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ABSTRACT

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF THE DANIELSON/MCGREAL MODEL OF
DIFFERENTIATED EVALUATION AND ITS IMPACT ON PROFESSIONAL
GROWTH

The purpose of this study was to gain knowledge about the Danielson/McGreal
model of differentiated evaluation, and determine if it increased professional growth
while fostering teacher interaction around teaching and learning as well as promoted a
sound, professional climate.

This study was based on the perceptions of one hundred and two teachers in a
kindergarten through eighth grade school system in its fourth year of implementation of
the Danielson/McGreal model of differentiated teacher evaluation. Data was collected
through a Likert scale survey instrament which enabled the researcher to: (a) examine the
principal leadership in each school; {b) explore the frequency of teacher collaboration/
interaction centered around teaching and learning; (c) analyze the professional ¢limate in
each school; (d) investigate the support of the entire district for professional growth, local
innovation and focus on teaching and learning; and {(¢) analyze teachers’ perceptions of
their own professional growth while engaged in the district’s differentiated evaluation
model.

The findings of this study indicated that the groups of teachers with regard to years of
teaching experience, did not differ significantly regarding their rating of principal
leadership, teacher interaction around teaching and learning, the general school climate,
the support for professional development from the district, and their own professional

development and reform climate in their school.



The results of this study indicate sepport for the conclusion that the teachers’
perceptions of their own professional development using the Danielson/McGreal model
of differentiated evaluation, were effected by whether the teachers completing the Bay
Area School Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey (BASRC) had their bachelors or
masters degree. The teachers with bachelor degrees had statistically significant higher
ratings.

One of the most important recommendations resulting from this study is the need
for further research into the characteristics of the Danielson/McGreal model of
differentiated evaluation because it is 2 new model in the state of New Jersey, with little

research to support it.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction

Forward-looking school boards, superintendents, and faculty are trying mightily

to break the mold (or ranks) and make new school organizations that serve

children better. To do this while staying with the old performance evaluation
model 1s as difficult as playing the piano as you carry it upstairs. When a school
system decides to give teachers and support staff a voice in organizational
decision processes, it needs a new assessment mode to drive cultural change and
align faculty and administrator behaviors with a district’s new values, mission and

objectives. (Manatt & Benway, 1998, pp. 42)

According to Peterson (2000), teacher evaluation as practiced in the
overwhelming majority of school districts in this country consists of erroneous thinking
and doing. Administrators occasionally visit classrooms, less often meet with teachers to
talk over their work, and fill out annual report forms. Teachers, for their part, put up with
the activity and continue to teach as they always have. Educators tell each other, and the
public, that the purpose of this type of evaluation is to improve teaching. Few seem to
notice that evaluation does not improve practice, and both teachers and administrators
continue in their ways in spite of the rhetoric of feedback for change.

Instead of practices that may be redundant and uninformative, teacher evaluation
can be made to work. Evaluation can reassure teachers that they are doing good and

valued jobs, give security and status to well-functioning teachers, spread innovative



education ideas, and reassure the public that teachers are successfully contributing to this

society. New directions in teacher evaluation are needed for these payoffs (Peterson,
2000).

The original purposes of teacher evaluation instruments were hiring, firing,
promotion, merit pay, and teacher growth and improvement. They were used as measures
of accountability and competence. These data are normally required by state law to
demonstrate at least minimum competence, and must be objectively verifiable and
standardized for all teachers (Wilson & Wood, 1996).

According to the New Jersey Administrative Code, Title 6, 6:3-4.1 and 6:3-4.3:
the purpose of this procedure for the observation and evaluation of nontenured
teaching staff members shall be to identify deficiencies, extend assistance for the
correction of such deficiencies, improve professional competence, provide a basis
for recommendations regarding reemployment and improve the quality of
instruction received by the pupils served by the public schools. Nontenured
teachers must be observed three times per year for a minimum duration of one
class period. Each of the three observations shall be followed within a reasonable
period of time, by a conference between the administrative or supervisory staff
member who has made the observation and written evaluation, and the nontenured
teaching staff member. An additional written annual evaluation summarizing the
nontenured teacher’s performance for the entire school year is to be completed at
the end of each academic year, The purpose for evaluating tenured staff members
is to: (a) promote professional excellence and improve the skills of teaching staff

members, (b) improve pupil learning and growth, and (c) provide a basis for the



review of performance of tenured teaching staff members. An observation will

occur a minimum of once per year. The annual summary conference between the

teacher and the evaluator should take place before the annual written evaluation is

filed (p. 21).

Although the intent of the New Jersey Administrative Code is to foster improved
practice and long term developmental growth in the teaching force, the processes and
procedures that districts in New Jersey adopt to implement the Code vary from district to
district (Capasso et al., 1996). Therefore, the degrees of professional growth may also
vary from district to district.

According to Donald Haefele (1993) a clear sense of purpose should govern the
design of a teacher evaluation system. The system should: {a) screen out unqualified
persons from certification and selection processes; {b) provide constructive feedback to
individual educators; (c) recognize and help reinforce outstanding service; (d) provide
direction for staff development practices; {¢) provide evidence that will withstand
professional and judicial scrutiny; (f) aid institutions in terminating incompetent or
unproductive personnel; and (g) unify teachers and administrators in their collective
efforts to educate students.

A teacher’s career, like that of other professionals, has a distinct life cycle. The
job is complex, and skillful practice requires considerable time and support to acquire.
But once a teacher attains a certain level of proficiency, professional learning takes a
different form from that experienced earlier in the process, and can be more self-directed.
And if teachers slip in their skill, if their performance drops below a certain acceptable

level, they can also benefit from higher levels of support and more intensive assistance.



This suggests that the procedures used in the evaluation process can be different for those
at different stages of their careers (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).

Evaluation has often been a meaningless exercise, endured by both teachers and
evaluators. Recently, howcvgr, schools and districts have discovered that they can shape
an evaluation system so that it contributes substantially to the quality of teaching.
Principals and other administrators who evaluate teachers have high hopes for their roles
(Drake & Roe, 1986; Greenfield, 1987). They want to exert leadership that supports
successfiil instruction and curriculum, enables quality teacher performance, creates a
school that functions as a learning community, and (ultimately) fosters pupil growth and
achievement in knowledge, skills, and attitudes. It is clear to practitioners and scholars
alike that the principal/evaluator can make these differences in school quality (National
Association of State Boards of Education, 1984; Wiles & Bondi, 2000).

A key role for principal leadership is that of teacher evaluation. Although it is
only the duty of one administrator and only one part of the whole picture of school
operation, teacher evaluation is a central educational function. In this important school
role, no other player has such a range of involvement as does the principal. No other
single participant can tip the balance between perfunctory, noneffective teacher
evaluation and practices that foster the best in teacher performance, student learning, and
school well being (Peterson, 2000).

According to Peterson (2000), the good that has resuited from current
conventional teacher evaluation practice is more the result of the individuals doing the
activity than of the designs, tools, and district evaluation systems being used. At present,

administrators produce better results than educators have any right to expect given



traditional teacher evaluation practices and directions. Yet practitioners and scholars
agree on the need for administrators who continue to strive for the best. It is time for
schoo! districts to do a better structural job of teacher evaluation; the need is clear for
systems that are worthy of the people who take on the tasks.

Differentiation is a way of thinking and planning to provide each teacher with an
opportunity to grow beyond his/her current level of skills and understanding. Charlotte
Danielson, Development Leader for the Educational Testing Service, the copyright owner
and Thomas L. McGreal, Professor Emeritus of Educational Organization and
Leadership, have initiated a differentiated teacher evaluation model that merges the dual
purposes of accountability and professional development (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).
It gives teachers options within supervision and evaluation systems. These options
include such activities as participating in peer coaching, interactive journals, curriculum
projects, conducting action research projects, developing portfolios, and writing and
carrying out self-directed professional development plans. Just as teachers have different
teaching styles, so do they have different learning styles.

According to Burke-Guild and Garger (1998), awareness of style will help
educators and administrators respond to one anothet’s needs in evaluation and
supervision. An administrator must understand that some teachers need specific time
commitments for evaluative visits and clear objective criteria. Others may want and need
a casual observation schedule with more focus on the less tangible aspects of teaching,
such as climate, student relationships, and motivation. When administrators and teachers
understand one another’s needs, they can use the supervisery process to take advantage of

one another’s strengths,



Effective leaders understand that they are in the environment-building business.
Change that occurs does so against the odds. Critical to beating the odds is establishing
an environment that balances the necessity for change with an atmosphere that supports
change. Further, an educational leader is a mirror of a larger culture that is reflective in
the classroom. As leaders, we ought not do what we would not want teachers to do in
their classrooms. In this regard, Tomlinson and Allen (2000} believe that an effective
change agent is as follows:

1. Balances mandates with winning trust and commitment;

2. Respects the differences among staff members and builds on them in positive
ways;

3. Creates opportunities for teachers and administrators to build a sense of
community;

4. Works against “good guy” (complier)/ “bad guy” (noncomplier) dichotomies;

5. Continuvally nurtures the growth and professionalism of individuals;

6. Promotes risk-taking by creating safe and fear-free settings;

7. Designs a satisfying learning process for teachers to continually expand their
capacities;

8. Builds opportunities for teacher success and recognizes that success;

9. Allows their own vision to grow through collaboration with others; and

10. Promotes development of creative solutions to problems.
An effective leader for differentiation understands that she/he plays the same role with

teachers that teachers play with their students. Such a leader should continually model



effective differentiation for and community building among teachers (Tomlinson &

Allen, 2000).

In deciding on evaluation instruments that provide high-quality feedback to
teachers, districts may prefer to use models developed by others or to develop their own
model. In either case, Tomlinson and Allen (2000) believe the instruments should (a)
address differentiation in the context of high-quality curriculum and instruction, and (b)
be closely aligned with those areas in which the district has provided consistent and
effective support. Teachers must always have a major voice in the selection and
construction of feedback tools, how those tools will be applied, and how results will be
used. Whatever formal assessment tools are ultimately used, they should have room to
accommodate teacher variance.

Remcmﬁcr the significance of providing differentiation for teachers, exactly as we

ask them to provide it for students, based on readiness, interest, and learning

profiles. That teachers grow in their capacities to respond to student variance
ought to be nonnegotiable, but teachers should have real flexibility in the arcas
they target for their own growth, the means by which they achieve the growth,

and the way they demonstrate it (Tomlinson & Allen, 2000, p. 95).

Like most things in life and education, worthwhile evaluation is complex. We
can say three things about evaluation of outcomes. First, leaders will see things they
don’t like, and as a resuit, have a chance to adapt and strengthen plans, as well as see
prospects for long-term success. Second, leaders will see things they believe are strong.
Hard-working and dedicated educators sometimes focus on areas that are not fully

successful and become discouraged. According to Tomlinson and Allen (2000), in order



to continue a change effort, we must regularly remind ourselves of our hard-earned
successes. Effective evaluations can help ensure that we celebrate what works. Third,
we owe it to those whose trust we hold to keep tabs on what we do. To maintain that
trust is to maintain support for continued growth.

In summary, it is clear that we are entering a new era of evaluation in which the
different learning styles and levels of teacher experience and competence are taken into
account. A “one size fits all” method of evaluation is no longer the norm,

Within this study of a K-8 suburban district using the Daniclson/McGreal model
of differentiation int the State of New Jersey, this researcher will determine if the model
increases professional growth while fostering teacher interaction around teaching and
learning as well as promoted a sound, professional climate. This study wﬁs based on the

perceptions of the teachers.

Purpose of the Study and Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to gain knowledge about the Danielson/McGreal
model of differentiated evaluation, and determine if it increased professionat growth
while fostering teacher interaction around teaching and learning as well as promoted a
sound, professional c¢limate. This study was based on the perceptions of the teachers in a
K-8 suburban district.

The newly implemented model has been designed to address six main areas of
deficiency in the current teacher evaluation system: (a) outdated, limited, evaluative
criteria; (b) few shared values and assumptions about good teaching; {c) lack of precision

in evaluating performance; {d) hierarchical one-way communication; (e) no difference



between novice and experienced practitioners; and (f) limited administrator expertise

(Danielson & McGreal, 2000).

Research Questions:

This study will address the following research questions:

L. To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal perpetuates a
healthy, quality school environment encouraging professional development, with regard
to teaching experience?

2. To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal perpetuates a
healthy, quality school environment encouraging professional development, with regard
to educational background?

3 To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a fostering of teacher
interaction around teaching and learning, with regard to teaching experience?

4, To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a fostering of teacher
interaction around teaching and learning, with regard to educational background?

5. To what extent do teachers perceive that their school climate promotes
professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection, with regard to teaching
experience?

6. To what extent do teachers perceive that their school climate promotes
professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection, with regard to educational .
background?

7. To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district supports the
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professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching and
learning, with regard to teaching experience?

8. To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district supports the
professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching and
learning, with regard to educational background?

9. To what extent do teachers perceive that the Danielson/McGreal model of
differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth, with regard to teaching
experience?

10.  To what extent do teachers perceive that the Danielson/McGreal mode! of
differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth, with regard to

educational background?

Definition of Terms
Teacher Evaluation Process: The evaluation process inctudes a four-step procedure:

1. The pre-conference, which is intended to establish communication
between the teacher and evaluator in a relaxed manner. The evaluator should engage the
teacher in a conceptual rehearsal of the lesson to be observed and the teacher should
provide an overview of his/her intents.

2. The observation, which is the actual and systemic observation of teaching.
The focus is the teacher in action and the classroom story that unfolds as a result of this
action.

3. The post-conference, which should take the following form: (a) the

observer displays the data recorded during the observation; (b) the teacher analyzes what
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was happening during the lesson as evidenced by the data; (c) the teacher, with the help
of the evaluator, interprets the behaviors of teacher and students as represented by the
observational data; (d) the teacher, with assistance (and sometimes guidance) decides on
alternative approaches for the future to size those aspects that were satisfving; and (e) the
evaluator reinforces the teacher’s announced intentions for change when the evaluator
agrees with them or helps the teacher modify the intentions if there is some disagreement.

4, A written (formative) evaluation is completed by the evaluator after the
post-conference. An annual (summative) written evaluation is submitted at the end of the
academic year, summarizing the teacher’s total annual performance (McGreal, 1983).

Summative Evaluation: 1t is used for the purpose of making consequential
decisions. It may include: screening out unsuitable candidates, dismissing incompetent
teachers, and providing legally defensible evidence (Quality Assurance) (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000).

Formative Evaluation: It is used for the purpose of enhancing the professional
skills of teachers. It may include: providing constructive feedback, recognizing and
reinforcing outstanding practice, providing direction for staff development and unifying
teachers and administrators around improved student learning (Professional
Development) (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).

Evaluator: The administrator who has direct supervisory responsibility for a
teacher’s evaluation (Could also be a combination of supervisor and principal.)

School Climate: Climate is a fluctuating rather than static condition, influenced by
changes in outside forces as well as by the emotions of the staff and students (Dietrich &

Bailey, 1996). A positive school climate is important in maintaining an effective
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educational environment characterized by excellence, productivity, and cooperation
(Rojewski, McInemy, Currin, & Smith, 1990).

Danielson/McGreal Teacher Evaluation Framework: A framework
intended to merge the dual purposes of accountability and professional
development while differentiating between nontenured teachers, tenured teachers,
and teachers in need of assistance, This framework is built around a research-
based set of teaching standards: (a) teacher evatuation should be built arcund a
range of sources of data and information, allowing teachers to demonstrate their
mastery of the standards; (b) teacher evaluation should provide opportunities for
teachers at different stages to be involved in different processes and activities; and
(c) teacher evaluation should be heavily focused on the formative aspects of
evaluation, using staff-directed activities for the purpose of promoting
professional learning. The components of professional practice should include:
Domain 1: Planning and Preparation, Domain 2: The Classrcom Environment,
Domain 3: Instruction, and Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000). (A detailed explanation of the Domains can be found in
Appendix A.)

Peer Coaching: Peer coaching is a relationship between two professionals with
each participant offering insights that result in the improvement of teaching and learning.
In peer coaching, teachers work in pairs or groups. As a team, or as individuals, they
observe each other’s classes to provide critical feedback and offer ongoing support. Peer
coaching encourages the sharing of expertise (Researched School District Handbook, NJ,

1998).
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Interactive Journals: Interactive journals involve an ongoing wriqitcn dialogue
between the teacher and the administrator wherein the principal gains a h%ightcned
knowledge of the teacher’s practice, and the teacher engages in authentic brofessional
development through analysis, discussion and reflection of his/her own W;Jrk. Journal
writing supports collaboration and collegiality (Researched School Distridf:t Handbook,
NJ, 1998). :

Curriculum Projects: The curriculum related project allows the téacher the
chance to increase scholarly background by examining and analyzing Minent
curriculum documents and/or programs. This model offers and opportuniity for
curriculum integration through the development of thematic units. It affoii‘ds teachers the
opportunity to pilot curriculum materials (Researched School District Han?&dbook, NJ,
1998). |

Action Research: Action research is a reflective and systematic aﬁ}proach to the
resolution of specific classroom problems experienced by a teacher or grdup of teachers.
The research process begins when teachers seriously examine and reflect iabout what is
happening in their classrooms. It continues as the teacher looks for alternative ways to
resolve issues and concerns. Action research follows a systematic approa:ch to solving
classroom problems (Researched School District Handbook, NJ, 1998). i

Portfolios: Portfolios contain evidence of teaching and learning that reflect the
thinking process of the teacher. A portfolio is a concrete product with inf@ormation
collected over a period of time that illustrates the work of the teacher and@documents self-
reflection. It is an opportunity for teachers to showcase their professionai and person

growth. More than a presentation of artifacts, portfolios offer an opportunity to self-
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assess, reflect, and improve instruction {Researched School District Handbook, NJ,
1998).

Self-Directed Professional Development Plans: A supervisory plan that would
meet a curricular, instructional, or program goal. Examples include: out-of-district
conference attendance, followed by an action plan/project and implementation of project,
establishment of an interdisciplinary project or unit, independent study, collaborative
proposals, and/or non-instructional staff projects (Researched School District Handbook,
NJ, 1998).

Teachers: For the purpose of this study, the teachers will be from public schools
in one suburban district. An elementary teacher is a person teaching an average class size
of 21 students in grades kindergarten through fifth, covering all major academic subjects.
A middle school teacher is a person teaching an average class size of 22 students in
grades sixth through eighth, with emphasis on a particular subject area (e.g., Social
Studies, Math, Science, Language Arts, etc.). The special teachers will remain exclusive

to their subject area in all grades (e.g., Music, Art, Physical Education, ete.).

Delimitations of the Study
1. The Danielson/McGreal Model is so new in the state of New Jersey that
there are limited to no studies on the effectiveness of this model.
2. The Hawthorne Effect may affect the data since this model of evaluation is
only in its fourth year of implementation. Teachers may be initially enthused about the
new process by the fact that they are at the forefront of all other districts interested in its

success or failure.
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3. The attitudes of experienced teachers (10 years or more) and teachets
newer to the field (4 - 9 years) may have an effect, positive or negative, on the outcome
on the data.

4. There may be several other factors that have an effect on professional
growth, other than the method of evaluation being used.

5. The researcher is limiting the methodology in this study by using a
quantitative instrument which is only one of the many ways to conduct research.

6. The researcher is limiting the study to only one district, since it is the only
district in the state of New Jersey in their fourth year of implementation, Ali other
districts are in the initial groundwork and piloting stages.

7. The researcher is limiting the study to perceptions of 102 teachers in a
kindergarten through eighth grade district, excluding administrators, students, and

community member perceptions,
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CHAPTER 11
Literature Review

Formal teacher evaluation has been a component of education since at least the
turn of the century with the move during the 1890s to school centralization
(Rousmaniere, 1997). The first evaluation programs were based on scientific
management theory and involved lists of personality traits thought to be responsible for
effective teaching (Ellett & Garland, 1997). Over the years, these lists have evolved in
response to both changes in society and the perception of schooling and the desire for
more objective, research-based means of assessing teaching (Wood, 1992), These
research-based lists are checklists of teaching behaviors thought to have a high
correlation with student achievement (Tuckman, 1995). Since the mid 1980s, many of
these checklists have been based on Madeline Hunter’s Effective Instruction Model,
which includes traits, characteristics, objectives, and indicators of competent teaching,
Most notably, the Hunter model defines the 7-point lesson plan as essential to effective
teaching (Downey, Frase, & Peters, 1994). While these behavior-based assessment tools
have enjoyed wide popularity, and are even mandated by some states, some districts have
cither never used them or have forsaken them in favor of open-ended topic commentaries
by the evaluator (Petersen, 1995).

The history of education shows that evaluation of schools has not always centered
on how well teachers and administrators perforrn. Evaluation of schools was often based

on such things as the school building, its architecture, its library, course offerings,
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expenditure per child, the number of certified teachers, and degrees held by the staff of
the school (Thomas, 1979).

Early in the history of the United States, educators were evaluated on their traits
and attributes. Many believed quality was based on such criteria as good grooming, loud
voice, proper speech, good looks, and personality. Because of this belief, many lists of
traits were developed and used to measure and evaluate teachers (Thomas, 1979).

Current trends point toward performance evaluations for improvement. If
districts want to improve teachers in general, administrators should determine their
strengths and weaknesses and assist them with their weaknesses. However, this cannot
be done using an instrument constructed solely to determine if specific behaviors are
observed or not observed on a particular visit (Thomas, 1979).

The purposes for evaluation are valid, but an examination of the literature reveals
that the same instrument should not be used to fulfill all purposes. An instrument used to
collect information (data) for dismissal should not be the same as one used to determine
strengths and weaknesses for improvement. Evaluation instruments are designed to
collect and record specific types of data. The areas/domains to be observed are often
different (Wilson & Wood, 1996).

According to Anderson (1986), classroom performance and observation of the
performance is an essential part of teacher evaluation. There have been many
instruments developed to measure teacher behavior and performance, but measuring all
behaviors (good and bad) is difficult because there are no indicators on the instrument.

In an article by Stiggins (1986), the reasons or purposes of teacher evaluations are

addressed. Some instruments or evaluations are used for hiring, promotion, and merit
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pay of teachers. These instruments are used as measures of accountability and
competences. These data are normally required by state law to demonstrate at least
minimal competence of teachers, and must be “verifiably objective and standardized for
all teachers and administrators” (p.53). The other main purpose for evaluation is teacher
growth or improvement.

Both types of evaluation (accountability and growth) are important, but the same
instrument should not be used for both purposes. According to Stiggins (1986),
instruments are designed for one of two purposes: to eliminate incompetent teachers or to
identify weaknesses for improvement. In other words, an instrument for growth should
help good teachers become better teachers by identifying weak areas to be improved.
This instrument should not be used to observe whether a competency or behavior is met.

In 1987, Ellett and Garland reported the results of a national survey of school
district level teacher evaluation practices conducted in 1985 in the 100 largest school
districts in the United States. The study included analyses of the quality of evaluation
instruments and methodologies used by the various districts in view of defrclopmcnts
(from 1976) of large-scale teacher assessment programs in states and districts nationwide.
Key findings of the study pointed to several concerns about teacher evaluation
instruments, practices, and procedures that were in use at that time at the local district
level. For example, more emphasis was placed on the use of teacher evaluation data for
summative (dismissal and remediation) rather than formative (professional development)
purposes. Policy bases of local district evaluation systems were somewhat deficient in
the areas of establishing performance standards and in implementing comprehensive

training programs to train evaluators to make reliable judgments about teaching and



learning in classrooms. Few systems allowed for the use of evaluators external to the

schootl district for the inclusion of peer teachers as assessors. As welll, local systems were
slow to design procedures to accommodate the potential adverse effects of evaluation
context variables on the reliability and credibility of evaluation data and processes.
Results of the study indicated that these teachet evaluation systems and the philosophical
basis on which local districts established such systems were neither greatly informed nor
influenced by recent developments in large-scale teacher evaluation programs (Ellett &
Garland, 1987).

While there is often some argument at the local tevel about the espoused versus
the “real” purpose of evaluation, educators overall are in accord regarding its general
purpose (Bolton, 1973). Bolton lists the following specific functions of teacher
evaluation as the means for fulfilling this major purpose:

1. To improve teaching through the identification of ways to change teaching
systems, teaching environments, or teaching behaviors.

2. To supply information that will lead to the modification of assignments,
such as placements in other position, promotions, and terminations.

3. To protect students from incompetence and teachers from unproefessional
administrators.

4, To reward superior performance.

5. To validate the school system’s teacher selection process.

6. To provide a basis for teachers’ career planning and professional

development.
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If this agreement exists, why does teacher evaluation remain an extraordinarily
controversial and disruptive influence within local school settings? In mast instances the
difficulties arise not with the concept or the general purposes, but from the way
evaluation is carried out. Actual evaluation is most often directed by the requirements of
the evaluation system. And herein lies trouble, because in many cases the system is the
problem (McGreal, 1983).

The major difficulties associated with developing effective teacher evaluation
systems are well-documented. They include such things as poor teacher-supervisor
attitudes toward evaluation, the difficulties in separating formative and summative
evaluation, inadequate measurement devices, lack of reliable and consistent teaching
criteria, the lack of reliable data collection techniques, the fallibility of standard feedback
mechanisms, and the general lack of training of teachers and supervisors in the evaluation
process (McGreal 1983).

Traditional teacher performance appraisal programs are based on the same
assumptions that underlie appraisal programs in other organizations. Namely, they are
based on a positivistic paradigm; they seek to quantify teaching performance, objectify it,
and rate it. With these data, administrators attempt to justify renewing contracts for
untenured teachers, retaining those with tenure, and becoming accountable to parents and
the community (Prybylo, 1998).

It is also worth noting that politics is a ubiquitous and often insidious factor in
teacher assessment, just as it is in every other aspect of schooling, Schools are contextual
institutions that are heavily influenced by the politics and culture of the communities in

which they reside. They must respond to the transient whims of local, state, and national
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politics, but they must also acknowledge and respond to the political dynamics within the
schoo! building (Blase, 1991). Hartoonian (1991}, for example, pointed out that
traditional teacher assessment is primarily an expression of control and authority, an
unmistakable remnant of scientific management theory and a clear cxcrc_isc of political
power. Administrators, therefore, must become acutely aware of their own political
motivations, the political motivations of their constituencies, and the macro-politics of
society (Blase, 1991). Politics is an inevitable fact of life in schools, and successful
administrators must recognize this. As Farkas and Johnson (1993) pointed out, “Politics
is how change occurs, how disputes are mediated, and how consensus is reached. The
challenge is to keep politics from descending into pettiness and parochialism” (p. 5).

Whatever one claims the purpose of teacher pcfformancc assessment to be, and
whichever form of assessment is used, these programs suffer the same pitfalls that beset
evaluation programs in other organizations. Rater error is a consistent problem, and is
perhaps more pronounced in schools because the rater is far removed from the daily
activities of teachers (Prybylo, 1998). In traditional assessment programs, principals
observe teachers for short periods two or three times a year, script what they observe, and
decide whether what they saw complied with competencies described by the assessment
instrument, Assuming that objective performance assessment is possible, one of the most
basic premises of the process is that the rater be thoroughly knowledgeable about the
ratee’s routine behavior (Milkovich & Boudreau, 1997).

Two issues may compound the observation. First, teachers being observed often
change the way they teach in order to suit what they believe the observer wants to see

(Marshall, 1996). The principal becomes, in essence, the audience for a stage



22

performance by the teacher who uses a script derived from the assessment tool. When

this happens, even the principal who somehow could be completely objective, does not

see what usually happens in this classroom, only what happens during the observation.

Any judgments made about the teacher become irrelevant because they do not reflect the

normal behaviors of the teacher (Prybyle, 1998).

Second, even if teachers do not alter their lessons for observation,

a host of other

factors besides instructional method affect what goes on in classrooms. Quite possibly,

and unfortunately for both the teacher and evaluator, external conditions ¢ould alter the

intended delivery of the lesson (Marshall, 1996). The teacher is penalized because the

evaluator did not have the opportunity to observe the prescribed or intended behavior,

and the evaluator is penalized by not getting an accurate picture of that teacher’s true

abilities.

The teacher performance appraisal process {i.e., pre-conference, observation,

post-conference, and summation) is fundamentally flawed because it is grounded in two

basic assumptions. First, it assumes that the evaluator will have the oppo

observe typical behaviors in a classroom during an observation. Second,

rtunity to

it assumes that

the evaluator has the capacity to be objective and rational in defining what is observed.

Both of these assumptions are positivistic and cannot account for normal

fluctuations in

teacher and student behavior of the environment. And, these assumptions do not consider

the human values, beliefs, and biases that the evaluator brings to the proc

which the observations are filtered (Wood, 1992).

ess and through

It seems clear that there are two issues that a school district must address if it is to

increase the effectiveness of its teacher evaluation system:
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1. It must lock seriously at the evaluation system that now exists, particularly
with regard to its purposes, procedures, processes, and instrumentation. It is imperative
that congruence exists between the things a district wants its system to be and to do, and
those things that a system requires of the people involved.

2, The district must provide all the members of the school wim appropriate
training and guided practice in the skills and knowledge necessary to implement and
effectively maintain the system.

Both of these requirements tend to focus on the procedural side of evaluation. This
concern for the system and for its procedures and processes is not intended to deny the
importance of the individual relationship between a supervisor and a teacher. Experience
shows that a positive, supportive relationship between a knowledgeabie supervisor and a
committed teacher is still the most effective way to produce improved instruction
(McGreal, 1983).

One of the primary criticisms of teacher evaluations is that they are largely
incapable of providing meaningful insight into teacher competence. They only measure
or identify those teachers who lack the basic competencies necessary for teaching. In
many school districts teacher evaluations are only a perfunctory bureaucratic
requirement; they give very little information to the school district personnel who often
have te make decisions whether to retain or dismiss a teacher. The principals make very
brief visits and hurried conferences in order to comply with school district policies
(Hammond, 1986).

Several questions that school administrators should consider before embarking on

the crucial but time-consuming task of evaluating teachers include:
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1. Does the traditional method of teacher evaluation provide school
principals with satisfactory insights into the quality of instruction taking place in their
schools, or is it simply an exercise in personnel management?

2. Does it promote a healthy dialogue about teaching and schooling between
teachers and administrators, or does it provide only a forum for discussing how well
teachers maintain the status quo?

3. Does it encourage new ways of thinking about education and innovative
teaching strategies, or does it restrict teaching to a prescribed methodology?

4. Does traditional teacher evaluation differentiate between formative and
summative functions or does the same program seek to fulfill both?

5. Ultimately, is teacher evaluation a meaningful exercise for both the
principals and the teacher, or is it a burden to be endured for the sake of bureaucracy?
(Prybylo, 1998)

Evaluating teaching is undoubtedly one of the most important tasks that
administrators are called on to do. Evaluation is a substantial role of those in leadership
positions in any organization, and, as such, ought to be grounded in the same
organizational philosophy and vision that guides all of its significant activities.
According te Stronge (1997), a “dynamic relationship between the teacher and the school
exists in a healthy organization; What’s good for the organization must also be good for
the teacher” (p. 3). Noting that this relationship is synergistic, Stronge pointed out that a
healthy relationship between the teacher and the school enhances the schaol’s ability to
meet its goals and that a “conceptually sound and properly implemented evaluation

system” (p. 15) for teachers is a vital component of school reform. Furthermore, teacher
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evaluation is critical because, as Tucker and Kindred (1997) pointed out, “instructional
expertise is the heart of the learning enterprise” (p. 60). Without quality instruction, there
cannot be quality learning; without instructional evaluation, quality instruction cannot be
documented; and unless quality instruction can be documented, institutional goals cannot
be evaluated.

Teacher evaluation ought to be concerned with identifying outstanding teachers,
encouraging innovative teaching, and promoting the goals of collegiality, professional
development, and education improvement. Teacher evaluation connected in a
meaningful way to professional development would acknowledge teachers’ professional
ability to judge instructional delivery methods. It would place the teacher in the center of
an evaluation process that acts more as a conduit for discussions about teaching between
teachers and administrators than as a vehicle for external judgment of behavior
characteristics. Teachers have a major stake in the success of their schools, and their
individual professional goals should be aligned with the goals of the school. An
evaluation program that encourages teachers to take risks that may benefit the school
community would be far more appropriate than a program that favors the status quo
(Mason, 1996; Stake, 1989; Tuckman, 1995).

The primary purpose of any supervision and evaluation system should be to
continuously improve the instruction provided to each student and ensure accountability.
An effective system both motivates educators to strive for higher levels of knowledge and
performance and provides the necessary support to make continuous professional growth

attainable. In addition, an effective system responsibly provides-opportunities for
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improvement for those whose performance does not meet stated expectations (Carr &
Harris, 2001).

If the purpose of a teacher evaluation program is to facilitate comeunication, to
improve school and schooling, and to provide a framework for the ongoing development
of teachers, then let us look for a program that accommodates the entire spectrum of

quality instruction (Prybylo, 1998).

Faculty Trust and Healthy, Quality School Systems

Matthew Miles (1965) describes the healthy school as one that exhibits
reasonably clear and reasonably accepted goals (goal focus); communication that is
relatively distortion-free vertically, horizontally, and across boundary lined
(communication adequacy); equitable distribution of influence to all fevels of the
organization {optimal power equalization); and effective and efficient use of inputs, both
human and material {resource utilization). The healthy school reflects a sense of
togetherness that bonds people together (cohesiveness), a feeling of well-being among the
staff (morale), self-renewing properties (innovativeness), and an active response to its
environment (autonomy and adaptation). Finally, the healthy school maintains and
strengthens it problem-solving capabilities (problem-solving adequacies.)

Peterson {1999), in discussing positive and negative climates, states that, in
schools with positive and supportive climates, teachers are inspired to learn, grow, take
risks, and work together. In schools with negative climates, there is a spirit of

helplessness and despair, a lack of motivation, and self-interest instead of collegiality.
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Faculty trust and school health should complement each other. Healthy
interpersonal relationships should promote trust among teachers and between teacher and
administrators, Conversely, trust should facilitate the development of healthy
organizational interaction. Hence, the trust-health relationships are ones of mutual
dependence and reciprocal influence; that is healthy organizations promote trust and trust
produces healthy organizations. There is empirical evidence to support such relationships
in elementary schools (Hoy, Tarter, & Wiskoskie, 1992).

Trust is an intrinsic element in the development of cohesive relationships in
organizations (Parsons, 1961); in fact, trust is an important element in the development of
social integration and openness in school climate. Moreover, as the climate of the school
becomes more cohesive, it becomes more open and trust is reinforced (Hoffman, Sabo,
Bliss, & Hoy, 1994).

The supervisory skills and behaviors of the principal/supervisor are important
components of a supportive school climate. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1998) discuss the
feeling of community that is necessary for change and effective schools. They believe
that collegiality can only occur in a caring and collaborative envirenment. Moreover,
they state that building this feeling of community is a basic purpose of supervision.
Climate is shaped by the personal contact principals have with teachers during the
SUPErvisory process.

Boothe, Bulach, and Pickett (1998) investigated the behaviors of principals as
they supervised or made personal contact with teachers. Their study focused on mistakes
principals made as they interacted with and supervised teachers. These mistakes or

behaviors would tend to foster a negative climate. Principals who frequently practiced
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these behaviors did little to develop and nurture the climate required for iproving
schools. The basic premise of the research was that the supervisory climate that existed
between principals and teachers was shaped by the behaviors practiced by principals. If
the behaviors are disliked or viewed negatively by teachers, a negative climate will
develop; if the behaviors are liked, a positive climate wilt develop.

According to Hoy and Sabe (1998), the leadership of the principal is strongly
related to faculty trust in the principal. Not surprisingly, the collegial leadership of the
principal is most important in generating faculty trust in the principal, specifically,
leadership that is open, supportive, and friendly, and that treats teachers as equals is
strongly related to trust in the principal.

A healthy organizational climate should be a goal in itself. Not only is
organizational health a worthy end that is indispensable to purposive organizational
dynamics, but it is likely a means to quality schools. Schools should be places where
teachers and students want to be rather than have to be. Healthy schools are such places,
they are places where students feel good about themselves and their teachers and teachers
respect their students and have confidence in their ability to succeed. Trust among and
between teachers and administrators is high in healthy schools (Hoy & Sabo, 1998).

Reports of the national sample of K-6 public school teachers who participated in
the Survey on Teacher Performance Evaluation inform us that the practice of evaluating
school teachers is well established in schools in the United States. Teacher evaluation
procedures are guided by written policies, particularly at the school and district levels.
Most teachers know the evaluation criteria prior to the process of performance

evaluation, and most teachers are evaluated by their school principal, chiefly though
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formal and informal classroom observation. A large majority of teachers receive both
written and verbal feedback following their evaluation and most can submit a written
response or file an appeal at their school (Nolan & Farxis, 1995).

Findings supported thz_lt most teachers believe their evaluations are an accurate
reflection of teaching performance and that they are useful for improving teaching.
However, there was a discrepancy between teachers’ views of aspects of teaching that
should be evaluated and teachers’ reports of the aspects of their performance that were
evaluated. The greatest percentage of teachers reported that overall teaching
performance, subject-matter knowledge, classroom management, instructional
techniques, helping students achieve, and unique teaching demands should be considered
in evaluating a teacher’s performance, but a significantly smaller percentage reported that
those aspects of teaching were actually considered to a great extent in their last evaluation
(Nolan & Farris, 1995).

Employee appraisal is an integral part of the process of developing human
performance and improving the operation of any organization (Hartzell, 1995).
Performance appraisals affect the decisions that school leaders make about the selection,
placement, rewards, recognition, promotion, and professional opportunities of employees.
In turn, these decisions affect the vision, philosophy, climate, and operating capacities of
the school. To make the best choices for organizational effectiveness and quality, and to
be fair to individual employees, decision makers need accurate informaticn about levels
of employee performance.

Like effectiveness, the concept of quality is difficult to define, but a number of

concepts that undergird quality organizations emerge from the writing of Deming (1996)
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and ﬁis followers. The quality approach can be summarized as a set of 14 principles for
transforming and improving organization and administration. These principies of
transformation represent a complex, prescriptive set of interrelated rules stated in terms
of a series of commands. Increasingly, educational administrators and educational
commentators believe that the notion of quality and total quality management (TQM) are
useful for schools. Each of the TQM principles is summarized and applied to schools
(Hoy & Sabo, 1998).

1. Create a constant purpose of improvement: Schools must never be content
to rest on their laurels: they must constantly be studying themselves and changing in
ways that improve teaching and learning. Improvement is a continuous process.

2. Adopt a philosophy of change and improvement. Administrators need to
engage in leadership of change, which means continuous research, planning, evaluation,
and improvement.

3. Avoid close supervision and ratings to achieve quality: Close supervision
and teacher ratings do not produce long-term improvement in teaching and leaming; in
fact, such supervision is likely to create an atmosphere of suspicion and hostility rather
than teacher commitment and openness.

4, Avoid decisions that produce short-term benefits at the expense of long-
term consequences: New ideas and novel approaches should not be eliminated on the
bases of cost alone. Cost should not be the bottom line in educational decisions, quality
should be.

5. Improve all aspects of the school social system, not simply the classroom:

The quality of the education produced by the school is a function of the harmony within
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and among its subsystems. Cooperation and teamwork are necessary both within and
among the systems, that is, between the school and parents, between the board and the
administration, between administrators and teachers, and between teachers and students.

6. Initiate opportunities for professional development: Continued education
is necessary for everyone, but new employees especially need on-the-job education.
Beginning teachers are often uneasy and sometimes unprepared for the rigors of teaching,
In-service programs will not only save much grief but should help beginners develop the
security they need to perform well in the classroom. [n-service training is wasted,
however, if administrative action is uniformed and insensitive.

7. Institute transformational leadership: A school principal must be a leader
with vision, one that stresses the development of human capital. Prime responsibility of
principals is to develop in their professional staffs an ethic of continual self-
improvement, a pride in teaching, and a focus on quality. In the final analysis, the only
people who can change the instruction in the classroom are the teachers themselves.
Ultimately the teacher must decide what changes are needed to improve student leaning.
Such change cannot be mandated; it must grow from within the professional. Principals
cannot simply be mangers. They must be leaders who can build cutture of openness,
trust, collegiality, confidence, and introspection among their teachers (Hoy & Forsyth,
1986).

8. Drive out fear. Mediocrity is the result when fear permeates the
organization. People need to be secure if they are to perform well; they need to ask
important questions, to challenge accepted practices, to take risks, and to be innovative.

Put simply, if we want teachers to grow, experiment, and continue to improve their
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professional practices, then we must drive out fear and create a school climate of trust
and mutual respect.

9. Break down barriers between departments. Teamwork and openness are
hallmarks of quality. Teachers and administrators together need to attack the complex
problem of improving teaching and learning. Teachers can ill afford to isolate
themselves in the confines of traditional departments. Schools must aveid artificial
barriers that inhibit cooperation and teamwork. Organizaticnal features that foster
isolation and extreme specialization are counterproductive to quality in schools.

10.  Eliminate slogans and exhortations that mask problems: Many
exhortations mask administrative responsibility and organizational impediments and
highlight teacher shortcomings. Such slogans also generate frustration, cynicism, and
resentment among teachers who see administrators as either being naive about the
complexity of their problems or, worse, as hiding behind a cloak of authority. When
problems exist, slogans can always be found to mask the causes; siogans are not
solutions.

11.  Eliminate management by numerical standards: Such standards are
typically obstacles to quality and productivity because they tend to cap improvement.
Once a teacher has reached the standard, there is little motivation to continue to advance.
When effectiveness is judged by achieving some magical number, understanding of the
job is subordinated to attaining a quota. This is not a system that fosters continual
improvement; it is a mechanical process that has negative consequences for quality. To
use Deming’s (1986) words, “Management by numerical goal is an attempt to manage

without knowledge of what to do, and in fact is usually management by fear” (p. 76).



12.  Remove barriers that rob teachers of the pride of teaching

administrators want to meet student needs and fulfill parental expectation
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If school

5, they must

examine their administrative practices and procedures with an eye to eliminating those

that inhibit continuing improvement. Avoid practices and procedures that focus attention

on end products rather than people and processes, which are keys to syste:

i3.  Institute a program of education and self-improvement: Ti
should be a laboratory for learning at all levels — student, teacher, and adn
there is one principle schools should excel in, it is to provide all members

program of training, education, and self-improvement. To be true to the [

m success.
he school

rllinistrator. If
with a sound

Deming

philosophy, such on-the-job education should be anchored in fostering teamwork and

cooperation. It may be no accident that cooperative learning is one of the

most widely

respected and successful contemporary teaching innovations in school today (Slavin,

1991).

14.

Put everyone to work transforming the organization: Implementing the

previous 13 principles is no simple feat. School administrators and teacher must first

understand and agree with the new responsibilities of a quality approach;

must transform the organization. The essence of the approach is improve

then everybody

ment, in fact,

half of the TQM directives are focused on improving processes, and the other half are

directed at removing obstacles to improvement.

In brief, quality schools have as their purpose the continual improy

rement of

learning and teaching. A school climate that emphasizes cooperation, trust, openness,

and continuous improvement is essential for quality schools. Education and professional

development for teachers and administrators are keys to improvement and

| self-regulated
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learning (Hoy & Sabo, 1998). A differentiated model of evaluation is necessary in order
to define teaching performance levels and expectations, identify the expetience levels of
educators, and provide various opportunities for professional growth while holding

educators accountable.,

Alternative Teacher Evaluation Systems
S-BESD — School-Based Evaluation/Supervision/Development
Jim Sweeney (1994) asked,
What type of evaluation system promotes and reduces isolation, provides support
and modeling, promotes self-evaluation, promotes deep reflection, and also
provides for accountability? It should be one that treats teachers as professionals
and recognizes their needs; that provides choices and opportunities for desperately
needed support and sharing in a safe environment; that recognizes that teachers
have different growth needs, learning styles, and altemative approaches for
growth and development; that recognizes that modeling, self-evaluation, dialogue,
reflection and a supportive environment are critical attributes for growth and
development and for improving performance; and finally, that avoids using a
sledgehammer to crack the accountability nut. (p. 230)
In his article, New Paradigms in Teacher Evaluation, he explains the model, S-BESD
(school-based evaluation/supervision/development), which is designed to meet the needs
of teachers and provide a sufficient level of accountability. Its goal is to promote real

teacher growth and enhance the faculty work culture.



S-BESD provides five growth alternatives and ten growth support elements to

meet teachers’ needs, reduce isolation, promote reflection, and improve performance.
The five growth altematives are (a) clinical partnership, (b) collegial partnership, (c)
action research, (d) pcrfonnance-based developmental evaluation (PBDE), and (e)
assistance and support team. The ten growth support elements are (a) advising teacher,
(b) case records, (c) classroom visitation, (d) collegial support groups, (€) electronic
feedback, (f) episodes, (g) in-service, (h) journals, (i) mentors, and (j) study groups.

Figure 1 shows the linkage between the growth alternatives and the support
components. While it might appear that the growth alternatives are linked to all of the
support components, these elements represent a possible menu from which teachers may
choose. The support elements may not be offered in each school: some may be available
by working with teachers in other schools within the district; others may not be used at
all. Each school and district must determine the growth components that fit their
situation and meet their needs. Below are four guidelines for system use followed by a
description of each growth alternative and the growth support components: (a) New and
beginning teachers participate in performance-based developmental evaluation (PBDE)
and are encouraged to participate in the clinical partnership; (b) if the supervisor has
reason to believe a teacher is not performing effectively, the supervisor my require that
the teacher participate in performance-based developmental evaluation (PBDE); (c}
teachers who have been formally evaluated and notified that performance is below the
district standards participate in performance-based developmental evaluation (PBDE) and
are provided the opportunity to work with the assistance and support team; and (d)

teachers other than those who are new or experiencing performance problems may
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choose any of the five growth alternatives that fit their personal and professional needs,

learning styles, and developmental needs (Sweeney, 1994).

Figure 1. S-BESD Model.

Vigitation .

Study Mentors
Groups
Advising Journals
Teacher
Episodes In-service
Programs

Colicgiul
Support

S-BESD provides teachers and supervisors five alternatives that promote self-
evaluation and reflection while providing adequate provision for accountability. S-BESD
hooks these alternatives to components that also promote teacher self-evaluation and
reflection as well as badly needed support. Together these concepts provide a vehicle for
developing a school culture where continuous improvement is a way of doing business.

It is in concert with new paradigms that support restructuring and school transformation.

It redefines supervision in a meaningful way. It empowers teachers and promotes
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professional growth. It provides a level of accountability that makes sense to teachers

and the community at large. It offers education great promise (Sweeney, 1994).

Portfolios

In any assessment situation, 2 model of excellence must exist agaiﬁst which data
obtained through the assessment process can be compared. Without such a standard, the
assessment process is meaningless (Blake, Bachman, Frys, Holbert, Ivan, & Sellitto,
1995). Joseph Ryan and Therese Kuhs (1993) offer a six-component modé¢l of the
“domains of knowledge and performance” that comprise the skiils and attributes
characteristic of teachers:

1. Knowledge of Subject Matter: Successful teachers must have command of
the material in their discipline at a level consistent with that dealt with in the curriculum;
must be able to appreciate the learner’s perspective with regard to that malerial; and must
be able to communicate the material in a variety of meaningful ways.

2 Intellectual Abilities and Problem Solving: Reflective, higher order
thinking skills are important for students, and thus are essential skills for ﬁeachem.
Teachers must also be able to critically analyze and evaluate their studenté’ products and
performances, as well as the efficacy of their own methods and materials.’ The ability to
learn and adapt to new technology, evaluate and apply new research, and devise new
solutions to new problems is critical.

3. Pedagogical Skills: Andrews and Barnes (1990) identified assessment

tools for use in evaluating teachers’ ability to: (a) Manage student behavior and the use



38

of time; (b) Sustain student involvement and monitor learning; {¢) Use aﬁpropﬁate
curriculum materials; and (d) Communicate with clarity and correciness, -

4 Curriculum Knowledge, Insight, and Skill: A successful t¢acher must
understand the curriculum and the role played in that structure by his/her teaching
assignment. Adaptability to differing philosophical approaches to education, and
appreciation of alternative approaches to curricular design, and interdisciplinary
awareness are important components of this understanding. |

5. Knowledge of Learners and Learning: An awareness of the cultural,
socioeconomic, and psychological attributes of students is crucial to successful teaching,
Additionally, an excellent teacher assimilates and applies the best research in the field of
learning theory, and is flexible enough to apply it to a wide range of teacﬁing settings.

6. Attitudes and Dispositions: The beliefs, persﬁectivcs, emotions, and
attitudes brought into the classroom by a teacher obviously influence the action of that
teacher, and thus student accomplishment (Ryan & Kuhs, 1993).

The findings of Ryan and Kuhs are supported by Thomas Sergiovanni (1992),
who believes that if schools abandon direct leadership for the promotion of
professionalism in teaching, teachers would stili be committed to excelleﬁce and would
monitor their own pracfices. He contends that the culture of the classroom promotes
quality learning without the direct supervision of the principal. When teachers manage
themselves, principals have time for other important issues that would improve teaching
and leamning.

Sergiovanni describes professional teachers as self-directed learners. They seek

current research and practices to improve the teaching and learning in their classrooms.



They are in charge of their own learning and serve the school communit;
stewardship that promotes the school’s values and purposes. They are s
peers, sharing knowledge and expertise to help others become successfu
1992).

Professional teachers care for the whole child. This caring attitug
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y through a

pommitted to their

(Sergiovanni,

le can be seen in

the way they interact with students and plan to meet the needs of the students through

instruction. Portfolio assessment would allow teachers to demonstrate their

professionalism through an ongoing process (Biake et al., 1995).
According to Ryan and Kuhs (1993), portfolio assessment refers

and a product. The development of the profile is an ongoing process that

te both a process

provides a

wealth of information regarding an individual’s potential. A portfolio can serve as an

extension of one's self that altows individual choice as well as personal and professional

reflection.
Research by Perkins and Gelfer {(1993) promotes portfolio assess
for teachers to move toward quality. They claim that portfolios can help

faculty member’s overall organization, demonstrate progress and innova

ment as a means
strengthen a

tive work, and

provide information that helps improve performance and the quality of the overall

program.

Criteria for portfolios must be clearly established, or the portfolig
clumsy collection of teaching artifacts that show little relationship to crit|
tasks or teacher reflection, These criteria should reflect the key elements

teaching related to one’s subject area and/or grade level aligned to the ph

could become a
ical teaching
of quality

ilosophy of the

school district and school community. They should include knowledge and skills related
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to teaching, evidence of professional growth and collaboration, and define classroom

management, creativity, organizations and communication skills, Teach
part of the decision-making process when setting the portfolio criteria to
effectiveness of this type of assessment (Perkins & Gelfer, 1993).

The portfolio can include teaching artifacts, collections of written
diagrams and photographs, and various pieces of self-assessment. Wolf,
and Stevenson (1997), identify the key features of a teaching portfolio;

1.
standards, and individual and school goals.

2. A portfolio should contain carefully selected examples of
teacher work that illustrates key features of a teacher’s practice.

3.
commentaries that explain and reflect on the contents of the portfolio.

4. A portfolio should be a mentored or coached experience, i
portfolio is used as a basis for ongoing professional conversations with ¢
Supervisors,

Whatever is selected by the teacher and the administrator to be in
portfolio, they must relate them to the critical teaching tasks that have bey
the criteria. The end product should contain a limited number of documne
represent the criteria for the portfolio to provide for honest reflection (Wi

The portfolio must be managed carefully by both the teacher and

to provide a “yearbook” of a teacher’s experiences instead of a collection

“snapshots” of isolated teaching experiences. Though some believe that

ers should be

increase the

documents,

Lichtenstein,

A portfolio should be structured around sound professional teaching

both student and

The contents of a portfolio should be framed by captions and written

n which the

plleagues and

cluded in the

en identified in
nts that best

olf, 1991).

the administrator
of random

portfolios could
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be used as an evaluative tool (Wolf, 1991), Blake and colleagues (1995)|believe that the
portfolio serves a more useful purpose as an assessment/self-assessment tool if the goal is

professional growth. Without an environment of trust and camaraderie, leachers would

not feel safe enough to honestly reflect on their own practices, nor would they be wilting

to take risks if they were evaluated on every new idea they tried in the classroom.

Although no method of teacher assessment has yet proven perfect, portfolios
allow teachers to provide “... a connection to the contexts and personal histories of real

teaching” (Wolf, 1991, p. 131).

Peer Review
Peer review has also been suggested as an alternative to performance assessment
(Shanker, 1996). According to its proponents, the advantages or peer review rest in the
fact that peers are more likely to view the process as developmental rather than
judgmental and punitive. Shanker, in discussing his experience with a pger review
program in Toledo noted:
Teachers were tougher than administrators had been, but, unlike most
administrators, they also offered practical assistance to the new teachers. In
addition, they set up and administered an intervention program to|help more
experienced teachers who were having trouble. Interventions lasted until the
teacher no longer needed help or the individual was counseled into another line of
work. (p. 223)
To raise overall teacher quality, the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) and

the National Educators Association (NEA) recommend that local affiliates negotiate two




programs into their contracts; The first is peer assistance, in which consulting teachers

improve their knowledge and skills. The second is peer review, in which

consulting

teachers conduct formal evaluations and make recommendations regarding tenure and

other employment conditions (Black, 2000).

The national unions say that peer-assistance and review programs

preserve the

school board’s management right to fire teachers. But, the unions maintain board

members and administrators should “routinely accept” consulting teachers

¥

recommendations to keep or fire teachers. Joint decision making at this stage of the

teacher evaluation process is bound to improve teacher quality, the unions say: For one

thing peer review is thorough and ongoing — in contrast to traditional evaluation systems

in which principals or other supervisors observe teachers for a limited time once or twice

a year, For another, consulting teachers must produce “hard evidence” that shows

whether the teachers they’ve observed meet evaluation standards (Black,

2000). Good

teachers do not want poor teachers in the profession. Districts look for mentors who are

willing to make the hard call. It’s not easy, but the people who are selected to be a

mentor are conscientious and do it for the benefit of students (Bushweller, 1998).

The AFT/NEA handbook lists certain nonnegotiable items that, fi

om a union

perspective, must be included in peer-assistance and peer-review programs. The

programs must be created through collective bargaining agreements, the unions say (or,

in states that do not have collective bargaining, through joint agreement) and must be

supported by resources dedicated to that purpose. In addition, the progra

ms must focus

on improving teaching; involve joint decisions by teachers and administrators; provide

assistance to new and veteran teachers who are at risk of termination or W

'ho want to
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improve their practice; and identify and train exemplary teachers to serve as consultants,
mentors, and evaluators (Black, 2000).

Rooney (1993} notes that peer review has the beneficial secondary gain of
teachers discussing their work with other teachers, creating collegiality in a profession
where isolation has been the norm. Allen, Nichols, and LeBlanc (1997) believe that
maximizing professional interactions, decreasing teacher isolation, and increasing

meaningful feedback will lead to improved instruction.

360-Degree Feedback

When a school system decides to give teachers and support staff a voice in
organizations decision processes, it needs a new assessment mode to drive cultural
change and align faculty and administrator behaviors with a district’s new values,
mission, and objectives (Manatt & Benway, 1998).

The School Improvement Model (SIM) research team at Iowa State University
has worked with school districts to implement 360-degree feedback for educators that is
accurate, effective, and requires little work on the part of the evaluatee. SIM client
districts have discovered that multi-source feedback is better than the traditional appraisal
done by a principal or superintendent. The 360-degree feedback process also has a more
powerful impact on people than information from a single source. Done right, 360-
degree feedback can be the keystone of school transformation efforts (Manatt & Benway,
1998). The sources of information used in 360-degree feedback include;

l. Student Feedback: Each year, teachers survey their classes with age/grade

appropriate, 20-question instruments. The questions center on preparation for teaching,
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instructional delivery, and student interest. A by-product of scoring these student ratings

has been the creation of a norm set with levels by grade and subject taught.

2. Peer Feedback: Teachers select a colleague to visit their classes and

provide feedback on the same criteria that students and principals use.

3. Self-Evaluation: In order to stimulate self-reflection, teachers complete

the 20 questions used for students, but couched in an “I do this” format.
4, Supervisor Evaluation: Principals’ ratings of teachers are; based on
observations, interviews, work samples, and examination of progress toward goals set by
the teacher. After a year of familiarization of teachers, all of the 360-degree feedback
shared with the teacher is provided to the principal for use in a “considethion” folder.
Teachers give feedback to their principals through a school climate surve'y.
5. Parent Feedback: At each parent-teacher conference session, parents are
provided with a five-question report card to complete. Questions apply to the
performance of the teacher and the entire school. The opportunity to submit their own
evaluations has encouraged high parental attendance at such events, in some cases as high
as 95 percent. Teachers using the report card are pleasantly surprised by the positive and
supportive feedback from parents.
6. Student Achievement: The major component of the system is the report of
student achievement gains for each class, subject, and section taught by the teachers.
Criterion-referenced tests and authentic assessment are issued in a prc-poFt-test format.
The results are provided to teachers in a percentage- of-mastery report.
Simply put, 360-degree feedback, also known as full-circle appraisal, multi-rater

assessment, or group performance appraisal (Hoffman, 1995), in schools [includes data




from multiple sources and multiple evaluators. No single source of data fis used to

develop a summative assessment of a teacher’s performance, Instead, this

effect of enhancing the positive aspects and reducing the negative aspects
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process has the

of each.

Moreover, as Hoffman noted, 360-degree feedback identifies areas for both institutional

and individual growth and is a powerful method of aligning the individual’s goals to that

of the organization.

A Team Approach

The team evaluation approach, collective responsibility for achiey

ing goals, is not

as revolutionary as it might at first appear. We hold families “responsible™ for their

children and “government” must provide for the “nation.” Medical “teams™ are decades

old and the space program has long been noted for its team efforts. Teams have the

potential to compensate for individual weaknesses while capitalizing on individual

strengths (Larson & Lafasto, 1989).

The interdisciplinary team, a group of teachers from different dis

iplines working

together as a unit with a collective mission, is a mechanism for improving student

performance while simultaneously improving teacher morale (Erb, 1987).

Evaluation systems that focus upon individual teacher performan

have only

marginal impact on the team’s performance and ultimately upon student outcomes, Thus,

it seems appropriate to construct an evaluation system that has as its focus the success of

the team, as opposed to that of the individual teacher. Berg and Urich (j9?) suggest a

new approach for the evaluation of middle school teachers based upon

llective

accountability of interdisciplinary teams. Such an evaluation process would require




administrators and team members to reach consensus about team activiti
resource allocation, both human and financial, as well as academic and d
student outcomes.

The standards set by the team reflect what they agree to recogniz

ingredients that best stimulate learning for their middle school students.

es including
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evelopmental

e as the

Teamn

accountability plans help teams tie goal setting, instruction, and assessment together.

Teaching teams would be free to determine the means to achieve the goals and objectives

and to evaluate the processes used to reach them, Some tearn members,
expertise of interest, might choose to teach fewer classes and be responsi|
and community liaison role. Others might wish to teach two subjects for

semester to promote more interaction of academic content. Some teache

based upon
ble for the home
a year or

rs might, through

self-selection or team persuasion, be coached to select an arena for professional

development (Berg & Urich, 1997).

The principal assumes the following responsibilities in the collect

ive

accountability model: (a} establishes a visioning process that will bind the faculty

together in terms of purpose, values, and norms related 1o a collective act
model for the school; (b) initiates a process that helps conccptualize teacl
terms of exemplary beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors; (c) facilitates teache

district administrators, and students in a process that determines how the

countability
hing expertise in
rs, parents,

planning,

decision making, and communication channels will function; (d) develops with teams 2

goal setting process coupled with a record keeping system that describes

resources and activities to reach mutually agreed upon goals; (&) provide:

team use of

s the resources

of time, money and administrative support to teams; (f) uses a participatary decision
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making model to establish norms of assessment and procedures for sharing impression,

information, and coordinating activities; (g) establishes a reward system
team efforts; (h) encourages, motivates, cheerleads and positively represe
of the teams (and thereby the students) at the district level and with paren
Urich, 1997).

A collective accountability model moves the principal from a one!
time evaluator to what is referred to as the maker of cuitural cement. The

becomes responsible for shaping the values, norms, beliefs and purposes,

that recognizes
nts the interests

ts (Berg &

-teacher-at-a-
principal

which hold the

school together. A faculty thus united works toward common goals as the notion of us

vs. them decreases. The magic occurs when all of the individual teachers

self-select

responsibilities, become team connected, and share a sense of responsibility and

commitment for individual and team achievement (Berg & Urich, 1997).

If we believe that we assess what we value, a team centered evaluation system

should command serious consideration (Berg & Urich, 1997).

Differentiated Supervision

Differentiated supervision is an approach to supervision that provi
with options about the kinds of supervisory and evaluative services they 1
Although many local variations exist, the differentiated model provides i
development to nontenured teachers and to tenured teachers with serious

rest of the faculty receives options about how they can foster their profes

development: Most work in collaborative teams in the cooperative develg

ides teachers
receive.
ntensive
problems. The
sional

ypment mode;




some work with a self-directed approach. In addition, the evaluation processes are

differentiated, depending upon tenure status and competence (Glatthom, 1 997).

Glatthorn (1997) defines how a rationale for differentiated supervision can be

seen by examining the issue from four perspectives:

l. The Profession: This perspective emphasizes the importance of

professionalizing teaching. As members of a profession, teachers should

control over their professional development, within generally accepted pr

have more

ofessional

standards. As skilled professionals, they need both support and feedback, but from

colleagues and students, not always from administrators or supervisors.

2, The Organization: Evidence shows that more effective schools have a

special climate, one that might be characterized with the global term collegiality. As

McLaughlin and Yee (1988) note, a collegial environment provides multiple

oppertunities for interactions and creates expectations that colleagues will serve as

sources of feedback and support. Such an environment, they note, serves

as an essential

source of teacher stimulation and motivation. And as Van Maanen and Barley (1984)

observe, commitment to high standards of performance is more easily pre¢moted through

shared professional norms than by bureaucratic controls.

One of the bcsi ways to foster collegiality is with a differentiated
strongly emphasizes cooperation and mutual assistance. A key componer
differentiated approach enables teachers to work together, helping each o

professionally. Evidence from several case studies of this approach sugg

system that
nt of the
ther grow
ests that

teachers involved in such programs feel a greater spirit of cooperation and trust of other

teachers (Glatthorn, 1984),




3. The Supervisor: Supervisors need a realistic solution to the problem of

finding time for effective supervision. Differentiated supervision enable

s the supervisor

to focus clinical efforts on those teachers needing or requesting them, rather than

providing perfunctory, ritualistic visits for all teachers.

4, The Teacher: Several arguments can be advanced from the teachers’

perspective. First, as Burden (1990) concluded, teachers’ preferences for developmental

assistance vary, depending upon their stage of professional development

While novices

seem to value the intensive assistance of clinical supervision, more advanced teachers

prefer options that respond to their individual needs. Second, competent,

experienced

teachers do not need intensive development. They have the necessary basic skills to do a

competent job in their day-to-day teaching. If a new program is impiemented requiring

the mastery of new skills, then staff development supported by peer coaching has proved

effective. And informal observations can give these teachers the ongoing feedback they

need. Finally, the research provides convincing evidence that with the first types of

organizational support, teachers can leamn from experienced colleagues.

concludes from her studies that teachers welcome and profit from qualifi

Little (1988)

ed observers,

either peers or administrators, who will not waste the teacher’s time, who will not insuft

the teacher’s intelligence, and who will work as hard to understand classroom events as

the teachers do to conduct them.

Glatthorn’s model of differentiated supervision includes three dey

yelopmental

options and two evaluative options. Developmental options means the choices teachers

have in fostering their professional development. Three options are prov

ided:




1. Intensive Development: Glatthorn’s special approach to|clinical
supervision. (For nontenured teachers and tenured teachers who appear to have serious

instructional problems.) The supervisor observes, analyzes, confers, and|coaches,

working with the teacher toward significant growth. Throughout a school year, the

supervisor and the teacher might use as many as seven cycles of the basic processes. All
their work is focused solely on improving student learning; teaching methods are seen as

means to an end, not an end unto themselves.

2. Cooperative Development: A developmental option in which small
groups of teachers work together to help each other develop professionally. Typically,
teachers’ professional growth is directly related to their school’s improvement plan.

3. Self-Directed Development: Enables teachers to work independently, in a
sense, supervising themselves. While the principal supports the teacher working in this
mode, the teacher typically sets a growth goal, undertakes actions to accomplish the goal,
gets feedback from students, and makes a final assessment of progress. In these ways, a
teacher directs individual growth without relying upon a supervisor or cglleagues.

The two evaluative options are:

1. Intensive Evaluation: Provided to all teachers working in intensive
development. The intensive evaluation is used to make high-stakes decisjons: grant
tenure, deny tenure; promote, not promote; and renew contract, not renew contract. An
intensive evaluation is based upon specific research-supported criteria, involves several
observations and conferences; evaluates performance of the non-instructionzl functions:

and is typically carried out by a school administrator.
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2. Standard Evaluation: Provided to the rest of the teachers. Because these

teachers are experienced and known to be competent, this evaluation uses the minimum

number of observations and conferences specified by state or district pol:icies and is
solely a compliance mechanism to satisfy policy requirements.
According to Glatthorn (1997) differentiated supervision is not offered as one

more remedy for education’s ills. However, it can exert a positive influence on the
po

professional development of teachers, which is instrumental in achieving school

improvement. Schools can improve without the differentiated model, but they have a

better chance if they provide teachers with options for growth.

The Danielson/McGreal Model of Teacher Evaluation |
The multidimensional nature of teaching and supervision mandates a
differentiated model of assessment. The process of supervision and assessment should

encourage and facilitate professional growth while assessing and enhancing perfermance.

Performance is directly connected to identified standards for effective te:i(ching. These
standards of professionalism are based on those aspects of a teacher’s re%ponsibilities that

|
have been documented through empirical studies and theoretical research as promoting

effective student learning (Danielson, 1996), |
According to Danielson and McGreal (2000) in developing or rec?esigning local

|
teacher evaluation systems, we must eventually answer two questions: (a) What do we

believe good teaching looks like? And (b) What are the processes and procedures that

will best fit what we want our system to accomplish? Neither question i new. Both have
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dominated the literature and the conversation about the evaluation of teaching and

teachers since the beginning of the 20™ century.

The principal argument of Daniclson and McGreal is that we can idesign

evaluation systems in which educators can not only achieve the dual purposes of
accountability and professional development, but can merge them.

The challenge confronting designers of an evaluation system is to both encourage

professional [earning and at the same time ensure the quality of teaching, An effective

teacher evaluation system must contain three essential elements:

1. A coherent definition of the domain of teaching (the Whaﬁ?), including

decisions concerning the standards for acceptable performance (How goc{d is good

enough?).

2, Techniques and procedures for assessing all aspects of tca:bhing (the

How?),

3. Trained evaluators who can make consistent judgments aﬂout
performance, based on evidence of the teaching as manifested in the prooik:durcs.
In addition, in designing (or revising) its system of evaluation, a school d:istrict should
follow a process that includes many perspectives, those of teachers, admi;}nisn'ators, and
the leadership of the teacher’s association, |

Danielson’s framework for teaching identifies those aspects of a ti;acher’s
responsibilitics that have been documented through empirical studies and} theoretical

research as promoting improved student learning. These responsibilities #eek to define

what teachers should know and be able to do in the exercise of their proft:issic-n.



53

In this framework, the complex activity of teaching is divided into 22 components

clustered into four domains of teaching responsibility: planning and preparation (Domain

1), classroom environment (Domain 2), instruction (Domain 3), and professional
i
responsibilities (Domain 4). Each component defines a distinct aspect of a domain; two
i

to five elements describe a specific feature of a component. Although the components

are distinct, they are, of course, related to one another (Danieison, 1996)| See Figure 2 in
Appendix A, for Danielson’s Components of Professional Practice. |

Continuing with the work of Danielson, each of the four dom,ainsqi of the

framework refers to a distinct aspect of teaching. Together the four domains serve the

primary purpose of engaging students in the pursuit of learning. A numl:Ter of themes
apply to most of the components of the framework aﬁd are reflected in tl'{e entire
instructional cycle. These themes include:

1. High Expectations: A belief that all students are capable of high standards
of learning. Rates of leaming and areas of learning abilities vary among Jndividuals and
teaching is organized to meet the needs of ali learners accordingly.

2. Equity: An environment of respect and rapport in which q}Il students feel

valued and receive equally appropriate opportunities for academic achievement.

3 Cultural Sensitivity: An awareness of relevant information about
students’ cultural traditions, religious practices, and patterns of intcractio% and the
appropriate application of strategies that recognize these factors. :

4, Developmental Appropriateness: An understanding of th$ developmental
milestones, which affect instructional goals, activities and materials, and iassessment

strategies.
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5. Accommodating Individual Needs: A sensitivity to students with special
needs that may be intellectual, physical, or emotional. Teachers will modify the
curriculum for any students who have different cognitive, perceptual, developmental,

environmental, and or cultural factors that need consideration.

6. Appropriate Use of Technology: A utilization of technological tools to
enhance learning,

In order to merge quality assurance and professional learning, Danielson
advocates an integrated system that includes a differentiated approach, a culture of
professional inquiry, and carefully designed evaluation activities. She explains that, a
teacher’s career, like that of other professionals, has a distinct life cycle. The job is
complex, and skillful practice requires considerabie time and support to acquire. But
once a teacher attains a certain level of proficiency, professional learning takes a different
form from that experienced earlier in the process, and can be more self-directed. And if
teachers slip in their skill, if their performance drops below a certain acceptable levet,
they can also benefit from higher levels of support and more intensive assistance. This
suggests that the procedures used in the evaluation process can be different for those at
different stages in their careers.

Sound measurement requires that all the aspects of the domain of teaching be
capable of being assessed through the evaluation process. But there are design decisions
to be made, some activities yield far more professional learning than do others. By
requiring seif-assessment, working in teams on a focus area, and reflecting on one’s
practice through portfolio exercises, an evaluation system can promote professional

learning in teachers. No matter how skilled a person embarking on any of those



activities, the activities themselves guide and support growth (Danielson

2000).
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& McGreal,

Danielson and McGreal (2000) propose that teacher evaluation systems be based

on a research-based set of teaching standards. Teacher evaluation should be built around

a range of sources of data and information, allowing teachers to demonstrate their

mastery of the standards. In addition, teacher evaluation should provide

opportunities for

teachers at different stages to be involved in different processes and activities. Finally,

teacher evaluation should be heavily focused on the formative aspects of

using staff-directed activities for the purpose of promoting professional |

evaluation,

eaming. To

accomplish these desired outcomes, school districts that are redesigning their evaluation

programs use a basic three-track model as their framework.

Track [ — Initial Staff Development, or the Beginning Teacher Program Track

Track II — The Professional Development Track

Track IH - The Teacher Assistance Track

Figure 3 in Appendix A, provides an overview of Danielson’s Three Track Teacher

Evaluation Program.
The rationale for Danielson’s differentiated model of supervision|

professional growth examines various perspectives:

that promotes

1. The Teaching Profession: As professionals, teachers need to have more

options for supervision.

2, The District/School Organization: Collegiality is fostered

| by enabling

teachers to work together and in allowing them to help each other grow professionally.




3. The Principal or Supervising Administrator: The model provides a
realistic solution to the issue of finding adequate time for effective supervision.
Differentiated supervision enables the administrator to focus efforts on those teachers
needing or requesting assistance.

4, The Teacher: Teachers’ preference for developmental assistance varies.

A differentiated system responds to individual needs of teachers and is focused on

students learning.

Districts who are implementing Danielson’s model of differentiated evaluation

identify teachers in respective tracks; the novice teacher or the teacher new to the district,
the experienced, competent teacher, and the teacher needing intensive assistance, In track
I, professional development is promoted in collaboration with an administrator and a
mentor and includes, but is not limited to multiple observations, coaching, analyzing, and
conferencing toward continuous professional growth. Proficiency in the four domains is
used to make tenure decisions, Track II teachers (tenured teachers) may choose an
alternative model that must be mutually agreeable to the teacher and the administrator.
Altemaﬁvc options may be completed independently by an individual teacher or in
collaboration with a colleague or a group of colleagues. Options may inglude:

1. Peer Coaching: Peer coaching is a relationship between|two
professionals with each participant offering insights that result in the improvement of
teaching and learning. In peer coaching, teachers work in pairs or groups. As a team, or
as individuals, they observe each other’s classes to provide critical feedback and offer
ongoing support. Peer coaching encourages the sharing of expertise (Researched School

District Handbook, NJ, 1998).




2. Interactive Journals: Interactive journals involve an ongping written

dialogue between the teacher and the administrator wherein the principal

heightened knowledge of the teacher’s practice, and the teacher engages

gains a

in authentic

professional development through analysis, discussion and reflection of his/her own

work. Journal writing supports collaboration and collegiality (Researched School

District Handbook, NJ, 1998).

3. Curriculum Projects: The curriculum related project allows the teacher

the chance to increase scholarly background by examining and analyzing pertinent

curriculum documents and/or programs. This model offers and opportur

ity for

curriculum integration through the development of thematic units. It afferds teachers the

opportunity to pilot curriculum materials (Researched School District Handbook, NJ,

1998).
4. Action Research: Action research is a reflective and syste
to the resolution of specific classroom problems experienced by a teache

teachers. The research process begins when teachers seriously examine

»matic approach
r or group of

and reflect about

what is happening in their classrooms. It continues as the teacher looks for alternative

ways to resolve issues and concerns. Action research follows a systemat

solving classroom problems (Researched School District Handbook, NJ,

ic approach to

1998).

5. FPortfolios: Portfolios contain evidence of teaching and learning that

reflect the thinking process of the teacher. A portfolio is a concrete product with

information collected over a period of time that illustrates the work of the teacher and

documents self-reflection. It is an opportunity for teachers to showcase their professional

and personal growth. More than a presentation of artifacts, portfolios ofi

fer an




opportunity to self-reflect and improve instruction (Researched School I
Handbook, NJ, 1998).

6. Mentoring: Mentoring allows one staff member to be a
help to another staff member. This is primarily a professional-novice

peer in need of help situation where one staff member has specific traini

Mentoring provides support to try new things and acquire new skills whi

District

pport and offer

r:[;tionship ora

ng or expertise.

le receiving

feedback about performance. Mentors become a source of knowledge and inspiration in

a mutually supportive environment (Researched School District Handbo
7.

be related to a specific aspect of teaching, the curriculum, support servic

pk, NJ, 1998).

Coliegial Partnerships: Two or more educators select a project that may

es, or

supervision. Partners should have specific goals with plans to reach those goals prior to

requesting approval of this option (Researched School District Handboo
8.

would meet a curricular, instructional, or program goal, Examples inclu

, NJ, 1998).

Self-Directed Professional Development Plans: A supervisory plan that

e: out-of-district

conference attendance, followed by an action plan/project and implementation of project,

establishment of an interdisciplinary project or unit, independent study, ¢
proposals, and/or non-instructional staff projects (Researched School Di:

NI, 1998).

rollaborative

strict Handbook,

Those teachers in Track III will require a specialized plan of action of

development and evaluation. The purpose is to provide organizational support and

assistance to teachers who are not meeting the district’s teaching standan

should perceive the assistance program in Track III as an in-house, good

the part of the district. This track demonstrates the district’s commitment

ds. Educators
Lfaith effort on

to quality




teaching by providing a supported, structured, and focused system of ass|
that every staff member is meeting the district standards.
In utilizing this three track system, districts can design an evaluat

merging the dual purposes of accountability and professional developme

Quality assurance based on a clearly established set of teaching s

ion system
nt.

landards can be
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stance to ensure

accomplished within an environment that promotes and encourages professional learning.

Forty years of study regarding teacher evaluation indicates that teachers and

administrators recognize the importance and the necessity for staff evaluation. The

problem for both groups has been with the way schools have done it in the past. As

demonstrated through this model, Charlotte Danielson and Thomas McGreal offer a view

of how it should be done (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).

Summary

Teacher evaluation is a critical component in the professional dev

teachers. An effective evaluation system should contribute to the professJ

elopment of

ional growth of

all teachers throughout their careers. In fact, evaluation might be the most effective way

to enhance professional performance of all teachers, including beginning

winning educators, and those in need of remediation (Thacker, 1999).

teachers, award-

Teacher quality matters. Students cannot meet high standards of achievement

without effective teachers in the classroom. More and more, teachers are
develop high skill levels to address the challenging standards set by state

systems. Students are accountable for learming through state testing, and

called upon to
accountability

their teachers
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are accountable for providing the instruction necessary to meet those standards (Howard

& McColskey, 2001).

For many years, educators have agreed that the fundamental purposes of teacher

evaluation are both quality assurance and professional development. Previous evaluation

systems, however, have largely failed to achieve either goal. Evaluation
neglected altogether or conducted in a highly negative environment with

trust (Danielson, 2001).

is either

low levels of

Educators are designing the new systems, however, so that educators can have it

all. Their systems respect the principles of assessment design in which evidence is

captured for each of the evaluative criteria. In addition, because of the methodologies

used (i.e., portfolios, study group collaborations, teachers® explaining the

ir own practices)

the new systems promote teachers’ reflection and professional growth. With systems that

promote professional dialogue and enhance professional learning, educat
recognize the value of teacher evaluation for advancing the professional
teaching and have engaged in highly rewarding conversation. The result

is improved learning opportunities for all students (Danielson, 2001).

ors have come to
standing of

of such efforts

The literature reviewed by this researcher, clearly defines the history of the

evaluation system, the perceptions of the past and intentions for the futurg, with the use

of interactive models in which teachers become key stakeholders. Further research will

provide knowledge of a particular model of staff evaluation, which attempts to merge the

dual purposes of accountability and professional growth.

Within this study of a suburban, kindergarten through 8™ grade school district in

the State of New Jersey, this researcher will determine if the teachers perceive that the




Danielson/McGreal model of differentiated teacher evaluation increases

growth while fostering teacher interaction around teaching and learning,

promoting a professional climate.

professional

as well as




CHAPTER III

Methodology
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Within this chapter, the researcher restates the statement of the problem, the

purpose of the study, describes the method of research and the sample population, and

defines the instrument: its origin, reliability and validity, and outlines the

collect and analyze the data,

Statement of the Problem

method used to

Within this study of a K-8 suburban district using the Danielson/McGreal model

of differentiation in the State of New Jersey, this researcher will determine if the model

increases professional growth while fostering teacher interaction around teaching and

learning as well as promoted a sound, professional climate. This study was based on the

perceptions of the teachers,

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to gain knowledge about the Danie

son/McGreal

mode! of differentiated evaluation, and determine if it increased professional growth

while fostering teacher interaction around teaching and learning as well as promoted a

sound, professional climate. This study was based on the perceptions of t}

particular district.

he teachers in a




63

The newly implemented model has been designed to address six main areas of

deficiency in the current teacher evaluation system: (a} outdated, limited,

evaluative

criteria; (b) few shared values and assumptions about good teaching; (c) lack of precision

in evaluating performance; (d) hierarchical one-way communication; (¢} no difference

between novice and experienced practitioners; and (f) limited administrator expertise

(Danielson & McGreal, 2000).

A K-8 district in central New Jersey implemented a new teacher evaluation model

as a pilot in the 1998 - 1999 school year. Administrators came to consensus that they

needed to develop District Teaching Standards to define what teaching excellence should

look like in their suburban, middle class district of 2,100 students. Because they

envisioned major changes in their supervision model, they convened a district-wide

committee composed of teachers, administrators, and Board of Education|

core committee functioned as building liaisons throughout the three-year

members. This

revision

process. Committee participants read the research on supervision and concluded that

teachers would only change educational routine when they begin to reflec

practice against standards for excellence. Danielson’s framework set forth

t on their own

1 in Enhancing

Professional Practice: Frameworks for Teaching (1996), was used as a springboard for

designing their own standards.

Danielson’s {1996) framework for teaching identifies those aspects of a teacher’s

responsibilities that have been documented through empirical studies and

theoretical

research as promoting improved student learning. These responsibilities seek to define

what teachers should know and be able to do in the exercise of their profession.




In this framework, the complex activity of teaching is divided intg
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22 components

clustered into four domains of teaching responsibility: planning and preparation {Domain

1), classroom environment (Domain 2), instruction (Domain 3), and professional

responsibilities (Domain 4). Each component defines a distinct aspect of|

to five elements describe a specific feature of a component. Although the

are distinct, they are, of course, related to one another (Danielson, 1996).

are defined more clearly in Appendix A.

The district-wide committec proposed a differentiated model of as

a domain; two
components

The domains

sessment that

would encourage and facilitate professional growth and enhance performance.

Performance would be directly linked to the identified standards for effec

which provided staff with a common language for defining competence. ’

for a differentiated model included: (a) teachers as professionals should b

options and choices; (b} collegiality is fostered by enabling teachers to wq
administrators should focus efforts on those teachers needing or requestis
assistance; (d) teachers will focus on student learning outcomes (Superint
Tenured staff have many options that include interactive journals,
action research, curriculum projects, collegial partnerships, mentoring, pe
and teacher designed projects. Non-tenured teachers and tenured teache
deficiencies are placed in a developmental program to enhance their ins
Staff development and supervision, including three observations that refl

Teaching Standards, are a part of this process. The teacher is asked to coj

live teaching,
[heir rationale
»e afforded

prk together; (c)
g

endent, 2001}
portfolios,

er coaching,

with identified
ctional skills.
t the District

ntinually seif-

reflect and is coached by an administrator and a mentor. In addition to classroom
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observations, the non-tenured teacher may choose from the variety of options available to
tenured staff. Proficiency in all four domains is used to make tenure decisions.

According to the district superintendent, the biggest problem for teachers was
finding time to implement the projects aligned with their chosen evaluation model. A
consultant was hired to work with staff. Throughout the 1998-1999 school year,
opportunities were provided for staff to meet together and with the consultant.
Administrators also met with the consultant to seck advice and assistance in future
planning.

In the 1999 — 2000 school year administration asked all staff to self-reflect on
their performance and on their growth plan. As stated by the superintendent, the teachers
have shown that given time, encouragement, and resources, they are capable of assuming
responsibility for much of their own professional growth and development. At the end of
the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 school years, each teacher provided his’her administrator
with a self-reflective summary of the progress on his/her project and the four domains of
teaching that led to the development of a2 growth plan for the upcoming school year
(Superintendent, 2001).

In the fourth year of implementation, all teachers were asked to complete a survey
provided by this researcher regarding their perceptions about principal leadership, teacher
interaction centered around teaching and learning, school culture, professionalism and the
evaluation model, with regard to their own professional growth as educator (See
Appendix C).

The research questions will be answered with regard to years of teaching

experience as well as the last degree earned. They are:



66

1. To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal perpetuates a

healthy, quality school environment encouraging professional development, with regard

to teaching experience?

2. To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal perpetuates a

healthy, quality school environment encouraging professional development, with regard

to educational background?

3 To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a fosterin

g of teacher

interaction around teaching and learning, with regard to teaching experience?

4. To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a fostering of teacher
interaction around teaching and learning, with regard to educational background?

5. To what extent do teachers perceive that their school climate promotes
professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection, with regard to teaching
experience?

6. To what extent do teachers perceive that their school climate promotes

professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection, with regard
background?

7. To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district

to educational

supports the

professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus an teaching and

learning, with regard to teaching experience?

8. To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district

supports the

professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching and

learning, with regard to educational background?
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9. To what extent do teachers perceive that the Danielson/Mc¢Greal model of

differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth, with regard to teaching

experience?

10.  To what extent do teachers perceive that the Danielson/McGreal model of

educational background?

Method of Research

differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth, with regard to

The research methodology in this study was quantitative, as reflected in the

reporting of the data gathered from the Bay Area School Reform Collaborative Teacher

Survey (BASRC). A survey,

is quite simple in design: The researcher poses a series of questions to willing

participants; summarizes their responses with percentages, frequency counts, or

more sophisticated statistical indexes; and then draws inferences about a

particular population from the responses of the sample (Leedy, 2001, p. 196).

The demographic information obtained from this suburban district included years of

teaching experience, last degree earned, and the evaluation model. A Likert scale was

used to answer the research questions posed in the study.

The survey data was summarized in various forms for each of the

groups. The

groups were identified as: one through five years of teaching experience, six to ten years

of teaching experience, eleven to fifieen years of teaching experience and

sixteen and

over years of teaching experience. It also examined those with a bachelors degree and

those with a masters degree or higher. The various forms of data analysis included: a

frequency distribution summary, a profile of means and standard deviations, a test of




reliability, a one-way ANOVA for the years of experience, and an indepe;
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ndent t-test for

the degree. As defined by Witte (2001), “This type of analysis of variance tests whether

differences exist among population means categorized by only one factor

or independent

variable (p. 362).” The items were categorized into subscale areas of pringipal leadership,

teacher interaction around teaching and learning, school culture, professic
selected differentiated evaluation model. The reliability tests are containe

D.

ynalism, and the

d in Appendix

A survey research method was used to answer the research questions posed in the

study. This method allowed the researcher to gather data from a relativel

y large sample.

All data was analyzed with regard to both years of teaching experience and degree

earned. The data will be kept in a secure location and destroyed 3 years aj

of the study.

Description of the Sample

fter completion

The scheol district involved in the study was a Kindergarten through eighth grade

school system in its fourth year of implementation of the Danielson/McGteal mode! of

differentiated teacher evaluation. It is a suburban, middle class district wi

approximately 2,170 students enrolled in four schools. The enrollment pr

th

ojections for the

year 2002 are 791 students in grades Kindergarten through two, 789 students in grades

three through five, and 716 students in grades six through eight, The curm

ent per pupil

allocation is $8,380. The average class size is 22 students. Out of 195 teachers in the

district, 102 participated in the research. The philosophy of this district is

as follows:
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The multidimensional nature of teaching and supervision mandates a

differentiated model of assessment. The process of supervision and assessment

should encourage and facilitate professional growth while assessing and

enhancing performance. Performance is directly connected to identified standards

for effective teaching. A common language will be used to reflect

These Standards of Professionalism are based on those aspects of

expectations.

teacher’s

responsibilities that have been documented through empirical studies and

theoretical research as promoting effective students learning (Res

rched

District’s Handbook, based on Enhancing Professional Practice: A Framework for

Teaching, by Charlotte Danieison, 1996).

The district belief is that all children can learn, recognizing that excellent teaching

is an important aspect in attaining this goal, Educating students in order to reach their

maximum potentizal is a priority. As part of a community of learners, teachers need a

supportive atmosphere that encourages self-reflection and enhancement of professional

skills. The implementation of a collaborative supervision process will continue to

improve the quality of instruction.
The Standards of Professionalism for this district include:

1. High Expectations: A belief that all students are capable a

f high standards

of learning, Rates of learning and areas of learning abilities vary among individuals and

teaching is organized to meet the needs of all learners accordingly.

2. Developmental Appropriateness: An understanding of the

developmental

milestones which affect instructional goals, activities and materials, and assessment

strategies.
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3. Accommodating Students with Special Needs: A sensitivity to students

with special needs that may be intellectual, physical, or emotional. Teachers will modify

the curriculum for any students who have different cognitive, perceptual,

environmental, and/or cultural factors that need consideration.

developmental,

4, Equity: An environment of respect and rapport in which ajl students feel

valued and receive equally appropriate opportunities for academic achievement.

5. Cultural Sensitivity: An awareness of relevant information about

students’ cultural traditions, religious practices, and patterns of interaction and the

appropriate application of strategies that recognize these factors,

6. Appropriate Use of Technology: A utilization of technolo

enhance leaming.

gical tools to

The district’s rationale for a differentiated model of supervision that promotes

professional growth examines various perspectives:
1. The Teaching Profession: As professionals, teachers need
options for supervision,

2 The District/School Organization: Collegiality is fostered

to have more

by enabling

teachers to work together and in allowing them to help each other grow professionally.

3. The Principal or Supervising Administrator: The model provides a

realistic solution to the issue of finding adequate time for effective supervision.

Differentiated supervision enables the administrator to focus efforts on those teachers

needing or requesting assistance.
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4. The Teacher: Teachers’ preference for developmental asgistance varies.

A differentiated system responds to individual needs of teachers and is fc

student learning.

cused on

The observation and evaluation forms (formative and summative) from the district are

included in Appendix B,

Instrument

This researcher used the Bay Area School Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey

(BASRC) to collect data for the study (See Appendix C). The BASRC ig

a teacher

survey, developed by Stanford University (1997-1998), used to measure the dependent

addresses a number of the elements identified in the research as related ta

variable of change in instructional practice. The questionnaire was selecled because it

teacher

evaluation systemns in the overall context of the school (principal leadership, school

culture, teacher interaction around teaching and learning, professionalism, and

professional growth).

These survey scales were developed through principal components analysis of

teacher survey responses to component items, and each has an Alpha coe

flicient showing

their internal consistency for the BASRC survey respondents. On December 10, 2001,

this researcher received permission from the Center for Research on the (

Teaching, to replicate thes¢ and other survey measures in the research, on

Context of

 condition that

the scales be constructed as the sum of teacher scores for all items that compose each

scale,




A compilation of 50 items was used for the purpose of this study.

The first

subscale, Principal Leadership, contained 8 items. The reliability Alpha for the suburban

K-8 district was .96 in comparison to The Bay Area School reliability Alpha of .94, The

second subscale, Teacher Interaction around Teaching and Learning was

divided into two

sections: Discourse, that had 5 items with a reliability Alpha for the suburban K-8 district

of .80 in comparison to The Bay Area School reliability Alpha of .85 and

Class

Observations and Collaboration that had 3 items with a reliability Alpha for the suburban

K-8 district of .72 in comparison to The Bay Area School reliability Alpha of .80. The

third subscale, Schoot Culture, was broken into three sections: Norm of Inquiry, that had

6 items with a reliability Alpha for the suburban K-8 district of .80 in comparison to The

Bay Arca School reliability Alpha of .86; Teacher Learning Community,

that had 4 items

with a reliability Alpha for the suburban K-8 district of .85 in comparison to The Bay

Area Schoo! reliability Alpha of .84; and Challenge Constraining Myths,

that had 4 items

with a reliability Alpha for the suburban K-8 district of .67 in comparison to The Bay

Area School reliability Alpha of .62, The fourth subscale, Professionalism, contained 11

items with a reliability Alpha for the suburban K-8 district of .91 in comparison to The

Bay Area School reliability Alpha of .96, The fifth subscale, Reform Climate was

divided into two sections: Cycle of Inquiry, that had 5 items with a reliabj

the suburban K-8 district of .85 in comparison to The Bay Area School re

lity Alpha for

liability Alpha

of .86 and Professional Development Support, that had 4 items with a reliability Alpha

for the suburban K-8 district of .82 in comparison to The Bay Area Schoql reliability

Alpha of .79. See Appendix D for detailed information on the reliability t

ests.




This researcher contacted Dr. Joan Talbert, Co-Directer of the Center for

d a written letter

Research on the Context of Teaching, at Stanford University and receive

research.

Data Collection
The researcher received written permission to conduct the study i
district, from the district superintendent in February 2002. The Seton Hal

Review Board granted permission for the research to take place (Februar

of permission dated December 10, 2001, allowing the use of the survey utilized in this

n the selected

| Institutional

y 22, 2002).

In accordance with the district superintendent, all teachers were invited to

participate in the research via cover letter, the Bay Area School Reform (
Teacher Survey (BASRC), and solicitation information, describing the pu
study, procedure, voluntary nature of the project, anonymity, security, ap
contact information. The surveys were given to all 195 teachers in the dis
1, 2002. A statement was included on the survey informing the teachers t

completing the survey, they were consenting to participate in the study. I

Collaborative

Irpose of the
proval, and
trict on March
hat by

f they did not

wish to participate, they were asked to return a blank survey. No names were included on

any forms, ensuring complete anonymity.
The teachers were asked to return the surveys to a secure location
the researcher, After receiving a 38% (n = 75) return, within two weeks a

surveys was distributed with the intention of obtaining a 50% return rate.

were thanked for participating and those who needed more time were enc

complete a survey in the additional time provided. Again, it was stated th

designated by

second set of
The teachers

ouraged to

1at this was




voluntary in nature as well as completely anonymous. One hundred and two {(n = 102)

teachers returned the completed BASRC forms (102 out of 195 constitutes a 52% return).

Data Analysis

The survey data was summarized in various forms for each of the [groups. The

groups were identified as: one through five years of teaching experience, 5ix to ten years

of teaching experience, eleven to fifieen years of teaching experience, and sixteen and

over years of teaching experience, along with those with a bachelors degree and those

with a masters degree or higher. The various forms of data analysis included: a

frequency distribution summary for each question within the subcategorie

means and standard deviations, a test of reliability, a one-way analysis of

s, a profile of

variance

(ANOVA) for the years of experience, and an independent ¢-test for the degree. The

items were categorized into subscale areas of principal leadership, teacher interaction

around teaching and learning, school culture, professionalism, and the selected

differentiated evaluation model. A Likert scale was used to answer the regearch questions

posed in the study. This method allowed the researcher to gather data fro
large sample. The data will be kept in a secure location and destroyed 3 yi

completion of the study,

m a relatively

cars after




CHAPTER IV

* Presentation of the Findings

The purpose of this study was to gain knowledge about the Danielson/McGreal

model of differentiated evaluation, and determine if it increased professignal growth

while fostering teacher interaction around teaching and learning as well 4s promoted a

sound, professional climate. This study was based on the perceptions of the teachers in a

particular district, The school district involved in the study was a kindergarien through

eighth grade school system in its fourth year of implementation of the Danielson/

McGreal model of differentiated teacher evaluation. It is a suburban, middle class district

with approximately 2,170 students enrolled in four schools. The enrollment projections

for the year 2002 are 791 students in grades Kindergarten through two, 789 students in

grades three through five, and 716 students in grades six through eight. The current per

pupil allocation is $8,380. The average class size is 22 students. Out of |95 teachers in

the district, 102 participated in the research. They were grouped according to years of

teaching experience (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, and 16 and over)
degree (bachelors or masters).

This study addressed the following research questions:

and their

1. To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal perpetuates a

healthy, quality school environment encouraging professional developme

to teaching experience?

nt, with regard
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2. To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal perpetuates a
healthy, quality school environment encouraging professional development, with regard
to educational background?

3. To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a fostering of teacher
interaction around teaching and learning, with regard to teaching experience?

4. To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a fostering of teacher
interaction around teaching and learning, with regard to educational background?

3. To what extent do teachers perceive that their school climate promotes
professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection, with regard to teaching
experience?

6. To what extent do teachers perceive that their school climate promotes
professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection, with regard to educational
background?

7. To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district supports the
professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching and
learning, with regard to teaching experience?

8. To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district supports the
professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching and
learning, with regard to educational background?

9. To what extent do teachers perceive that the Danielson/McGreal model of
differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth, with regard to teaching

experience?
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10.  To what extent do teachers perceive that the Danielson/McGreal model of

differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth, with re

educational background?

gard to

This chapter reports the results of the various groups of teachers’ responses to the

Bay Area School Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey (BASRC). The data presented

are reported in order to answer the ten research questions investigated in this dissertation.

The data are presented as follows: The research questions related to the s

ubcategory are

stated; the subscale categories are examined using a frequency analysis for each question;

a comparison of means and standard deviations is provided with regard to years of

teaching experience and degree eamed with a brief summary to follow; further analysis is

supported with table(s) of the data (ANOVA for years of experience and

-test for degree

earned) to identify whether or not there is statistical significance with regard to the

research question posed; a discussion of the results follows; and a summary of the

findings for each research question is given. Reliability alphas are presented in

Appendix D.

Description of Respondents
The researcher surveyed 195 teachers in a suburban, kindergarten
grade district. Completed surveys were returned from 102 (52%) teachers

and 3 identify the number of teachers in the various categories.

through eighth

| Tables 1, 2,




Table 1

Frequency Analysis of Years of Teaching Experience

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Valid  1-5 years 28 275 215 275
6-10 years 31 304 304 57.8
14-15 years 16 15.7 15.7 73.5
16+ years 27 26.5 26,5 100.0
Total 102 100.0 100.0
Table 2
Frequency Analysis of Degree Earned
Frequency Percent Valid Percant Cumulative
Parcent
Valid BA/BS 48 47.1 50.0 50.0
MA/MS 48 47.1 50.0 100.0
Total 96 84.1 100.0
Missing System 6 5.9
Total 102 100.0
Table 3
Frequency Analysis of Evaluation Model
Frequency Parcent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent
Valid  Traditional 34 333 333 333
Portfolio 12 11.8 11.8 451
Interactive Joumnal 1 1.0 1.0 46.1
Action Research 4 39 39 50.0
Cumiculum Project 18 17.6 17.6 67.6
Collegial Partnership 32 314 31.4 99.0
Peer Coaching 1 1.0 1.0 100.0
Total 102 100.0 100.0

Research Question #1: To what extent do teachers perceive that

Presentation of Data Related to Research Questions #1 and #2

he principal

perpetuates a healthy, quality school environment encouraging professional development,

with regard to teaching experience?




Research Question #2: To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal

perpetuates a healthy, quality school environment encouraging professional development,
with regard to educational background?
The first subscale of the Bay Area Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey
(BASRC) focused on the teachers’ perceptions of whether or not the principal at their
school petpetuated a healthy, quality school environment, encouraging professional
development. The eight survey questions asked respondents to assess specific aspects of
their principals using the following Likert scale: 1- Strongly Disagree, 2 + Disagree, 3 -
Neutral, 4 — Agree, and 5 — Strongly Agree. The reliability Alpha for this suburban K-8
district is .96 for the 8 items in the first subscale area of Principal Leadership, in
comparison to The Bay Area School reliabitity Alpha of .94. The reliabilty analyses are
included in Appendix D, The first analysis of data includes frequency statistics (See

Tables 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11) on the eight questions regarding principal [eadership.

Table 4

The Principal at This School Encourages Teachers to Try New Methods of Instruction

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 4 39 4.0 4.0
Disagree 0 0 0 0
Neutral 14 13.7 320 18.0
Agree 32 314 50.0 50.0
Strongly Agree 50 48,0 100.0 100.0
Total 100 28.0

Missing  System 2 2.0

Total 102 100.0




Overall, 49% of the respondents strongly agreed, 31.4% agreed, 1
neutral, no one disagreed, and 3.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics i

majority (80.4%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with thi

Table 5

3.7% were

5 question,

The Principal at This School Promotes Parental and Community Involvement in This

80

ndicate that the

School
‘Frequency Percent Valid Percefit | Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 3 29 3.0 a0
Disagree 2 2.0 20 51
Neutral 8 7.8 8.1 13.1
Agree 24 235 24.2 374
Strongly Agree 62 60.8 62.6 100.0
Total 99 971 100.0
Missing  System 3 29
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 60.8% of the respondents strongly agreed, 23.5% agreed,| 7.8% were
neutral, 2% disagreed, and 3% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (84.3%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 6

The Principal at This School Works to Create a Sense of Community in This School

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 4 3.9 4.0 4.0
Disagree 11 10.8 11.0 5.0
Neutral 11 10.8 11.0 26.0
Agree 17 16.7 17.0 43.0
Strongly Agree 57 55.9 57.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0

Missing  System 2 20

Total 102 100.0




Overall, 55.9% of the respondents strongly agreed, 16.7% agreed

neutral, 10.8% disagreed, and 3.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics i

10.8% were

ndicate that the

majority (72.6%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 7
The Principal at This School Takes a Personal Interest in the Professiongl Development
of Teachers
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | - Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 4 39 40 40
Disagree 4 39 4.0 8.0
Neutral 24 235 240 320
Agree 32 314 320 64.0
Strongly Agree 36 35.3 36.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0
Missing System 2 20
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 35.3% of the respondents strongly agreed, 31.4% agreed, 23.5% were

neutral, 3.9% disagreed, and 3.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (66.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with thi

B question.

Table 8
The Principal at This School is Strongly Committed to Shared Decision Making
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 5 49 8.1 5.1
Disagree B 7.8 8.1 13.1
Neutral 15 14.7 15.2 28.3
Agree 33 324 333 61.6
Strongly Agree 38 37.3 384 100.0
Total 89 a7.1 100.0

Missing  Systemn 3 29

Total 102 100.0




Overall, 37.3% of the respondents strongly agreed, 32.4% agreed,
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14,7% were

neutral, 7.8% disagreed, and 4.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority {69.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with thi

Table 9

5 question,

The Principal at This School Ensures that Student Learning is the “Bottom Line” in This

School
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 4 a8 40 4.0
Disagree 4 39 4.0 8.0
Neutral 17 16.7 17.0 25.0
Agree 37 36.3 37.0 62.0
Strongly Agree 38 373 38.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0

Missing  System 2 2.0

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 37.3% of the respondents strongly agreed, 36.3% agreed,

16.7% were

neutral, 3.9% disagreed, and 3.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (73.6%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with thi

5 question.

Table 10
The Principal at This School Supports and Encourages Teachers to Take Risks
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 4 39 40 4.0
Disagree 1 1.0 1.0 5.1
Neutral 23 22.5 23.2 28.3
Agree 37 36.3 374 65.7
Strongly Agree 34 333 343 100.0
Total 98 971 100.0

Missing  System 3 29

Total 100.0




Overall, 33.3% of the respondents strongly agreed, 36.3% agreed,

neutral, 1.0% disagreed, and 3.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics ind

83

22.5% were

licate that the

majority (69.6%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 11

The Principal at This School is a Strong Leader in School Reform

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 5 49 5.1 51
Disagree 6 59 6.1 111
Neutral 25 24.5 253 36.4
Agree 34 333 343 01.7
Strongly Agree 29 28.4 29.3 100.0
Total 89 87.1 100.0
Missing  System 3 29
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 28.4% of the respondents strongly agreed, 33.3% agreed, [24.5% were
neutral, 5.9% disagreed, and 4.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the
majority (61.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with thig question.
The second analysis of data includes a summary of the means and standard
deviations related to the teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership. Table 12 is with
regard to years of teaching experience and Table 13 is with regard to degree earned.
Teachers rated the overall perception of whether or not the principal at their school

perpetuated a healthy, quality school environment, encouraging professional development

on a scale of 1 to 5 with | representing strong disagreement and 5 represe
agreement. Mean scores greater than the midpoint of the scale (3.00) wereg

favorabte.

nting strong

: assumed to be




Table 12

Comparison of Means With Regard to Years of Teaching Experience

1-5 6-10 11-15 16 + Total
years years years
Mean | N Std. Mean | N| Sig, Mean | N{ Std. Mean | N| Std. Mean | N Std.
Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation Deaviation

1. The principal at this school 411 | 28 1.10 461 |31 67 419 {16{ .75 396 |25 1.7 4.24 | 100 .98
encourages teachers to try new
methods of instruction.
2. The principal at this schoo! 436 | 28 1.03 452 |31 72 444 |16] .89 433 |24 1.7 441 | 99 95
promotes parental and
community involvement in this
lschool.
. The principal at this schocl 404 ( 28 1.32 432 131| 117 431 |16 .95 384 (25| 1.3 412 (100| 122
rks to create a sense of
munity in this school.
4. The principal at this schoo! 3.86 | 28 1.18 4.06 |31 .89 3.81 |16| 1.05 3.88 (25| 117 392 (100 1.08
takes a personal interast in the
professional development of
geachers.
E. The principal at this school is| 3.79 | 28 1.32 403 |31 1.02 413 |186| .81 3.79 |24 1.32 392 | 99 1.15

trongly committed to shared
ecision making.

. The principal at this school 400 ( 28 1.12 413 |3 .92 400 (16 .89 3.88 125 1.20 401 (100 1.04
nsures that student leaming is

*bottom line” in this school.

. The principal at this school 389 | 28 1.07 413 |3 .76 400 |16 1.03 383 (24| 1.7 397 | 99 99
upports and encourages
eachers to take risks.

. The principal at this school is| 3.82 | 28 1.16 3.87 |31 .88 369 1167 1.20 363 (24| 124 3.77 | 99 1.10

o
-




Table 13

Comparison of Means With Regard to Degree Earned

BA/BS

MA/MS

Total

Mean

N

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

1. The principal at this school
ncourages teachers to fry new
ethods of ingtruction.

435

.86

4.15

46

1.01

4,26

98

. The principal at this school
romotes parental and community
nvolvement in this school.

4.58

48

.85

418

45

1.05

4.38

93

97

. The principal at this school
rks to create a sense of
mmunity in this school.

4.25

48

1.14

3.96

46

1.33

4.11

1.24

. The principal at this school
kes a personal interest in the
rofessional development of
eachers.

T2 B

3.90

48

1.02

3.93

46

3.9

1.07

. The principal at this school is
trongly committed to shared
ecision making.

[TL & ON]

4.00

48

1.19

3.84

45

1.13

3.82

93

115

. The principal at this schoaol
nsures that student leaming is
"bottom line” in this school.

%‘G_GT

4.00

48

1.05

402

46

1.09

4,01

1.08

. The principal at this school
upports and encourages
achers to take risks.

3.96

48

97

3.96

25

1.07

3.96

93

1.1

. The principal at this school is a
trong leader in school reform.

3.81

48

3.73

45

1.12

3.77

93

1.10

¢8




All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated prin

favorably with mean scores ranging from 3.63 to 4.61. Teachers with 6 to|

86

cipal leadership

10 years of

experience reported the two highest mean scores relative to the principal at their schoo!

encouraging teachers to try new methods of instruction, with a mean of 4.

61 and a

standard deviation of .67, and the principal promoting parental and community

involvement, with a mean of 4.52 and a standard deviation of .72.

Both groups, with regard to degree eamed, rated principal leadership favorably

with mean scores ranging from 3.73 to 4.56. Teachers with their bachelor:

s degree

reported the two highest mean scores relative to the principal promoting parental and

community involvement, with a mean of 4.56 and a standard deviation of]

.85, and the

principal at their school encouraging teachers to try new methods of instruction, with a

mean of 4.35 and a standard deviation of .96.

An ANOVA was used to investigate whether or not there were significant

differences with regard to years of teaching experience and the perception
leadership. Table 14 shows that there were no significant differences (p <
groups with regard to years of teaching experience and their perceptions ¢

leadership.

Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #1
Overall, there were no statistically significant (p < .05) differences

groups with regard to years of teaching experience and their perceptions ¢

s of principal
.05) among the

f principal

among the

f whether or

not the principal at their school perpetuates a healthy, quality school envitonment,

encouraging professional development. All groups had mean scores whicl

h were above




Table 14

One-Way Analysis of Variance Related to the Years of Teaching Experience and Perceptions of Principal Leadership

Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1. The principal at this school Between Groups 8.809 3 2.270 2.492 065
lencourages teachers to try new
methods of instruction. \Within Groups 87.431 96 A1
Total 94.240 99
2. The principal at this school Petween Groups 579 3 193 210 .B90
promotes parental and community
fnvolvement in this school. Within Groups 87.441 95 920
Total 88.020 98
3. The principal at this school Between Groups 4.024 3 1.341 903 443
works 1o create a sense of
community in this school, (Within Groups 142.536 96 1.485
Total 146.560 99
4. The principal at this school  Between Groups 883 3 328 285 836
takes a personal interest in the
professional development of \Within Groups 110.377 96 1.150
teachers.
Total 111.360 99
. The principal at this school is  [Between Groups 1.963 3 654 488 691
trongly committed to shared
decision making. \Within Groups 127.380 95 1.341
Total 129.354 98

L8




Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
. The principal at this school Between Groups 866 3 289 261 853
ensures that student learning is
the "botiom line” in this school.  Within Groups 106.124 96 1.105
Total 106.890 99
7. The principal at this school fween Groups 1.413 3 471 468 705
supports and encourages
teachers to take risks. ithin Groups 95.456 95 1.005
Total 96.909 o8
. The principal at this school is aBetween Groups 1.003 3 334 272 845
rong leadsr in school reform.
\Within Groups 116.654 95 1.228
Tolal 117.657 98

88
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the midpoint level (3.00) on the 1-5 point Likert scale, and therefore assumed to be

favorable in their belief that the principal did perpetuate a healthy, quality

school

environment, encouraging professional development. Table 14 demonstrates a one-way

analysis of variance related to the years of teaching experience and perceptions of

principal leadership.

An independent -test was used to investigate whether or not there

WwEre

significant differences with regard to degree earned and the perceptions of principal

leadership. Table 15 shows that there were no significant differences (p <

.05) among the

groups with regard to degree earned and their perceptions of principal leadership.

Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #2

Overall, there were no statistically significant (p < .05) differences

among the

groups with regard to degree earned and their perceptions of whether or not the principal

at their school perpetuates a healthy, quality school environment, encouraging

professional development. All groups had mean scores which were above

the midpoint

level (3.00) of the 1-5 point Likert scale, and therefore assumed to be favarable in their

belief that the principal did perpetuate a heaithy, quality school environment,

encouraging professional development,

Presentation of Data Related to Research Questions #3 and #4

Research Question #3: To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a

fostering of teacher interaction around teaching and learning, with regard to teaching

experience?




Table 15

Independent t-Test Related to the Degree Earned and Perceptions of Principal Leadership

Levene's Test for ttest for Equality of Means
Equality of 95% Confidence
Variances Interval
Std. Emor of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference
F Sig. t df {2-tailed) | Difference Lower Upper
1. The principal at this school Equal variances 136 714 .996 92 322 21 .203 -.201 605
encourages teachers to try assumed
new methods of instruction Equal variances
not assumed 895 | 91.127 323 21 .203 -.201 .605
2. The principal at this school Equal variances 2.056 155 {1.949 91 054 .38 A97 | -007 T77
promotes parental and assumed
community involvement in Equal variances
this jchool not assumad 1.935 | 84.617 056 .38 199 -1 .780
3. The principal at this school Equal varlances 3.009 088 | 1.149 92 253 29 255 -214 .801
works to create a sense of assumed
community in this school Equal varlances
not assumed 1.145 | 688.530 255 29 256 -218 803
4. The principa! at this school Equal variances 2.555 A3 | -175 92 862 -.04 .223 -481 404
takes a personal interest in assumed
the professional development Equal variances
of tiachem not assumed -.174 | 89.530 .862 -.04 223 -483 405
5. The principal at this school Equal variances 002 969 548 91 5198 16 .240 =322 633
is strongly committed to assumed
shared decision making Equal variances
ol sssumed 649 | 90979 518 16 240 -.321 632
. incl i } 920 340 099——92——9822 —1——02 220 459 #16
ensures that student learing  @ssumed
is the "bottom line” in this Equal variances
school not assumed -.099 | 91.4908 922 -.02 221 -.480 416

06




Levene's Test for

t4est for _Equality of Means

Equality of 95% Confidence
Variances Interval
Std. Ermor of the Difference
Sig. Mean Diffarence
_ F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Diffesance Lower Upper
7. The principal at this Equal variances 2288 |.134 .0%3 L2 990 .00 21 -416 421
school supports and assumed
encourages teachers to take Equal veriances
risks not assumed .013 | 88.685 990 .00 211 - 417 423
8. The principal at this Equal variances | .089 | .323 | .344 91 732 .08 230 -.378 537
school is a strong leader in assumed
I Equal variances
ot sssumed 344 | 90.480 732 08 230 -379 537

16
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Research Question #4. To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a
fostering of teacher interaction around teaching and learning, with regard|to educational
background?

The second subscale of the Bay Area Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey
(BASRC) focused on the extent to which the teachers’ perceive that there|is a fostering of
teacher interaction around teaching and learning. The eight survey questions asked
réspondents to assess specific aspects on how teachers interact with each other in their
school using the following Likert scale: 1- Never, 2 — 4 Few Times a Year, 3 — Once or
Twice a Month, 4 — Once or Twice a Week, 5 — Almost Daily. The reliability analysis
were broken down into two subcategories: Teachers interacting with each|other
(Questions 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8} and class observations and collaboration (Questions 2, 3,
and 4). The reliability Alpha in the first subcategory (teachers interacting with each other)
for this suburban K-8 district is .80, in comparison to The Bay Area Schog! reliability
Alpha of .85. The reliability Alpha in the second subcategory (class observations and
collaboration) for this suburban K-8 district is .72, in comparison to The Bay Area School
reliability Alpha of .80. The reliability analyses are included in Appendix D. The first
analysis of data includes frequency statistics (Tables 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23) on the

eight questions regarding teacher interaction around teaching and learning,.




Table 16

Frequency with Which You Share Ideas on Teaching with Other Teachers

93

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Pearcent
Valid Naver 1 1.0 1.0 1.0
A Few Times a Year 1 1.0 1.0 20
Once or Twice a Month 6 59 59 7.9
Once or Twice a Week 22 216 21.8 29.7
Almost Daily 71 69.6 70.3 100.0
Total 1o 99.0 100.0
Missing  System _ 1 1.0
Total 102 100.0

Overall, 69.6% of the respondents share ideas on teaching with other teachers

almost daily, 21.6% share ideas on teaching with other teachers once or twice a week,

5.9% share ideas on teaching with other teachers once or twice a month, 1,0% share ideas

on teaching with other teachers a few times a year, and 1.0% never share ideas on

teaching with other teachers. These statistics indicate that the majority (69.6%) of

respondents share ideas on teaching with other teachers almost daily.

Table 17

Frequency with Which You Observe Another Teacher Teaching

Frequency Percent Valid Cumuiative
Percent Percent
Valid Never 27 26.5 270 27.0
A Few Times a Year 47 46.1 47.0 74.0
Once or Twice a Month 13 12.7 13.0 87.0
Once or Twice a Week 6 5.9 6.0 93.0
Almost Daily 7 6.9 7.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0
Missing  System 2 20
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 6.9% of the respondents observe another teacher teaching|almost daily,

5.9% observe another teacher teaching once or twice a week, 12.7% observe another
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teacher teaching once or twice a month, 46.1% observe another teacher teaching a few

times a year, and 26.5% never observe another teacher teaching. These statistics indicate

that the largest number {46.1%}) of respondents observe another teacher teaching only a

few times a year.

Table 18

Frequency with Which You Are Observed by Another Teacher

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid Never 24 235 238 23.8
A Few Times a Year 41 40.2 40.6 64.4
Once or Twice a Month 18 17.6 17.8 82.2
Once or Twice a Week 5 4.9 5.0 87.1
Almost Daily 13 12.7 12.9 100.0
Total 101 99.0 100.0
Missing  System 1 1.0
Total 102 100.0

Overall, 12.7% of the respondents are observed by another teacher almost daily,

4.9% are observed by another teacher once or twice a week, 17.6% are observed by

another teacher once or twice a month, 40.2% are observed by another teacher a few

times a year, and 23.5% are never observed by another teacher, These statistics indicate

that the largest number (40.2%) of respondents are observed by another teacher only a

few times a year.




Table 19

Frequency with Which You Teach With a Colleague
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Freguency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid Never 15 14.7 15.0 150
A Few Times a Year 32 314 32.0 47.0
Once or Twice a Month 14 13.7 14.0 61.0
Once or Twice a Week 17 16.7 17.0 78.0
Almaost Daily 22 216 22.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0
Missing  System 2 2.0
Total 102 100.0

Overall, 21.6% of the respondents teach with a colleague almost

ily, 16.7%

teach with a colleague once or twice a week, 13.7% teach with a colleague once or twice

a month, 31.0% teach with a colleague a few times a year, and 14.7% never teach with a

colleague. These statistics indicate that the largest number (31.4%} of respondents teach

with a colleague a few times a year. According to Table 3, thirty-two resp
involved with collegial partnership models, which may explain the reason

the respondents teaching with a colleague almost daily.

ndents are

for 21.6% of

Table 20

Frequency with Which You Discuss with Other Teachers What You/They Learned at a

Workshop or Conference

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Valid Never 0 0 0
A Few Times a Year 36 353 356 35.6
Once or Twica a Month 44 431 43.6 79.2
Once or Twice a Week 9 8.8 89 88.1
Almost Daily 12 11.8 118 100.0
Total 101 990 100.0

Missing System 1 1.0

Total 102 100.0
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Overall, 11.8% of the respondents discuss with other teachers what they learned at
a workshop or conference almost daily, 8.8% discuss with other teachers what they
learned at a workshop or conference once or twice a week, 43.1% discuss|with other
teachers what they learned at a workshop or conference once or twice a month, 35.3%
discuss with other teachers what they learned at a workshop or conference a few times a
year, and none reported that they don’t discuss with other teachers what they leamed at a
workshop or conference. These statistics indicate that the largest number|(43.1%) of
respondents discuss with other teachers what they learned at a workshop or conference
once or twice a month. The second largest number (35.3%) of respondents discuss with

other teachers what they learned at a workshop or conference only a few times a year.

Table 21

Frequency with Which You Share and Discuss Student Work with Other Teachers

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid Never 0 0 o - 0
A Few Times a Year 3 29 30 3.0
Once or Twice a Month 8 7.8 7.9 10.9
Once or Twice a Week 40 39.2 308 50.5
Almost Daily 50 490 495 100.0
Total 101 99.0 100.0
Missing  System 1 1.0
Total 102 100.0

Overall, 49% of the respondents share and discuss student work with other
teachers almost daily, 39.2% share and discuss student work with other teachers once or
twice a week, 7.8% share and discuss student work with other teachers once or twice a
month, 2,9% share and discuss student work with other teachers a few times a year, and
no one reported that they never share or discuss student work with other teachers. These

statistics indicate that the largest number (49%) of respondents share and discuss student




work with other teachers almeost daily. The next largest number (29.2%) @

share and discuss student work with other teachers once or twice a week.

Table 22

97

f respondents

Frequency with Which You Discuss Particular Lessons that Were Not Very Successful

Frequency Percent Valid Cumuiative
Percent Percent
Valid Naver 3 2.9 3.1 3.1
A Few Times a Year 19 18.6 196 22.7
Once or Twice a Month 3 304 320 54.6
Once or Twice a Week 27 265 27.8 82.5
Almost Daily 17 16.7 17.5 100.0
Total 97 95.1 100.0
Missing System 5 4.9
Total 102 100.0

Overall, 16.7% of the respondents discuss particular lessons that were not very

successful almost daily, 26.5% discuss particular lessons that were not ve

once or twice a week, 30.4% discuss particular lessons that were not very

ry successful

successful once

or twice a month, 18.6% discuss particular lessons that were not very sucgessful a few

times a year, and 2.9% never discuss particular lessons that were not very

These statistics indicate that the largest number (30.4%) of respondents di

successful.

scuss particular

lessons that were not very successful once or twice a month. The next largest number

(26.5%) of respondents discuss particular lessons that were not very successful once or

twice a week,




Table 23

Freguency with Which You Discuss Beliefs about Teaching and Learning
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Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid MNever 3 29 3.0 3.0
A Few Times a Year 9 8.8 88 11.9
Once or Twice a Month 22 216 218 337
Once or Twice a Week 32 314 N7 65.3
Almaost Daily a5 4.3 347 100.0
Total 101 99.0 100.0
Missing  System 1 1.0
Total 102 100.0

Overall, 34.3% of the respondents discuss beliefs about teaching and learning

almost daily, 31.4% discuss beliefs about teaching and learning once or twice a week,

21.6% discuss beliefs about teaching and learning once or twice a month, 8.8% discuss

beliefs about teaching and learning a few times a year, and 2.9% never discuss beliefs

about teaching and learning. These statistics indicate that the largest number (34.3%) of

respondents discuss beliefs about teaching and learning almost daily. The next largest

number (31.4%) of respondents discuss beliefs about teaching and learning once or twice

a week,

The second analysis of data includes a summary of the means and standard

deviations related to the extent to which the teachers perceive that there is a fostering of

teacher interaction around teaching and leaming, Table 24 is with regard to years of

teaching experience. Table 25 is with regard to degree earned.

The eight survey questions asked respondents to assess specific aspects on how

teachers interact with each other in their school using the following Likert scale: 1-

Never, 2 — A Few Times a Year, 3 — Once or Twice a Month, 4 - Once or Twice a Week,

5 — Almost Daily.




Table 24

Comparison of Means With Regard to Years of Teaching Experience

1-5 6-10 11-15 16 + Total
years years years
Mean| N Std. Mean |[N| Std. |Mean ! N[ Std. |Mean |{N| Sid. Mean | N Std.
Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation
1. The frequency with which 467 ¢ 27 .83 461 [ 87 438 |16 .81 463 127 .69 459 | 101 74
you: share ideas on teaching
with other teachers.
2. The frequency with which 219 | 27 1.1 1.93 (30 91 219 (16| 1.47 248 |27 1.28 219 1100 1.12
you: observe another teacher
feaching.
. The frequency with which 207 | 27 1.07 235 |131| 1.28 238 118 1.09 289 |27 145 243 | 101 1.27
ou: are observed by another
acher.
4. The frequency with which 281 | 27 1.27 297 |31} 1.38 338 |16] 145 296 |26| 1.59 2589 100 141
ou. teach with a colleague.
5. The frequency with which 3.04 | 27 .90 281 (31 .75 281 |16 147 3.19 |27] 1.1 287 | 101 96
you: discuss with other teachers
at youthey leamed at a
rkshop or conference.
. The frequency with which 433 | 27 .96 4.35 (31 .66 413 |16 .81 452 27| .58 436 | 101 .76
&:Jﬂ:(share and discuss student
with other teachers.
7. The frequency with which 3g4 | 25 80 331 [29( 1.00 306 |16| 1.18 319 |27] 1.18 337 { 97 1.08
you: discuss particular lessons
that were not very successful.
. The frequency with which .70 | 27 1.23 3.77 (31 96 3.75 |16] 1.24 419 |27 .96 3.86 | 101 1.09

u: Discuss baliefs about
eaching and learming.

1
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All groups, with regard to years of teaching expenience, rated the

which they shared ideas on teaching with others, between once or twice a

daily, with mean scores ranging from 4.38 to 4,67, Teachers with 1 to 5 y

experience reported the highest mean score with a mean of 4,67 and a stay

of .83, and teachers with 11 to 15 years of experience reported the lowest

4.38 and a standard deviation of .81.

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated the |

which they observed another teacher teaching, only a few times a year, wi

ranging from 1.93 to 2.48. Teachers with over 16 years of experience
mean score with a mean of 2.48 and a standard deviation of 1.28, and tea
10 years of experience reported the lowest mean score of 1.93 and a stan
of .91.

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated the
which they were observed by another teacher, between a few times a ye
twice a month, with mean scores ranging from 2.07 to 2.89. Teachers wi
of experience reported the highest mean score with a mean of 2.89 and a
deviation of 1.45, and teachers with 1 to 5 years of experience reported
score of 2.07 and a standard deviation of 1.07.

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated the

100
Tequency with
week 1o almost
gars of

ndard deviation

mean score of

requency with

ith mean scores

rted the highest
hers with 6 to

deviation

equency with
{0 once or
over 16 years

tandard

frequency with

which they taught with a colleague, between a few times a year to once or twice a month,

with mean scores ranging from 2.07 to 2.89. Teachers with over 16 years

of experience

reported the highest mean score with a mean of 2.89 and a standard deviation of 1.45, and

teachers with 1 to 5 years of experience reported the lowest mean score o

standard deviation of 1.07.

f2.07 anda




All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated the f
which they discussed with other teachers what they learned at a workshop
around once or twice a month, with mean scores ranging from 2.81 to 3.1¢
with over 16 years of experience reported the highest mean score with a m
a standard deviation of 1.11, and teachers with 1 to 5 years of experience |
lowest mean score of 3.04 and a standard deviation: of .90.

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated the f
which they shared and discussed student work with other teachers, around

week, with mean scores ranging from 4.13 to 4.52. Teachers with over 16

101
requency with
or conference,
9. Teachers
1ean of 3.19 and

reported the

requency with
once or twice a

years of

experience reported the highest mean score with a mean of 4.52 and a standard deviation

of .58, and teachers with 11 to 15 years of experience reported the lowest
4.13 and a standard deviation of .81.

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated the f]
which they discussed particular lessons that were not very successful, onc

month, with mean scores ranging from 3.06 to 3.84, Teachers with 1 to 5

mean score of

requency with
e or twice a

years of

experience reported the highest mean score with a mean of 3.84 and a standard deviation

of .90, which meant that they were closer to discussing particular lessons
very successful once or twice a week as opposed to teachers with 11 to 15
experience reporting the lowest mean score of 3.06 and a standard deviatig
All groups, with regard to years of teaching expenence, rated the fi
which they discussed beliefs about teaching and learning, around once or
with mean scores ranging from 3.70 to 4.19. Teachers with over 16 years
reported the highest mean score with a mean of 4.19 and a standard deviat

teachers with 1 to 5 years of experience reported the lowest mean score of

that were not
years of

bn of 1.18.
requency with
twice a week,
of experience
ion of .96, and

"3.70 and a
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standard deviation of 1.23, Table 25 is a comparison of means with regard to the degree

carned.
Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated the frequency wi

shared ideas on teaching with others, between once or twice a week to aln

th which they

nest daily.

Teachers with Bachelors degrees reported the higher mean score of 4.71 and a standard

deviation of .71, and teachers with Masters degrees reported the lower mean score of 4.47

and a standard deviation of .78,
Both groups, with regard to degree eamed, rated the frequency wi

observed another teacher teaching, only a few times a year. Teachers with

th which they

Bachelors

degrees reported the higher mean score of 2.32 and a standard deviation aof 1.16, and

teachers with Masters degrees reported the lower mean score of 2.04 and a standard

deviation of 1.06.
Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated the frequency wit

were observed by another teacher, between a few times a year to once or 1

th which they

'wice a month.

Teachers with Masters degrees reported the higher mean score of 2.49 and a standard

deviation of 1.35, and teachers with Bachelors degrees reported the lower
2.38 and a standard deviation of 1.21.
Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated the frequency wil

taught with a colleague, around once or twice a month. Teachers with Bag

mean score of

th which they

thelors degrees

reported the higher mean score of 3.15 and a standard deviation of 1.44, and teachers




Table 25

Comparison of Means With Regard to Degree Earned

BA/BS MA/MS Total
Mean N Std. Mean N Std. Mean | N Std.
Deviation Deviation] Deviation
1. The frequency with which you 4.71 71 4.47 47 .78 459 | 95 .75
f:are ideas on teaching with other
achers.
2. The frequency with which you 2.32 47 1.16 2.04 47 1.06 218 | 94 1.12
pbsarve another teacher teaching.
3. The frequency with which you 2.38 48 1.21 249 47 1.35 243 | 95 1.28
are observed by another teacher.
4. The frequency with which you 3.15 48 1.44 283 47 1.37 299 | 95 1.41
Reach with a colleague.
. The frequency with which you 3.17 48 93 268 47 .89 293 | 95 94
iscuss with other teachers what
u/they learned at a workshop or
nference.
. The frequancy with which you 433 48 81 4.36 47 74 435 | 95 T7
hare and discuss student work
with other teachers.
7. The frequency with which you 3.65 46 95 3.00 45 1.13 333 | A 1.09
discuss particular lessons that
were not very successful.
. The fraquency with which you 4.08 48 96 3.64 47 1.13 3.86 | 95 1.07
iscuss beliefs about teaching
nd learning. '

€01
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with Masters degrees reported the lower mean score of 2.83 and a standard deviation

of 1.37.

Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated the frequency wi

th which they

discussed with other teachers what they learned at a workshop or conference, around

once or twice a month. Teachers with Bachelors degrees reported the higher mean score

of 3.17 and a standard deviation of .93, and teachers with Masters degrees reported the

lower mean score of 2.68 and a standard deviation of .89.

Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated the frequency wi

th which they

shared and discussed student work with other teachers, around once or twice a week.

Teachers with Masters degrees reported the higher mean score of 4,36 and a standard

deviation of .74, and teachers with Bachelors degrees reported the lower mean score of

4.33 and a standard deviation of .81.

Teachers with Bachelors degrees rated the frequency with which t

hey discussed

particular lessons that were not very successful close to once or twice a week. The mean

was 3.65 with a standard deviation of .95. Teachers with Masters degrees
frequency with which they discussed particular lessons that were not very
or twice a month. The mean was 3.00 with a standard deviation of 1.13.

Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated the frequency wi

rated the

successful once

th which they

discussed beliefs about teaching and learning, around once or twice a wegk. Teachers

with Bachelors degrees reported the higher mean score of 4.08 and a standard deviation

of .96, and teachers with Masters degrees reported the lower mean score of 3.64 and a

standard deviation of .78.

An ANOVA was used to investigate whether or not there were significant

differences with regard to years of teaching experience and the perceptior

15 of teacher




105

interaction around teaching and learning. Table 26 shows that there were ho significant

differences (p < .05) among the groups with regard to years of teaching experience and

their perceptions of teacher interaction around teaching and learning.

Summary of the Findings Related 1o Research Question #3
Overall, there are no statistically significant (p < .05) differences a

groups with regard to years of teaching experience and their perceptions o

mong the

f the extent to

which there is a fostering of teacher interaction around teaching and leamning.

An independent ¢-test was used to investigate whether or not there

significant differences with regard to degree earmned and the perceptions of

were

 teachet

interaction around teaching and learning. Table 27 shows that there was 4 statistically

significant difference at the p < ,05 among the groups with regard to degree earned and

the frequency with which they discussed with other teachers what they learned at

workshops or conferences, with a ¢ value of 2.604 at the significance level

was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups ¥

of .011. There

vith regard to

degree earned and the frequency with which they discussed particular lessons that were

not very successful, with a ¢ value of 2.988 at the significance level of .004. There wasa

statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to degree

earned and the frequency with which they discussed beliefs about teaching and learning,

with a ¢ value of 2,066 at the significance level of .042.




Table 26

One-Way Analysis of Variance Related to the Years of Teaching Experience and Perceptions of Teacher Interaction Around Teaching

and Learning
_% Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig.
1. The frequency with which etween Groups 955 3 318 578 631
you share ideas on teaching
with other teachers. Within Groups 53.401 97 .551
Total 54.456 100
2. The frequency with which  Between Groups 4.271 3 1.424 1.147 224
ou observe another teacher
eaching. Within Groups 119.119 96 1.241
Total 123.390 99
3. The frequency with which  Between Groups 9.328 3 3.109 1.993 120
ou are observed by another
teacher. Within Groups 151.365 97 1.560
Total 160.693 100
4. The frequency with which  Between Groups 3.237 3 1.079 535 660
you teach with a colleague.
\Within Groups 193.753 96 2.018
Total 196.990 a9
. The frequency with which  Between Groups 2.598 3 .888 930 429
u discuss with other teachers
t youithey leamed at a Within Groups 90.313 97 631
rkshop or conference.
Total 92911 100

901




Ié Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig.
5. The frequency with which etween Groups 1.581 3 527 918 434
you share and discuss student
work with other teachers. Within Groups 55,588 97 573

Total 57.168 100
7. The frequency with which  Between Groups 8.061 3 2.687 2.389 074
yol discuss particular lessons
F‘lat were not very successful. Within Groups 104.578 93 1.124

Total 112.639 96
8. The frequency with which  Betwesn Groups 3.936 3 1.312 1.115 347
you discuss beliefs about
teaching and learning. Within Groups 114.123 a7 1177

Total 118.059 100

L01




Table 27

Independent t-Test Related to the Degree Earned and Perceptions of Teacher Interaction Around Teaching and Learning

Levene's Test for t-test for ___E_guality of Means
Equality of 95% Confidence
Varances Interval
Std. Ermor of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference
F Sig. t of {2-tailed Difference Lower Upper
1. The frequency with which  Equal variances 3.958 050 1§ 1.571 93 19 24 153 -.063 544
you share ideas on teaching ~ #ssumed
with other teachers. ,
Equal variances 1570 | 91982 | .120 24 153 -.064 544
not assumed
2. The frequency with which  Equal variances 2197 142 1 1.204 92 .232 28 230 -.180 733
you observe another teacher  assumed
teaching. Equal variances
ot assumed 1.204 | 91.257 232 .28 230 -.180 733
3. The frequency with which  Equal variances .541 464 - 435 93 865 =11 263 -837 408
you are observed by another  assumed
teacher. )
Equal variances -434 | 91.534 | 665 11 263 -638 .409
not assumed
4, The frequency with which  Equal variances 077 783 | 1.093 a3 277 32 .289 -.258 .890
you teach with a colleague. assumed
Equal variances 1004 | 82919 | 277 32 289 -.258 890
not assumed
5. The frequency with which  Equal variances .186 667 2.604 93 01 49 187 115 B56
you discuss with other assumed
teachers what you/they ,
learned at a workshop or Equal variances 2605 | 92.937 | .01 49 186 415 856
conference. assu

801




Levene's Test for ttest for Eguality of Means
Equality of 95% Confidence
Variances Interval
Std. Error of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) Difference Lower Upper
6. The frequency with which  Equal variances 245 622 - 179 93 .858 -03 .159 -.343 288
you share and discuss assumed
student work with other Equal variances
teachers, not assumad -179 | 92.508 .858 -.03 .168 -343 .288
7. The frequency with which  Equal variances 116 T34 2,988 89 .004 85 218 219 1.086
you discuss particuiar assumed
lessons that were not very Equal variances
successful. not assumed 24982 | 85.765 .004 65 219 217 1.087
8. The frequency with which  Equal variances 3316 | .072 2.066 93 042 A5 215 017 .873
you discuss beliefs about assumed
teaching and leaming. Equal variances
not assumed 2.062 | 90.093 042 45 216 016 874

601




Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #4

110

Overall, there were three questions in the subcategory teacher interaction around

teaching and learning, that had statistical significance at the p < .05 level,
the degree eamed. There was a statistically significant difference at the p

among the groups with regard to degree earned and the frequency with wi

discussed with other teachers what they learned at workshops or confere

with regard to

< 05 level

hich they

es, with a ¢

value of 2.604 at the significance level of .011. Teachers holding a Bachelors degree had

a mean score of 3.17 with a standard deviation of .93 and teachers holding a Masters

degree had a mean score of 2.68 with a standard deviation of .89.There was a statistically

significant difference at the p < .05 level among the groups with regard tg

and the frequency with which they discussed particular lessons that were

degree earned

not very

successful, with a 7 value of 2.988 at the significance level of .004. Teachers holding a

Bachelors degree had a mean score of 3.65 with a standard deviation of .9
holding a Masters degree had a mean score of 3.00 with a standard deviatj
There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the gn
regard to degree earned and the frequency with which they discussed belis
teaching and learning, with a ¢ value of 2.066 at the significance level of .
holding a Bachelors degree had a mean score of 4.08 with a standard devi
teachers holding a Masters degree had a mean score of 3.64 with a standa

1.13.

5 and teachers
onof1.13.
oups with

efs about

042, Teachers

ation of .96 and

rd deviation of




Presentation of Data Related fo Research Questions #5 and #6

Research Question #5: To what extent do teachers perceive that their school

climate promotes professional development, faculty interaction, and refleg

regard to teaching experience?

tion, with

Research Question #6: To what extent do teachers perceive that their school

climate promotes professional development, faculty interaction, and refle¢

regard to educational background?

tion, with

The third subscale of the Bay Area Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey

(BASRC) focused on the teachers’ perceptions of the extent to which they
their school climate promotes professional development, faculty interactio

reflection. The eight survey questions asked respondents to assess specific

their general school climate using the following Likert scale: 1- Strongly Disagree, 2 -

111

perceive that

n, and

aspects of

Disagree, 3 - Neutral, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly Agree. The reliability analysis were broken

down into three subcategories: Norm of Inquiry (Questions 1, 2, 4, 7, 13, and 14),

Teacher Leaming Community {Questions 8,9,10, and 12), and Challenge Constraining

Myths (Questions 3, 5, 6, and 11). The reliability Alpha in the first subcategory (Norm of

Inquiry) for this suburban K-8 district is .80, in comparison to The Bay Area School

reliability Alpha of .86. The reliability Alpha in the second subcategory (Teacher

Learning Community) for this suburban K-8 district is .85, in comparison

to The Bay

Area School reliability Alpha of .84. The reliability Alpha in the third subcategory

(Challenge Constraining Myths) for this suburban K-8 district is .67, in comparison to

The Bay Area School reliability Alpha of .62. The reliability analyses are

included in

Appendix D. The first analysis of data includes frequency statistics (Tables 28, 29, 30,




31,32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41) on the fourteen questions regard

school climate.

Table 28

Teachers in This School are Continually Learning and Seeking New Ideas

112

ing general

Freguency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 0
Disagree 5 49 5.0 5.0
Neutral 13 127 13.0 180
Agree 33 324 33.0 51.0
Strongly Agree 49 48.0 49.0 100.0
Total 100 98,0 100.0
Missing  System 2 20
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 48% of the respondents strongly agreed, 32.4% agreed, 12.7% were

neutral, 4.9% disagreed, and no one strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (80.4%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with thi

Table 29

Teachers are Engaged in Systematic Analysis of Student Performance Data

5 question.

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 0
Disagree 13 12.7 13.3 13.3
Neutral 20 19.6 204 37
Agree 41 40.2 41.8 75.5
Strongly Agree 24 235 24.5 100.0
Total 98 96.1 100.0
Missing System 4 39
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 23.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 40.2% agreed,|19.6% were
neutral, 12.7% disagreed, and no one strongly disagreed. These statistics|indicate that the

majority (63.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.
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Table 30
When a Conflict Arises, We Usually “Sweep it Under the Rug"”
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 37 36.3 374 374
Disagree 37 36.3 374 747
Neutral 13 12.7 131 87.9
Agree 10 9.8 10.1 98.0
Strongly Agree 2 2.0 2.0 100.0
Total 99 87.1 100.0
Missing  System 3 29
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 2% of the respondents strongly agreed, 9.8% agreed, 12.7% were neutral,
36.3% disagreed, and 36.3% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the
majority (72.6%) of respondents either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this question.
Table 31
Our Stance Towards our Work is One of Inquiry and Reflection
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 0 0 o 0
Disagree 3 29 31 31
Neutral 17 16.7 175 20.6
Agree 38 373 39.2 59.8
Strongly Agree 39 5.2 40.2 100.0
Total 97 85.1 100.0
Missing  System 5 49
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 38.2% of the respondents strongly agreed, 37.3% agreed,| 16.7% were
neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and no one strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the
majority (75.5%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with thig question.
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Table 32
Teachers Who are Involved in Innovation From a Distinct and Separate Group in This
School
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 26 255 26.5 26.5
Disagree K| 304 316 58.2
Neutral 23 225 235 816
Agree 15 14.7 15.3 96.9
Strongly Agree 3 29 3.1 100.0
Total 98 96.1 100.0
Missing  System 4 3.9
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 2.9% of the respondents strongly agreed, 14.7% agreed, 22.5% were
neutral, 30.4% disagreed, and 25.5% strongly disagreed. These statistics jndicate that
55.9% of respondents either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this question.
Table 33
The Faculty Seldom Evaluates its Programs and Activities
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 45 44 1 45.0 450
Disagrea 38 373 38.0 83.0
Neutral 11 108 11.0 94.0
Agree 1 1.0 1.0 95.0
Strongly Agree 5 49 5.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0
Missing  System 2 20
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 4.9% of the respondents strongly agreed, 1.0% agreed, 14.8% were
neutral, 37.3% disagreed, and 44.1% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the
majority (81.4%) of respondents either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this question.




Table 34
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Assessment of Student Performance Leads to Changes in our School's Cyrriculum

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
_ Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 6 59 6.0 6.0
Disagree 10 9.8 10.0 16.0
Neutral 30 294 30.0 46.0
Agree 42 41.2 42.0 §8.0
Strongly Agree 12 11.8 12.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0
Missing  System 2 2.0
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 11,8% of the respondents strongly agreed, 41.2% agreed, 29.4% were

neutral, 9.8% disagreed, and 5.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that 53%

of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 35

I Feel Supported by Colleagues to Try Out New Ideas

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 0
Disagree 3 2.8 30 3.0
Neutral 12 1.8 12.0 15.0
Agree 41 40.2 41.0 56.0
Strongly Agree 44 431 44 .0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0
Missing  System 2 20
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 43.1% of the respondents strongly agreed, 40.2% agreed, 11.8% were
neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and no one strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the
majority (83.3%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.




Table 36

Teachers in This School are Encouraged to Experiment with Their Teaching

Frequency Percent Valid Percant | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 20 20 20
Disagree 1 1.0 1.0 3.0
Neutral 19 18.6 18.0 22.0
Agree 40 39.2 40.0 62.0
Strongly Agree 38 37.3 38,0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0

Missing  System 2 20

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 37.3% of the respondents strongly agreed, 39.2% agreed,| 18.6% were

neutral, 1.0% disagreed, and 2.0% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (76.5%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with thiz question.

Table 37

Teachers in This School Trust Each Other

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 2.0 20 2.0
Disagree 14 137 14.0 16.0
Neutral 28 284 290 45.0
Agree 29 264 29.0 74.0
Strongly Agree 26 25.5 26.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0

Missing Systemn 2 20

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 25.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 28.4% agreed, 28.4% were

neutral, 13.7% disagreed, and 2.0% strongly disagreed. These statistics ihdicate that

53.9% of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.
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Table 38
It is Very Difficult to Find Time for this Faculty to Work Together
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Parcent
Valid Strongly Disagree 12 11.8 12.0 12.0
Disagree 16 15.7 16.0 28.0
Neutral 39 38.2 39.0 67.0
Agree 20 19.6 20.0 87.0
Strongly Agree 13 127 13.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0
Missing Syslem 2 20
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 12.7% of the respondents strongly agreed, 19.6% agreed, 38.2% were
neutral, 15.7% disagreed, and 11.8% strongly disagreed. These statistics|indicate that the
majority (38.2%) of respondents were neutral with this question.
Table 39
Teachers in This School Feel Responsible to Help Each Other Do Their ﬁ‘est
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 2 2,0 20 20
Disagree 6 5.9 6.0 8.0
Neutral 27 26.5 27.0 35.0
Agree 38 373 38.0 73.0
Strongly Agree 27 26.5 27.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0
Missing  System 2 2.0
Total 102 100.0
Overall, 26.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 17.3% agreed,| 26.5% were

neutral, 5.9% disagreed, and 2.0% strongly disagreed. These statistics indgicate that

63.8% of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.




Table 40

Teachers in This School Regularly Examine School Performance

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulalive
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 2.0 2.0 20
Disagree 7 6.9 7.0 9.0
Neutral : 23 225 23.0 320
Agree 51 50.0 51.0 83.0
Strongly Agree 17 16.7 17.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0

Missing  System 2 20

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 16.7% of the respondents strongly agreed, 50.0% agreed,

22.5% were

neutral, 6.9% disagreed, and 2.0% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority {66.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question,

Table 41

This School is Actively Invelved in School Reform

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 3 28 3.0 30
Disagree 3 29 3.0 6.1
Neutral 18 17.6 18.2 242
Agree 62 60.8 62.6 86.9
Strongly Agree 13 12.7 131 100.0
Total 99 97.1 100.0

Missing  System 3 29

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 12.7% of the respondents strongly agreed, 60.8% agreed,

17.6% were

neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and 2.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority {73.5%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

The second analysis of data includes a summary of the means and
deviations related to the teachers perceptions of the general school climat

with regard to years of teaching experience. Table 43 is with regard to de

standard
e, Table 42 is

gree earned.
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Teachers rated the extent to which they perceive that their school culture
promotes professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection onja scale of 1 to §
with 1 representing strong disagreement and 5 representing strong agreerient. Mean
scores greater than the midpoint of the scale (3.00) were assumed to be fayorable for all
but four questions: 3, When a conflict arises we usually sweep it under the rug;
5, Teachers who are involved in innovation form a distinct and separate group in this
school; 6, The faculty seldom evaluates its programs and activities; and 11, It is very
difficult to find time for this faculty to work together. In these four cases, mean scores
less than the midpoint (3.00) were assumed to be favorable.
All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated the general school
climate favorably with mean scores ranging from 3.38 to 4.46 for questions 1, 2, 4, 7, 8,
9,10, 12, 13, and 14 with mean scores ranging from 1.67 to 2.55 for questions 3, 5, and
6. Lower means represent favorable responses when answering questions B, 5, and 6.
Question 11 remains neutral with the means ranging from 2.93 to 3.23. The teachers
were neutral with regard to years of teaching experience and finding it very difficult to
find time to work together as a faculty. Teachers with 16 years of experience and above

reported the highest mean scores relative to feeling supported by colleagues to try out




1-5 6-10 11-15 16 + Total
years years years
Mean | N Std. Mean | N Std, Mean | N Sid. Mean | N Std. Mean| N Std.
Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation
[3. When a conflict arises, we 214 | 28 1.01 213 (31| 118 1.87 (15 .62 196 |25 1.14 202 | 99 1.05
usually "sweep it under the rug.”
. Teachers who are involved in| 244 | 27 1.15 255 |31 112 207 |15 96 2.24 |25 1.20 237 | 98 1.13
E\novation form a distinct and
eparate group in this school.
. The faculty seidom evaluated| 1.86 | 28 1.01 194 (31| 1.03 1.67 (15] 1.05 1.77 |26 1.03 1.83 | 100 1.02
ts programs and activities.
f;l1. It is very difficult to find time | 293 | 28 1.156 306 131 1.08 3.00 [15{ 1.36 3.23 |26 1.21 3.06 | 100 117
or this faculty to work together.

Note. Questions 3, 5, 6, and 11 are placed at the bottom of the scale to expedite analysis of means. Lower numbers represent
favorable responses.
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Table 43

Comparison of Means With Regard to Degree Earned

BA/BS MA/MS Total
Mean | N Std. Mean N Sid. Mean N Std. Deviation
Deviationj Deviation
1. Teachers in this school are 441 | 46 T2 4.19 48 94 4.30 .84
ntinually leaming and seeking new
deas.
. Teachers are engaged in 396 | 46 84 3.60 47 1.08 KN a3 .08
ystematic analysis of student
rformance data.
4. Our stance towards our work is one| 4.25 | 44 .81 4.04 47 .83 4.14 91 .82
of inquiry and reflection.
7. Assessment of student 363 | 46 .88 3.25 48 1.18 344 o4 1.05
rformance leads to changes in our
chool's curriculum.
. | feel supportted by colleagues to try| 4.37 | 46 74 413 48 1.18 4.24 94 .80
ut new ideas.
. Teachers in this school are 420 | 46 .81 4.00 48 a7 410 o4 .89
ncouraged to expariment with their
gaching.
10. Teachers in this school trusteach | 3.74 | 46 93 3.48 48 1.25 361 84 1.08
other.
12. Teachers in this school feel 400 | 46 .84 3.63 48 1.04 38 94 96
responsible to help each other do their
pest.
13. Teachers in this school regularly | 3.89 | 46 J7 3.56 48 1.1 3.72 94 Atk
examine school performance.
14. This school is actively involvedin | 3.80 | 46 .88 3.81 47 74 3.81 a3 B1
school reform.

(44|




BA/BS MA/MS Total
Mean | N Std. Mean N Std. Mean N Std. Deviation
Deviation Deviation
3. When a conflict arises, we usuzlly | 1.87 | 46 B8 217 47 1.20 2.02 93 1.06
"sweep it under the rug.”
. Teachers who are involved in 2.20 | 45 97 246 48 1.24 2.33 93 1.12
nnovation form a distinct and
parate group in this school.
. The faculty seldom evaluated its 1.78 | 46 99 1.83 48 1.06 1.81 94 1.02
rams and activities.
11. it is very difficult to find time for 291 | 46 1.1 3.15 48 1.25 3.03 94 1.19
his facuity to work together.

Nore. Questions 3, 5, 6, and 11 are placed at the bottom of the scale to expedite analysis of means. Lower numbers represent favorable
responses.

X4
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new ideas, with a mean of 4.46 and a standard deviation of .65. Teachers with 6 to 10
years experience reported the next highest mean scores relative to continually learning
and seeking new ideas, with a mean of 4.32 and a standard deviation of .91. Teachers
with 11 to 15 years expcriencé reported the two lowest mean scores on question 3 and 6,
representing a favorable response, relative to when a conflict arises, they usually “sweep
it under the rug,” with a mean of 1.67 and a standard deviation of .62, and relative to the
faculty seldom evaluating its program and activities, with a mean of 1.67 and a standard
deviation of 1.05.

Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated the general school climate
neutral to favorable with mean scores ranging from 3.25 to 4.41 for questions 1, 2, 4, 7, 8,
9, 10, 12, 13, and 14 with mean scores ranging from 1.78 to 2.46 for questions 3, 5, and
6. Lower means represent favorable responses when answering questions 3, 5, and 6.
Question 11 still remains neutral with regard to degree earned, with the means ranging
from 2.91 to 3.15. The teachers were neutral with regard to degree earned and finding 1t
very difficult to find time to work together as a faculty. Teachers with their Bachelors
degree reported the two highest mean scores relative to teachers in the school are
continually learning and seeking new ideas, with a2 mean of 4.41 and a standard deviation
of .72, and feeling supported by colleagues to try out new ideas, with a mean 0f 4.37 and
a standard deviation of .74. The teachers with Bachelors degrees also reported the lowest
mean score on question #6, representing a favorable response, relative to the faculty
seldom evaluating its program and activities, with a mean of 1.78 and a standard

deviation of .99.
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An ANOVA was used to investigate whether or not there were significant
differences with regard to years of teaching experience and the perceptions of the general
school climate. Table 44 shows that there were no significant differences (p < .05) among
the groups with regard to years of teaching experience and their perceptions of the

general school climate.

Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #5

Overall, there were no statistically significant (p < .05) differences among the
groups with regard to years of teaching experience and the teachers’ perceptions of the
extent to which they perceive that their school climate promotes professional
development, faculty interaction, and reflection.

An independent -test was used to investigate whether or not there were
significant differences with regard to degree eamed and the perceptions of the general
school climate. Table 45 shows that there were no significant differences (p < .035)
among the groups with regard to degree eamed and their perceptions of general school

climate.

Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #6

Overall, there were no statistically significant (p < .05) differences among the
groups with regard to degree carned and the teachers’ perceptions of the extent to which
they perceive that their school climate promotes professional development, faculty
interaction, and reflection. All groups had mean scores that were assumed to be favorable
in their belief that the school climate promotes professional development, faculty

interaction, and reflection.



Table 44

One-Way Analysis of Variance Related to the Years of Teaching Experience and Perceptions of The General School Climate

Sum of of Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
1. Teachers in this school are Between Groups 434 3 145 .185 806
continually leaming and seeking
Pew ideas. Within Groups 74.806 96 779
Total 75.240 89
2. Teachers are engaged in Between Groups 2167 3 J22 .764 517
Lsystematic analysis of student
performance data. Within Groups £8.894 94 946
Total 91.061 a7
3. When a conflict arises, we usuallyBetween Groups 2754 3 918 .B29 481
Fsweep it under the rug.”
\Within Groups 105.206 a5 1.107
Total 107.960 98
4. Our stance towards our work is  Between Groups 588 3 .196 .281 .839
one of inquiry and reflection.
\Within Groups 64,773 93 696
Total 65.361 96
5. Teachers who are involved in Between Groups 2.938 3 879 .768 515
E?novaﬁm form a distinct and
eparate group in this school. Within Groups 119.837 94 1.275
Total 122.776 97

921




Sum of df Meaan F Sig.
| Squares Square
G. The facully seldem evaluated its Between Groups 862 3 287 272 845
programs and activities,
Within Groups 101.248 96 1.0585
Total 102.110 99
7. Assessment of student Between Groups 204 3 068 .063 979
performance leads to changes in
our school's curriculum, Within Groups 104.436 96 1.088
Total 104.640 99
8. | feel supported by colleagues to Between Groups 2.228 3 743 1,208 311
try out new ideas,
Within Groups 59.012 96 615
Total 61.240 99
. Teachers in this school are Between Groups 288 3 096 119 949
neouraged to experiment with their
teaching. Within Groups 77.502 96 807
Total 77.790 99
10. Teachers in this school trust Between Groups 2.752 3 8917 .782 507
leach other.
Within Groups 112.558 96 1.172
Total 116310 99
11. It is very difficult to find time for Between Groups 1.297 3 A32 309 819
khis faculty to work together.
Within Groups 134,343 96 1.399
Total 135.640 29

LTl




Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
12. Teachers in this school feel Between Groups 1.087 3 359 376 J70
responsible to help each other do
rheir bast. (Within Groups 91.682 96 955
Total 92.760 a9
13. Teachers in this school regularly Between Groups 2.129 3 710 883 453
examine school performance.
l:ithin Groups 7711 o6 503
otal 79.240 09
14. This school is actively involved Between Groups 4.145 3 1.382 2.123 .102
r‘n school reform.
ithin Groups 61.815 a5 651
otal 65.960 o8

821




Table 45

Independent T-Test Related to the Degree Earned and Perceptions of The General School Climate

Levena's Test for t-test for _Equality of Means
Equality of 95% Confidence
Varances Interval
Std. Error of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference
_ F Sig. t df (2-tailed Difference Lowsr Upper
1. Teachers in this school are  Equal variances 3.295 073 | 1.306 92 95 .23 A73 =117 569
continually leaming and assumed
seeking new ideas. Equal variances
ot assumed 1.313 87.754 163 .23 A72 -.116 567
2. Teachers are engaged in Equal variances 8.829 004 {1.797 91 076 .36 201 -.038 759
systematic analysis of assumed
student performance data.
Equal variances 1.802 | 86.810 075 36 200 | -037 | .759
not assumed
3. When a conflict arises, we  Equal variances 4.541 036 |-1.370 91 74 =30 219 -737 135
usually “sweep it under the assumed
rug.”
Equal variances . . .
not assumed 1375 84.484 173 30 219 736 134
4, Qur stance towards our Equal variances .002 968 | 1.203 89 232 21 A72 -.135 580
work is one of inquiry and assumed
reflection. Equal variances
not assumed 1.204 86.862 232 21 A72 -135 .550
5. Teachers who are involved  Equal variances 4785 | 031 -1.117 =] 267 -.26 231 -718 201
in innovation form a distingt ~ assumed
and separate group in this Equal variances
school. not assumed -1.125 88.228 263 -25 230 -714 .198
6. The faculty seldom Equal variances 117 733 | -240 92 811 -05 211 -470 369
evaluated its programs and assumed
activities. Equal variances
not assumed -.240 91.933 811 -05 211 -470 .368

671




Levene’s Test for {-test for Equality of Means
Equality of 95% Confidence
Variances Interval
Std. Ermor of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference
F Siy. t _df {2-tailed) | Difference Lower Upper
7. Assessment of student Equal variances - | 2.886 | .093 1.771 92 080 38 215 -.046 807
performance leads to assumed
changes in our school's Equal variances
curriculum. not assumed 1.782 86.892 078 .38 214 -.044 .805
8. | feel supported by Equal variances .076 784 1.493 92 139 .24 164 -.081 570
colieagues to try out new assumed
ideas. Equal variances
not assumed 1.497 91.368 .138 24 163 -.080 569
9. Teachers in this school are  Equal variances 1.743 | 190 1.083 92 .201 .20 .184 -170 561
encouraged to experiment assumed
with their teaching. Equal variances
not assumad 1.067 90,275 .289 20 183 -.169 560
10. Teachers in this school Equal varlances 7669 | .007 1.169 92 .245 26 222 -.182 T2
trust each other. assumed
Equal variances
not assurned 1.175 868.097 243 26 221 -.180 699
11. It is very difficult to find Equal variances 1141 | .288 |-950 92 344 -.23 .245 -719 254
time for this faculty to work assumed
together Equal variances .953 | 91.454 343 _23 244 718 252
not assumed ) ’ ) ) ’ B :
12. Teachers in this school Equal variances 3.076 | .083 1.911 92 059 .38 198 =015 765
feel responsible to help each  assumed
other do their best. Equal variances
nol assumed 1.918 89.462 .058 38 185 -3 .763
13. Teachers in this school Equal variances 4.267 042 1.774 92 079 33 .185 =038 697
regularly examine school assumed
perlormance- Equal variances 1.784 | 87.532 078 33 184 038 5
not assumed y . . . . - .68
14. This school is actively Equal varlances 613 436 | -025 91 980 .00 169 -.340 332
involved in school reform. assumed —
Cad
Equat variances e
ngt assumed -025 87.610 880 .00 .168 =341 333
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Presentation of Data Related to Research Questions #7 and #8

Research Question #7: To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district
supports the professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on
teaching and learning, with regard to teaching experience?

Research Question #8: To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district
supports the professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on
teaching and learning, with regard to educational background?

The fourth subscale of the Bay Area Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey
(BASRC) focused on the teachers’ perceptions of whether or not the entire district
supports the professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on
teaching and leaming, The eleven survey questions asked respondents to assess specific
aspects of their district using the following Likert scale: 1- Strongly Disagree, 2 -
Disagree, 3 - Neutral, 4 — Agree, and 5 — Strongly Agree. The reliability Alpha for this
suburban K-8 district is .91 for the 11 items in the fourth subscale area of
Professionalism, in comparisen to The Bay Area School reliability Alpha of .96, The
reliability analyses are included in Appendix D. The first analysis of data includes
frequency statistics (Tables 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56) on the eleven

questions regarding support from the district.



Table 46
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{ Feel That This District Inspires the Very Best in the Job Performance of its Teachers

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
: Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 3 29 3.0 3.0
Disagree 6 59 6.1 9.1
Neutral 23 22.5 23.2 323
Agree 37 36.3 374 69.7
Strongly Agree 30 294 30.3 100.0
Total a9 97.1 100.0

Missing System 3 29

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 29.4% of the respondents strongly agreed, 36.3% agreed, 22.5% were

neutral, 5.9% disagreed, and 2,9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (65.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 47

1 am Proud to Tell Others That I Work for This District

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 20 20 20
Disagree 3 29 30 5.1
Neutral 12 11.8 12.1 17.2
Agree 24 23.5 242 414
Strongly Agree 58 56.9 58.6 100.0
Total 89 97.1 100.0

Missing Syslem 3 29

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 56.9% of the respondents strongly agreed, 23.5% agreed, 11.8% were

neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (80.4%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.



Table 48

The District Supports Local Innovation
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Fraquency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 2.0 2.1 2.1
Disagree 3 29 3.1 52
Neutral 14 13.7 14.6 19.8
Agree 53 52.0 55.2 75.0
Strongly Agree 24 23.5 25.0 100.0
Total g6 94.1 100.0

Missing  System 6 59

Total 102 100.0

Ovenall, 23.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 52.0% agreed, 13.7% were

neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and 2.0% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (75.5%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 49

The District Holds High Expectations for our School

Fregquency Percent Valid Percent Cumuiative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 1 1.0 1.0 1.0
Disagree 1 1.0 1.0 20
Neutral 1 1.0 1.0 30
Agree 28 275 28.3 313
Strongly Agree 68 66.7 68.7 100.0
Total 89 97.1 100.0

Missing  System 3 29

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 66,7% of the respondents strongly agreed, 27.5% agreed, 1% were

neutral, 1% disagreed, and 1% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (94.2%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.



Table 50

The District Builds Community Confidence in our School
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 0 0 Q 0
Disagree 7 6.9 71 7.1
Neutral 16 15.7 16.3 235
Agree 38 373 388 62.2
Strongly Agree 37 36.3 37.8 100.0
Total 98 96.1 100.0

Missing  System 4 39

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 36.3% of the respondents strongly agreed, 37.3% agreed, 15.7% were

neutral, 6.9% disagreed, and no one strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (73.6%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 51

The District Supports My School’s Whole School Change Effort

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 20 2.4 24
Disagree 3 2.9 36 6.0
Neutral 14 13.7 16.7 226
Agree 40 392 478 70.2
Strongly Agree 25 245 208 100.0
Total 84 82.4 100.0

Missing  System 18 17.6

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 24.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 39.2% agreed, 13.7% were

neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority {63.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.




Table 52

The District Promotes the Professional Development of Teachers

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 1 1.0 1.0 1.0
Disagree 3 2.9 3.0 4.0
Neutral 5 49 5.1 9.1
Agree 18 17.6 18.2 273
Strongly Agree 72 70.6 72,7 100.0
Total 99 97.1 100.0

Missing  System 3 29

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 70.6% of the respondents strongly agreed, 17.6% agreed, 4.9% were

neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and 1% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (88.2%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 53

The District Ensures that Student Learning is the “Bottom Line" in This School

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 2.0 241 2.1
Disagree 9 88 93 11.3
Neutral 18 17.6 18.6 289
Agree 43 422 443 74.2
Strongly Agree 25 245 25.8 100.0
Total 97 95.1 100.0

Missing  System 5 49

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 24.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 42.2% agreed, 17.6% were

neutral, 8.8% disagreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (66.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.




Table 54

The District Helps My School Focus on Teaching and Learning
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Freguency Parcent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 20 20 2.0
Disagree 3 29 31 5.1
Neutral 19 188 194 245
Agree 54 52.9 551 79.6
Strongly Agree 20 19.6 204 100.0
Total 98 96.1 100.0

Missing  System 4 39

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 19.6% of the respondents strongly agreed, 52.9% agreed, 18.6% were

neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (72.5%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 55

The District is Commilted to High Standards for Every Student

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 2.0 20 20
Disagree 3 2.8 31 5.1
Neutral 13 12.7 13.3 18.4
Agree 31 304 316 50.0
Strongly Agree 49 48,0 50.0 100.0
Total 98 96.1 100.0

Missing  System 4 39

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 48% of the respondents strongly agreed, 30.4% agreed, 12.7% were

neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (78.4%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.
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Table 56

District Priorities are Consistent with My School’s Priorities

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 3 29 3.2 32
Disagree 7 6.9 7.4 105
Neutral 13 12.7 13.7 242
Agree 38 373 40.0 64.2
Strongly Agree 33 333 358 100.0
Total 95 231 100.0

Missing  System 7 6.9

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 33.3% of the respondents strongly agreed, 37.3% agreed, 12.7% were
neutral, 6.9% disagreed, and 2.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the
majority (70.6%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

The second analysis of data includes a summary of the means and standard
deviations related to the teachers perceptions of whether or not the entire district supports
the professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching
and learning. Table 57 is with regard to years of teaching experience. Table 58 is with
regard to degree earned.

Teachers rated the overall perception of whether or not the entire district supports
the professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching
and learning on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 representing strong disagreement and 5
representing strong agreement. Mean scores greater than the midpoint of the scale (3.00)

were assumed to be favorable.
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All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated support from the
district favorably with mean scores ranging from 3.72 to 4.93. Teachers with 11 to 15
years of experience reported the three highest mean scores relative to the statements: the
district holds high cxpectations for their school, with a mean of 4.93 and a standard
deviation of .26; the district promotes the professional development of teachers, with a
mean of 4.73 and a standard deviation of .80; and, teachers are proud to tell others that
they work for their district, with a mean of 4.67 and a standard deviation of.49.

Both groups, with regard to degree eamed, rated support from the district
favorably with mean scores ranging from 3.72 to 4.76. Teachers with their bachelors
degree reported the two highest mean scores relative to the statements: the district
promotes professional development of teachers, with a mean of 4,76 and a standard
deviation of .68; and the district hold high expectations for our school, with a mean of
4.67 and a standard deviation of .64.

An ANOVA was used to investigate whether or not there were significant
differences with regard to years of teaching experience and the perceptions of whether or
not the entire district supports the professional development of teachers, local
innovations, and their focus on teaching and learning. Table 59 shows that there were no
significant differences (p < .05) among the groups with regard to years of teaching

experience and their perceptions of district support.

Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #7
Overall, there were no statistically significant (p < .05) differences among the

groups with regard to years of teaching experience and their perceptions of whether or



not the entire district supports the professional development of teachers, local

innovations, and their focus on teaching and learing. All groups had mean scores above
the midpoint level (3.00) on the 1-5 point Likert scale, and therefore assumed to be
favorable in their belief that the district supports the professional development of
teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching and learning.

An independent #test was used to investigate whether or not there were
significant differences with regard to degree earned and the perceptions of whether or not
the entire district supports the professional development of teachers, local innovations,
and their focus on teaching and learning, Table 60 shows that there was a statistically
significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to degree earned and
their belief that the district builds community confidence in their schools, with a 7 value
of 2.428 at the significance level of .017. There was a statistically significant difference
at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to degree eamed and their belief that the
district promotes the professional development of teachers, with a ¢ value of 1,988 at the
significance level of .050, and there was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05
among the groups with regard to degree earned and the their belief that the district
priorities are consistent with their school’s priorities, with a ¢ value of 2.524 at the

significance level of .013.



Table 59

One-Way Analysis of Variance Related to the Years of Teaching Experience and Teachers' Perceptions of Support From the District

Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig.
1. | feel that this district inspiresBetween Groups 239 3 080 072 975
the very best in the job
performance of its teachers, ithin Groups 106.321 96 1.108
Total 106,560 99
2. | am proud to tell others that Between Groups 4.011 3 1.337 1.475 226
| work for this district.
Within Groups 87.029 96 807
Total 91.040 99
3. The district supports local  Between Groups 2.942 3 981 1.167 327
innovation.
Within Groups 80.698 96 841
Total 83.640 99
4. The district holds high Between Groups 2.295 3 765 1.778 157
expectations for our school,
\Within Groups 40.877 o5 430
Total 43.172 98
. The district builds communityBetween Groups 625 3 208 230 876
nfidence in our school.
\Within Groups 87.165 96 808
Total 87.790 99
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Sum of Squares | d¢f | Mean Square F Sig.
6. The district supports my Between Groups 1.220 3 AQ7 324 .08
ﬁchool's whole school change
ffort, Within Groups 119.285 95 1.256
Total 120.505 98
7. The district promotes the Between Groups 673 3 224 336 799
professional development of
keachers. Within Groups 63.348 a5 667
Total 64.020 98
d. The district ensures that Between Groups 1.322 3 A41 397 755
tudent learning is the “bottom
ine” in this school. Within Groups 106.468 96 1.109
Total 107.790 99
. The district helps my schoo! Between Groups 2.920 3 973 1.270 .289
us on teaching and learning.
Within Groups 73.590 96 767
Total 76.510 98
10. The district is committed to Between Groups A20 3 140 J47 932
high standards for every
student, ithin Groups 91.740 96 956
otal 92.160 99
11. District priorities are etween Groups 2.664 3 888 .718 544
consistent with my school's
priorities. ithin Groups 118.696 o6 1.236
otal 121.380 99
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Table 60

Independent t-Test Related to the Degree Earned and Teachers’ Perceptions of Support From the District

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of Variances 95% Confidence
Interval
Std. Error of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference Difference
F Sig. ¢ df (2-tailed) Lower Upper
1. | feel that this Equal variances 7.592 007 878 82 .330 21 213 =214 631
district inspires the assumed
very best in the job .
performance of its Egt““' vanances 982 90.707 329 21 212 -213 630
teachers. assu
2. | am proud to Equal variances 1.842 A78 1.980 92 051 .38 A9 -.001 157
tell others that | assumed
work for this
district. Equal variances 1.982 91.983 051 .38 191 -.001 756
not assumed
3. The district Equal varlances AT3 493 1,742 92 085 32 185 -.045 690
supports local assumed
innovation. Equal variances
not assumed 1.736 88.178 86 .32 186 -.047 692
4, The district Equal variances 255 .615 78 a1 859 .02 J17 =212 253
holds high assumed
expectations for .
our school. Equal variances 176 81.779 860 02 118 -214 .256
. not assumed
5. The district Equal variances 055 815 2428 92 017 45 .186 082 .822
builds community  assumed
confidence in our )
school. Equal variances 2431 91.976 017 45 .186 083 821
not assumed
6. The district Equal variances 078 781 277 91 782 .06 230 -.384 522
supports my assumed
school's whole
school change Equal variances 277 90.604 782 .06 230 -394 522
affort. not assumed
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Levene's Test for t-test for _ Equality of Means
Equality of Varlances 95% Confidence
Interval
Std. Ermor of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference Difference
F Sig. ¢ df {2-talled} Lower Upper
7. The district Equal varances 8.290 005 1.088 91 050 32 80 000 .636
promotes the assumed
professional
development of ~ EQual "ar'mm 2.002 88.880 048 32 159 002 634
teachers. _T“ assu
8. The district Equal variances 1.504 223 862 92 339 21 218 =223 641
ensures that assumed
student learning .
is the “bottom Egt“:;:jm*s 962 91.954 338 21 217 -223 641
line” in this
school.
9. The district Equal variances 1.152 .286 464 92 544 .08 180 =273 440
helps my school  a@ssumed
focus on
teaching and Equal variances 466 90.406 642 .08 179 -272 439
learning. assum
10. The district Equal variances 056 813 1.067 92 2583 .20 194 -.180 589
is committed fo  assumed
high standards
for every Equal varlances 1.058 91.967 293 20 193 -A179 589
student. not assumed
11. District Equal variances 463 498 2.524 92 013 .56 221 119 997
pricrities are assumed
consistent with
my school's Equal "ar’:;';‘*s 2.531 91.345 013 56 220 120 996
priorities. not assu

44|
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Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #8

Overall, there were three questions in the subcategory of professionalism, that had
statistical significance at the p < .05 level, with regard to the degree earned. There was a
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level among the groups with regard to
degree earned and their belief that the district builds community confidence in their
schools, with a ¢ value of 2,428 at the significance level of .017, Teachers holding a
Bachelors degree had a mean score of 4.31 with a standard deviation of 85 and teachers
holding a Masters degree had a mean score of 3.85 with a standard deviation of .88.
There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with
regard to degree carned and their belief that the district promotes the professional
development of teachers, with a 7 value of 1.988 at the significance level of .050.
Teachers holding a Bachelors degree had a mean score of 4,76 with a standards deviation
of .68 and teachers holding a Masters degree had a mean score of 4.44 with a standard
deviation of .85. There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the
groups with regard to degree eamed and their belief that the district priorities are
consistent with their school’s priorities, with a ¢ value of 2.524 at the significance level of
.013. Teachers holding a Bachelors degree had a mean score of 4.32 with a standard
deviation of .96 and teacher holding a Masters degree had a mean score of 3.69 with a

standard deviation of 1.02.
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Presentation of Data Related to Research Questions #9 and #10

Research Question #9: To what extent do teachers perceive that the
Danielson/McGreal model of differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional
growth, with regard to teaching experience?

Research Question #10: To what extent do teachers perceive that the
Danielson/McGreal model of differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional
growth, with regard to educational background?

The last subscale of the Bay Area Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey
{BASRC) focused on the extent to which the teachers’ perceive their own professional
development and their school’s reform climate. The nine survey questions asked
respondents to assess specific aspects regarding professional development and the reform
climate in their school, following the Likert scale: 1- Strongly Disagree, 2 — Agree, 3 -
Neutral, 4 — Disagree, 5 — Strongly Disagree. The reliability analysis were broken down
into two subcategories: Cycle of Inquiry (Questions 1, 5, 7, 8 and 9) and Professional
Development Support (Questions 2, 3, 4, and 6). The reliability Alpha in the first
subcategory (Cycle of Inquiry) for this suburban K-8 district is .85, in comparison to The
Bay Area School reliability Alpha of .86. The reliability Alpha in the second subcategory
(Professional Development Support) for this suburban K-8 district is .82, in comparison
to The Bay Area School reliability Alpha of .79. The reliability analyses are included in
Appendix D, The first analysis of data includes frequency statistics (Tables 61, 62, 63,

64, 635, 66, 67, 68, 69) on the nine questions regarding professional development.



Table 61
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My School Has a Clear Vision of Reform (Evaluation Model) that is Linked (o Standards

Jor Learning and Growth
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
. Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 0
Disagree 3 29 3.0 30
Neutral 20 19.6 19.8 22.8
Agree 47 46.1 46.5 69.3
Strongly Agree 31 30.4 30.7 100.0
Total 101 99.0 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.0

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 30.4% of the respondents strongly agreed, 46.1% agreed, 19.6% were

neutral, 2.9% disagreed, and no one strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (76.5%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 62

Overall, My Professional Development Experiences This Year Have Been Connected to

My School’s Reform Vision (Evaluation Model)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 4 39 4.0 4.0
Disagree 4 3.9 4.0 8.0
Neutral 21 20.6 21.0 29.0
Agree 38 37.3 380 67.0
Strongly Agree 33 324 33.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0

Missing System 2 20

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 32.4% of the respondents strongly agreed, 37.3% agreed, 20.6% were

neutral, 3.9% disagreed, and 3,9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (69.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.
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Table 63
Overall, My Professional Development Experiences This Year Have Been Sustained and

Coherently Focused, Rather that Short-Term and Unrelated

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Parcent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 20 20 20
Disagree 7 6.9 7.0 9.0
Neutral 18 17.6 18.0 270
Agree 45 44 1 450 720
Strongly Agree 28 275 28.0 100.0
Total 100 98.0 100.0

Missing System 2 2.0

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 28,0% of the respondents strongly agreed, 44,1% agreed, 17,6% were

neutral, 6.9% disagreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (71.6%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 64

Overall, My Professional Development Experiences This Year Have Helped Me

Understand My Students Better

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 8 7.8 79 7.9
Disagree 9 8.8 89 16.8
Neutral 22 2186 218 386
Agree 40 392 35.6 78.2
Strongly Agree 22 21.6 218 100.0
Total 101 99.0 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.0

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 21.6% of the respondents strongly agreed, 39.2% agreed, 21.6% were

neutral, 8.8% disagreed, and 7.8% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (60.8%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.
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My School Encourages Teachers to Pursue Inquiry into their Classroom Practice

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 0
Disagree 5 4.9 5.0 5.0
Neutral 12 11.8 1.9 16.8
Agree 38 73 376 54.5
Strongly Agree 46 45.1 455 100.0
Total 101 98.0 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.0

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 45.1% of the respondents strongly agreed, 37.3% agreed, 11.8% were

neutral, 4.9% disagreed, and no one strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (82.4%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 66

Overall, My Professional Development Experiences This Year Included Enough Time to

Think Carefully About, Try, and Evaluate New Ideas

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 7 6.9 6.9 6.9
Disagree 17 16.7 16.8 23.8
Neutral 24 235 23.8 47.5
Agree 36 35.3 35.6 83.2
Strongly Agree 17 16.7 16.8 100.0
Total 101 83.0 100.0

Missing  Systemn 1 1.0

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 16,7% of the respondents strongly agreed, 35.3% agreed, 23.5% were

neutral, 16.7% disagreed, and 6.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that 52%

of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.
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Progress Toward the School’s Teaching Vision (Evaluation Model) is Openly Examined

and Acknowledged -
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Parcent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 2.0 2.0 2.0
Disagree 7 6.9 6.9 89
Neutral 3 304 30.7 39.6
Agree 46 451 45.5 85.1
Strongly Agree 15 147 14.9 100.0
Total 101 99.0 100.0

Missing  Systemn 1 1.0

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 14.7% of the respondents strongly agreed, 45.1% agreed, 30.4% were

neutral, 6.9% disagreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that 59.8%

of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

Table 68

Teachers Collect and Use Data to Improve their Teaching

Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative
Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 2 2.0 2.0 2.0
Disagres 10 9.8 10.1 12.1
Neutral 20 19.6 20.2 323
Agree 50 49.0 50.5 82.8
Strongly Agree 17 i6.7 17.2 100.0
Total 98 97.1 100.0

Missing System 3 2.9

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 16.7% of the respondents strongly agreed, 49.0% agreed, 19.6% were

neutral, 9.8% disagreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that the

majority (65.7%) of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.
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Table 69

My School Has Made Changes Designed to Better Meet the Needs of our Diverse

Student Body
Frequency Percant Valid Percent | Cumulative
' Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 6 5.9 59 59
Disagree 8 7.8 79 13.8
Neutral K] 304 30.7 446
Agree 37 36.3 36.6 81.2
Strongly Agree 19 186 18.8 100.0
Total 101 99.0 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.0

Total 102 100.0

Overall, 18.6% of the respondents strongly agreed, 36.3% agreed, 30.4% were
neutral, 7.8% disagreed, and 5.9% strongly disagreed. These statistics indicate that
54.9% of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this question.

The second analysis of data includes a summary of the means and standard
deviations related to whether or not the teachers perceive that the Danielson/McGreal
model of differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth. Table 70 is
with regard to years of teaching experience. Table 71 is with regard to degree earned.

Teachers rated their overall professional development and reform climate in their
school, based on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 representing strong disagreement and 5
representing strong agreement. Mean scores greater than the midpoint of the scale (3.00)

were assumed to be favorable,



Table 70

Comparison of Means With Regard to Years of Teaching Experience

1-5
years

6-10
years

11-15
years

16 +

Total

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Std.
Daviation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

1. My school has a clear vision
of reform {evaluation model)

t is linked to standards for
eaming and growth.

4.14

28

76

3.93

30

.78

4.00

16

.82

411

27

.85

4.05

101

79

. Overall, my professional
evelopment experiences this
ear have been connected to
y school's reform vision
evaluation model).

3.79

28

.89

393

98

3.81

16

1.28

4.12

28

3.92

100

1.03

ear have been sustained and
herently focused, rather than

. Overall, my professional
evelopment experiences this
hort-term and unrelated.,

3.96

28

.82

3.77

30

3.81

16

4.04

26

3.90

100

evelopment experiences this
ar have helped me

E‘; Overall, my professional
nderstand my students befter.

3.75

28

87

3.40

30

1.22

3.63

16

1.1

3.59

27

1.22

3.58

10

. My school encourages
chers to pursue inquiry into
eir classroom practice.

425

28

80

4.10

30

.92

4,38

16

81

4.30

27

.87

4.24

101

rincluded enough time to
ink carefully about, try, and

. Overall, my professional
evelopment experiences this
aluate new ideas.

3.25

28

117

3.33

30

1.24

3.69

16

95

34

27

1.19

3.39

101

1.16
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1-5 6-10 11-15 16 + Total
years years years
Mean | N Std. Mean | N | Std. Mean | N | Sid. Mean | N[ Std. Mean | N Std.
Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation
7. Progress toward the school's| 3.46 | 28 1.00 3.53 |30} .78 363 |161 .89 396 |27| .85 3.64 [ 101 .89
eaching vision {evaluation
odet) is openly examined and
cknowledged.
8. Teachers collect and use as2 | 27 75 369 (29| 1.07 388 |16] 1.02 381 |27 .92 371 ] 99 .94
data to improve their teaching.
. My school has made 343 | 28 1.14 350 130( .86 3.50 {16 1.10 3.74 271 1.23 3.54 | 101 1.07
nges designed to better
eet the needs of our diverse
udents body.
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Table 71

Comparison of Means With Regard to Degree Earned

BA/BS

MA/MS

Total

Mean

N

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Mean

Sid. Deviation

1. My school has a clear vision of

t:forrn {avaluation model) that is linked
standards for leaming and growth.

4.19

47

74

.87

4.03

95

.78

. Overall, my professional

evelopment experiences this year have
een connecied to my school’s reform
ision {evaluation model).

4.09

47

1.06

3.70

47

3.89

1.02

3. Overall, my professional
development experiences this year have
been sustained and coherently focused,
rather than short-term and unrelated.

47

a7

3.66

47

89

3.89

M. Overall, my professional
development experiences this year have
helped me understand my students
better.

3.68

47

1.22

3.42

1.11

3.55

95

1.18

5. My school encourages teachers to
pursue inquiry into their clagsroom
ractice.

4.51

47

62

3.92

4.21

95

86

6. Overall, my professional
development experiences this year
included enough time to think carefully
bout, try, and evaiuate new ideas.

3.60

47

1.12

3.10

48

147

335

95

1.16

7. Progress toward the school's
ching vision (evaluation model) is
ly examined and acknowledged.

.77

47

87

3.44

48

.87

3.60

95

. Teachers collect and use data to
mprove their teaching.

.78

46

3.64

47

3.71

a3

95

9. My school has made changes
designed to better meet the needs of
our diverse students body.

3.74

47

.99

3.27

3.51

85

1.07

¢Sl
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All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated professional development
and their schools’ reform climate neutral to favorable with mean scores ranging from 3.25 to
4.38. Teachers with 11 to 15 years of experience reported the highest mean scores relative that
their school encourages teach_ers to pursue inquiry into their classroom practice, with a mean of
4.38 and a standard deviation of.81. Teachers with 1 to 5 years experience rated reported the
second highest mean score relative to the same statement, with a mean of 4.25 and a standard
deviation of .80. Teachers with 1 to 5 years experience reported the lowest mean scores relative
to their belief that their professional development experiences this year included enough time to
think carefully about, try, and evaluate new ideas, with a mean score of 3.25 and standard
deviation of 1.17.

Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated professional development and their
schools’ reform climate neutral to favorable with mean scores ranging from 3.10 to 4.51.
Teachers with their Bachelors degree reported higher mean scores relative to all questions in this
category of professional development and their school’s reform climate. The highest mean score
reported by teachers with Bachelor degrees was 4.51 with a standard deviation of .62, This mean |
score was reported relative to the perception that their school encourages teachers to pursue
inquiry into their classroom practice.

An ANOVA was used to investigate whether or not there were significant differences
with regard to years of teaching experience and the perceptions of professional development.
Table 72 shows that there were no significant differences (p < .05) among the groups with regard

to years of teaching experience and their perceptions of professional growth.



Table 72

One-Way Analysis of Variance Related to the Years of Teaching Experience and Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Professional

Development
Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1. My school has a clear vision of Between T91 3 264 413 T44
reform (evaluation model) that is Groups
linked to standards for leamning and 61.962 97 639
growth. Within Groups
62.752 100
Total
2. Overall, my professional Between 1.688 3 563 521 .669
development experiances this year  [Groups -
have been connected to my school’s 103.672 96 1.080
reform vision {evaluation model). Within Groups
105.360 99
Total
3. Overall, my professional tween 1.270 3 423 453 J16
developmant experiences this year roups
have been sustained and coherently 89.730 96 935
used, rathear than short-tarm ang ithin Groups
F:related. 91.000 99
otal
. Qverall, my professional tween 1.816 3 .605 442 723
evelopment axperiences this year roups
ave helped me understand my 132.719 ar 1.368
tudents better. ithin Groups
134.535 100
Total
. My schocl encourages teachers to Between 967 3 322 439 726
ursue inquiry into their classroom Groups
ractice. 71.330 97 735
Within Groups
72.297 100
[Total

LS1




Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
6. QOverall, my professional Betwesn 2.068 3 589 507 678
davelopment experiences this year  [Groups
Included enough time 1o think carefully| 131.873 97 1.360
labout, fry, and evaluate new ideas.  Within Groups
133.941 100
Fotal
7. Progress toward the school's Batween 4.024 3 1.341 1.732 166
teaching vision (evaluation model)is |Groups
ppenly examined and acknowledged. 75.144 97 775
Within Groups
79.168 100
Total _
8. Teachers collect and use datato Between 1.733 3 578 .647 .586
ymprove their teaching. Groups
B4.772 95 862
\Within Groups
86.505 98
Total
9, My school has made changes Batween 1.507 3 502 A29 733
designed to better meet the needs of |[Groups
our diverse students body. 113.542 97 1.171
\Within Groups
115.050 100
Total

p—
Ln
o
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Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #9

Overall, there were no statistically significant (p < .05) differences among the groups
with regard to teaching years experience and how the teachers perceive their own professional
development and their school’s reform climate. All groups had mean scores which were neutral
to favorable regarding their own professional development and the reform climate of their
school.

An independent #-test was used to investigate whether or not there were significant
differences with regard to degree earned and the teachers’ perceptions of professional
development and their school’s reform climate. Table 73 shows that there was a statistically
significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to degree earned and their
belief that their professional development experiences this year (2001-2002) have been sustained
and coherently focused, rather than short-term and unrelated, with a 7 value of 2.437 at the
significance level of .017. There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the
groups with regard to degree earmed and their belief that the school encourages teachers to
pursue inquiry into their classroom practice, with a ¢ value of 3.562 at the significance level of
.001. There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard
to degree earned and their belief that their professional development experiences this year
included enough time to think carefully about, try, and evaluate new ideas, with a ¢ value of
2.093 at the significance level of .039, and there was a statistically significant difference at the p
< .05 among the groups with regard to degree earned and the their belief that the school has
made changes designed to better meet the needs of the divers student body, with a ¢ value of

2.200 at the significance level of .030.



Table 73

Independent T-Test Related to the Degree Earned and Teachers’ Perceptions of Support From the District

Levene’s Test for t-testfor Equality of Means
Equeality of Variances 95% Confidence
Interval
_ Std. Ermor of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference Difference
F Sig. t ar _ (2-tailed) Lower | Upper
1. My schocl has aclear  Equal variances 1.278 .261 1.978 93 051 32 .160 -001 | .634
vision of reform (evaluation assumed
medel) that is linked to .
standards for leaming and ~ Equal variances 1.980 | 92.496 051 32 160 -001 | .634
| growth. not assumed
2. Overall, my Equal variances 417 .520 1.842 92 069 .38 .208 -030 ([ .796
professional development  assumed
experiences this year have
been connected to my Equal varlances 1.842 | 90.994 | .089 38 208 -030 | .796
school's reform vision. _
3. Overall, my Equal variances 102 .750 2.437 92 M7 A7 192 .087 850
professional development ~ assumed
experiences this year have .
been sustained and Equal variances 2437 { 91359 | 017 47 192 087 | .850
coherently focused, rather Nt 3Ssume
than short-term and
unrelated.
4. Overall, my Equal variances 009 927 1.107 83 271 26 239 -210 .738
professional development  assumed
experiences this year have .
helped me understand my ﬁgt“:;;::g;“s 1105 | 91773 | 272 26 239 ~210 | .739
students better. a
5. My school encourages  Equal variances | 3.601 .061 3.562 93 001 .59 167 263 925
teachers to pursue inquiry  assumed
into their classroom Equal variances
practice. not assumed 3578 80.518 .001 59 166 .264 .924
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Levene’s Test for ttestfor Equality of M
Equality of Vanances Ry S0 95% Confidence
Interval
Std. Eror of the Difference
Sig. Mean Difference Difference
F Sig. ¢ of {2-tailed) Lower | Upper
6. Overall, my Equal variances 445 506 2.093 83 039 A9 235 025 858
professional development  assumed
experiences this year Equal variances
included enough time to 2.094 | 92,933 .039 49 2 .
think carefully about, try, "t @ssumed % 0% | 9%
and evaluate new ideas.
7. Progress toward the Equal variances 446 506 1.842 83 069 33 178 -.026 .683
schaol's teaching vision assumed
{evaluation model) is Equal variances
openly examined and 1.842 | 92.986 069 .33 4 - .
P otadon, not assumed 78 026 683
8. Teachers collect and Equal variances .008 931 730 L4 A48T 14 198 -.248 537
use data o improve their assumed
teaching. Equal var
ngt”:s:uami'ém 730 | 90.820 487 14 198 -.248 537
8. My school has made Equai variances 443 507 2.200 93 .030 A7 215 .048 501
changes designed to assumed
better meet the needs of Equal variances
our diverse students body. not assumed 2203 | 92.241 030 AT 215 047 R: 0y
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Summary of the Findings Related to Research Question #10

Overall, there were four questions in the subcategory of professional development and
reform climate, that had statistical significance at the p < .05 level, with regard to the degree
earned. There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with
regard to degree eamned and their belief that their professional development experiences this year
(2001-2002) have been sustained and coherently focused, rather than short-term and unrelated,
with a £ value of 2.437 at the significance level of .017. Teachers with a Bachelors degree
teported 2 mean score of 4.13 and teachers with a Masters degree reported a mean score of
3.66.There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard
to degree earned and their belief that the school encourages teachers to pursue inquiry into their
classroom practice, with a ¢ value of 3.562 at the significance level of .001. Teachers with a
Bachelors degree reported a mean score of 4.51 and teachers with a Masters degree reported a
mean score of 3.92.There was a statistically significant difference at the p <.05 among the
groups with regard to degree earned and their belief that their professional development
experiences this year included enough time to think carefuily about, try, and evaluate new ideﬁs,
with a ¢ value of 2.093 at the significance level of .039. Teachers with a Bachelors degree
reported a mean score of 3.60 and teachers with a Masters degree reported a mean score of 3.10.
There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to
degree earned and the their belief that the school has made changes designed to better meet the
needs of the diverse student body, with a f value of 2.200 at the significance level of .030,
Teachers with a Bachelors degree reported a mean score of 3,74 and teachers with a Masters

degree reported a mean score of 3.27.



CHAPTER V

Summary, Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations
This study examined the perceptions of teachers in a suburban, kindergarten through
eighth grade district, whe have been using the Danielson/McGrea! mode! of teacher evaluation
for four years. This chapter includes 4 sections: Summary, Discussion and Implications, Policy

and Practice, and Recommendations for Further Research.

Summary
Purpose of This Study
The purpose of this study was to gain knowledge about the Danielson/McGreal model of
differentiated evaluation, and determine if it increased professional growth while fostering
teacher interaction around teaching and learning, as well as promoted a sound, professional

climate, This study was based on the perceptions of the teachers in a particular district.

Statement of the Problem

The goal of teacher evaluation, both formative and summative, has historically served
two purposes: accountability and professional growth (Danielson and McGreal, 2000; McGreal,
1983; Prybylo, 1998). A review of the literature indicated that the process of teacher evaluation
has had little success with the goal of promoting professional growth (Danielson, 2001; Peterson,
2000; Stiggins, 1986). Most recently, a series of alternative methods of teacher evaluation has

been developed (e.g., professional growth portfolio, reflective journaling, 360-degree feedback,
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action research, and Danielson/McGreal model) and implemented in some public schools,
However, the large majority of schools continue to rely on the traditional model of
principal/supervisor as evaluator. In this traditional model, the principal or supervisor observes
teachers, and their performance is evaluated based on a set of predetermined criteria. A
conference is usually held in which the evaluator reviews the completed observation form with
the teacher. This model is widely used in New Jersey because such a model is spelled out in the
New Jersey Administrative Code. Districts vary in their attempts to make this a meaningful
process for professional growth (Capasso et al., 1996).

In a suburban kindergarten through eighth grade district, a new model of teacher
evaluation has been implemented with intentions of fostering professional growth while holding
teachers accountable. Within this study of the K-8 suburban district using the
Danielson/McGreal model of differentiation in the State of New Jersey, this researcher will
report the findings on the teachers’ perceptions of whether or not the evaluation model increased
professional growth while fostering teacher interaction around teaching and leaming as well as

promoted a sound, professional climate.

Description of the Sample

The school district involved in the study was a kindergarten through eighth grade school
system who, at the time of the study, was in its fourth year of implementation of the
Danielson/McGreal model of differentiated teacher evaluation. It was a suburban, middle class
district with approximately 2,170 students enrolled in four schools. The enrollment projections
for the year 2002 were 791 students in grades kindergarten through two, 789 students in grades

three through five, and 716 students in grades six through eight. The per pupil allocation was
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$8,380. The average class size was 22 students. Out of 195 teachers in the district, 102
participated in the research.

The school district involved in this study began to consider a revision of its teacher
evaluation system in 1997, The district-wide committee proposed a differentiated model of
assessment that would encourage and facilitate professional growth and enhance performance.
Performance would be directly linked to the identified standards for effective teaching, which
provided staff with a common language for defining competence. Their rationale for a
differentiated model included: (a) teachers as professionals should be afforded options and
choices; (b) collegiality is fostered by enabling teachers to work together; (c) administrators
should focus efforts on those teachers needing or requesting assistance; and (d) teachers will
focus on student learning outcomes (District Superintendent, 2001).

Tenured staff have many options that include interactive journals, portfolios, action
research, curriculum projects, collegial partnerships, mentoring, peer coaching, and teacher
designed projects. Non-tenured teachers and tenured teachers with identified deficiencies are
placed in a developmental program to enhance their instructional skills. Staff development and
supervision, including three observations that reflect the District Teaching Standards, are a part
of this process. The teacher is asked to continually self-reflect and is coached by an
administrator and a mentor. In addition to classroom observations, the non-tenured teacher may
choose from the variety of options available to tenured staff. Proficiency in all four domains is
used to make tenure decisions.

According to the district superintendent, the biggest problem for teachers was finding
time to implement the projects aligned with their chosen evaluation model. A consultant was

hired to work with staff. Throughout the 1998-1999 school year, opportunities were provided for
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staff to meet together and with the consultant. Administrators also met with the consultant to
seek advice and assistance in future planning.

In the 1999 — 2000 school year administration asked all staff to self-reflect on their
performance and on their growth plan. As stated by the District Superintendent, the teachers
have shown that given time, encouragement, and resources, they are capable of assuming
responsibility for much of their own professional growth and development. At the end of the
1999-2000 and 2000-2001 school years, each teacher provided his/her administrator a self-
reflective summary of the progress on his/her project and the four domains of teaching that led to
the development of a growth plan for the upcoming school year (District Superintendent, 2001).

In the fourth year of implementation, all teachers were asked to complete a survey
provided by this researcher regarding their perceptions about principal leadership, teacher
interaction centered around teaching and learning, school culture, professionalism and the

evaluation model, with regard to their own professional growth as educator (See Appendix C).

Methods of Research

The research methodology in this study was quantitative, as reflected in the reporting of
the data gathered from the Bay Area School Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey (BASRC).
The demographic information obtained from this suburban district included years of teaching
experience, degree earned, and evaluation model. A Likert scale was used to answer the research
questions posed in the study.

The survey data was summarized in various forms for each of the groups. The groups
were identified as: one through five years of teaching experience, six to ten years of teaching

experience, eleven to fifteen years of teaching experience, and sixteen and over years of teaching
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experience, and well as those with a bachelors degree and those with a masters degree or higher.
The various forms of data analysis included: a frequency distribution summary for each question
in the subcategories, a profile of means and standard deviations for years of teaching experience
and degree earned, a test of reliability, an ANOVA for the years of experience and an
independent t-test for the degree. The items were categorized into subscale areas of principal
leadership, teacher interaction around teaching and leamning, school culture, professionalism, and
the selected differentiated evaluation model.

A survey research method was used to answer the research questions posed in the study.
This method allowed the researcher to gather data from a relatively large sample. All data was

analyzed with regard to both years of teaching experience and degree eamed.
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Summary of the Findings in Relationship to the Research Questions

Research Questions #1 and #2.

1. To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal perpetuates a healthy,
quality school environment encouraging professional development, with regard to teaching
experience?

2. To what extent do teachers perceive that the principal perpetuates a healthy,
quality school environment encouraging professional development, with regard to educational
background?

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated principal leadership
favorably with mean scores ranging from 3.63 to 4.61. Both groups, with regard to degree
earned, rated principal leadership favorably with mean scores ranging from 3.73 to 4.56.
However, there were no statistically significant differences among the groups with regard to
years of teaching experience and their perceptions of whether or not the principal at their school
perpetuated a healthy, quality school environment, encouraging professional development.
Furthermore, there were no statistically significant differences among the groups with regard to -
degree earned and their perceptions of whether or not the principal at their schoo! perpetuated a

healthy, quality school environment, encouraging professicnal development,

Research Questions #3 and #4.

3, To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a fostering of teacher interaction
around teaching and learning, with regard to teaching experience?

4. To what extent do teachers perceive that there is a fostering of teacher interaction

around teaching and learning, with regard to educational background?



169

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience and degree earned (bachelors or
masters) assessed specific aspects on how teachers interact with each other in their school, using
the Likert scale: 1 — Never, 2 — A Few Times a Year, 3 — Once or Twice a Month, 4 - Once or
Twice a Week, and 5 — Almost Daily. There were three questions in the subcategory of teacher
interaction around teaching and learning, that had statistical significance at the p < .05 level, and
it was with regard to degree earned. There was a statistically significant difference at the p<.05
level among the groups with regard to degree earned (bachelors or masters) and the frequency
with which they discussed with other teachers what they learned at workshops or conferences,
with a ¢ value of 2,604 at the significance level of .011. Teachers holding a Bachelors degree had
a mean score of 3.17 with a standard deviation of .93 and teachers holding a Masters degree had
a mean score of 2.68 with a standard deviation of .89.There was a statistically significant
difference at the p < .05 level among the groups with regard to degree earned and the frequency
with which they discussed particular lessons that were not very successful, with a ¢ value of
2.988 at the significance level of .004. Teachers holding a Bachelors degree had a mean score of
3.65 with a standard deviation of .95 and teachers holding a Masters degree had a mean score of
3.00 with a standard deviation of 1.13. There was a statistically significant difference at the p <
.05 among the groups with regard to degree earned and the frequency with which they discussed
beliefs about teaching and learning, with a ¢ value of 2.066 at the significance level of .042.
Teachers holding a Bachelors degree had a mean score of 4.08 with a standard deviation of .96
and teachers holding a Masters degree had a mean score of 3.64 with a standard deviation of

113,
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Research Questions #5 and #6.

5. To what extent do teachers perceive that their school climate promotes
professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection, with regard to teaching experience?

6. To what extent do teachers perceive that their school climate promotes
professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection, with regard to educational
background?

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated the general school ¢limate
neutral to favorable with mean scores ranging from 3.38 to 4.46 for questions 1,2, 4, 7,8, 9, 10,
12, 13, and 14 and mean scores ranging from 1.67 to 2.55 for questions 3, 5, and 6. Lower means
represent favorable responses when answering questions 3, 5, and 6. Question 11 remains neutral
with the means ranging from 2.93 to 3.23. There were no statistically significant differences
among the groups with regard to years of teaching experience and the extent to which they
perceived that their school climate promoted professional development, faculty interaction, and
reflection. Furthermore, there were no statistically significant differences among the groups with
regard to degree earmned and the extent to which they perceived that their school climate

promoted professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection.

Research Questions #7 and #8.
7. To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district supports the
professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching and

learning, with regard to teaching experience?
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8. To what extent do teachers perceive that the entire district supports the
professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching and
learning, with regard to educational background?

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated support from the district for
professional development of teachers, local innovations, and a focus on teaching and learning
favorably, with mean scores ranging from 3.72 to 4.93. Both groups, with regard to degree
eamed, rated support from the district for professional development of teachers, local
innovations, and a focus on teaching and learning favorably, with mean scores ranging from 3.72
to 4.76. There were no statistically significant differences among the groups with regard to years
of teaching experience and their perceptions of whether or not there was support from the district
for professional development of teachers, local innovations, and a focus on teaching and
learning, However there were three questions in the subcategory that had statistical significance
at the p < .05 level, with regard to the degree eamed. There was a statistically significant
difference at the p < .05 level among the groups with regard to degree earned and their belief that
the district builds community conﬁdem_:e in their schools, with a ¢ value of 2.428 at the
significance level of .017. Teachers holding a Bachelors degree had a mean score of 431 with a
standard deviation of 85 and teachers holding a Masters degree had a mean score of 3.85 witha
standard deviation of .88. There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the
groups with regard to degree eamed and their belief that the district promotes the professional
development of teachers, with a ¢ value of 1,988 at the significance level of .050, Teachers
holding a Bachelors degree had a mean score of 4,76 with a standard deviation of .68 and
teachers holding a Masters degree had a mean score of 4.44 with a standard deviation of .85.

There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to
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degree earned and their belief that the district priorities are consistent with their school’s
priorities, with a ¢ value of 2.524 at the significance level of .013. Teachers holding a Bachelors
degree had a mean score of 4.32 with a standard deviation of .96 and teacher holding a Masters

degree had a mean score of 3.69 with a standard deviation of 1.02.

Research Questions #9 and #10.

9. To what extent do teachers perceive that the Danielson/McGreal model of
differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth, with regard to teaching
experience?

10.  To what extent do teachers perceive that the Danielson/McGreal model of
differentiated evaluation promotes their own professional growth, with regard to educational
background?

All groups, with regard to years of teaching experience, rated their school’s reform
climate and the extent to which they perceive their evaluation model (Danielson/ McGreal)
promotes their own professional growth neutral to favorable, with mean scores ranging from
3.25 to 4.38. Both groups, with regard to degree earned, rated their school’s reform climate and
the extent to which they perceive their evaluation model (Danielson/McGreal) promotes their
own professional growth neutral to favorable, with mean scores ranging from 3.10 to 4.51.
Overall, there were no statistically significant (p <.05) differences among the groups with regard
to teaching years experience and how the teachers perceive their own professional development
and their school’s reform climate. However, there were four questions in the subcategory that
had statistical significance at the p < .05 level, with regard to the degree earned. There was a

statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to degree earned
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and their belief that their professional development experiences this year (2001-2002} have been
sustained and coherently focused, rather than short-term and unrelated, with a ¢ value of 2.437 at
the significance level of .017. Teachers with a Bachelors degree reported a mean score of 4.13
and teachers with a Masters degree reported a mean score of 3.66. There was a statistically
significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to degree earned {bachelors or
masters) and their belief that the school encourages teachers to pursue inquiry into their
classroom practice, with a ¢ value of 3.562 at the significance level of .001. Teachers with a
Bachelors degree reported a mean score of 4.51 and teachers with a Masters degree reported a
mean score of 3.92. There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the
groups with regard to degree earned and their belief that their professional development
experiences this year included enough time to think carefully about, try, and evaluate new ideas,
with a ¢ value of 2.093 at the significance level of .039. Teachers with a Bachelors degree
reported a mean score of 3.60 and teachers with a Masters degree reported a mean score of 3.10.
There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 among the groups with regard to
degree earned and their belief that the schoo! has made changes designed to better meet the needs
of the diverse student body, with a ¢ value of 2.200 at the significance level of .030. Teachers
with a Bachelors degree reported a mean score of 3.74 and teachers with a Masters degree

reported a mean score of 3.27.

Discussion and Implications
The findings of this study indicated that the groups of teachers with regard to years of
teaching experience, did not differ significantly regarding their rating of principal leadership,
teacher interaction around teaching and learning, the general school climate, the support for

professional development from the district, and their own professional development and reform
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climate in their school. Since all groups (1-5 years of teaching experience, 6-10 years of teaching
experience, 11-15 years of teaching experience, and 16 + years of teaching experience) of
teachers had mean scores for principal leadership above the midpoint on the 5-point scale, the
data seems to support the conclusion that these teachers had a positive attitude about their
principal as leader.

Past research indicates that principals want to exert leadership that supports successful
instruction and curriculum, enables quality teacher performance, creates a school that functions
as a learning community, and (ultimately) fosters pupil growth and achievement in knowledge,
skills, and attitudes. It is clear to practitioners and scholars alike that the principal can make
these differences in school quality (National Association of State Boards of Education, 1984
Wiles & Bondi, 2000).

With regard to the teachers’ perceptions of teacher interaction around teaching and
learning, the data supports the conclusion that teachers shared ideas on teaching with others
between once or twice a week to almost daily; they observed another teacher teaching only a few
times per year, they were observed by another teacher between a few times per year to once or
twice per month; they taught with their colleagues between a few times per year to once or twice
per month; they discussed what they learned at a workshop or conference once or twice a month;
they shared and discussed student work with other teachers once or twice a week; they discussed
particular lessons that were not very successful once or twice a month; and they discussed beliefs
about teaching and learning once or twice a week. There was no statistically significant
difference in the groups with regard to years of teaching experience.

As outlined in the research, teamwork and openness are haltmarks of quality. Teachers

can il! afford to isolate themselves in the confines of traditional departments. Scheols must
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avoid artificial barriers that inhibit cooperation and teamwork. Organizational features that
foster isolation and extreme specialization are counterproductive to quality in schools (Hoy &
Sabo, 1998). The teachers in this district vary in the amount of time they interact with their
colleagues, yet research shows that this is a vital component in quality schools.

The data seems to support the conclusion that these teachers had a neutral to positive
attitude with regard to the teachers’ perceptions of the extent to which their general school
climate promotes professional development, faculty interaction, and reflection. With mean scores
above the midpoint with regard to the teachers’ perception of whether or not the entire district
supports the professional development of teachers, local innovations, and their focus on teaching
and learning, the data seems to support the conclusion that the teachers had a positive attitude,
Research indicates that cooperation and teamwork are necessary both within and among the
systems, that is, between the school and parents, between the board and the administration,
between administrators and teachers, and between teachers and students (Hoy & Sabo, 1998).

These findings were consistent with the literature on faculty trust and healthy, quality
school systems because historically, in discussing positive and negative climates, in schools with
positive and supportive climates, teachers are inspired to learn, grow, take risks, and work
together (Peterson, 1999). The supervisory skills and behaviors of the principal/supervisor are
important components of a supportive school climate. Sergiovanni and Starrat (1998) believe
that collegiality can only occur in a caring and collaborative environment. Building this feeling
of community is a basic purpose of supervision. The groups of teachers in this study, with regard
to years of teaching experience, did reflect a positive attitude toward their principal as leader and
the support they received for professional development from the district. Their perceptions of

their interaction with each other, their perceptions of the general school climate, and their
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perceptions of their evaluation model and school reform climate were reported to be neutral to
positive.

Overall, the findings seem to indicate that the various groups of teachers with regard to
years of teaching experience held a neutral to positive rating of the Danielson/McGreal
cvaluation model, supporting the conclusion that factors other than the evaluation instrument
influenced these teachers views, (Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Little, 1998; McLaughlin & Yee, 1988)
The Danielson/McGreal model of differentiated evaluation is consistent with the research
indicating that teacher evaluation connected in a meaningful way to professional development
acknowledges teachers’ professional ability to judge instructional delivery methods. It places the
teacher in the center of an evaluation process that acts more as a conduit for discussions about
teaching between teachers and administrators than as a vehicle for external judgment of behavior
characteristics. Teachers have a major stake in the success of their schools, and their individual
professional goals should be aligned with the goals of the school. An evaluation program that
encourages teachers to take risks that may benefit the school community would be far more
appropriate than a program that favors the status quo (Mason, 1996; Stake, 1989; Tuckman,
1995).

- The findings of this study indicated that the groups of teachers with regard to degree
eamed, did not differ significantly regarding their rating of principal leadership. Again, both
groups of teachers had mean scores for principal leadership above the midpoint on the S point
scale supporting the conclusion that these teachers had a positive attitude about their principal as
leader.

The data indicates that there were statistically significant differences between the mean

scores of the teachers with bachelor degrees and teachers with master degrees in the subcategory
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of teacher interaction around teaching and learning, for the frequency with which they discussed
with other teachers what they learned at a workshop or conference; the frequency with which
they discussed particular lessons that were not very successful; and, the frequency with which
they discussed beliefs about teaching and learning. The teachers with bachelor degrees had
higher mean scores than those with master degrees. This data supports the conclusion that
teachers with more education engaged less in collegial discussion. As stated previously, teachers
can ill afford to isolate themselves in the confines of traditional departments. Schools must
avoid artificial barriers that inhibit cooperation and teamwork. Organizational features that foster
isolation and extreme specialization are counterproductive to quality in schools (Hoy & Sabo,
1998).

The data indicates that there were statistically significant differences between the mean
scores of the teachers with bachelor degrees and teachers with master degrees in the subcategory
of professionalism (district suppotrt for professional growth) and their perceptions that the district
builds community confidence in their schools; the district promotes the professional
development of teachers; and the district priorities are consistent with their school’s priorities.
The teachers with bachelor degrees had higher mean scores than those with master degrees. This
data supports the conclusion that teachers with more education did not perceive the support from
the district as strongly as those with less education. However, the mean scores did report a
neutral to positive attitude regarding the support from the district.

The data indicates that there were statistically significant differences between the mean
scores of the teachers with bachelor degrees and teachers with master degrees in the subcategory
of reform climate (professional development with regard to the Danielson/ McGreal evaluation

model and the school’s reform climate), in their perceptions that overall, their professional
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development expenences this year (2001-2002) have been sustained and coherently focused,
rather than short-term and unrelated; their school encouraged teachers to pursue inquiry into their
classroom practice; overall, their professional development experiences this year {2001-2002)
included enough time to think_ carefully about, try, and evaluate new ideas; and their school has
made changes designed to better meet the needs or their diverse student body. The teachers with
bachelor degrees had higher mean scores than those with master degrees. This data supports the
conclusion that teachers with more education did not perceive théir professional development
experiences as strongly as those with less education. Every question in this subcategory reported
lower mean scores for teachers with master degrees than those with bachelor degrees. Although
the mean scores were lower, they still reflected a neutral to positive attitude toward their
evaluation model promoting professional growth.

Past research indicates that a teacher’s career, like that of other professionals, has a
distinct life cycle. The job is complex and skillful practice requires considerable time and
support to acquire. But once a teacher attains a certain level of proficiency, professional learning
takes a different form from that experienced earlier in the process, and can be more self-directed.
This suggests that the procedures used in the evaluation process can be different for those af
different stages of their careers (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). An effective system both
motivates educators to strive for higher levels of knowledge and performance and provides the
necessary support to make continuous professional growth attainable (Carr & Harris, 2001). This
researcher believes that there is a continuum of professional growth and educators are at different
stages on this continuum. It may be assumed that teachers with more knowledge scrutinize the
system to a greater degree and therefore may be hesitant when strongly agreeing with this

particular model and its effect on their professional growth. Or they may have reached a higher
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level on the continuum of professional growth through the knowledge they gained in their higher
education courses and therefore do not necessarily strongly agree with this particular model
helping them grow professionally. Although there was a significant difference with regard to
degree eamed, it should be noted that the results indicate that all teachers had neutral to positive

attitudes regarding this evaluation model and their own professional growth.

Policy and Practice

Superintendents and assistant superintendents charged with the evaluation of principals
and supervisors who are in tum evaluating teachers need more information about best practices
in this area. Policy decisions for the State Department of Education would include committing
time and resources to effective training that is research based. Local policy decisions for a
district may include the implementation stages set forth by this particular district: identify needs,
involve key stakeholders to develop a model and implementation plan, receive permission from
the state to forgo traditional evaluation guidelines and pilot this new model, provide training for

evaluators and educators, receive feedback, discuss the findings, and revamp if necessary.

Recommendations for Further Research,

The field of teacher evaluation has expanded over the years to include a variety of
models. Although New Jersey public schools are bound the state to follow certain procedures in
the teacher evaluation process, that does not preclude districts from investigating alternative
means of evaluation and summoning the state for permission to pilot a2 new model, relinquishing

them from the formal Administrative Code. Further research is needed on the
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Danielson/McGreal mode! of evaluation to identify characteristics that can contribute to the body
of knowledge about effective evaluation models.

Research indicates (Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1998) that characteristics
of the evaluator are key to a healthy school environment and an effective evaluation model.
Interpersonal skills related to knowledge or instruction, observation, and the provision of
feedback are all important in the evaluation process and the instrument used in the process.
Districts tend to spend time and resources develeping and implementing new evaluation models
rather than developing support and training programs for evaluators. Evaluators need to be
provided with training in human relations skills and in providing specific feedback. More
research is needed regarding training and support programs that effectively develop these
characteristics. The results of this study indicate support for the conclusion that the teachers’
perceptions of their own professional development using the Danielson/McGreal model of
differentiated evaluation, were effected by whether the teachers completing the Bay Area School
Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey (BASRC) had their bachelors or masters degree. The
teachers with bachelor degrees had statistically significant higher ratings. More research is
needed in the area of evaluation models with regard to levels of education/knowledge.

If the major focus of teacher evaluation is on professional growth in terms of effective
instructional practices, attention needs to be given to whether or not there is a link to student
achievement. If professional growth leads to improved instruction, does increased student
achievement follow? Further research on the Danielson/McGreal model of differentiated

evaluation and its link to student achievement is needed.
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This research was conducted in a suburban kindergarten through eighth grade district in
its fourth year of implementation. Further research is needed in urban districts, rural districts, and
districts that include high schools.

This researcher believes that one of the most important recomnmendations resulting from
this study is the need for further research into the characteristics of the Danielson/McGreal
model of differentiated evaluation because it is a very new model in the state of New Jersey, with
little research to support it, A longitudinal study may be beneficial to identify its strengths and

weaknesses over time,
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Danielson’s Components of Professional Practice

and Overview of Teacher Evaluation Program
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According to copyright laws and the request of the Educational Testing Service,
Danielson’s Components of Professional Practice and Overview of Teacher Evaluation
Program forms cannot be made available to University Microfilms, Inc. Please refer to

the hard copy of this dissertation in the Seton Hall University Library.
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Appendix B

Observation/Evaluation Forms
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According to copyright laws and the request of the Educational Testing Service,
Danielson’s Classroom Observation Record and Observation Reflection forms cannot be
made available to University Microfilms, Inc. Please refer to the hard copy of this

dissertation in the Seton Hall University Library.



New Jersey

Professional Growth Mode!
Procedural Steps

All of the alternate forms of supervision involve essentially the same steps. The method
of interacting, completing activities and compiling data may be different depending on
your choice of portfolio, journal, research, curriculum project, partnership, mentoring or
peer coaching, etc.

Planning Phase:

1. Review the Standards for Teaching and determine an area(s) for a Professional
Improvement Plan that will be assessed through an educational investigation.

2. Formulate exploratory or guiding questions.
3. Select a model of supervision.
4. Determine training, activities and persons involved.

5. Review the option that is chosen with your principal and collaboratively agree on
the Professional Improvement Plan.

6. Determine benchmark points for additional meetings or reporting with your
principal.

Action Phase:
1. Complete proposed activities.
2. Collect Data.
3. Draw conclusions from data and relate them to students performance.
Assessment Phase.
1. Reflect on and summanze what has been done by considering both
accomplishments and areas for growth. Compiete the results and summary
portion of the Professional Improvement Plan.

2. Plan for further research or consider next option.

3. Write your Summative Assessment Report and have Summative conference with
your principal.
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New Jersey

Professional Improvement Plan

Name School Year

School Grade/Program

District Teaching Standards Addressed: Please review the district standards for Teaching and
identify an area you wish to pursue for professional growth.

Supervision Model Selection: This district provides options for supervision. Non-tenured
teachers must follow the standard model (classroom observations). A non-tenured teacher may
also select to pursue an alternative model of supervision in addition to the standard requirements.
Tenured teachers have the choice of a standard model (classroom observation) or they may select
one of the alternate options (see below). A tenured teacher who received an unsatisfactory
cvaluation the previous year may require a specialized improvement plan. All plans must be
developed in collaboration with the building principal. The professional improvement plan goals
will be incorporated into whatever supervision model is chosen.

Tenured Non-tenured

Supervision Model Selected: (Please check choice)

Standard Model:
Observation (s)

Alternate Model:
Portfolio Collegial Partnership
Interactive Journal Mentoring
Action Research Peer Coaching
Curriculum Project Teacher Designed Plan

(Other option}
Growth Goal (5):

New Jersey Standards for Professional Development Addressed: Please indicate how the above
goals relate to the New Jersey Standards for Professional Development.
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| Activities Timelines |

To participate in the district staff development September 2001- April 2002
activities that address my assignment and our
district’s initiatives.

Assessment Documentation: (Be sure to explain how this impacted student learning.)

Brief Summary:;

Teacher/Staff Member’s Signature: Date:

Administrator’s Signature; Date:
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New Jersey

SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENT REPORT
School Year 2001-2002

Teacher Position
School
Evaluator Date

All teachers are responsible for reflecting on the District’s Standards for Professional Practice.
Summary comments below should directly relate to all four domains of teaching. The teacher is
assessed in the four dornains as related to the District’s Standards for Professional Practice and
reflected in the rubrics for Enhancing Professional Practice: A Framework for Teaching, by

- Charlotte Danielson.

Professional Status:
Tenured Non-tenured

Supervision Model Selected: (check one)

Traditional Model Alternate Model (specify which type below)
Type of Alternate Model;
This evalnation includes ’s (staff member’s name) self-

reflection on the four domains of teaching for the 2001-2002 academic year. It also includes the
administrator’s evaluation of this staff member’s role in his/her position and in other district
activities.

Teacher/Staff Member’s Self-Reflection
Summuary of the Year:
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Self-Reflection on All 4 Domains:
¢ Include in your discussion of the 4 domains:
Reflection on your professional strengths
Reflection on areas in need of growth

Reflection on you PIP for this academic year

Administrator’ Evaluation/Commenis:

Administrator’s Signature Date

Teacher/Staff Member’s Signature Date
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New Jersey

Pre-Observation Questionnaire Form

Name: Lesson Date:

Subject/Grade Lesson Time:

1. What are the goals/objectives for your lesson?

2. Describe your lesson including the activities and teaching strategies you will incorporate.

3. How will you assess what your students have leamed during your lesson?
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2.

4. What would you like me to know about your class or about any individual student?

5. Is there anything else that [ need to be aware of in order to understand what is happening
in the lesson?

6. Optional: Is there anything that you want me to focus on for specific feedback? Explain.
(I can be the eyes and ears to support your efforts in achieving your professional growth
goals.)

7. When would be a good time for the post observation conference? Please schedule a time
within a day or two of the lesson.



New Jersey

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION REPORT
SCHOOL YEAR 2001-2002

Teacher’s Name: _ Observer:
School: Position:
Grade/Subject:

Date of Observation:

Time of Observation:

Date of Conference;

Lesson Summary:

Please discuss both strengths and areas for growth in your comments for each domain.

Domain 1: Planning and Preparation

Domain 2: The Classroom Environment

203
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Domain 3: Instruction

Domain 4. Professional Responsibilities

Administrator’s Comments:

Teacher's Comments:

Teacher’s Signature Supervisor’s Signature

Note. My signature indicates that [ have seen this document. It does not necessarily indicate
that [ agree with the evaluation, I may respond in writing to the statements and those comments
will be attached to this form for my Personnel file.
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Appendix C

Bay Area School Reform Cellaborative Teacher Survey (BASRC)



Bay Area School Reform Collaborative Teacher Survey (BASRC)

Principal Leadership

e I L

Please mark the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.

The principal at this school:

Encourages teachers to try new methods of instruction..........ccoecovene.
Promotes parental and community involvement in this school ............
Works to create a sense of community in this school...........cceeniirnanen.
Takes a personal interest in the professional development of teachers
Is strongly committed to shared decision making.............cureneresrsinnanas
Ensures that student learning is the "bottom line" in this school...........
Supports and encourages teachers to take 1iskS ...........ovvvuvsrrsssaresersns
Is a strong leader in 5chool refomm... ... reeerecr e

Teacher interaction around teaching and learning

L B W B e
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Stronply Strongly
Bisagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

l 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

l 2 3 4 5

l 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

This question concerns how teachers interact with eackh other in your school. Please indicate the

Sfrequency with which you do each of the following.

Share ideas on teaching with other teachers ..........c.c..........
QObserve another teacher 10aching .......cc.ocvvevevrmrermeernerssnsnnes
Be observed by another teacher ..............ccocvvvvvvvivecvecrenvens
Teach with a colleague..........cc.ccccveimeevrinverersreresnvereens
Discuss with other teachers what youw/they leamed at a
workshop or conference... ‘e

Share and discuss student work w1th other teachers

Discuss particular lessons that were not very successﬁ.ll
Discuss beliefs about teaching and leaming ............cccovviene

A Few Onceor Onceor

Times Twicea Twicea Almost
Never aYear Month  Week Daily
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 b}
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5



School Culture

Now consider the professional climate in your school. To what extent do you agree or
disagree with each of the following statements about general school climate.

When a conflict arises, we usually “sweep it under the rug”...................
Our stance towards our work is one of inquiry and reflection................

os W

this school ...

I feel supporied by colleagues to try out new ideas...

10 Teachers in this school trust each other ...
11 Itis very difficult to find time for this faculty to work together

12 Teachers in this school feel responsible to help each other do thenr best
13 Teachers in this school regularly examine school performance ...
14 This school is actively involved in school reform .................cccoii L

Professionalism

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the statements regarding the district in

which you teach.

Swongly

Disa

1. 1 feel that this district inspires the very best in the job performance of its

TEACNETS ....oon e rressae e crr e ssereamrenerarsernnesme sassr e passassansasnase s 1
2. [ amproud to tell others that I work for this district..........ccooovvvvvcecncee. 1
3. The district supports local INNOVALION. ......o.crvuvvvvcmvinrirvrirvnisrersereereenaereens 1
4. The district holds high expectations for our school..........cc v, 1
5. The district builds community confidence in our school........c.ocvucvereneee. 1
6. The district supports my school’s whole school change effort................ 1
7. The district promotes the professional development of teachers.............. 1
8. The district ensures that student learning is the "bottom line" in this

school... erereespreresteaesaeane ettt e e ta s aae ray et ere et re nsraasvars 1
8. The district helps my school focus on teaching and ieammg FUUOUO |
10. The district is committed to high standards for every student ............. 1
11 District priorities are consistent with my school’s priorities ............oeoee. |

Teachers who are involved in innovation form a distinct and separate group in

Teachers in this school are encouraged to experiment with thclr teachmg

Teachers in this school are continually learning and seeking new ideas .................
Teachers are engaged in systematic analysis of student performance data..............

The faculty scldom evaluates its programs and activities...
Assessment of student performance leads to changes in our school s curriculum ..

[C I A

NN N

W L L LW Lo LD W

L L L

O N N

F N VR N

Lh h Lh Lh LA LA LA

th Lhn Lh LA

Strongly
A

Don't Kno

L=a T = R = (R O = A T

Oh S N N
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Strongly Strongly

Disapree Agree
1 2 3 45
I 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 23 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5§
1 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Il 2 3 4 5



Reform Climate

development and the reform climate in your school.

My schoot has a clear vision of reform (evaluation model} that is

linked to standards for leamning and growth..........coeiivinn corerenranseanas _

Overall my professional development experiences this year have been
connected to my school’s reform vision (evaluation model)..............
Overall, my professional development experiences this year have
been sustained and coherently focused, rather than shori-term and
UnPElAted. ..o et e e e ans e s
Overall, my professional development experiences this year have
helped me understand my students better.............cooevvvevcevvececeenen.
My school encourages teachers to pursue inquiry into their classroom
PTACTICE. o.vvvrvtrrerereren corsammsemnsessseassearseanss sasesas sous rouse s eoeset sasssosbaamstansssussensss
Overall, my professional development experiences this vear included
enough time to think carefully about, try, and evaluate new ideas.......
Progress toward the school's teaching vision (evaluation model) is
openly examined and acknowledged ...

. Teachers collect and use data to improve their teaching...........ccceueees

My school has made changes designed to better meet the needs of our
diverse StUdent BOGY ........ocirecimiinisisnienirisss s sessssssasssnsssanss e sasssanens

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the statements regarding professional

Strongly
Disagree
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Background Information

*By filling out this survey, you are consenting to your participation in this study.

1. How many years of teaching experience?

2. What is your last degree earned? __ _BA/BS
___MAMS
_ . _MAMS+30
__ EdD/PWD

3. Which evaluation model did you select this current school year?

YEAR | Traditional | Portfolio | Interactive | Action Curriculum Collegial | Mentoring Peer
Observation Journal Research Project Partnership Coaching

01-02

Other?
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Appendix D

Reliability Tests



Reliability Analysis Scales (Alpha)

Principal Leadership
Reliability Coefficients

NofCases= 99.0 Nofltems = 8

Alpha= 9586

Teacher Interaction Around Teaching and Learning

Discourse:
Reliability Coefficients

NofCases= 970 Nofltems= 5
Alpha= 7977

Class Observations and Collaboration:
Reliability Coefficients

NofCases= 990 Nofltems = 3

Alpha= 7166

School Climate

Norm of Inquiry:
Reliability Coefficients

NofCases= 94.0 Nofltems= 6
Alpha= .7959

Teacher Learning Community:
Reliability Coefficients

NofCases= 100.0 Nof tems= 4

Alpha= 8526



Challenge Constraining Myths:
Reliability Coefficients

NofCases= 97.0

Alpha= 6708

Professionalism
Reliability Coefficients
NofCases= 97.0

Alpha= 9095

Professional Development

Cycle of Inquiry:
Reliability Coefficients

NofCases= 990

Alpha = 8562

NofItems = 4

Nofltems =11

Nofltems= 5

Professional Development Support:

Reliability Coefficients
NofCases= 100.0

Alpha= .8234

N df Items = 4
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