comprehension level of the students (Callahan & Sadeghi, 2015).  It is suggested that 

teachers want a tailored foundational approach to their evaluation. As teachers look to 

their state, district, school to develop as educators there is a specified desire for tactile 

approach that hones in what they need to be exemplary in their capacity (Firestone, 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER III 

Methodology  

Introduction 

The overall purpose of this study was to determine the overall beliefs of teachers 

to the degree in which effectiveness lies within their appraisal system. Evaluation 

systems within themselves have varied research which offer a conundrum to the validity, 

responsibility, and capability to fully encompass the strengths, weaknesses and needs of 

teaching and learning for students. The goal of the study was to rationalize and determine 

if trends, similarities, differences and improvements can be made at the district and/or 

stare level to make teacher evaluation a better reflective tool that can provide sound 

decision making enhancements to better teaching and learning.  

At the start of each school year there is a time in which teachers begin a new 

chapter. In this research, teachers will be questioned based upon their most recent 

summative evaluation instrument. Teachers have the opportunity to be candid and 

transparent in one on one interviews with the researcher. It is within the appraisal 

timelines that teachers receive introductory campus, district, and state information prior 

to the beginning of their evaluation. This visionary timeframe is an antecedent to all focal 

points for the teacher / administrator relationship.  

We know that through the course of the calendar year the teacher shall have 

observations as well as conversations with the administrator on expectations of classroom 

learning. Educators do not have the expectation or desire to be mediocre, nor do the 

students or the community involuntarily have the outlook of poor performance by the 

teacher. With the expectation by all parties being mastery in all endeavors, teachers have 

the goal to provide for the professional learning community. Through data collection of 



58 
 

 

teacher’s beliefs, there comes a question as to determine the beliefs of the actual 

instrument of appraisal.  

The usage of cognitive interviews capture the true essence for the purpose of 

offering precise qualitative data for campus, district and state level leaders. The way in 

which this style of interviews capture a specific incidence and occurrence as it pertains to 

an evolving yearlong summative process can offer data collection and research analyst a 

data to be used for drawling central conclusions. Teachers’ answers are gathered to 

simulate statements that offer decision making abilities for change and or retention of 

practice within the evaluation tools’ instrumentation and usage.  

Data Collection  

An essential process for interpretation of results is to have varied and sound data 

that can offer a plethora of interpretation. Data will be collected on sight through 

conducting 12 individual cognitive interviews. It is within these 12 individual interviews 

that they are divided among two school district. Six interviews are conducted in school 

district A and the other six are conducted in school district B. School district A used the 

locally created, district adopted appraisal instrument. School district B used the state 

developed and adopted model as its appraisal instrument.   

Data will be recorded by the researcher, as well as written and documented on 

interview logs and later transcribed. Each interview consists of the research questions 

outlined in both Chapters one and three. Data will be collected from teachers who have 

been appraised under the evaluation tools that are being compared and contrasted. Data 

will be collected to ensure the entire encompassment of information.  

Responses are written and logged on participant sheets as well as consent forms. 

Each participant received a code for their participation. This code is symbolic based upon 
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district identification (A or B), campus identification within the district (1 or 2), and 

alphabetic order of interview (A-C). Each of the 12 interviewees will have a three digit 

code which is recorded on their university consent document.  

Rationale for Research Methods and Appropriateness 

The most direct line of information to students is through their teachers. As states, 

districts, and educational institutions serve the community is the duty of all three entities 

to offer guidance, support and recognition to the teachers as they embark on the journey 

of education students. These research methods capture the essence and beliefs of what 

teachers encounter as important to their teaching.  

With teacher evaluation an ongoing discussion, evolution and conundrum it has 

been a highly debated topic for the last several decades. With the teacher being the direct 

line of instructional communication to the students, it is of the utmost appropriateness 

and importance to analyze and address what items provide the teacher with feedback as 

well as job performance. In addition, identifying information from the population in this 

data set can provide and offer information on sustaining, tailoring, and aiding the 

instruments creators with information on its effectiveness in making connections to 

teachers for students. The results that will be gathered from these cognitive interviews 

can be disseminated to the district and state levels for the ongoing information transfer of 

these evaluation instruments. 

Research Questions 

 

The following questions guided this study: 

Research Question One: 

Explain what elements of this appraisal system influence your teaching? 
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Research Question Two: 

Describe what is your overall perception of teacher evaluation instruments? 

Research Question Three: 

What components of the appraisal system process make you a better teacher? 

(a) Conferencing with administration 

(b) Reading and reviewing literature on the tool itself 

(c) Self-Reflection at the conclusion of the formal observation 

Research Question Four: 

What elements, if any, are most cumbersome in the evaluation process? 

Research Question Five: 

Which components of this system are most favorite? Which components are less 

favorable? 

Research Question Six: 

To what degree has the outcome of your evaluation under this instrument affected      

your teaching style? 

Research Question Seven: 

Explain how the overall efforts of the teacher evaluation system affect your vision 

of classroom instructional outcomes? 

Research Question Eight: 

What trainings/staff development can support you to be successful under this 

tool? 

Research Question Nine: 
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Has this evaluation tool changed your perceptions of your district, campus or 

appraiser? 

Research Question Ten: 

Has teaching under this tool made any difference in the overall success of your 

students? 

Research Design and Procedures 

This study outlines and encompasses the basic interpretive qualitative study. 

Interviews are structured, semi-structured, or open ended (Willis, 2007). There will be a 

transcription of words, with open ended responses thus resulting in open ended or 

unstructured individual interviews. (Creswell, 2008). Participants share information 

based on their beliefs but through the method and modality which allows them to give the 

most information possible for the sake of gathering data for the research but also for the 

ability for them to state their information.  

Teacher belief systems offer a direct, first hand primary source of information as 

the leading participatory constituents of reflection for these two respective frameworks 

being analyzed. It is through the review of the literature that using these mechanisms for 

the collection, design and procedural gathering and implementation of questioning to best 

disseminate and gather data is presented. 

Sample Description, Information, and Population 

Each question is designed to augment information that was discussed in the 

literature review. Questions based on roles of the principal, a historical recollection by 

the teacher and the beliefs in which the evaluation transcends to teacher development 

through student learning. The researcher conducts all research at the site of the campus in 

which the teacher was appraised on their 2015-2016 summative evaluation instrument. 
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Staff were sent information on the interview process through the principal.  Those 

individuals who voluntarily responded to the email will be selected to participate in the 

research study to collect their data through answers in the interview.  

Each campus (two campuses within each of the two districts) has three 

participants from each campus. This entails six participants from each district with two 

campuses from each of the districts. The teachers taught only 6th grade at their campus. 

The teachers were asked to report to the office at given timeframes from the building 

principal. Interviews occurred one after the other. Each participant was given a code that 

identifies their district (A or B), their campus (1-3), and their participant name (A-C). 

These codes were document on all consent forms and interview logs to ensure 

confidentiality.  

The teachers who participated in the study have been appraised under the 

evaluation system in which they provided answers to for at least one year. There were an 

exact total of 12 participants with one interview each occurring prior to the 2016-2017 

observation window to occur. The interviews were conducted at the conclusion of all 

2015-2016 observations, conferences, and summative reports. The teachers provided 

answers to ten research questions. All teachers questioned were returning candidates from 

the previous school year.  

Additional sample information comes from the TAPR (2016) about the 

populations from which these teachers serve. In this information there is information on 

the location of the school district and its setting. It is with this information that population 

of school district A and school district B are pertinent as the setting of the study.  
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Table 1 

School District “A” Setting of the Research and District Student Population Information 

 Enrollment Percentage 

Total Student Population  70,277 100% 

African American  16,743 23.8% 

Hispanic 50,634 72.0% 

White 1,355 1.9% 

American Indian 116 0.2% 

Asian 891 1.3% 

Pacific Islander 90 0.1% 

Two or More Races 448 0.6% 

Economically Disadvantaged  62,081 88.3% 

English Language Learners 23,876 34.0% 

At-Risk 45,809 65.2% 

 

Note: This information on the population of the student body was retrieved from the 

2015-2016 TAPR Report from the Texas Education Agency and represents the student 

demographic breakdown for School District A. The time frame in which teachers 

responded to interview questions transpired during the above demographic information.  
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Table 2 

School District “B” Setting of the Research and District Student Population Information 

 Enrollment Percentage 

Total Student Body Population 36,813 100% 

African American  14,831 40.3% 

Hispanic 15,888 43.2% 

White 3,559 9.7% 

American Indian 662 1.8% 

Asian 1,189 3.2% 

Pacific Islander 148 0.4% 

Two or More Races 536 1.5% 

Economically Disadvantaged  26,008 70.6% 

English Language Learners 8,116 22.0% 

At-Risk 21,610 58.7% 

Note: This information on the population of the student body was retrieved from the 

2015-2016 TAPR Report from the Texas Education Agency and represents the student 

demographic breakdown for School District A. The time frame in which teachers 

responded to interview questions transpired during the above demographic information.  

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 



65 
 

 

Table 3  

School District “A” Setting of the Research and District Teacher Population Information  

 Enrollment Percentage 

Total Teacher Body Population 4,439.3 100% 

African American  1,842.2 41.1% 

Hispanic 1,071.3 24.1% 

White 1,359.5 30.6% 

American Indian 15.6 0.4% 

Asian 103.5 2.3% 

Pacific Islander 4.8 0.1% 

Two or More Races 60.5 1.4% 

Male 1,050.5 23.7% 

Female 3,388.8 76.3% 

 

Note: This information on the population of teachers was retrieved from the 2015-2016 

TAPR Report from the Texas Education Agency and represents the teacher demographic 

breakdown for School District A. The time frame in which teachers responded to 

interview questions transpired during the above demographic information.  
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Table 4 

School District “B” Setting of the Research and District Teacher Population Information  

 Enrollment Percentage 

Total Teacher Body Population 2316.6 100% 

African American  768.7 34.5% 

Hispanic 448.5 19.4% 

White 984.9 42.6% 

American Indian 11.0 0.5% 

Asian 53.5 2.3% 

Pacific Islander 3.0 0.1% 

Two or More Races 13.0 0.6% 

Male 577.5 25.0% 

Female 1735.1 75.0% 

   

 

Note: This information on the population of the teacher population was retrieved from the 

2015-2016 TAPR Report from the Texas Education Agency and represents the teacher 

demographic breakdown for School District B. The time frame in which teachers 

responded to interview questions transpired during the above demographic information.  

 

Instrumentation 

There are procedures for the gathering of data for these 12 teachers which are 

employed six in district A and six in district B. The interview questions/instrument 

consist of 10 open ended items used in a basic interpretive qualitative format. The 

response to the items allow for participants to provide responses that encompass an entire 

years’ worth of recollection.  
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Based upon the literature, there are several statements and research based 

assertions in which teachers have been critical of the overall intentions of teacher 

evaluation. With this information, questions were derived regarding whether they have 

experienced direct opportunities in which specific elements of teacher evaluation 

influenced their overall performance. These points bring to question among teachers 

items such as the role of the principal, the impact on student performance, staff and 

professional developments, as well as the experiences of summative performance on the 

direct level of influence on the overall teaching. These items consist of literature review 

items in this research.  

To ensure validity, consent forms are provided through the university, that are 

tailored for the participant to understand the focus and aim for the study. Flyers and 

consent documentation offer the participant prior knowledge concerning what the teacher 

being asked can be given information of the topic of research.  

Data Analysis 

Data will be collected from teachers who had been appraised in school district A 

(non-state derived model) or school district B (the state model). Common themes, 

validity, similarities differences are all assessed and documented to determine feedback 

for teachers, administrators, districts, and the state on teacher evaluation methods in 

Texas.  

Participants’ responses will not be gathered via school responses. Although two 

school districts will be involved in the testing, three participants will be questioned from 

two separate campuses. This will ensure that multiple participants are not being appraised 

under the same administrator because, as noted in the literature review, teachers have a 

high level of inquiry concerning who their appraiser is for their evaluation. 
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Data will be gathered and analyzed to examine responses in a six versus six table 

format. This is because there is a comparison between locally created and state created 

models of teacher evaluation systems. Teacher’s data will be triangulated due to the need 

for validation of cross verification from at least two sources. For this study, the sources 

consists of the six responses from school district A as well as school district B.  

Limitations 

These teachers were limited to one year of recollected data to judge their beliefs 

on the evaluation system. Although each and every answer to the question in its entirety 

come from a holistic school year, it does not entail multiple years’ worth of reflective 

items. Although the evaluation instrument has existed since 2011 for school district A, 

only data from the 2015-2016 school year will be analyzed so that school district B has 

the same amount of data within their study. This can ensure equitable data responses to 

the participants within the study.  

It can be interpreted that one possible limitation to the study is that these were one 

time interviews that transpired before the start of the school year. To get a reflective 

response to the teachers’ beliefs it can come at a time in which there is no direct 

instruction occurring and the teacher has the exact opportunity to display answers without 

the current activities of traditional school activities influencing answers.  

Summary 

It is within the methodological framework of basic interpretative qualitative study 

through individual cognitive interviews that data can be collected, disseminated, and 

analyzed. Through the varied context of qualitative research, ample opportunity will be 

present for teachers to explain their role, experiences, and feedback as it applies to 

literature and research on the overall framework of the evaluation process. Teachers have 
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the opportunity to engage their responses for results that can provide information to all 

levels of educational administrators and policymakers on their evaluation instruments. 

The effectiveness of teacher evaluation is questioned, but it is only through the teacher’s 

belief systems within themselves that they can give the opportunity to provide 

information for research.  

Through IRB approval from three entities (district A, district B, and University-

level) methodology and data collection process is one that can garner sound, specified 

information for deliberations. Given the nature of this research, teacher feedback and 

responses can provide current, practitioner-based, data that can give the primary research 

a systematic comparison of locally developed and state developed evaluation instruments. 

The level of local control in school district as it pertains to the utilization of state level 

mandates are confronted and analyzed in this research study.  

Confidentiality among participants, districts, and generated responses are critical 

kept in the development in promoting candid responses of participants. The process by 

which data is collected and conveyed is paramount within the promotion of accuracy to 

make for decision making for the parties being provided with the information. In this 

study, literature topics give headlined topics as to the selection of the methodology as 

well as the framework of the questions for the participants to provide answers. Individual 

question and answer interviews in which participants answer questions occur to offer 

procedural gathering of data. The understanding of the comparison of state and locally 

developed instruments offer direct reflections of beliefs systems by teachers to determine 

if teacher evaluation works for their practice and the overall goal of student performance 

promotion in education. 



 

CHAPTER IV 

Results  

 

Introduction 

It is within the framework of cognitive interviews through qualitative research 

that true in-depth action research can provide answers to teacher’s beliefs about teacher 

evaluation. This study attempted to lineate the overarching gaps between the goals of the 

state and district adopted teacher evaluation systems with the belief systems of the 

teachers. This study was a basic interpretive study. The overall focus was to determine 

common trends to compare and contrast the concerns within the teacher beliefs systems 

to determine if there are items or concerns to address at the district or local level. The 

findings from this research offers feedback, guidance and practitioner based direction as 

to what is lacking or supporting for teachers in daily practice.  

Cognitive interviews offer data from the experiences of teachers that are currently 

in practice and were under the local and state systems within their districts during the 

2015-2016 school year. Data was collected on sight through conducting 12 individual 

cognitive interviews. It is within these 12 individual interviews that there is the 

representation among two school districts. Six interviews are conducted in school district 

A and the other six are conducted in school district B. School district A used the locally 

created, district adopted appraisal instrument. School district B used the state developed 

and adopted model as its appraisal instrument.  

Although the results have varying factors and conditions, there are similarities in 

the implementations of the models. Both models anticipate the occurrence of setting forth 

a conference between the administrative appraiser as well as the teacher. Setting this 
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precedent was one that derived initially in school district A in the 2011 pilot enrollment 

of their locally adopted model. School district B offers a similar caveat, but entails six 

different tracks through which classroom visits take place via fifteen minute 

walkthroughs, or unannounced observations as well as varied times in which the formal is 

conducted. There are only three tracks in school district A’s locally adopted model. 

Teacher supervision has a similar concept in both of these frameworks but offers a 

different approach towards timeframes and overarching implementation strategies.  

Though created through different frameworks, many of the characteristics and 

modalities in which the state as well as this particular locally developed model employ; 

there are similarities in which both of these supervisory tools have mirrored components 

due to the requirements through the Texas Education code. It is with the creation of any 

model that the aspiration is to have a match between the intention of state derived 

evaluation models to coexist and have similar components with the belief systems for its 

teachers (Riordan, Paquet, Shakmanm, Bocala, & Chang, 2015).  

Purpose of Study  

 It is with the intent of any qualitative study to come to a point in which 

conclusions can be proved or disproven to ensure the need to determine if research 

questions are garnered to support and overarching question. One purpose of this study is 

to capture the major thematic trends in teacher supervision to determine the level in 

which climatic beliefs are challenged and tested to determine alignment with district and 

state visions and missions through the lenses of the evaluation instrument.  

 Through expert analysis amongst three IRB committees, two school districts as 

well as university based, approval was granted to question the use of effectiveness of the 
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state and local level evaluation models amongst teachers in two large urban school 

district in southeast Texas. 

The purpose of the study is to perform and conduct an evaluation of the locally 

created appraisal system based on direct qualitative data as well as retrieving the same 

information from the state model, T-TESS. Some of the outcomes that will occur through 

cognitive interviews among teachers of at least one year experience, to gauge questions 

among teachers to determine and examine their views on the system, and if the 

instruments is a contribution to teacher supervision as guide for instructional practices 

and pedagogy. Data will consist of the results of the actual evaluations through the 

feedback from individual cognitive interviews themselves as well as the results of the 

alternate district which utilizes the state developed instrument. In this evaluation the 

facets and components of locally created model and state created model will be examined 

to determine the difference between those individuals who are highly effective and those 

individuals who might perceive or believe that they are teachers in need of improvement. 

The intent of this qualitative study through cognitive interviews will show to what degree 

this instrument has helped the district in ways of teacher performance as well as the 

teacher’s ability to self-reflect. The population will consist of a total of 12 teachers. Six 

of these teachers will be from “school district A” which is the district that contain the 

locally created model and “school district B” which is another large urban school district 

in southeast Texas that is used the newest state developed model. In this study, the urban 

school districts that have participated in being evaluated of this instrument. Student 

growth models, growth plans for ineffective teaching, the need to assess bias/point of 

view, and the mathematical grading tool that encompasses teacher performance are all 



73 
 

 

characteristics that the teachers placed knowledge before answering selected interview 

items.  

 In addition to the differences, there is an effort conducted by the primary 

researcher to highlight the fact that there are essential differences amongst a school board 

and school district leadership created system versus a state mechanism through the 

differences in the frameworks of the system, there are essential similarities. Both models 

express the intent to offer students the ability to employ the role of a learner centered 

environment characterized by offering the students more ownership in the facilitation of 

instruction process.  

 Lastly, this study is designed to initiate a dialogue to determine if the entire 

premise of teacher supervision in its entirety offers essential support to teachers to give 

them the means to become exceptional to sustain support in the teaching profession. 

Teacher supervision has had an appearance of being perceived as a conundrum at times 

due to the complexity of its nature in its entirety. This study defines at what point teacher 

supervision has characteristics that can be proven to support teachers and what 

components are frustrating to the teacher leaving them for more to be desired from the 

process in its entirety.  

Findings through Research Questions  

  Through ten open ended questions, teachers were given the autonomy to explore 

the various opportunities to investigate and assess the parameters in which they can be 

able to respond to information regarding their 2015-2016 summative evaluations under 

the district adopted (school district A) and state adopted (school district B) 

implementations. Through identical research questions among the twelve participants 

each individual has the isolated opportunity to engage with the primary researcher 
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various facets of the evaluation instrument. This transparency within the interviewer and 

interviewee allows for the utmost authenticity of data as an actual real representation 

amongst practitioners to divulge decision making data to help mold the arguments among 

teacher supervision. Each participant was interviewed individually, the presentation of 

research question answers is presented with responses from the twelve teachers (six from 

school district A – two different schools resulting in three from each campus; and six 

from school district B – two different schools resulting in three from each campus). 

Although the interviews are conducted individually answers will be presented through 

this chapter in a fashion that provides the investigator an overall conceptual lens of the 

belief system of each district through the lens of the appraisal system. Holistically, 

responses are grouped in a fashion to analyze trends and overall occurrences through the 

gathering of research data.  

 To begin, in question one each of the twelve participants were asked specifically 

if any elements or components of their appraisal system have a direct impact on their 

teaching. In this question, like all of the questions, the interviewee was expected to give 

explanations utilizing their personal belief system, or epistemology. In summary, the 

participants from school district A describe each of the four domains and name the 

function of how the domains attempt to aid as a specified component. One participant, 

participant A1A, cited that there was even an alignment through the framework of their 

route towards certification. Participants were able to cite examples of professional 

development requirements and the way in which teacher discretion offered them the 

ability to grow through their teaching. These items were similarly cited within the review 

of the literature. All teachers explained the two domains that referenced instruction have 
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a daily impact on their teaching. These are domains two and three within the locally 

created district framework. One participant cited that the element that observes classroom 

management assisted them in making site-based decisions that would help them to coin 

their personal discipline management within their own classrooms. Components of this 

evaluation system also cited that there was a support system within the framework that 

offered the participants a desire to attain relationship building within their classroom as a 

support to aid their teaching style 

 Participants from school district B had slightly varied differentiations within their 

belief systems. They stated that there were domains, and knew the overall expectations 

for the domains, but not necessarily the titles of the domains. Participants cited that due 

to the stark contrast to the appraisal system, PDAS, which was used during the prior 

2014-2015 school year this system made them much more cognizant of elements than 

they were accustomed to. A participants cites that the state adopted system can impact 

teaching but did not impact their teaching, but citing that the campus’ implementation 

was “as thorough as the state shared with them (district/campus administration).” The 

participant stated that they had contacted parents in prior years however these system 

requires a more quantifiable approach to their cataloging of these items. Others cite that 

the state adopted model does seem specific in nature. Some participants stated that this 

mechanism had them concerned that they might not be doing everything and that they 

more or less needed, yet that the participants were concerned about evaluation scores 

rather than focus on teaching. Another interviewee cites that all elements impact teaching 

but could not name any examples. One participant was unsure if the state adopted system 

had any impact at all.   
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 Question two investigates what the teachers overall belief systems are on teacher 

evaluation in general. This question allows for the participant to be candid and determine 

if there are any biases that can be exemplified to determine if participants can be 

transparent towards their own personal belief systems. The answers are designed to 

support the overall title of the study, and then to determine any varied differences toward 

state and locally created and adopted teacher evaluation systems. Participants in school 

district A had similar responses, yet varied points of comparison. One participant stated 

that they are helpful in nature to assist in pointing out areas for growth, yet they are 

inevitable. One participant stated they “loved it” and that it is “fair” and that they are 

needed for growth as all professions require evaluation. Interviewees cite that the system 

should be designed to be based upon evidence that eliminates objectivity. The Charlotte 

Danielson group cited for example that the framework offers an “outcome based 

approach (Danielson, 2008).” Another interviewee cited that evaluation is supportive in 

nature when it is specific and structured as it can be geared toward what is correct and 

incorrect in teaching. “Tell me what is ideal, and I will do it,” one participant stated. 

Additional interviewees state that effective evaluation can be assistant when it is specific 

in nature and that is the only way it is done correctly. One participant stated it was 

effective when it over a period of time. Each of these participants stated that they felt 

their system met the needs of their overall needs for evaluation system.  

 The six cognitive interviews conducted for question two for school district B 

stated additional needs and belief systems. It was stated that the evaluation is good if it 

meets the needs of what is needed for the students. Some teachers stated that they did not 

have any preference and felt it was both “good and bad,” One interviewee felt indifferent 
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towards the process and felt it was acceptable but not desired. It was stated that 

professional development should support ways in which teachers should be successful on 

the evaluation instrument as well as identify items so that there are no surprises on the 

evaluation. It was also stated by an interviewee that evaluations are general and are 

applicable to some that are in need of a growth mindset. A participant stated that 

evaluations are useful when they are done in the appropriate way, when appraisers are 

unbiased. Participant B2C described that the appraisal is good as long as the system in 

which they are appraised under is good. This interviewee felt that as long as the system 

supported their teaching that they could perform in a way that was helpful to become a 

better teacher. Essentially teachers believe if the system is supportive then all other 

components could align in a fashion to aid their belief system.  

 Research question three tackles the overall parts of the instrument that can make 

each practitioner a better teacher. For this question interviewees must decide which 

process the most applicable potion of what can aid them: conferences with 

administration, comprehension of the literature on the instrument, or self-reflective 

actions at the conclusion of the formal observation. To begin the primary researcher 

analyzes the answers from school district A. Their answers state that all three of them are 

very helpful to the evaluation process. Essentially they believe that if there is 

collaboration takes precedence then all three components are a guiding tool. One 

participant highlights that in school district A’s model, these are non-negotiable elements 

that are already embedded into the evaluation system. Elements that involve 

communication seem to provide the interviewee much more information to carry with 

them throughout the school year as they participate in the evaluation process. All 
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participants stated that that they felt that self-reflection and evaluation support them in 

seeing and deciphering where they are as teachers to conceptualize their standing as a 

facilitator of instruction.  

 The answers from school district B mirrored more on this question than any other 

of the ten questions. Each of these individuals want as much as possible as it pertains to 

assisting them in being good teachers. For their answers they only one items that all six 

of them felt was a nonnegotiable was the conference with administration. This can also 

tie back to the role of the principals in the review if the literature. Each of them stated 

that if the appraiser was not transparent in what they were hoping to see that they were 

constantly focused in this aspect throughout the formal evaluation process rather than the 

teaching aspect of the appraisal. School District A participants had more of a reliance on 

the self-conceptualization while these interviewees felt the administrations wants and 

statements were of the most important for them to achieve success.  

 It is in question four that teachers can offer the primary researcher information 

towards the study that can give them the problems or items that are most difficult as it 

pertains to teacher evaluation. Teachers were asked the most cumbersome part of the 

evaluation process as according to their belief system. It is in this portion that data is 

gathered to determine what focus can be provided to the instrument that can offer areas 

for concentration. For school district A, one interviewee states that time is an issue as 

with any area in public education. Time to get everything done, time of the evaluation, 

and time to prepare are all an area of concern. The interviewee states that time is a factor 

that can increase nervousness as well amongst the teacher. Another participant states that 

classroom management is a component that is very concerning amongst the participants. 
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Teachers indicate that they have effective processes in place, but if a child is not having a 

good day, it could result in scores that do not reflect the classroom environment. The 

teacher then states that thankfully there is a process in place through the evaluation 

system that allows for the appraiser to come back on a different date. Another participant 

states that time is essentially cumbersome since the evaluation process begins within the 

third week of school through the goal setting and action plan process. The participant 

stated that the premise is helpful, however it gets off to an early start when many other 

items are occurring simultaneously. Also, this participant, A1C sites that there is a 

plethora of paperwork that is quite cumbersome. Although documentation appears to be 

simplistic the usage of paperwork is quite repetitive in nature. One teacher states that one 

entire domain is not cumbersome, but tedious, which is domain I. The interviewee stated 

that documents, paperwork, and the elements of planning and preparation are require 

much more than the time in the day allows. The participant states that it is the “Saturday 

domain” because if done correctly it must be cared for in the hours that are not within the 

traditional work week.  One participant states that the entire process is, in effect, 

cumbersome, but is the most effective process that has allowed for the participant to be a 

better teacher. Interviewee A2B states that it is all cumbersome, but helpful and 

necessary to be the best teacher that they can be. The final point consists of the fact that 

the evaluation system is so detailed that making sure you focus on every part is the most 

cumbersome. The participant starts that it’s not that it is cumbersome, but rather a 

challenge.  

 School district B has different concerns for their appraisal instrument. Interviewee 

B1A explains that the rubric is much more intense, and is considered unrealistic for their 
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teaching style. The teacher explains that there is an overall level of complexity that is 

present when the expectation is set forth with terminology such as: all, every, always. 

The participant explains that there is a level of difficulty that is insurmountable regardless 

of the level of students that are being taught. It is a concern that 100% is a goal that is 

concerning. Another participant stated that it is not easy to focus on evidence all of the 

time. Gathering documentation among the appraiser and teacher are important to the 

evaluation process. An additional participant is unsure, but states that planning is always 

challenging when lesson planning. Another interviewee states that the evaluation system 

has another 100% style caveat through the professional development component. The 

teacher states that it is difficult through outside factors such as family and that prohibits 

the ability to attend staff development workshops. An additional person stated they were 

unsure what was cumbersome in the process. To conclude, another participant stated that 

they struggle with self-reflecting on the lesson as the instrument itself does not provide 

feedback or goal setting.  

 Question five determines the levels of favorability and non-favorability of each 

participant’s belief system as it pertains to a specific component of the evaluation system. 

For school district A’s responses favorability’s begin with the component of the 

classroom environment. This participant interprets the domain in which classroom 

environment as a scored component is one that is helpful as it can encourage students to 

feel self-engaged. A less favorable component is staff development requirements due to 

the lack of time to be able to devote. The next participant states there are no parts that are 

unfavorable and that each component adds to the classroom expectations holistically. 

Additionally another teacher states that the goal setting and action plans is something that 



81 
 

 

is favorable as it outlines an objective, but a less favorable item would be that only half of 

the system, two domains, consist of classroom teaching. The weight of instruction should 

be greater according to this interviewee. The next participant cited that instruction was 

the favorable domain while planning and preparation was a less favorable component of 

the evaluation. Interviewee A2B stated that the formal observation pre and post 

conferences were the most necessary and effective to the formal evaluation process 

within the teacher evaluation system, but that it is unfair for the system to critique teacher 

attendance, which was cited as less favorable. Lastly the most favorable component is the 

way that the evaluation system lends itself to building relationships with students with 

nothing cited as less favorable.  

 School district B’s participants form campus one begin with highlighting a 

positive is that “they (administration) look at so many different things.” This insinuates 

an appreciation for items outside the instructional domain while the professional 

development is not favored in this system. Another interviewee stated that they are elated 

with the fact that proof and evidence statements are more present than in PDAS, however 

this evaluation system is yet again critiqued for its use of the terminology of words such 

as “all” to maintain the goal of proficient. This is the second participant from districts B 

to utilize this analysis. Participant B1C states that instruction is the most favorable 

portion while training session, or professional development, are less favorable. While 

some were uncertain what was favorable and less favorable due to the unfamiliarity with 

the system. Conferencing with administration is yet again mentioned as a favorability 

while the lingering anticipation of the entire process is less favorable while trying to work 
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with students on a daily basis. Planning is again mentioned as a concern while reflection 

is a positive aspect.  

 Through question six, the primary researcher inquires if their personal outcome of 

their evaluation results under their perspective evaluation has affected their teaching 

style. Answers vary dependent upon the teachers overall goal. One participant stated that 

as an aspiring administrator, it is expected to acquire nothing less than proficient. The 

participant cites that outcomes of scores are dependent on the level of work exerted by 

the teacher. This information is reaffirmed through another interviewee as the outcome 

makes them want to work hard and keep up to date on current research. Teachers states 

that the outcomes prompt a need to keep research for new and innovative ways in which 

the classroom can be kept engaging for the students. An interviewee stated that on a scale 

of one to ten, the outcome ranks daily as a seven as a reminder to open up for more 

student correspondence in the classroom environment. Only two participants stated the 

outcome had little impact. The participants cited that their scores were impressive, but 

there was in effect a desire to reiterate that as long as good practice and good teaching is 

in place there would be success for the students and the observation outcome.  

 All six of the participants from school district B stated that their teaching style 

changed under this evaluation system. The introduction and premise behind going from 

one state model to another state model brought forth some drastic and climatic 

differences for these teachers. School district A brought forth different tone since there 

was a change in 2011. The participants stated that there was never a level of awareness as 

to what practice looked like prior to the implementation of T-TESS.  
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 Question seven deciphered and disseminates the teacher as a visionary for all 

students in the learning role. Participants are asked if the effort of teacher supervision has 

affected their intended outcomes for their students. In school district the teachers answers 

are all based upon the student. Even though the question asks about their vision for the 

classroom all answers pertained to the role of the student. Interviewees stated that the 

children are first and foremost the outcome makers of the classroom setting. While there 

were answers of the teachers expectation it was outlined that the district appraisal 

instrument lends itself to assist the teacher a=in allowing the teacher to be successful in 

the classroom. Participant A2A even cites that through a few scores in assessment of 

students that were substandard that the teacher learned to improve in a way that made the 

classroom an environment that promotes student centered learning. 

 Answers from interviewee’s in school district B stated that through their 

quantified scores as well as outcomes on their evaluation changed their vision. “Going 

from PDAS to this model was eye opening.” Some teachers offered that there was stark 

differences in the expectations of the model that then changed teaching which 

transitioned change in the classroom.  Five of the six participants stated that this year is 

different in that the evaluation framework is one that has transitioned from foreign to 

familiar which will help for the upcoming school year.  

 In question eight, the primary researcher, asks if there are any staff development 

trainings that can offer specified support under their evaluation instrument. Each of the 

six participants stated that there were types of staff developments that could tailor their 

performance if they were to attend the session.  Each participant offers a suggestion of 

topics or themes that are suitable to their needs based upon prior evaluations of upcoming 
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research that is important to their success. Topics have a wide range which include: 

working with diverse populations, supporting dyslexia/Irlen learners, supporting bilingual 

learners, technology software updates, beginning of the year evaluation system refresher 

(in place currently, and helpful), instructional content sessions (in place currently during 

August back to school sessions), anything new based on research, Teachers College. The 

interviewees offer that any training can support them as there are components in which it 

can intertwine with success on the evaluation instruments wide array of components.  

 School district B’s participants sighted different answers. Of the six participants, 

zero gave examples of what training could do to offer and aid them in their practice. It 

was mentioned by two teachers that, “they trained us at the beginning of the year.” 

Teachers could not name a single instance, other than the T-TESS introductory training in 

August of 2015, in which a staff development could offer them support in their practice. 

There was reference that what can support them would consist of refreshers as this 

system is one that is new to the campus. One interviewee states that it is also possibly 

helpful to have a support system for instructional differentiation.  

  In question nine, participants explain if this evaluation has made any significant 

changes toward their belief system of their district, campus, and administrative appraiser. 

District A had wide view of variances within their belief system. Answers that consisted 

of “yes” all provided the primary researcher with positive oriented answers that offered 

reflection that helped them through the evaluation process. One participant cites that all 

entities in involved, including oneself, has always strived toward excellence in all 

educational endeavors. This instrument aligns with that instrument and offers 

stakeholders guidance into how that can best be highlighted and reaffirmed. Another 
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interviewee cited that this system is an evidence based approach that gives much more 

equipment for them to all be on the same platform for helping students. Participant A1C 

elaborates further to highlight that it was a learning curve for everyone in the initial 

stages, but the system offered an approach that was in a teamwork format. One 

interviewee cited the problems with the state created model and that it did not assist them 

in tailoring the needs to their students. Others cited that the system do not change their 

vision at all but that it was rather a reflection of what was necessary as a change from 

being in a state adopted model would be one that did not form its ideals best for this 

particular school district.  

 In School district B, each had varied individual answers as it pertained to this 

question of inquiry. One teacher cited that the instrumentation of this framework forced 

the administrative appraiser to provide the researcher with feedback. The teacher stated 

that she had never received this level of feedback before and it was quite enlightening to 

be coached rather than told what was simply wrong in their practice. All other 

interviewees were indecisive and unsure and many said that they were unsure as it has 

not provided them with the information needed to make the choice. Others cited “no” it 

has not.  

 Lastly the participants engage in information that presents student success rate. 

Participants were asked if teaching under this instrument has had any difference in the 

overall success of their students. The data from school district A is disseminated first. 

These participants stated answers varied in response overall. The initial interviewee 

began by stating that it has changed the success of the student because the entire 

facilitation of instruction has become more student centered in their classroom. It was 
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stated that, “change has transpired through me, which has transcended to the student body 

population.” The teacher stated that each of the four domains compiled make for a 

different outcome for students. Another teacher says that the evaluation system has had a 

greater impact on their teaching and the students. Students will do better if they take on a 

role that is more participatory and a role that the teacher requires them to be more 

participatory. One teacher states that she believed any model would have an impact on 

students, but that this particular model more so than the state adopted model that was the 

teacher was appraised under prior to 2011. Participant A2B cited that the student never 

knows the actual score, so with that information she stated that being a good teacher is 

essential to student success. The participant offered that it is more of a checklist as to 

what is necessary in classroom teaching.  

 Participants stated somewhat similar answers to the questions but found varied 

characteristics within the responses. They said that it was very different due to the 

amount of differences from the prior model. The interviewees stated that it was had 

inevitable ramifications on them which then transcended towards students. One teacher 

stated that the prior year the passing rate amongst the student the prior year was the same 

that it was during the 2015-2016 school year. Another participant cited that due to the 

fact that the students are much more engaged this year emphasizes that their success has 

grown within the realm of taking more ownership in their own work and learning. 

Additionally, the role of the principal is highlighted again as their required feedback 

gives more to teachers than they received under the prior system. An additional 

participant cited there was a change, but could not give examples as to how it has given 

them more student differentiated data. Interviewee BIA offered an answer that was more 
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intrinsic than that of the extrinsic factor such as an evaluation instrument. The teacher 

highlights that it is internal motivation of being an over achiever that truly captures the 

effects of the students achievement. She states that the students know the level of work 

by the teacher and that there is much more information that can measure the importance 

of the students’ knowledge. “Students know the teachers level of care and concern toward 

the classroom,” and that the evaluation itself is a building block toward the teacher 

evaluation. An additional interviewee stated that her students have done better, but was 

not comfortable in saying that it was because of the evaluation system. Due to the 

evaluation only going on its second year of implementation, there was reason to believe 

by one participant that it was too early to see the impact, if any, on the student 

achievement level.  

 Through ten open ended research questions, individuals provided honest, 

approachable and in-depth information to the primary researcher that engaged in a 

dialogue with promise to support and provide key information to determine if one 

evaluation has more buy-in than the other as well as making sure administrators and 

school board members are cognizant of the condition and factors that affect teacher 

evaluation systems. This information is applicable for additional research opportunities. 

Through the responses there was a vision for compiling six responses per evaluation into 

one generalization holistic to answer the organizational research question as it pertains to 

the entire supervisory role. Each answer to the question provides a compiled summative 

response to the primary researcher investigation.  
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Analysis of the Data  

 Acquiring and disseminating data from responses that have been generated based 

upon common themes and compiled through responses as “district A” and “district B.” 

Through the data presentation there were overall findings that can be asserted and 

claimed based upon these twelve responses. Based upon questions and the answers there 

analysis determines findings and answers to research questions. It was through cognitive 

interviews that common themes, trends and findings are conceptualized in seeing district 

implementation of district and state level implementations of evaluation models. Through 

data collection it can be analyzed that there is a plethora of information that can be 

analyzed based upon the findings. 

 Common themes consisted within an array of findings. Essentially, one finding 

consists of the fact that the age of the evaluation system has a common theme as to the 

teachers overall familiarity towards the system itself. Teacher that were appraised under 

the evaluation system for more than one year tended to have a belief system in the tool 

that was more comfortable than that of a participant who had fewer years of teaching 

experience. Years of experience as it pertained to teaching had varied levels of comfort 

and confidence in the system.  

 Additionally the more that the teacher has a role throughout the evaluation 

process, the more their belief system trends to be more positive. For participants in school 

district B, they were not accustomed to having a role and conversation piece as it pertains 

to their evaluation. The participants in school district A felt as though they were able to 

have more of a role in their evaluation system since has been a staple to their 

conversations with administration. Interviewees from school district B found this process 

to be one that was quite eye opening and concerning at first, but later felt it was helpful to 
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their evaluation in the end as it was new to them going from state adopted model to a 

more student centered state adopted model.  

 The role of the principal had a varied viewpoint from the mindset of the locally 

adopted models participants and the state adopted models participants. Those under the 

locally adopted model had the mindset within their belief system that the role of the 

principal/appraiser was one that was necessary and offered information that was to occur 

to best have students participate in the forefront of the outcome based model. This was 

essentially different for those in school district B. Those participants had not witnessed 

the administrator in this fashion under their prior state developed model and in turn were 

grateful to receive after being surprised of their involvement initially. Terminology 

toward specified domains and components were common among the participants in 

school district A and then were less specifically mention by the teachers in school district 

B.  

 Teacher input was one caveat that appeared to be more common in school district 

A’s answers as well as school district B’s answer. Participants from School district A 

gave information about the elements that impacted their teaching in a way that gave them 

more input towards their evaluation. The teachers even stated that the level of student 

input and output in the classroom component had such a heavy influence on their final 

evaluation scores. Teachers also were pleased to report that so many parts of this 

supervision model allow them to have input and dialogue points such as that of domain 4, 

professional responsibilities. As it pertained to school district B, many of them were not 

used to such a format and could not name the items if it existed at all in their evaluation 

system. For this component, the primary researcher can state that there are these 
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components in school district B’s state evaluation model, but however, there was little 

knowledge of its existence by the interviewees.  

 Teachers did not make mention of the tracks based upon experience, but there was 

however a point of conversation in which teachers had much input on the components of 

staff developments. The trends in the literature review cited that teachers often did not 

want to attend trainings that were a requirement but more within teacher choice (Warring, 

2015). Teachers under the locally developed model of school district A were more 

welcoming to the idea of staff development than that of school district B and the locally 

adopted model. Teachers in school district A were more accustomed to the idea that 

trainings should transpire as well as suggestions for the district to align the trainings with 

their evaluation system. Teachers in school district B did not have many suggestions as 

their staff development expectations were more at the classroom needs but lacked 

suggestions due to the state level.     

 Lastly, the success of the students is a factor and condition that is paramount to 

teacher, campus and district achievement (Danielson, 2008). Each district’s participants 

for the most part agreed that student achievement did change for the most part, but the 

information from school district A was able to name specified examples through the 

evaluation tool that could provide the researcher with direct items to tie the information 

towards. Interviewees from school district A stated that through self-training and self-

reflection that teachers are given additional data to better provide themselves with 

information on their specific students. The delivery of content and the self-inclusion for 

students was a guide in assisting the teacher in their lesson formation. Again, due to 

Texas law, there are similar components that must be included in the state created model, 
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but there is little stated by the participants through the collection of data that they exhibit 

this information through their epistemology in their interview.  

Summary 

 Through the gathering of qualitative data, interviewees provided the primary 

researcher with information as it pertains to their belief system towards their respective 

evaluation systems. Each of the findings were directly tied to emerging themes 

throughout the review of the literature and then were conveyed in a fashion that has the 

summative standpoints from the belief systems of those that participated in the locally 

created teacher supervision model as well as the participants evaluated under the state 

evaluation model. Although the evaluation systems are similar in nature, due to Texas 

law requiring that they must be, the belief systems of the teachers lack alignment from 

district and state level.  

 Results conclude varied levels of information due to the fact that the teachers 

have knowledge of how the system in turn became part of their evaluation system. 

Teachers in school district A became cognizant that in the 2011-2012 there was initiative 

by the school board and district level leadership that an adaptation was necessary from 

the state developed PDAS model. School district B’s teaches are aware that their 

transition occurred due to the state making a transition to the new model at the state level. 

Both districts are two large urban school districts from southeast Texas.  



 

CHAPTER V 

Discussion 

 

Overview of the Study 

 

 The goal of this study was to determine and investigate if there are any 

differences, similarities, and trends in teacher belief systems toward their respective 

evaluation systems. In doing so, this data provides the researcher with data on belief 

systems as it pertains to locally created evaluation systems. The same data is provided 

through the belief systems for teachers that are appraised under state evaluation tools. 

Chapter five provides a research summary of findings and general conclusions. This 

study provided information to district level leaders that have created a model of 

implementation among board and district administration. Moreover, there is a plethora of 

information for district leadership that has implemented the newest form of teacher 

evaluation systems in the state of Texas. Feedback can support the district, state, and 

campus leadership in creating the best way to reach, teach, and support teachers to assist 

students.  

 This study is designed to highlight common trends, themes, and commonalities 

that offer teacher input that can assist the classroom in a daily fashion. Qualitative data is 

an aid to support from first hand data analysis that offered information on the occurrences 

that gauge teachers in daily practice. The study takes place over the course of the 2016-

2017 school year, while teachers gather information using their recollections from the 

2015-2016 summative evaluation data. Teachers belief systems are analyzed based upon 

the information and experiences that they encountered. Information was provided on 
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what components of teacher supervision are effective and which components prove to be 

unbeneficial. Teacher’s answers guide the primary researcher to determine which causes 

of teacher supervision make teachers believe it is a system of support rather than a system 

that is a detrimental, micromanaged, and viewed with negative undertones in campus 

culture and climate.  

Statement of the Problem 

 

One consistency between the school districts in Texas and across the country is 

that teachers, although they are individuals of varied curriculum, grade levels and 

campuses, generally succumb to an evaluation by an upper level administrator, with the 

exception of the superintendent who is evaluated by the seven to nine board members 

dependent upon the district. Year after year, the factor that is analyzed is “who is being 

evaluated” and “who their evaluator is.” One item that is often not questioned is the 

appraisal tool that is being used. It is the instrument that is the gauge for actions taught, 

actions observed and actions recoded that bring about debate among practitioners. In 

more recent years in Texas, the framework for evaluations is PDAS, or, Professional 

Development Appraisal system, although each district has the freedom under state law to 

make adaptations or varied differentiations to for its district. The developing and current 

shift has been toward the new model, T-TESS. One urban district, a district in this study, 

in the state of Texas uses a local developed model developed based upon the Charlotte 

Danielson framework. Each year teachers and teacher unions denounce the evaluations of 

teachers due to the results of their evaluations. Often teachers infer and question that the 

time in which evaluations occur are in a small window of the time that actually 

encompasses the time frame in which they are actually teaching.  
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Although teachers do not have a selection or voice in how they are evaluated, they 

control what it is that they are instructing and then the items that they use to determine 

what is successful for their students. Although a gap of knowledge is not present between 

what administrators and teachers hope for as a year outcome (student, teacher and 

community success) there is however, a gap of knowledge in what it takes to have high 

student success and what the measurement tool considers “good teaching” for students to 

have demonstrated mastery among the state curriculum, or Texas Essential Knowledge 

and Skills, TEKS. The overall need for the entailed study is to evaluate and compare the 

effectiveness, beliefs, and experiences by teachers of one particular measurement or 

appraisal system which is a locally created and utilized model in an urban Texas school 

district versus those under the newly created and state developed model.  An assessment 

and evaluation of the instrument, rather than the evaluation of the teacher or 

administrator, can offer assistance in determining the effectiveness of how one districts 

deviation of the state developed system influences this particular district in regard to the 

state model.  The information can offer solutions to the questioned problems with in the 

research. Moreover, feedback can be provided for district and state lawmakers for the 

development and enhancement that teacher evaluation can have on student learning.  

Through the methodology, essential questions were answered to the following 

items based upon answers from twelve Texas Teachers: 

Research Question One: 

Explain what elements of this appraisal system influence your teaching? 

Research Question Two: 

Describe what is your overall perception of teacher evaluation instruments? 
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Research Question Three: 

What components of the appraisal system process make you a better teacher? 

(d) Conferencing with administration 

(e) Reading and reviewing literature on the tool itself 

(f) Self-Reflection at the conclusion of the formal observation 

Research Question Four: 

What elements, if any, are most cumbersome in the evaluation process? 

Research Question Five: 

Which components of this system are most favorite? Which components are less 

favorable? 

Research Question Six: 

To what degree has the outcome of your evaluation under this instrument affected 

your teaching style? 

Research Question Seven: 

Explain how the overall efforts of the teacher evaluation system affect your vision 

of classroom instructional outcomes? 

Research Question Eight: 

What trainings/staff development can support you to be successful under this 

tool? 

Research Question Nine: 

Has this evaluation tool changed your perceptions of your district, campus or 

appraiser? 

Research Question Ten: 
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Has teaching under this tool made any difference in the overall success of your 

students? 

Through these 120 total answers, there were distinct and profound data used for 

comparative analysis purposes that offered the primary researcher information which 

truly gave insight as to what elements and components of the locally adopted and state 

adopted models prove to be supportive, questionable and indecisive for the practitioner. 

The information gathered from these two large urban school districts in southeast Texas 

can support ample clarification that can be used to determine the effectiveness of the 

teacher supervision process at it ties to success rates at the campus level and self-

reflective correction for teachers.  

Implications of Teacher Supervision 

 Teacher supervision does not often have positive attitudes in the field of education 

(Goodwin & Webb, 2014). Teachers have felt an array of feelings about supervision as it 

has not been made to attribute positively to a teachers belief system. This research argues 

some of the basic ideas presented in traditional literature. The two contemporary models 

as examined in this research offer a newfound acceptance of the concept, although there 

are mild critiques on the concepts through the framework.  

Recommendations for Further Research 

 

 The research presented in this study offers guidance as to what can be offered in 

further research. Teacher evaluation has been viewed as a contentious conundrum by 

many but necessary in nature. Additional topics for future research include teacher 

retention based upon the evaluation system in which the teacher is appraised under. To 

analyze even more vaguely, the idea of examining if teachers have left the field ever 



97 
 

 

based upon the initial concept of teacher evaluation. Through numerous focus groups, 

there are have been studies in which the evaluation of the teacher supervision has played 

a role in not only the teacher retention but administrator/campus relations.  

 Determining if teachers scores are aligned to the students data on standardized test 

scores has also been one of the more recent attempts at determining numerical and 

quantified answers to the success rate of teacher evaluations. Although data has not 

reflected this factor or condition, this one area of future research that is dependent on 

gathering additions sources and information.  

Summary 

 

 It is through the research, methodology, results, and findings of this study that 

teachers, campus administration, district leaders, school board members, and state 

lawmakers have site-based decision making committee information that is essential in 

district and campus improvement plans. Teachers desire to promote and coin information 

to the staff in which it can be used to make determinations and alterations to the campus 

so that information can be disaggregated to better the future of the campus, its leadership, 

and self-awareness and growth through the practitioner. Though insurmountable changes 

and adaptations have transpired through the subject of teacher evaluation, there have been 

contentious and concerning effects on its value and significance to the field of education.
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