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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this qualitative study was to gain a better understanding of tenured
teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals’
approaches to evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if
being granted tenure influences teachers’ perspectives about the teacher evaluation process. This
qualitative research was mainly framed within the research design rendering a phenomenological
study and situated in the context of the state of Georgia. The research relied on several data
collection methods, including interviews, documents/legislations, and memo-writing. Eight
teachers and three school principals were recruited to participate in semi-structured interviews.
The data were analyzed using thematic analysis and the constant comparative method. The
findings from teachers’ interviews were summarized in five major themes: (1) Granted with
tenure might affect teachers’ perspectives about the purpose of the teacher evaluation process;
(2) Teachers have become more comfortable being evaluated over the years not because of
tenure but because of building their self-efficacy; (3) Although teachers might not attend

professional development informed by their evaluation, these professional developments affected



their evaluation process throughout their career; (4) Teachers preferred to be evaluated by school
principals with teaching experiences, content knowledge, and enough training to perform the
evaluation process regardless of their tenure status; and (5) Although teachers found the current
evaluation system to be an effective tool to figure out teachers’ strengths and weaknesses, the
evaluation process alone was not enough to support probationary teachers and keep tenured
teachers’ enthusiasm for improvement if the evaluation process mainly focused on
accountability. The findings from school principals’ interviews were summarized in two major
themes: (1) School principals follow the state’s legislation when evaluating teacher’s
performance; and (2) School principals acknowledge the teacher’s years of experience when
providing feedback and support. The findings of this study contribute to the literature when
examining teacher tenure and teacher evaluation from the perspectives of teachers and school
principals and provide information that could be used to assist policymakers in revising teacher

evaluation practices for tenured teachers.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Since teachers play a vital role in the achievement of educational objectives, the
evaluation of teacher performance continues to be one of the most controversial processes within
the education system (Chetty et al., 2014a; Hanushek, 2011; Staiger & Rockoff, 2010).
Educators and other stakeholders want to ensure that students are receiving an education that will
lead to academic success, and the prevalent belief is that the evaluation of those professionals
who provide instruction to students can improve teacher’s instructional effectiveness (Danielson,
2011; Lunenburg, 2019; Papay, 2012). Because teacher effectiveness is a significant factor for
student achievement, teacher quality and accountability have become critical issues for public
schools (Ingersoll et al., 2016).

In recent years, the federal government launched several programs that have played a key
role in reforming the teacher evaluation system (Popham, 2013). The No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) Act (2001) and the federal incentive Race to the Top (RTT) (2009) aimed to increase
student achievement by improving teaching practices. While NCLB required states to have
“highly qualified” teachers in every classroom, RTT required states to have “highly effective”
teachers who could illustrate their effectiveness through the evaluation process (Pullin, 2013;
Zepeda, 2017; Zepeda & Ponticell, 2019). As a result of these movements, states focused on
developing teacher evaluation systems that included statistical and procedural measures to ensure
teacher effectiveness (Derrington & Martinez, 2019; Jimenez & Zepeda, 2016; Kraft & Gilmour,

2017; McGuinn, 2016; Zepeda, 2017).



One important component of the discussion about teacher effectiveness is teacher tenure.
McGuinn (2010) amplified the nexus between teacher quality and effectiveness coupled to
teacher tenure sharing “The debate over reforming teacher tenure in the United States has gained
traction in the wake of NCLB and Race to the Top and appears likely to pick up additional
momentum in the years ahead” (p. 26). Teachers typically go through a probationary period,
which is usually three years, before being granted tenure (Blankenship, 2016). Schools may not
renew the annual contract of probationary teachers during this period without written reasons
during the first year; however, after the second year of probation more “cause” is needed. Once a
teacher is granted tenure, the teacher may only be terminated for just cause and much more
documentation is needed as well as legal procedures such as due process (Kahlenberg, 2016;
Thomsen, 2014).

The discussions about accountability have led to a debate about the benefits and
drawbacks of granting tenure to teachers (Fertig et al., 2014; Hommeyer, 2015; Thomsen, 2014).
In the recent court case, Vergara v. California (2014), the judge ruled that the teacher tenure law
in California made it impossible to remove ineffective teachers from the classroom. Although
there is limited research on teachers’ perceptions of tenure, a study by the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation (Mayer & Phillips, 2012) found that 89% of teachers surveyed agreed that tenure
should include the evaluation of teacher effectiveness; and, 92% of teacher participants stated
that tenure should not protect ineffective teachers. However, the report by Cohen and Varghese
(2011) showed that only half of all tenured teachers had been evaluated in the past two years.

Currently, a study which investigated the effects of tenure on teacher behavior found that

there is typically a decrease in the time that teachers spend on professional development after



receiving tenure (Jones, 2015). Moreover, non-tenured teachers have been found to be more
willing to be observed by principals than tenured teachers, and they agreed more than tenured
teachers that observations improved their instruction (Range et al., 2014). As tenure status
increases a teacher’s job security, it is important to understand teachers’ perspectives related to
evaluation systems prior to and perhaps more importantly after a teacher is granted tenure.
Moreover, it is also crucial to understand whether school principals’ approaches change when
evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted.

Statement of the Problem

The quality of the teaching force continues as a focus of education reform (Ingersoll &
Collins, 2019; Rothstein, 2015; Wiseman, 2012). It has become an important expectation that
teachers must have the required professional qualifications and update their knowledge and skills
for effective teaching to meet students’ needs. Thus, it is necessary to identify the domains of
effective teaching to increase a teacher’s capabilities. Moreover, properly aligned evaluation
tools can support teacher’s professional development, which could lead to improved student
achievement (Danielson, 2011; Desimone & Garet, 2015; Guskey, 2014; Papay, 2012; Zepeda,
2019a).

As teachers are the cornerstone in the education of students, the appropriate evaluation of
teachers’ effectiveness has become a topic of policy agendas (Hopkins, 2016). Through political
agendas, teacher evaluation systems have been affected by education policies (Hazi, 2017). Over
time, the expectations of teacher evaluation have changed, and have become more
comprehensive and, therefore, more sophisticated. For instance, the politically motivated
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (2009) and the subsequent reform focus in the Race

to the Top (RTT) incentive led states to rethink how teachers should be evaluated, promoted,



granted tenure, or dismissed based on their impact on student achievement (Fusarelli & Fusarelli,
2019; Lavigne, 2014; Lunenburg, 2019; Zepeda, 2017; Zepeda & Ponticell, 2019).

Resultingly, RTT has played a significant role on the use of Value-Added Models
(VAMS) in teacher evaluation to determine student growth and to relate that growth to the
effectiveness of individual teachers (Ballou & Springer, 2015; Fusarelli & Fusarelli, 2019; Ingle
& Lindle, 2019; Ballou & Springer, 2015). Because of the RTT financial incentive programs,
many states altered their teacher evaluation processes (Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski, 2016) since
“the thought was that teacher effectiveness could be enhanced through evaluation systems”
(Zepeda, 2017, p. 40). One example of this is the inclusion of student achievement scores
embedded in teacher evaluation systems (National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ), 2015).

Teacher evaluation in the era of accountability has held an important but unprecedented
place in the school reform efforts that aim to ensure highly-effective teachers are in every
classroom. However, this situation has led to teacher tenure being a point of contention, as “some
posit that part of getting the right teachers in the classroom is getting rid of the wrong ones,
which has put teacher tenure under fire” (Blankenship, 2014, p. 193). Much of the debates about
teacher tenure have focused on whether it makes it impossible for systems to fire ineffective
teachers once they have gained tenure (Loeb et al., 2015; McGuinn, 2010).

It is important to underscore that tenure does not require schools or districts to retain
ineffective teachers, but instead, it declares tenured teachers could not be dismissed without due
process of the law (Kahlenberg, 2016). Critics, however, argue that because of the costs and time
associated with ensuring due process, school districts retain ineffective teachers in the classroom,
and that this situation reduces the incentives for teachers to improve their instruction (Hannaway

& Rotherham, 2010; Loeb et al., 2015; McGuinn, 2010). However, others also argue that



because teaching is not an extremely desirable profession, but it offers job security, that
weakening tenure systems may cause a lower-quality teacher workforce (Goldstein, 2014).

Although teachers are the central actors within education and their effectiveness is one of
the crucial factors that affect student achievement, most of the time they do not have a voice in
the decision-making processes or decisions that affect their work in schools (Bangs & Frost,
2012; Binder, 2012; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2011; Ingersoll, 2007). That is, “too often teachers do
not have the opportunity to give their opinions about policies that will specifically affect them
and their classrooms” (Pressley et al., 2018, p. 39). Perhaps, giving teachers the opportunity to
share their perspectives about evaluation processes might, in turn, create a better teacher
evaluation practices and align these to policy. The present study examined this area broadly
because in the end, “measuring teacher’s perceptions on the new policy helps... policy makers
and school principals (as well as other school administrators) to analyze the problems teachers
expect caused by the policy and to provide solutions for these problems” (Tuytens & Devos,
2009, p. 929).

While politicians, legislators, and educational researchers have raised questions about the
practices of teacher evaluation in K-12 educational settings, tenured teachers’ perspectives of
these practices are not readily found in the literature. Therefore, exploring the perspectives of
tenured teachers and school principals’ approaches to evaluating tenured teachers’ performance
could provide policymakers with a more in-depth look at the teacher evaluation processes when

developing and revising policies for them.



Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals’ approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if being granted
tenure influences teachers’ perspectives about the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, the
study aimed to understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development
from the probationary period to being granted tenure. In addition to examining tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation, this study sought to understand whether school principals’
approaches change when evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted.
The main goals of this study were:
e To understand the perspectives of tenured teachers about the evaluation process;
e To examine the influences of being granted tenure on the teachers’ perspectives
about the evaluation process;
e To analyze the teacher evaluation process in supporting teacher development
before and after being granted tenure; and
e To examine school principals’ approaches to evaluation teacher performance once
tenure is granted.
In addition, this study intended to provide information that could be used to assist policymakers
in revising teacher evaluation practices for tenured teachers.
Background of the Study
Performance evaluation of teachers is a crucial process in the sector of education, thus the
majority of existing research on teacher evaluation focuses on implementing effective teacher

evaluation processes (Derrington & Martinez, 2019; Hopkins, 2016; Kraft & Gilmour, 2016).



Several studies have documented two common purposes of teacher evaluation processes-to
measure teacher competence and to develop teacher quality (Danielson, 2011; Hazi, 2019;
Marzano, 2012). Moreover, according to the research, effective evaluation systems are built on
clear expectations, multiple measures, constructive feedback, and aligned professional
development (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Goe et al., 2012;
Zepeda, 2017). Despite the research on effective methodologies of the teacher evaluation
systems, the evaluation processes do not accurately measure teacher quality because 1) the
process does not differentiate among teachers, and 2) the process does not help to develop
effective teachers (Callahan & Sadeghi, 2014; Toch & Rothman, 2008; Weisberg et al., 2009).

Although teachers have been evaluated across the United States for many years, teacher
evaluation processes have not been viewed as a tool for developing teacher professional learning
(McGreal, 1983; Marzano et al., 2011; Zepeda, 2017). Callahan and Sadeghi (2014) stated that
evaluation systems have failed because “teachers do not receive the feedback they need, and
professional development is not aligned with areas of need” (p. 729). However, the intents of the
teacher evaluation are to evaluate the performance not only for promotion and tenure decisions,
but also to support teacher professional development (Stronge, 2010; Zepeda, 2006, 2016a,
2017).

Teacher evaluation practices have recently changed as a result of concerns about the
quality of America’s public-school teachers (Baker et al., 2010). The Coleman Report showed
inequities across schools related to class size, student achievement levels, school quality, school
resources, and teacher quality. Teacher quality had a bigger influence on student achievement
than all other school-related factors (Coleman, 1966). Following this report, Hanushek (1979)

illustrated significant differences in the performance of white children regardless of the



individual student’s socioeconomic status. In the 1983 report, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative
for Educational Reform, it stated that “the educational foundations of our society are presently
being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a
people” (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, para. 1).

The report, A Nation at Risk (1983), led to a focus on school accountability (Lunenburg,
2019; Weiss, 2003), and brought attention to effective evaluation systems by suggesting “salary,
promotion, tenure, and retention decisions should be tied to an effective evaluation system . . . so
that superior teachers can be rewarded, average ones encouraged, and poor ones either improved
or terminated” (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 30). The effect of the
dire warnings expressed in A Nation at Risk on educational policy was first recognized with the
reauthorization of the original Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in (1965) and
the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, which established a standards-based education model
(Lunenburg, 2019; Schwartz et al., 2000).

In 2001, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), which was the reauthorization of ESEA,
required schools to make adequate yearly progress to receive federal funds (USDOE, 2001).
Furthermore, NCLB required all states to test students from the third grade to the eighth grade, as
well as one time during high school. Moreover, one of the major goals of NCLB was that all
children were taught by highly qualified teachers. To be classified as highly qualified, teachers
had to meet three criteria: to hold a bachelor’s degree; to have full state teaching certification;
and to demonstrate subject matter knowledge (Lunenburg, 2019).

In 2009, The New Teacher Project released the report, The Widget Effect, which declared
that America’s public-school children were in danger because of the failure of U.S. public

education to recognize the differences in teacher effectiveness (Weisberg et al., 2009). Moreover,



the authors blamed ineffective teacher evaluation systems for the poor achievement of students
and noted that the current systems had rated 99% of all teachers as effective (Weisberg et al.,
2009). Since most evaluation systems fail to differentiate performance among teachers,
“excellent teachers cannot be recognized or rewarded, chronically low-performing teachers
languish, and the wide majority of teachers performing at moderate levels do not get the
differentiated support and development they need to improve as professionals” (Weisberg et al.,
2009, p. 6). Furthermore, the authors also criticized the ability of school principals to classify
teachers as “good” or “bad” while likening teachers to “widgets” or simply “interchangeable
parts” (Weisberg et al., 2009, p. 4).

In 2009, the U.S. Department of Education announced the Race to the Top (RTT) grant,
which would award $4 billion to states through a competitive process. To be eligible for the
grant, states were asked to prepare plans that would address the following reform areas:

1. Adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and

the workplace;

2. Building data systems that measure student growth and success and inform teachers

and principals as to how to improve instruction;

3. Recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals,

especially where they are needed most; and

4. Turning around the lowest performing schools. (USDOE, 2009, p. 2)

States that wanted to apply for the RTT grant had to meet two requirements: (1) The
application had to be approved by the U.S. Education Department (USDOE) before being
awarded; and (2) at the time of the application, no legal or regulatory barriers could exist, which

prevented teachers or principals at the state-level from linking data related to student



achievement for the purpose of evaluation (Hess et al., 2014). A rubric that consisted of seven
criteria with subcategories was provided to reviewers by the USDOE, and one of the
subcategories was “improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance” (Hess
etal., 2014, p. 609). As a result, RTT led states to rethink how teachers should be evaluated,
promoted, granted tenure, or dismissed based on their impact on student achievement.

In response to NCLB and RTT, using evidence of student learning or student outcomes
has become one of the fundamental components of the teacher evaluation process (Lunenburg,
2019; Mette, et al., 2017). Moreover, teacher evaluation systems have included algorithms
bundled within value-added models (VAM) to identify teachers’ influence on student
achievement (American Statistical Association (ASA), 2014). VAM scores are being used to
decide educators’ tenure and termination, to calculate merit pay bonuses, and to determine
professional development needs (Pullin, 2013). It can be said that VAM is in part of a response
to concerns that the current system for selection and recruitment of teachers based on their
education and credentials is insufficient to show teacher quality (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2012;
Harris, 2011).

In 2011, then U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, stated that “82 percent of
America’s schools could fail to meet education goals set by NCLB this year” which was to be
“proficient” in reading and mathematics by 2014 (U.S. Department of Education, 20114, para.l).
Thus, the USDOE established waivers of NCLB requirements in exchange for plans to improve
educational outcomes. In exchange for that flexibility, states had to adopt standards for college
and career readiness, focus improvement efforts on 15% of the most troubled schools, and create
guidelines for teacher evaluation based in part on student achievement (McNeil & Klein, 2011).

The flexibility process required that states develop and implement teacher evaluation systems

10



which used multiple measurements with at least three performance levels, one of which had to be
student achievement data, and to consider evaluation results in making personnel decisions
(Pennington, 2014).

On December 10, 2015, President Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA), which reauthorized the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) and which went into effect
during the 2017-2018 academic year. Under ESSA, states have the flexibility to design teacher
evaluation systems to meet teachers’ and students’ needs, and the systems must moreover
include student test scores. However, if Title 11 funds are used to create or improve teacher
evaluation systems, the evaluation system must include student achievement and must be based
on multiple measures (Sawchuk, 2016).

Teacher tenure ensures that teacher will be terminated only for adequate cause and due
process will be provided (Zirkel, 2010). Because tenure is a statutory right, the regulations vary
among states (Blankenship, 2014); however, most states require a probationary period which is
typically three years before granting tenure (Christie & Zinth, 2011). Although teacher tenure
has been a crucial topic of policy agenda for decades, “teacher tenure legislation remained
relatively stable for nearly 50 years, from the late 1960s to the late 2000s” (Blankenship, 2014, p.
198). Because of the RTT grants and one of its focus is “recruiting, developing, rewarding, and
retaining effective teachers and principals, especially where they are needed most” (USDOE,
2009, p. 2), many states have made changes in their tenure laws such as granting tenure based on
teacher evaluation or losing tenure as a result of poor performance evaluation (Blankenship,

2014).
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The National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) has frequently presented up-to-date
policy trends on how states are evaluating teachers. According to the report published by NCTQ
showed that while in 2009 only 15 states required evidence of student learning in teacher
evaluation, since then that number has increased to 40 states in 2016 (NCTQ, 2017a). Moreover,
19 states required teacher performance based on the evidence of teacher effectiveness be
considered in the tenure process (NCTQ, 2017b), and 37 states award teacher tenure after they
have taught three years or less in 2014 (Joseph, 2014). In addition, according to 2018 data in 22
states, districts may use effectiveness data when making dismissal decisions (NCTQ, 2018).

The State of Georgia has granted due process rights to all teachers since 1947 (Georgia
Laws, 1947). In 1975, Georgia passed the legislation called the Georgia Fair Dismissal Act of
1975. This law provided protections for a teacher who has completed a three-year probationary
period. This act also defined eight areas that a teacher may be dismissed for the following: (1)
Incompetency; (2) Insubordination; (3) Willful neglect of duties; (4) Immorality; (5) Inciting,
encouraging, or counseling students to violate any valid state law, municipal ordinance, or policy
or rule of the local board of education; (6) To reduce staff due to loss of students or cancellation
of programs; (7) Failure to secure and maintain necessary educational training; or (8) Any other
good and sufficient cause. In 2000, Governor Roy Barnes signed into law House Bill 1187 which
eliminated the rights to continued employment for teachers who were employed after July 1st of
2000; however, after four years teachers regained their tenure protections (Blankenship, 2013).
Teachers in Georgia are awarded tenure after a three-year probationary period; thus, Georgia

does not connect tenure decisions to evidence of teacher effectiveness (NCTQ, 2017b).

12



Despite the attempts to improve teacher’s effectiveness by implementing effective
teacher evaluation processes, the voice of teachers surprisingly is largely absent. Although
several studies showed the benefits of including teacher voice in educational reforms (Binder,
2012; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2011; Ingersoll, 2007), most teachers feel that their voices have not
been adequately heard (Bangs & Frost, 2012). Highlighting the importance of teachers’ voice,
Hargreaves and Shirley (2011) stated:

Teachers are at the far end of educational reform. Apart from students and parents,

they are often the very last to be consulted about and connected to agendas of what

changes are needed in education, and of how those changes should be managed.

Educational change is something that government departments, venture

philanthropists, performance-driven economics, and election-minded legislators

increasingly arrogate to themselves. Even when these policy-setting and policy

transporting bodies speak on behalf of teachers, teachers often have little or no voice.

Teachers are rarely asked to speak on their own account. (p. 1)

Thus, teachers should have an opportunity to share their perspectives about the policies that
influence their work, most especially how they are evaluated. Moreover, current studies (Jones,
2015; Range et al., 2014) have illustrated the urgency to understand perspectives of tenured
teachers regarding teacher evaluation processes and what makes sense to their professional
practices, as well as to understand whether school principals’ approaches change to evaluating

teacher performance once teacher is granted.
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Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals’ approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The following research questions guided the study:

1. How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured teachers in

relation to the teacher evaluation process?

2. How does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher development?

3. How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change once a

teacher is granted tenure?
Theoretical Framework

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals’ approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. Thus, this purpose can be achieved through the
interpretive lens as the aim of interpretivism is to understand personal experiences, with the
belief that reality is subjective and constructed by the individual, and there are multiple realities
(Lather, 2006).

According to Sipe and Constable (1996), the interpretivist paradigm leans toward reality
as “subjective and constructed” (p. 155) with everyone seeing the world differently through
multiple perspectives. The position of interpretivism in relation to ontology and epistemology is
that interpretivists believe the reality is multiple and relative (Hudson & Ozanne, 1988).
According to interpretivism, “the descriptions of human actions are based on social meanings,
people living together interpret the meanings of each other and these meanings change through

social intercourse” (Bassey, 1999, p. 43). In other words, knowledge is subjective and
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idiographic, and the truth is dependent on the context. This paradigm is value-laden and
emphasizes that values influence how we think and behave, as well as what we find to be
important.

The interpretivism theory values individual experiences, and collects data through
participant observation, interviewing and analyzing documents (Lather, 2006). The move toward
the idea that “different representations of constructions lead to different outcomes or products,
different ways of expressing experience,” (Lincoln & Guba, 2013) has allowed for more
flexibility within research methods and expectations of outcomes. Essentially, interpretivism
allows the focus to be fixed on understanding what is happening in a given context rather than
just measuring it (Klein & Myers, 1999). This study used an interpretive theoretical approach
with phenomenological research methods to examine the phenomenon of teacher evaluation and
tenure from the perspectives of teachers and principals.

Significance of the Study

This study seeks to examine the perspectives of tenured teachers regarding the teacher
evaluation process, and school principals approaches to evaluating tenured teachers’
performance. The process of teacher evaluation has been the main topic of discussion in the
educational sector for many years; however, there is a limited amount of literature on tenure
teachers’ views regarding the evaluation process. Because, teacher evaluations are vital to the
development of supporting effective teachers, as well as student academic achievement, this
study was timely. Moreover, the role of the teacher is a vital part of the classroom and when
decisions are made that affect teacher, it is very important that their voices are heard and
considered by policy makers. Thus, this study will allow researchers to determine if the potential

for being granted tenure has any bearing or influence on a teacher’s perspectives related to the
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evaluation process. Moreover, by examining changes in the school principals’ approaches to
evaluating teacher performance once a teacher is granted tenure will provide information that
could be used to assist policymakers in revising teacher evaluation practices for tenured teachers.
Assumptions of the Study
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals’ approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The primary assumption of this study was that all
teacher participants in this study had experienced a phenomenon related to being granted tenure,
evaluation, and supervision. In addition to this, the researcher believed the following
assumptions within the study to be accurate:
« All teacher participants in this study were transparent about their perspectives and
experiences related to the teacher evaluation process and being granted tenure.
 Participants provided open and honest answers to all interview questions.
» The selected methodology for this study was well-designed and comprehensively
addressed the research questions.
 Participants responses would accurately reflect the data needed to address research
questions.
« The number of interviews and the time of data collection were sufficient to provide
rich data for analysis.
» Teacher and principal participants in this study recalled and described their
experience with the teacher evaluation processes accurately and to the best of their

abilities.
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Definition of Terms

For the purposes of clarification, the following main terms were identified. These definitions
were based on the literature on teacher evaluation and teacher tenure as well as how these terms
were used in the study.
Evaluator — In the state of Georgia, “to ensure that evaluators meet proficiency in the
implementation of an evaluation system, individuals receive systematic instruction and
successfully demonstrate the ability to do the work required” (Georgia Department of Education,
2014a, p. 98). In this study, the term is used for the person who is responsible to evaluate teacher
performance.

School Principal — In this study, the profession who is the head of the school is referred as the

principal.

Supervision — Supervision was defined by Glanz and Heimann (2019) as “an ongoing process of
engaging teachers in instructional dialogue for the purpose of enhancing reflection about
teaching and student learning to modify teaching practices aligned with increasing student
achievement” (p. 356). In this study, supervision is defined as a primary way to improve
teacher’s instructional practices.

Teacher — A teacher is a professional school employee certificated by the State Board of
Education (O.C.G.A. § 20-2-942a) whose job is to provide an education to students.

Teacher evaluation — For the purpose of this study, teacher evaluation refers a process to rate

teacher’s performance and effectiveness, and according to the findings, to provide feedback as
well as appropriate professional development.
Tenure — Dayton (2018) indicated that “Tenure carries with it a legal right to due process of law

in actions significantly affecting employment including reprimand, suspension, or dismissal” (p.
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213). For the purpose of this study, a tenured teacher was defined as a teacher who had
satisfactorily completed a probationary period.
Limitations of the Study

One of the limitations of the study was that the participants were selected from one
school district in the State of Georgia; therefore, the generalization of the findings was limited.
However, the intention of selecting participants from one school district ensured that all
participants had experienced similar teacher evaluation processes and tenure practices.

Since the purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation during the process and after being granted tenure, and to
examine school principals approaches to evaluating tenured teachers’ performance, this research
was limited based on the purposive sampling method. As the probationary period in the district
where data were collected is three-years, teachers who had no more than five years of teaching
experience were asked to participate in the study. Moreover, only the school principals which the
teachers were assigned participated in the study.

Although the interviews followed the same protocol with each participant, the attitudes,
and confidence levels of the participants as well as their individual levels of experience could
have impacted their responses to the questions. The design of the study relied on the teacher
participants’ lived experience of being evaluated and being granted tenure. Although participants
were asked to reflect on their past experiences, it was assumed that participants recalled and
shared their experience with the teacher evaluation process and being granted tenure accurately

as tenure and teacher evaluation are significant events for teachers.
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Overview of the Research Procedures

This qualitative research was mainly framed within the research design rendering a
phenomenological study that attempts to understand people’s perceptions, perspectives and
understanding of a particular situation. This type of research tries to answer the question, “what
is it like to experience such-and-such?” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010, p. 141). Therefore, “a
phenomenological researcher is interested in describing a person’s experience in the way he or
she experiences it, and not from some theoretical standpoint” (Bevan, 2014, p. 136). By
examining the perspectives of multiple participants, a researcher can begin cautiously to
generalize related to what it is like to experience a phenomenon from the perspective of those
that have lived the experience.

In a phenomenological study, the purpose is to describe the meaning of a small number of
individuals who have experienced the phenomenon (Creswell, 2013). Thus, the
phenomenological study can provide a deep understanding of a phenomenon as experienced by
several individuals. Data are collected from individuals who have experienced the phenomenon.
Often data collection in phenomenological studies consists of in-depth interviews and multiple
interviews with participants. The participants in the phenomenological research need to be
carefully chosen to be individuals who have all experienced the phenomenon. In this study, the
teacher participants only who shared the phenomenon of being granted tenure were chosen, and
the principals responsible for evaluating teachers who were tenured were chosen.

A qualitative, phenomenological study aligned with the interpretivist framework provided
a mechanism for gathering and analyzing data that represents the lived experience of the study
participants. The data for the study were collected predominantly by interviews, since interviews

aim at understanding participants on their own terms and how they make meaning of their own
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lives, experiences, and cognitive processes (Brenner, 2006). Interviews were held with eight-
teachers and three-principals of the schools in which the teacher are assigned. All eight-teacher
participants were interviewed three-times using protocols that addressed tenure, evaluation, and
supervision. The three school principals were interviewed only one time by focusing their
approach to evaluating teachers’ performance before and after teachers are granted tenure.

Given the COVID-19 pandemic, all interviews were conducted through Zoom. A
thematic analysis approach was used to analyze the data by identifying the emergence of themes
or codes, which are characterized by consistent phrases, expressions, or ideas that are common
amongst the responses of the participants in the study (Patton, 2015).

Selecting participants for this study was a vital step to the design. The study aimed to
focus on elementary, middle, and high school teachers and principals of schools in which
teachers are assigned in a single school district. Therefore, the research site was selected based
on the following criteria: location (in the same school county) and across school levels
(elementary, middle, and high school). Situating the study in one school district allowed for
intensity and maximum variation for the emergence of identified common patterns and unique
variations of these patterns across the participants.

Regardless of which methodology is used, sampling methods are intended to maximize
efficiency and validity (Morse & Niehaus, 2009). Therefore, sampling remained consistent with
the purposes and research questions to add clarity to the research. The sampling strategy
employed for this study was purposeful and included tenured teachers and principals of the
schools in which the teachers were assigned. Thus, purposeful selection starts with choosing
participant criteria. To the purpose of this study, only teachers who have met the following four

criteria were interviewed:
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1. The teacher who is a currently tenured;
2. The teacher whose performance has been evaluated before she/he was granted tenure
status;
3. The teacher whose performance has been evaluated after she/he was granted tenure
status; and,
4. The teacher who has no more than five years of teaching experiences since being
tenured.
In addition, the principals of the schools in which the teachers are assigned were selected
regardless of their experience and years as principals at the research sites.
Organization of the Dissertation
The dissertation is organized in eight chapters. Chapter 1 presents the introduction, and
overview of the study including the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study,
background of the study, the significance of the study, the research questions, definitions of key
terms, the research procedures, the limitations, and the assumptions. Chapter 2 provides the
review of related literature and research related to teacher evaluation and tenure. Chapter 3
defines the research design, methodology and data analysis processes used to guide this research
study. Chapter 4 presents the context of study and participants. Chapter 5 includes the findings of
the data analysis from teachers’ interview. Chapter 6 includes the findings of the data analysis
from school principals’ interview. Chapter 7 further discuss the findings from teachers and
school principals, leading the presentation of specific themes. Chapter 8 concludes this study and
includes a discussion of the findings, implications and recommendations for future research,

practice, and policy.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if being granted
tenure influences teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, the study
aimed to understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from
the probationary period to being granted tenure. In addition to examining tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation, this study sought to understand whether school principals’
approaches change to evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted. Three research
questions guided the study:
1. How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured teachers in
relation to the teacher evaluation process?
2. Does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher development?
3. Do principals’ approaches change to evaluate teacher performance once a teacher is
granted tenure?
Although the evaluation of teacher performance has been the main topic of discussion in
the education system, there is a limited amount of literature that examines tenured teachers views
regarding the evaluation process, and principals’ approach to evaluate tenured teachers’

performance. For this reason, this study was timely to establish a deeper understanding of
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tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation, and how school principals evaluate their
performance which, in turn perhaps, can assist in developing new practices and policies.

This chapter presents an overview of seven areas of the related literature. The areas
presented included: (1) teacher evaluation; (2) the role of school principal in teacher evaluation
process; (3) the role of policy and teacher evaluation; (4) current issues surrounding teacher
tenure; (5) teacher evaluation practices in the State of Georgia; (6) teacher tenure in the State of
Georgia; and (7) empirical studies related to tenured teachers’ perspectives about the teacher
evaluation processes.

Teacher Evaluation

This section provides the literature about teacher evaluation by focusing on the purpose
of teacher evaluation, summative and formative evaluations, the link between teacher evaluation
and student achievement, value-added model, teacher’s attitude toward evaluation, and the link
between teacher evaluation and teacher professional development.

Purpose of Teacher Evaluation

An effective evaluation system is a crucial process in providing an efficient education
system. Thus, it is important to start with a clear and public understanding of the purposes of the
teacher evaluation process. Nolan and Hoover (2008) described the teacher evaluation as:

Teacher evaluation is an organizational function designed to make
comprehensive judgments concerning teacher performance and competence for
the purposes of personnel decisions such as tenure and continuing
employment. The process as a whole is aimed primarily at making a

summative judgment about the quality of the teacher’s performance in carrying
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out both instructional duties and other responsibilities. This is a state-mandated

function carried out by only those properly certified by the state. (pp. 5-6)
The purpose of designing more effective teacher evaluation systems has been to place emphasis
on quality teachers who bring the best teaching practices to classrooms (Danielson, 2011).
Effective teacher evaluation systems could serve to improve teaching practices, determine
weaknesses for future professional development offerings, and identify and retain highly
effective teachers to serve as mentors to inexperienced or struggling teachers, all of which can
lead to higher student achievement (Danielson, 2011).

Many researchers have engaged in investigations of teacher evaluation systems and
agreed that there are two common purposes—to ensure the teacher’s quality and to promote
professional development quality (Danielson, 2011; Hazi, 2019; Marzano, 2012; McGreal,
1983). As reported by Zepeda (2016Db), the purpose of evaluation is to ensure teacher quality, to
promote growth and development, and to promote problem-solving. Marzano (2012) positions
that the main purposes of teacher evaluation are to evaluate teacher performance, to measure the
teacher performance, and to develop the teacher effectiveness over time. Moreover, according to
Marshall (2009), the priority of the teacher evaluation should be to measure a teacher’s
efficiency and his or her ability to lead student academic success.

The key role of teacher evaluation is to provide teachers with feedback on practices that
make a difference in student learning. However, the study by Weisberg et al. (2009) found
“nearly three out of four teachers went through the evaluation process but received no specific
feedback about how to improve their practice” (p. 14). Moreover, Callahan and Sadeghi (2014)

stated that teacher evaluation systems have failed because “teachers do not receive the feedback
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they need, and professional development is not aligned with areas of need” (p. 729). Thus,
teacher evaluation should be used as a tool to support teachers to improve their skills.

The next section of this review of the literature focuses on the summative and formative
aspects of teacher evaluation. In the literature, there are inherent tensions between the summative
and formative aspects of evaluation (Zepeda, 2017).

Summative and Formative Evaluation

Teacher evaluation systems have been used historically within legislative mandates to use
combination of formative and summative evaluation (Popham, 2013). According to Popham
(1988), the combination of formative and summative evaluation can be called a “dysfunctional
marriage.” Again, the two major purposes of teacher evaluation include accountability and
professional growth (Danielson, 2011; Hazi, 2019; Marzano, 2012; McGreal, 1983). Evaluation
for accountability—to judge teacher performance for personnel decisions such as awarding merit
pay, termination, tenure—may be called summative. Formative evaluation, on the contrary, is
used to provide feedback to the teacher and encourage improvement (Marzano, 2012; Popham,
2013; Zepeda, 2017). Although these two purposes are usually bound together in the same
evaluation system, educators should recognize that summative and formative evaluations each
have their own purposes and intents as well as different priorities and implications.

Popham (2013) defined summative evaluation as providing “information associated with
negative decisions about a teacher, such as the denial of tenure and termination” or “positive
decisions, such as recognition and financial awards” (p. 20); and formative evaluation as an
“endeavor intended to supply information that can improve a teacher’s effectiveness” (p. 20). In
other words, formative evaluation focuses on teachers’ needs, whereas summative evaluation

relates to the organization’s need for accountability (Glickman et al., 2014). Thus, formative
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evaluation is continuous improvement, while summative is more concerned with standardization
and judgment.

Stake (1976, cited in Scriven, 1991) defined the differences between formative and
summative evaluation by stating “when the cook tastes the soup, that’s formative; when the
guests taste the soup, that’s summative” (p. 19). Formative evaluation provides feedback, creates
the opportunity for the principal and teacher to identify teacher’s strengths and weakness to plan
the professional development (Zepeda, 2017). On the contrary, summative evaluation is used to
hold teachers accountable to meet state statutes and district policies and to determine
employment decisions (Zepeda, 2017). To wit, summative summarizes past performance;
formative shapes future performance (Darling-Hammond, 2013).

Researchers found that effective school leaders tended to use teacher evaluation data to
inform professional development rather than to make employment decisions (Reinhorn et al.,
2017). Moreover, many states seem to encourage districts to look for opportunities to use teacher
evaluation with the aim of professional development, rather than for accountability purposes
(Close et al., 2018). Furthermore, Popham (2013) suggested that school leaders should engage in
both summative and formative evaluations, but to do so separately:

The unthinking mixture of formative and summative teacher evaluation will
almost certainly, foster inappropriate teacher evaluations. But because
formative and summative teacher evaluation can each make significant
contributions to instruction, both should be implemented widely—but
separately—as components of emerging teacher-evaluation systems. (p. 22)
In other words, school leaders should separate their roles in summative and formative evaluation

to give teacher evaluation systems the ability to achieve its purposes. The next section of this
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literature review examines teacher evaluation and student achievement in light of the discussions
centered on testing, primarily.
Teacher Evaluation and Student Achievement

At the turn of the 21st century, researchers have been focused on the relationships
between teacher effectiveness and student performance. With evidence of the effect that teachers
can have on students’ achievement (Hanushek, 2011; Staiger & Rockoff, 2010), researchers have
focused on determining the relationship between teacher evaluation scores and student outcomes
(Chetty et al., 2014a; Chetty et al., 2014b; Gordon et al., 2006; Hanushek, 2009) since the
purposes of teacher evaluation are to ensure teacher effectiveness and to promote professional
development (Stronge, 2010; Zepeda, 2006, 2016a, 2017). Therefore, properly aligned
evaluation tools could support a teacher’s professional development, which could likely lead to
improved student achievement (Danielson, 2011; Desimone & Garet, 2015; Guskey, 2014;
Papay, 2012; Zepeda, 2019a).

Most studies agree that teacher evaluation scores are predictive of student success (Jacob
& Lefgren, 2008; Kane & Staiger, 2012; Rockoff & Speroni, 2010; Tyler et al., 2010). Some
studies showed a positive link between teacher evaluation scores and student outcomes. As
reported the study by Milanowski et al. (2004), there is a ‘substantial’ strong link between
teacher’s evaluation scores and student success. According to a study by Gallagher (2004), there
was a strong, positive, and statistically significant relationship between teacher evaluation ratings
and student outcomes in reading. Moreover, Howard and Gullickson (2010) agree that “The
quality of a student’s educational experience is a direct result of the classroom teacher’s ability
to exercise sound professional judgment and skill in creating an engaging learning environment”

(p. 338).
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Good teaching should produce growth in students, and testing should inform instruction;
therefore, test results seem to be a fair way to evaluate teacher performance (Chetty et al.,
2014a), and selecting teachers on the basis of value-added measures could serve to increase
student achievement (Gordon et al., 2006; Hanushek, 2009). Chetty et al. (2011) found that
students assigned to teachers with high value-added measures are more likely to attend college,
earn higher salaries, and live in wealthy communities. Moreover, Chetty et al. (2014b) also
determined the effect of high value-added teachers on students’ long-term outcomes, and they
reported that:

replacing a teacher whose current VA is in the bottom 5 percent with an
average teacher would increase the mean present value of students’ lifetime
income by $250,00 per classroom over a teacher’s career accounting for drift
in teacher quality over time. (pp. 2635-2636)

Moreover, by using VAMs, Jackson (2013) showed that teachers’ effects on cognitive
test scores are a crucial predictor of teachers’ effects on non-cognitive skills.

Although the majority of the literature concluded that teachers are the most important
school-related factor in student achievement, their effects are approximately 10-20% of student
achievement score variation overall (Kennedy, 2010; Gabriel & Allington, 2011), and other
factors such as health, poverty, and the characteristic of parents are well beyond the control of
the teachers, and that these factors largely influence student achievement (Berliner, 2013). At the
center of this discussion are the value-added models that attempt to link gains in student learning

to the teacher as reported by standardized testing and their “value” measures.
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Value-Added Model

Traditionally, teachers have been evaluated based on subjective ratings, and the most
common type of evaluation of a teacher’s performance is the evaluation completed by a principal
relying on relatively few classroom observations per year (Brandt et al., 2007). Moreover,
student achievement is not directly evaluated or considered in this process. However, a
principal’s personal feelings can affect the fairness and objectivity of the evaluation process. In
addition, the skill level of the evaluator may affect the validity of the teacher evaluation (Tucker
& Stronge, 2005). A lack of subject familiarity can make it difficult for the evaluator to assess
the teacher’s performance accurately (Donaldson, 2009). Furthermore, recent research has shown
little variation among teacher ratings from evaluation systems based only on subjective teacher
evaluation (Weisberg et al., 2009).

Using evidence of student learning and student outcomes has become one of the
fundamental components of the teacher evaluation process. The value-added models (VAMS) use
student scores on standardized tests to estimate the effects of teachers on student learning.
Generally, the value-added model uses the current and previous test scores to evaluate the
teacher’s role in the student growth achievement (Harris, 2011; Lunenburg, 2019). This model
uses complex statistical techniques as a way to estimate how much teachers contribute to their
students’ learning by considering factors such as the status of students including disability,
English language, attendance, suspension, and retention, the giftedness (ASA, 2014; Lunenburg,
2019; Pivovarova et al., 2016).

Student achievement depends on input from teachers as well as other factors. As students
spend most of their time at school under the supervision of teachers, many argue that teachers are

the most important source of input (Harris, 2014). Thus, it seems logical that students’ test scores
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should correlate with the quality of teaching. Thus, test results seem to be a fair way to evaluate
teachers’ performance (Chetty et al., 2014a), and selecting teachers on the basis of value-added
measures can increase student achievement (Gordon et al., 2006; Hanushek, 2009). Moreover,
the score of VAM are being used to decide educators’ tenure and termination, merit pay bonuses
for individuals or faculties, educator professional development needs, as well as having an
impact on educators’ professional reputations (Morgan et al., 2014; Pullin, 2013). Although the
models have created a great deal of excitement among many policymakers, VAMSs have also
been criticized for numerous reasons. Indeed, the implementation of the models and the intended
uses of the results pose certain practical, technical, and even philosophical problems (Darling-
Hammond, 2015).

The debate concerning the use of VAMs to evaluate teachers is intense and controversial.
Some stakeholders interested in rewarding high-quality teachers and/or removing poor-
performing teachers from the system will find the traditional teacher evaluation systems
inadequate and believe that VAMSs represent a significant improvement since they differentiate
teachers based on their performance (Goldhaber, 2010). Conversely, some criticize not only the
validity and reliability of VAMSs, but also its use when making high-stakes personnel decisions.
Some argue that improved accountability systems based on test scores can improve the quality of
education while ignoring inequalities based on socioeconomic factors and race (Au, 2009;
Orfield & Kornhaber, 2001). Others claim that these systems produce unintended consequences
like teaching to the test, cheating, and excluding underperforming students from test taking

(Haney, 2000; Klein et al., 2000).
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Critics of the use of the value-added model as a component of teacher evaluations raise a
number of concerns, the most prominent of which are the following: (1) Value-added estimates
may be biased (Baker et al., 2010, Paufler & Amrein-Beardsley, 2014; Rothstein, 2010), and (2)
value-added models may not be stable enough to be used for high-stakes personnel decisions
(Baker et al., 2010; Newton et al., 2010). Several studies stated that accountability pressures are
linked to higher attrition and reduced morale, specifically for teachers who work in high-need
schools (Feng et al., 2010; Finnigan & Gross, 2007). Moreover, high-stakes accountability based
on VAMs also causes high-performing teachers to leave the teaching profession entirely (Baker
etal., 2010).

One of the biggest arguments against the use of VAMs is that students are not randomly
assigned to teachers. Under experimental conditions, students would be randomly assigned to
teachers, and the growth between the pre- and posttest would be the teacher’s input, as
researchers assume that other variables are randomly disturbed among the classroom (Baker et
al., 2010; Kane et al., 2013). However, in a school system, students are not randomly assigned to
classrooms; thus, their performance is also affected by other variables (Baker et al., 2010;
Kupermintz, 2003). Furthermore, Goldhaber and Anthony (2004) stated that if successful
teachers have an influence on the decision regarding the assignment of students, they are more
likely to have highly motivated students. In addition, the study by Rothstein (2009) found that
students are assigned to classroom based on their previous test score, and VAMs do not
completely control statistically this assignment. This situation also disincentives teachers to

collaborate and had let to more teacher competition (Collins, 2014; Scherrer, 2012).
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Teachers may seek the strongest students by ignoring the neediest students (Kupermintz,
2003). Moreover, teachers may avoid working with students who are low achievers and in
schools classified as “low-achieving” as ways to protect their VAM scores (Baker et al., 2010).
Examination now focuses on teacher’s attitudes toward evaluation.

Teacher s Attitudes Toward Evaluation

Teacher’s attitude has a critical role in the evaluation process, as this process is an
important factor for a teacher’s career. Thus, it is necessary to learn the attitudes of teachers on
the processes by which they are evaluated (Marzano, 2012). However, teachers have not been
included in the discussion of what establishes an effective evaluation practice, although they are
the one who holds the most valuable information for this process (Donaldson, 2016).

Teachers are life-long learners and have an inherent desire to continue to learn and
improve their skills (Golding & Adam, 2016). The desire for ongoing, timely, and thorough
feedback has been one of their greatest needs when it comes to teacher evaluation (Watkins,
2015) since teachers want to know the reasoning behind an evaluator’s decision. Moreover,
providing teachers descriptive feedback on their teaching is more useful to improve their
instructions than that of a rubric score (Khachatryan, 2015). Thus, the teacher evaluation process
should be used to assist the teacher by providing meaningful feedback to improve the quality of
teaching.

When teacher evaluation is carried out with fidelity, it supports teachers in the
development and revised instruction by using both formative and summative assessments
(Zepeda, 2016b). However, Weisberg et al. (2009) stated that “only 43 percent of teachers agree

that evaluation helps teachers improve” (p. 14). Moreover, teachers believed that the evaluation

32



process does not show teachers either their weaknesses and strengths nor account for their
individual needs (Flores, 2012).

Teachers’ attitudes about evaluation vary based on the type of evaluation and the use of
evaluation (Nandi, 2011). Although one of the purposes of teacher evaluation is to improve
teaching practice by determining weakness for future professional development, teachers feel
that professional development associated with the implementation of the evaluation process has
been inadequate (Ruffini et al., 2014). However, teacher evaluation has been more effective
when teachers have had the opportunity to participate in professional learning and to receive
ongoing feedback on their classroom practices (Tuytens & Devos, 2014).

School leaders play an important role in changing teachers’ attitudes toward the
evaluation system. Teachers were more likely to have a deeper investment in their evaluation
when they trusted their school leaders and believed in their abilities as supervisors (Kim &
Youngs, 2015). School leaders should act as a support and resource for teachers in the evaluation
process (DuFour & Marzano, 2011). Moreover, teachers want to have frequent visits from their
school leaders along with a follow-up meeting on how they can improve their instruction
(Donaldson, 2016; Lacireno-Paquet et al., 2016).

Although the perspective of teachers has often been overlooked and disregarded in the
evaluation process, it is crucial to understand their views, as they have undoubtedly much to
offer to improve the effectiveness of teacher evaluation (Ponticell & Zepeda, 2004; Rentner et
al., 2016; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). Moreover, “measuring teacher’s perceptions on the new
policy helps... policy makers and school principals (as well as other school administrators) to

analyze the problems teachers expect caused by the policy and to provide solutions for these
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problems” (Tuytens & Devos, 2009, p. 929). Thus, it is necessary to provide an opportunity for
teachers to share their perspectives about the evaluation processes.

The next section examines the link between teacher evaluation and teacher professional
development. The nexus between teacher evaluation and professional development became more
direct with the inclusion of professional development within most teacher evaluation systems
(Zepeda, 2019b).

The Link between Teacher Evaluation and Teacher Professional Development

Teacher evaluation should not only focus on holding teachers accountable for their
instruction, but also it should encourage them to improve their instruction (Stronge, 2010:
Zepeda, 2016b, Zepeda, 2017) if the results are used to plan teacher’s professional development
(Zepeda, 2019b). In other words, the data collected via teacher evaluation are important
resources for school leaders to understand the individual needs of teachers (Derrington & Kirk,
2017). According to Maslow and Kelley (2012), ... evaluation has the potential to provide
meaningful feedback to teachers to improve teaching practice and to be an important source of
data to inform organizational systems that support teaching and learning” (p. 600). Thus, it is
necessary that teacher evaluation and effective feedback should be linked to teachers’
professional learning and practice (Tuytens & Devos, 2014).

It is expected for teachers to keep pace with continuous changes by improving their
knowledge and skills to provide quality teaching. Most teachers have to gain knowledge and
skills while on the job throughout their teaching careers. This is why professional development
for teachers is important and a necessary component of schooling as “student outcomes depend

on high quality educators” and high-quality teachers must be supported in their growth and

34



development (Rice & Hoyer, 2014). Professional development is a way for teachers to enhance
their instructional knowledge and strategies to engage with students.

Professional development opportunities should be job-embedded and driven by data
(Zepeda, 2012). Zepeda (2019a) further stated that professional development should be focused
on student learning, should be offered on an ongoing basis, and should provide teachers the
opportunity to engage in multiple forms of learning. Wei et al. (2009) stated that effective
professional development opportunities should align with teachers’ instructional practices, and
be intensive, sustained, and integrated with school-reform efforts while actively engaging
teachers in collaborative professional communities. Moreover, effective professional
development also emphasizes the importance of integrating teacher voice and decision-making
related to the type of professional development opportunities available to teachers (Zepeda,
2018, 2019a) since teacher collaboration is crucial for expanding changes in their teaching
instructional practices.

The effectiveness of professional development is affected by teachers’ attitudes about the
programs in which they participate (Torff & Byrnes, 2011). When teachers have more positive
attitudes about professional development, they are more likely to benefit from their efforts to
engage as professionals (Torff & Byrnes, 2011). According to Torff and Byrnes (2011), there are
three reasons that teachers think professional development is effective — when professional
development is content specific, when it is integrated into a teacher’s daily work, and when it
allows teachers to take leadership roles. Hochberg and Desimone (2010) also identified three
essential characteristics of professional development activities that positively affect teachers’
change in knowledge, skills, and classroom teaching practices: the training’s content focus,

opportunities for active learning, and coherence with other teacher learning activities.
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Teachers commonly stated the most important problems with professional development
programs are that they do not meet teachers’ needs (Guskey, 2009). A study by Darling-
Hammond et al. (2009) also found that professional development is more likely to be deemed
less effective when teachers think that it is not related to what they have to do according to the
curriculum. Moreover, Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) stated, “Active learning opportunities
allow teachers to transform their teaching” (p. 7). For this reason, professional development
opportunities should be as different as the professional learners themselves, because a one-size-
fits-all approach does not support learning. To support the development of teachers, school-level
leaders, especially the principal, play a pivotal role in the evaluation of teachers.

The Role of the School Principal in Teacher Evaluation Process

Principals play an essential role in the overall success of the school organization
(Hallinger, 2003; Jackson, 2000). They have an impact on student achievement through their
daily interactions with the teaching staff, the curricular choices, and the hiring decisions
(Goldhaber, 2007; Mendels & Mitgang, 2013; Stronge, 2013). Moreover, Stronge (2013)
explained the expectations from school principals by saying that “in addition to holding the
largely managerial responsibilities of the past, today’s principals are expected to lead their
schools, increase student learning, and help staff to grow professionally” (p. 7). Thus, today’s
principal clearly must serve as instructional leaders who are focused on improving student
achievement by providing guidance and support for their teachers.

Principals also play a critical role in the teacher evaluation process, and the expectation
from them in terms of teacher evaluation has increased in recent years (Derrington & Campbell,
2013; Kraft & Gilmour, 2016; Spillane & Kenney, 2012). Moreover, Bradley (2014) stated that

“principals serve a key role in shifting the punitive ‘gotcha’ school climate to a culture of growth
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and excitement for teacher learning by creating supportive conditions, so teachers develop
confidence and competence as effective educators” (p. 14). Thus, the success of the teacher
evaluation process is directly correlated to the skill of school principals in facilitating this
process. However, a principal’s personal feelings, skill levels, and lack of subject familiarity may
affect the validity of teacher evaluation.

The school principals have different perspectives about the purpose of the evaluation
process and the value of evaluation systems; thus, “these differing views led principals to
interpret their role in the evaluation process quite differently” (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016, p. 728).
Derrington and Campbell (2013) stated that school principals had not been provided enough time
to understand the teacher evaluation policies; therefore, they often have been unsure about their
role in the evaluation process (Rigby, 2015). Thus, it is important for school principals to receive
proper training and ongoing support as they tackle this task (Derrington et al., 2015; Kimball et
al., 2015).

School principals’ beliefs about their skills, their knowledge, and their experience as
evaluators also shape their practice to evaluate teacher performance (Goldring et al., 2015;
Kowalski & Dolph, 2015). A lack of expertise in the subject area may result in narrowed
feedback that may not be enough for teachers to improve their instructional practices (Kraft &
Gilmour, 2016). Although ongoing, specific feedback is essential for teachers’ development and
growth, a principal may struggle to provide specific feedback to teachers for improvement (Kraft
& Gilmour, 2016). Moreover, school principals also struggle to find enough time to provide

targeted feedback (Goff et al., 2014).
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School principals must have skills in teacher evaluation to be successful as their skill
levels may affect the validity of the evaluations. Although the school principal can have the
greatest effect on the teacher evaluation process and teacher development when they have
appropriately trained, Weisberg et al. (2009) found that the majority of administrators in their
study received little to no training on the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, Donaldson
(2009) stated that although school principals may receive training for the teacher evaluation
process, they barely found time or opportunity for continuous professional development in this
manner. Thus, it is crucial to provide proper training, ongoing, specific feedback to the school
administrator to implement effective teacher evaluation (Derrington et al., 2015).

The expectation from school principals in terms of teacher evaluation has increased in
recent years with the changes in teacher evaluation practices, the demands on principal’s time,
and the role of them as instructional leaders have expanded (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016). In today
schools, school principal should be an instructional leader who recognizes effective teachers and
improve or remove ineffective teachers through teacher evaluation and supervision, in turn,
improve teaching and learning (Zepeda, 2012). Therefore, effective instructional leaders should
visible, and accessible to teachers and students (Stout et al., 2013), since teachers have
appreciated an instructional leader who allocates the time for them to improve teachers’ practice,
and who provides teachers the necessary support to increase student achievement.

Instructional leadership emphasizes the importance of teaching and learning in schools.
However, because multiple role expectations exist for school leaders, and they have limited time
to accomplish these tasks, it is hard to expect a principal to meet all teachers’ instructional needs
by themselves. Thus, distributed leadership is necessary (Aspen Institute, 2014; Nappi, 2014),

simply because the school organization is so complicated that no single person can handle all of
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the leadership tasks. Moreover, principals have an important role in “increasing the leadership
activities of other leaders in their schools” (Glanz & Zepeda, 2016, p. 9). In other words, leading
instructional efforts in a school is a primary role for school principals. The school principal
should focus on building a school vision, sharing leadership with teachers, and influencing
schools to operate as learning communities.

School principals can improve instruction by building positive school culture, and Zepeda
(2012) stated that “healthy school cultures and climates thrive in environments built through
collaboration, trust, and care for the members of the school” (p. 89). Trust is the glue that holds
together any group, and the principal is the one who has the power to build a trusting relationship
with the school (Cosner, 2009). Moreover, the school principal’s ability to building trust and
healthy relationships with teachers is important for teachers to improve their instruction. School
principals can promote a trustful relationship with faculty members through accessibility, open
communication, flexibility, and clear expectations (Calahan, 2013; Ponticell et al., 2019;
Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2019). Another way for the school principal to build trust is to
provide meaningful opportunities for teachers to collaborate (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Maslow
& Kelley, 2012). As Lambert et al. (2016) stated that without trust, it is hard to expect from the
participation to talk about their personal thoughts; therefore, teachers have to trust teacher
leaders that they do their best to support teachers, and they provide valuable feedback.

The effective evaluation process should be aligned with professional development, as the
data collected via teacher evaluation are important resources for a principal to understand the
teacher’s individual needs (Derrington & Kirk, 2017). The school principal should be aware of
their faculty’s needs, strengths, and provide appropriate support for teacher growth, since “what

works always depends on where, when, and with whom” (Guskey, 2014, p. 16). In other words,
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the professional learning activities should not take a “one-size-fits-all” approach, and it should
meet the professional development needs of each teacher. Moreover, teachers need to
differentiate supports and interventions that meet the unique needs of them. The effective
principal knows how to support teachers’ professional growth by providing productive feedback
that linked with professional development (Callahan & Sadeghi, 2014; Derrington & Martinez,
2019; Zepeda, 2017).

It is impossible to think supervision, professional development, and teacher evaluation
separately as “supervision, teacher evaluation, and staff development were closely related,
improvement oriented, and interdependent processes” (McGreal & Wood, 1988, cited in Hazi &
Arredondo Rucinski, 2016, p. 188). Therefore, effective teacher supervision and evaluation
systems that inform the teacher professional development and improve instruction are essential.
However, teacher supervision is mostly understood as teacher evaluation (Hazi & Arredondo
Rucinski, 2009), as Ponticell and Zepeda (2004) found in their study that “for all teachers and for
the vast majority of principals, supervision was, quite simply, evaluation” (p. 47). However, the
purpose of evaluation and supervision are distinct; teacher evaluation can be described as
summative feedback while teacher supervision can be described as the formative feedback that
focuses ongoing support for professional growth (Glickman et al., 2014; Hazi & Arredondo
Rucinski, 2009; Mette & Riegel, 2018; Zepeda, 2017).

The role of the school principal as a supervisor is to provide professional development for
teachers as part of implementing the teacher evaluation process (Derrington & Kirk, 2016).
Supervision should foster authentic instruction provides the critical role of supervision as “help
teachers move away from the common notion” and “to assist teachers to develop the skills to

provide authentic instruction to all students” (Glanz & Zepeda, 2016, p. 27). Moreover, one of
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the aims of supervision is to increase student achievement by improving the teacher’s instruction
(Zepeda, 2017).

The trust between the supervisor and the teacher, as well as the supervisor’s
communication skills, are important factors to motivate teachers for improvement (Zepeda,
2017). Moreover, when school principals identify the appropriate support for teachers, they
should consider the several factors such as instructional goals, strengths and needs of a teacher,
the career stage of the teacher, and organizational goals (Glickman et al., 2014). Therefore, the
supervisor should provide differentiated support for teachers based on these factors. Moreover,
as “adult learners have unique learning needs” (Zepeda, 2017, p. 113), the supervisor should
consider the needs of the teachers based on their career stage, prior education, and past
experiences.

In summary, the principal should be act as an instructional leader within the evaluation
and supervision process who provides meaningful feedback and opportunities for ongoing
professional growth and focus on improved instruction and professional learning. In the end,
“principals’ abilities to rate teachers accurately, to facilitate teachers’ own self-reflection, to
make specific actionable recommendations, and to communicate this feedback effectively are
central to any evaluation process intended to improve instruction” (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016, p.
714). Although teacher supervision and evaluation have different outcomes, they complement
one another. Therefore, school leaders should ensure that teacher supervision and evaluation is
consequential.

Attention now focuses on the role of policy in designing teacher evaluation systems and
the intended and unintended consequences of teacher evaluation systems in the context of federal

and state roles.
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The Role of Policy and Teacher Evaluation

Teacher evaluation has received much attention from policy makers and researchers over
time. This section provides an overview of the role of policy in designing teacher evaluation
practices.

A Nation at Risk

In 1983, the report A Nation at Risk was released by National Commission on Excellence
in Education. The report declared that “the educational foundations of our society are presently
being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a
people” (U.S. Department of Education, 1983, para. 1). The report focused on expansion of high
school graduation criteria, enhancement of teacher quality using performance pay incentive
programs, and improvement of student performance, determined by standardized test scores
(Addonizio, 2014). In other words, the report brought attention to the importance of education
policy and led to a focus on school accountability (Lunenburg, 2019; Weiss, 2003).

The language within A Nation at Risk suggested increasing attention to preparing teachers
and supporting their learning through career ladders and financial rewards (The National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Moreover, the report stated that decisions
regarding salary, retention, tenure, and promotion “should be tied to an effective evaluation
system that includes peer review so that superior teachers can be rewarded, average ones
encouraged, and poor ones either improved or terminated” (The National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 30). As a result, states began to tie yearly evaluations to a

teacher’s certification renewal, licensure, merit pay, and career ladders (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003).
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No Child Left Behind Act used the recommendations from A Nation at Risk and hold
teachers accountable for student learning. The next section provides an overview of No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001.

No Child Left Behind of 2001

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) was the reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary School Act (ESEA) of 1965. The law made academic standards and
assessment requirements a condition for receiving a federal Title | funds, which are the largest
federal education grant to states and local school districts (Brewer & Duque, 2014). This
legislation contained mandates that regulated teacher evaluation systems by defining teacher
quality, defining minimum standards for training an evaluator, and requiring data collection on
teacher evaluation (Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski, 2009).

The major focus of No Child Left Behind was to close student achievement gaps by
providing all children with fair, equal, and significant opportunities to obtain a high-quality
education (NCLB, 2001). NCLB increased accountability for student achievement and required
annual testing of students in math and language arts in Grades 3-8 and 11; in science at Grades 4,
8, and high school. Schools, districts, and states were required to make “Adequate Yearly
Progress” (AYP) (NCLB, 2001). States had to issue individual student reports, as well as school
and district “report cards” annually that included the results of the student achievement
assessments and these report cards had to be made available to parents and the public (USDOE,
2001). Moreover, The NCLB Act required that all students to be proficient in reading and

mathematics by the year 2014 (USDOE, 2001).
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The U.S. Department of Education emphasized four pillars within the bill:
e Accountability: Ensures those students who are disadvantaged achieve
academic proficiency;
e Flexibility: Allows school districts flexibility in how they use federal
education funds to improve student achievement;
e Research-based education: Emphasizes educational programs and
practices that have been proven effective through scientific research;
e Parent options: Increases the choices available to the parents of students
attending Title I schools. (USDOE, 2001)
These four pillars of NCLB are essential areas to set accountability standards for the educational
processes.

NCLB also sought to increase teacher quality in schools serving students from low-
income families. Starting in 2006, every public-school teacher in core content areas was required
to be “highly qualified,” which was defined as meeting three criteria: to hold a bachelor’s degree;
to have full state teaching certification; and to demonstrate subject matter knowledge
(Lunenburg, 2019). Schools had to notify parents of students in classes taught by teachers who
did not meet the state’s standards of a highly qualified teacher (USDOE, 2001).

Although NCLB mandated that all teachers to be “highly qualified,” teacher evaluation
was not the main focus of this education reform. Race to The Top incentives moved beyond
NCLB by focusing on teacher effectiveness and by linking teacher evaluations and student
performance. The next two sections of this review of literature focuses on the American

Recovery and Reinvestment Act, and then on the Race to the Top grant.

44



American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) primarily intended to
stimulate the economy to mitigate the economic downturn (Superfine, 2011). The ARRA
devoted approximately $787 billion to spend in education, health care, infrastructure etc. (U.S.
Congress, 2009). The significant portion of the ARRA focused on public education (U.S.
Congress, 2009). ARRA reserved nearly $100 billion to education, and the significant portion of
these funds were allocated to K-12 education (Superfine, 2011).

The ARRA provided funds to support a wide range of programs and areas to improve
student learning opportunities and achievement through school improvement and reform
(Superfine, 2011). Moreover, the ARRA allocated funds to teacher incentive project grants
which sought to improve the effectiveness of teachers by establishing and implementing fair and
reliable teacher evaluations that were used to inform schools about professional development
needs (U.S. Congress, 2009).

The Race to the Top incentive was launched by the Obama administration under the
ARRA of 2009 that provided $ 4.35 billion fund for RTT (Zepeda, 2016a). Unlike the vast
majority of education funds, states did not directly receive the RTT funds but competed for funds
by submitting applications to the Department of Education. The next section provides more
detailed examination of the RTT, a major initiative stemming from ARRA.

Race to the Top

Race to the Top (RTT) was a competitive grant program to support K-12 education
reform and innovation in state and local districts with the aims of closing the achievement gap,
improving student achievement for all children, preparing students for college and the workforce,

and improving low-performing schools by supporting key strategies. The key strategies included
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for example, adopting more rigorous standards and assessments; recruiting, evaluating, and
retaining highly effective teachers and principals; turning around low-performing schools; and
building data systems that measured student success tied to teacher performance (Hess et al.,
2014).

The Race to the Top initiative served as a major impetus for revisiting teacher evaluation
systems by concentrating more on teacher performance tied to student outcomes (Danielson,
2007; Hanover Research, 2011). The $4.35 billion were invested into the RTT competitive grant
program that enticed states to meet the grant’s various criteria. The RTT initiative mandated
that Local Education Agencies (LEAS) “establish clear approaches to measuring student
growth” and design “rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation systems for teachers . . . that . . .
take into account data on student growth” (USDOE, 2009, p. 9). Thus, RTT pushed many states
to implement changes in their teacher evaluation systems and the supervisory practices of school
leaders (Kraft & Gilmour, 2017).

While the NCLB Act mostly focused on improving student outcomes by holding schools
accountable, the RTT initiative also focused on improving student outcomes by holding teachers
accountable for student achievement measured by state-mandated standardized tests, and tests
that contained Value Added Measures (VAMSs) (Braun et al., 2010; USDOE, 2009). The link
between teacher effectiveness and student outcomes became a crucial part of teacher evaluation
systems that were implemented by states as the primary criteria to receive the RTT money (Hull,
2011; Lohman, 2010). Moreover, RTT guidelines by extension called for more rigorous
supervisory practices and the eventual inclusion of professional development as a part of the

teacher evaluation process (DuFour & Mattos, 2013; Zepeda, 2012, 2019a, 2019b).
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RTT encouraged states to rethink current standards and to raise expectations for all
students. Winning states had to use the grant money to implement the programs and plans
detailed in their grant applications. Forty states and the District of Columbia applied for funding
in the RTT initiative; the recipients of round one funding included Delaware and Tennessee as
announced in March 2010; and the recipients of round two funding were California (dropped due
to an incomplete application), the District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Rhode Island, and Washington as
announced in August 2010 (USDOE, 2011b). Another seven states received round three funding
of the RTT initiative: Arizona, Colorado, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, New Jersey, and
Pennsylvania as announced in December 2011 (USDOE, 2011b). As a result, 32 states changed
their teacher evaluation systems in response to the RTT initiative, including the requirements of
annual teacher evaluation (NCTQ, 2011).

The National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) has frequently presented up-to-date
policy trends on how states are evaluating teachers. Figure 2.1. presents the number of States
requiring evidence of student learning in teacher evaluation. The NCTQ (NCTQ, 2017a) reported
that while only 15 states required to include measures of student achievement in teacher

evaluations in 2009, the number has increased to 40 states in 2016.
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Figure 2.1. States requiring evidence of student learning in teacher evaluation (adapted from
NCTQ, 2017a)

States also became interested in reforming teacher evaluation systems to receive waivers
from targets that were required by the NCLB Act. The next section examines the No Child Left
Behind Flexibility Waivers.

No Child Left Behind Flexibility Waivers

The NCLB Act required that all students be proficient in reading and mathematics by the
year 2014 (NCLB, 2001). However, in 2011, Secretary Duncan announced that the USDOE
estimated 82% of schools could fail to meet expectations from the NCLB Act (USDOE, 2011a).
Duncan stated, “Whether it’s 50%, 80% or 100% of schools being incorrectly labeled as failing,
one thing is clear: No Child Left Behind is broken” (cited in Resnick, 2011, para. 5). As a result,
the USDOE (2012) offered states flexibility from the requirements of the NCLB Act in exchange
for their agreeing to improve school accountability and teacher effectiveness.

States seeking such waivers had to incorporate student achievement data into teacher
evaluation systems and using teacher evaluations to guide decisions regarding teacher pay,
promotion/retention, tenure, and professional development (USDOE, 2012). The majority of

states applied for a waiver, and 43 states had received them (Klein, 2015).
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Through the RTT initiatives and the NCLB flexibility waivers, many states made
significant changes in teacher evaluation systems by including such factors as student
achievement scores, performance standards, and multiple categories of ratings (Darling-
Hammond, 2013; Marzano & Toth, 2013). The federal changes continued with the 2015 passage
of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) to replace No Child Left Behind. The next section
provides overview of the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015.

The Every Student Succeed Act of 2015

The Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA) is the reauthorization of the No Child
Left Behind Act, which provides an opportunity for each state to establish its own accountability
system by setting standards and assessments (Dulgerian, 2016). The law prioritizes excellence
and equity for students and promotes highly-skilled teachers and leaders. Under ESSA, states
have more flexibility in defining their standards, controlling their assessments, and adjusting
their penalties for failing schools (Fusarelli & Fusarelli, 2019). With the passage of ESSA, the
responsibility for making decisions related to education policy was shifted from the Federal
Government to the states (Dulgerian, 2016).

ESSA does not mandate specific teacher evaluation systems to states (Zepeda, 2017). In
other words, with the new law, states can establish teacher evaluation models which meet the
needs of educators and students. Moreover, the law does not absolutely require states to use
student achievement scores to evaluate teachers (Derrington, 2019). However, the law stated that

... the design and implementation of teacher, principal, or other school leader

evaluation and support systems that are based in part on evidence of student

academic achievement, which may include student growth, and shall include

multiple measures of educator performance and provide clear, timely, and useful
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feedback to teachers, principals, or other school leaders ... (ESSA, 2015, pp.

315-316)

In other words, if federal funds are used to create or improve evaluation systems, they must
include student achievement, must be based on multiple measures, and must provide feedback to
teachers (ESSA, 2015).

The Title Il program provides grants that can be used for activities that improve access to
strong teachers and leaders. These funds can be used to provide professional development, to
improve teacher recruitment and retention, and to develop and implement evaluation systems.
However, to use this resource for teacher evaluation, the system has to include measures of
student achievement as one of the multiple indicators (ESSA, 2015).

ESSA offers new possibilities for supporting the professional development that builds
educators’ capacity to serve all students. Some of the new activities under ESSA includes
improving the educator preparation programs, establishing educators’ preparation academies,
providing training for teachers on data-usage, etc. (ESSA, 2015). ESSA states that “the term
‘professional development’ means activities that ... are sustained (not stand-alone, 1-day, or
short-term workshops), intensive, collaborative, job-embedded, data-driven, and classroom-
focused” (ESSA, 2015). ESSA encourages states to view professional development as an
important element of the state’s plan for achieving high academic standards for students.
Moreover, under ESSA, professional development programs and activities must be “evidence-
based” (ESSA, 2015).

From this history of federal and state involvement in teacher evaluation systems, local
systems grapple with current issues surrounding teacher tenure. Tenure is reliant on teacher

evaluation during the probationary period, typically the first three years in the profession.
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Current Issues Surrounding Teacher Tenure

The first tenure law was passed in New Jersey in 1910, which provided fair-dismissal
rights to college professors (Goldstein, 2014). In the 1920s, K-12 teachers also were granted
tenure. At that time, job protection was seen as necessary because of prevalent nepotism,
political favoritism and arbitrary dismissals (Vandewater, 2012). Although state statutes use a
variety of synonyms for tenure—continuing contract or service, permanent status, career status,
and post-probationary status—these laws have three main components: tenure requirements,
reasons for dismissal, and a process for appeals (Baratz-Snowden, 2009). Teacher tenure is,
therefore, not a job guarantee. Rather, it’s a job security device protecting against termination of
employment in cases where there are no grounds for termination or where the teacher has no fair
opportunity to present a defense (Snowden, 2009.)

Due process laws vary by state, but, in general, tenured teachers are entitled to a hearing,
and districts must provide evidence of misconduct before a tenured teacher is fired (Hindera &
Josephson, 1998). Non-tenured teacher can be dismissed at any time for any reason unless the
decision is neither arbitrary or capricious nor discriminatory, while tenured teachers can be
dismissed only for the reasons provided in the law (Darden, 2012).

Teachers must generally complete a certain number of years on the job (typically three
years) to gain tenure (Christie & Zinth, 2011). Some states also include performance ratings in
tenure decisions and/or return teachers to probationary status if their performance is rated
unsatisfactory. Figure 2.2 illustrates the change in number of states that require evidence of
teacher performance to inform tenure decision between 2009-2015. According to a report by the
NCTQ (2015), 23 states require that teacher performance be used in tenure decisions while no

state had such a policy in 20009.
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Figure 2.2. States requiring evidence of teacher performance to inform tenure decisions (adapted
from NCTQ, 2015)

Teacher tenure has been a point of contention since the first tenure provisions were
authorized over a century ago. Much of the debates regarding teacher tenure has focused on
whether it makes it impossible for systems to fire ineffective teachers once they have gained
tenure (McGuinn, 2010). Because of the costs of due process, school districts retain ineffective
teachers, and this situation often reduces the incentive for teachers to improve their instruction
(Rothstein, 2015). However, others argue that because teaching is not an extremely desirable
profession, but it offers a good deal of job security, that weak tenure systems may cause a lower-
quality teacher workforce (Fertig et al., 2014).

Although the arguments related to the possible effects of tenure reform are
straightforward, there is very little empirical evidence that show their value. Most of the
arguments about tenure reform focus on how to improve the process while making the system
easier to remove ineffective tenured teachers (McGuinn, 2010). Because the dismissal process of
tenured teachers can be time-consuming and costly, a very small percentage of tenured teachers

are dismissed for poor performance (Weisberg et al., 2009).
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Hess and West (2006) found that 78% of teachers reported that there are at least a few
tenured teachers in their schools who do not exhibit adequate classroom performance; yet, they
are protected by their tenure status. According to a study conducted by the Gates Foundation
(Mayer & Phillips, 2012), 89% of teachers surveyed concurred that tenure should reflect
evaluation of teacher effectiveness, and 92% of teacher participants indicated that tenure should
not protect ineffective teachers. Furthermore, 80% of teachers in the study stated that tenure
should be reevaluated at various intervals in a teacher’s career (Mayer & Phillips, 2012).

Reeder (2005) stated that many underperforming teachers remain employed,
noting that the cost of removing an underperforming tenured teacher can range from
$200,000 to $400,000 in legal and arbitration fees. In addition, it is typical for tenured
teachers to continue to be paid while the lengthy process of arbitration ensues, which could
take up to five years, thus adding to the already high cost of the process (Klein, 2011). Over
the past two decades in states where teacher tenure is granted, nearly 94% of school
districts have never attempted to fire a tenured teacher (Reeder, 2008). Hannaway and
Rotherham (2010) suggested that due to the obstacles presented by collective bargaining
laws and the politics involved, many principals choose not to undertake the removal of a
tenured teacher who is ineffective.

This dissertation study was conducted in the state of Georgia; therefore, it was important
to examine teacher evaluation practices in this state as well as teacher tenure in the State of

Georgia. Teacher evaluation practices in the State of Georgia helped to situate the present study.
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Teacher Evaluation Practices in the State of Georgia

Within the initiative of the Race to The Top competitive educational grant, Georgia
designed and implemented the Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES) in 2012 to evaluate
and assess the professional growth and development of each teacher (Georgia Department of
Education (GaDOE), 2012). The TKES was first piloted in 26 school districts throughout the
state in 2012. The components of evaluation included teacher assessment on performance
standards, student growth and academic achievement, and surveys of instructional practice
(GaDOE, 2012). The main goals of TKES were to:

e Increase academic growth,

e Improve the quality of instruction with teacher accountability,

e Support the goals and visions of Georgia Public Schools,

e Implement an evaluation system that promotes collaboration between teacher and

evaluator and improved instructional effectiveness (GaDOE, 2012).

The Georgia Legislature passed House Bill 244 during 2013, which required the use of one state-
wide evaluation system for teachers (GaDOE, 2014b).

In 2016, the Georgia Senate Bill 364 was passed and signed into law by Governor Nathan
Deal (GaDOE, 2018). Within this law, the weight of student test scores on TKES was reduced
from 50% to 30% with the remaining 20% coming from professional growth plans. Moreover,
student surveys became optional in the teacher evaluation process rather than a requirement
(GaDOE, 2018).

The purpose of the TKES teacher evaluation system is to provide feasible needs of
measurement and accurate time for the development of teachers. The teacher evaluation system

requires administrators to identify teachers that may need professional development, as well as
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those that may be rewarded for recognition of achievement or to plan for promotion or for
releasing of employment as needed. Moreover, the evaluation system aims in developing the
teachers’ performance in the profession by providing timely feedback, adequate information
regarding the observation, and it allows administrators more opportunities to observe teachers’
performances (GaDOE, 2018).

The TKES evaluation system is designed for use with all teachers, grades Pre-K through
12, who are full-time or part-time employees. A teacher’s score is determined by using Teacher
Assessment on Performance Standards (TAPS) (50%), professional growth (20%), and Student

Growth Percentages (SGP) (30%) (GaDOE, 2018) (as illustrated in Figure 2.3).

Teacher Keys
Effectiveness System

Teacher Assessment on
Performance Standards

(50%)

Student Growth Professional Growth
(30%) (20%)

Figure 2.3. Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (adapted from GaDOE, 2018)

The TKES encompasses a teacher evaluation tool that consists of five domains and ten
standards. These five domains are planning, instructional delivery, assessment of and for
learning, learning environment, and professionalism and communication (GaDOE, 2018). The
evaluation system of the TKES is rubric-based, which has four categories. The categories are

exemplary, proficient, needs development, and ineffective. Georgia teachers are evaluated
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throughout the year based on all 10 performance standards, which consists of walkthroughs,
formative, and summative evaluations.

The second component of TKES is professional growth, which is determined by
measuring the progress of growth goals. To do so, teachers have professional learning goals and
learning plans. The last component of TKES is based on Student Growth Percentages (SGP), and
LEA (Local Education Agency) determined measures. SGP’s apply only to teachers who teach
state-mandated tested subjects. For teachers teaching non-tested subject areas, they are assessed
based on SLO (Student Learning Objective) measures or other measures determined by the LEA
(GaDOE, 2018).

According to the Georgia Department of Education’s TKES Implementation Handbook
(2018), the number of observations required is determined by the background, primarily years of
experience of the teachers. A teacher with three or less years of teaching experience, teachers on
a non-renewable certificate, teachers who recently changed their field of certification or who
have been out of the profession for longer than a year, or teachers who have received inadequate
evaluation results previously will be on the full formative assessment process which includes
four classroom walkthrough observations and two formative observations. A teacher with prior
proficient ratings and/or veteran teacher is on the flexible evaluation process that includes a
minimum of two classroom observations (walkthroughs and/or formative observations) that are
required. It is recommended that they receive at least one walkthrough observation and one
formative observation, but the type of observations received is determined by the Local

Education Agency (LEA) (GaDOE, 2018).
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The next section explores teacher tenure in the State of Georgia. Each state as well as
policies and regulations within systems are important to consider given that there is great
variation in policies, procedures, and processes.

Teacher Tenure in the State of Georgia

The State of Georgia has granted due process rights to all teachers since 1947 (Georgia
Laws, 1947). Due process gives a teacher in Georgia the legal right to a hearing and the right to
know the reasons whenever the teacher is nonrenewed or demoted. In 1975, Georgia passed the
legislation called the Georgia Fair Dismissal Act of 1975. The Georgia Fair Dismissal Act was
created to provide teachers with protection against losing their jobs unless there is good and
sufficient reason. There are eight grounds under the Georgia Fair Dismissal Act for termination
or suspension of a teacher having a contract for a definite period of time. Sanctioned grounds for

such actions, according to the O.C.G.A. 8 20-2-940, are as follows:

=

Incompetency;
2. Insubordination;
3. Willful neglect of duties;
4. Immorality;
5. Inciting, encouraging, or counseling students to violate any valid state law, municipal
ordinance, or policy or rule of the local board of education;
6. To reduce staff due to loss of students or cancellations of programs;
7. Failure to secure and maintain necessary educational training; or,
8. Any other good and sufficient cause.
Although the two pieces of legislation passed after the Georgia Fair Dismissal Act of 1975 have

an impact on the attainment of tenure status, the eight reasons identified in this Act have not been
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altered. The last two Acts that have had an impact on tenure and due process rights in Georgia
are the A Plus Education Reform Act of 2000 and Georgia Senate Bill 193, which was passed in
2004.

In 2000, under the direction of Governor Roy Barnes, Georgia repealed the Fair
Dismissal Act of 1975 and its job protections for teachers as part of the state’s educational
reform efforts. The Georgia House Bill 1187, known as the A Plus Education Reform Act of
2000, stripped teachers of the ability to earn tenure status if they first became employed after
July 1st of 2000. This legislation contained language in section (20-2-942d of the Georgia Code)
stating,

A person who first becomes a teacher on or after July 1, 2000, shall not acquire

any rights under Code section to continued employment with respect to any

position as a teacher. A teacher who had acquired any rights to continued

employment under this Code section prior to July 1, 2000, shall retain such

rights. (A Plus Education Reform Act of 2000, 2000, p. 138)

Essentially, any person who became a teacher on or after July 1, 2000, did not acquire any rights
regarding continued employment. Any teacher who had previously received any rights to
continued employment under this section before July 1, 2000, retained all rights. Georgia became
the first state in the nation to formally eliminate teacher tenure in its K-12 schools (Robinson,
2003).

In 2004, Governor Sonny Perdue signed the Georgia Senate Bill 193 that restored rights
afforded to teachers under the Georgia Fair Dismissal Act of 1975 (Georgia Association of
Educators, 2004). Among the rights restored to teachers were the right to legal representation and

a school board hearing before being nonrenewed or demoted from employment in their school
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system. Teachers would be accorded these protections with the promise of the fourth year of
employment within the same school district (Georgia Association of Educators, 2004). Thus,
four years after the elimination of tenure, Georgia teachers regained their employment protection
status (Blankenship, 2013).

Currently, Georgia does not require evidence of teacher effectiveness to be considered in
the tenure process. Tenure is granted automatically after the probationary period (NCTQ,
2017b). The next section examined the empirical studies related to tenured teachers’ perspectives
about the teacher evaluation processes.

Empirical Studies Related to Tenured Teachers’ Perspectives about
Teacher Evaluation Processes

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. Although there is limited research on teachers’
perspectives of tenure, this section presents a review of the directly or indirectly related literature
addressing the teacher tenure, tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation and
professional development.

In an attempt to understand teachers’ views about tenure, Duffett et al. (2008) surveyed
1,010 K-12 public school teachers. The results showed that 69% teachers stated that “when they
hear a teacher at their school has been awarded tenure, they think that it’s “just a formality—it
has very little to do with whether a teacher is good or not” (Duffett et al., 2008, p. 3). Overall,
83% of tenured teachers and 66% of non-tenured teachers surveyed supported strengthening the
evaluation system of non-tenured teachers and granted tenure only after teachers proved they

were good. Most teachers surveyed thought tenured teachers should be formally evaluated on a
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regular basis. Additionally, 31% of tenured and 36% of non-tenured teachers believed evaluation
for tenured teachers should occur each year, and 26% of tenured and 30% of non-tenured
teachers thought tenured teachers’ performance should be evaluated at least every two years.
Moreover, 25% of tenured teachers would exchange their tenure for a pay increase of $5,000 per
year, 29% would only consider it if the pay increase were higher, and 29% rejected this idea
(Duffett et al., 2008).

In 2009, The Widget Effect study included evaluation practices of 12 districts across 4
different states, which ranged in size, geographic location, evaluation policies, and approaches to
assessing teacher performance. Approximately 15,000 teachers, 1,300 administrators, and more
than 80 local and state education officials participated in the study. According to the findings of
the study, 81% of administrators and 57% of teachers say there is a tenured teacher in their
school who is performing poorly, and 43% of teachers say there is a tenured teacher who should
be dismissed for poor performance (Weisberg et al., 2009).

A study by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (Mayer & Phillips, 2012) found that
89% of teachers surveyed agreed that tenure should include the evaluation of teacher
effectiveness; and 92% of teacher participants stated that tenure should not protect ineffective
teachers. On average, teachers indicated that tenure should be considered after 5.4 years of
teaching experience. Moreover, 84% of teachers view tenure as a signal of teacher competency
and effectiveness, and 80% of teachers view tenure as protection against senior teacher losing
their job as a result of workforce reductions.

In 2012, nine California public school students filed a lawsuit by arguing that California
statutes grant teachers tenure far too easily to “force school administrators to keep teachers in the

classroom long after they have demonstrated themselves to be grossly ineffective” (p. 1). In other
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words, the plaintiffs argued that existing teacher job-protection laws caused a disproportionately
high number of ineffective teachers to be placed in poor and minority schools, essentially
violating the equal protection clause of the California Constitution with regard to students’
fundamental rights to education (Davis, 2015). The trial court held that the teacher tenure statute
was unconstitutional, agreeing with plaintiffs’ theory.

A survey by Teach Plus sought to understand full-time California traditional K-12 public
school teachers’ view about tenure (Stryer et al., 2014). This survey found: 81% of teachers
believed tenure was important; 40% believed tenure was granted only to effective teachers; 55%
worked with an effective teacher whose tenure protected them from unfair dismissal; 69%
worked with an ineffective teacher they feel should have been dismissed but was not due to
tenure; 65% thought tenure should be granted between 3-5 years; 21% thought tenure should be
granted at 6 or more years; 92% percent of teachers thought they should demonstrate classroom
effectiveness before receiving tenure; and 71% thought layoffs should be based either partly or
entirely on classroom performance. Moreover, 75% of the teachers believed that it is possible to
evaluate teachers fairly.

Another study including 255 teachers sought to understand teachers’ perceptions about
principals’ supervision based on teacher’s tenure status and gender (Range et al., 2014).
According to findings of the study, 67% of non-tenured teachers reported school principals
formally observed their classrooms two to four times the previous year whereas 40% of tenured
teachers reported school principals formally observed their classrooms one time the previous
year. Moreover, non-tenured teachers were more willing to be observed by principals than
tenured teachers, and non-tenured teachers were more positive about receiving feedback from

principals than tenured teachers.
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In analyzing the data from 2007 Schools and Staffing Survey, Jones (2015) sought to
determine the effect of tenure on K-12 teacher behavior. More specifically, the study looked at
the changes in teacher behavior during the tenure evaluation. Jones (2015) found that in the year
teachers were being evaluated for tenure, they spent more of their own money on classroom
materials, and they spent more time on extracurricular activities. However, these efforts returned
to the baseline after they were granted tenure.

A review of the literature shows that although several studies examined directly or
indirectly teacher evaluation and teacher tenure, the literature on tenured teachers’ perspectives
about teacher evaluation and school principals’ approach to evaluate tenured teachers’
performance is limited. Thus, this study aimed to fill the gap in the research and literature on the
topic by examining the perspectives of tenured teachers about evaluation before and after gaining
tenure, and by examining whether school principals’ approaches change to evaluate teacher
performance once a teacher is granted tenure.

Chapter Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to highlight the related literature on teacher evaluation
and teacher tenure. The chapter started with the examination of the teacher evaluation, the role of
the school principal in this process, and the influence of policy in designing teacher evaluation.
The literature about teacher tenure focusing on national trends including an in-depth review of
teacher evaluation and teacher tenure practices in the State of Georgia. Lastly, the empirical
studies that address the teacher tenure, tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation,
and professional development, as well as principal approaches to evaluating tenured teacher
performance were presented. The next chapter outlines the research design and the methodology

of the study.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if being granted
tenure influences teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, the study
aimed to understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from
the probationary period to being granted tenure. In addition to examine tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation, this study sought to understand whether school principals’
approaches change to evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted. Three research
questions guided the study:

1. How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured teachers in

relation to the teacher evaluation process?

2. How does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher development?

3. How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change once a

teacher is granted tenure?
This chapter provides a detailed description of the research methodology and procedures used in
this study and includes the following sections: theoretical framework, design of the study,
research methodology, the research site, data collection methods, data management, data
analysis, trustworthiness, validity and reliability, research bias and assumptions, ethics,

assessment of benefits and risks, and limitations of the study.
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Theoretical Framework

Crotty (1998) defined theoretical perspective as “the philosophical stance informing the
methodology and thus providing a context for the process and grounding its logic and criteria”
(p. 3). To draw from the wisdom and insight of tenured teachers, the study was built on
interpretivist theoretical approach to gain a better understanding of how tenured teachers feel
about the teacher evaluation process since teachers, being idiosyncratic, would each describe
different perspectives based on their own evaluation experiences. Thus, the purpose of this study
can be achieved thorough interpretivist lens as the aim of interpretivism is to understand personal
experiences with the belief that reality is subjective and constructed by the individual (Lather,
2006).

The interpretivist view invites the researcher to investigate the meaning behind the
understanding of human behavior, interactions, and society. According to interpretivists,
knowledge is not determined objectively but constructed through people’s ability to assign
meanings to objects, events, and interactions (Prasad, 2005). In other words, knowledge is
subjective and idiographic, and the truth is dependent upon the context. Interpretivism allows the
focus on understanding what is happening in a given context rather than just measuring it
(Patton, 2015). Ultimately, the people living the experiences construct their own realities, and
interpretivism seeks to understand those differing constructions, without assuming that all people
have had the same experiences.

Crotty (2003) described the interpretive theoretical approach as being one of
pursuing an understanding of a phenomenon. Moreover, interpretive research understands
phenomena through the meanings that people assign to these phenomena. The role of the

researcher is to observe a phenomenon and to understand the interpretations that individuals have
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already made. For this reason, interpretive research does not focus on isolating and developing
generalizations.

Interpretivism tends to use case, ethnographic, phenomenological approach, and
ethnomethodological studies as their preferred research methods (Creswell, 2013). Moreover,
data gathering techniques are selected depending on the choice of design and the research
problem. Data collection methods include interviews, observations, and analyzing documents
(Lather, 2006). This study used an interpretive theoretical approach with phenomenological
research methods to examine the phenomenon of teacher evaluation and tenure from the
perspectives of teachers and principals.

This study used an interpretivist theoretical approach to examine the phenomenon of the
evaluation processes of being granted tenure—before and after this milestone in a teacher’s
career. A qualitative, phenomenological study was chosen to conduct this research as there is a
limited amount of literature on tenure teachers’ views regarding the evaluation process, and
school principals’ approach to evaluating tenured teachers’ performance.

Design of the Study

The qualitative method chosen for this study was phenomenology because this method is
effective for understanding individual experiences and perspectives from the individuals under
study (Lester, 1999). Phenomenological research is designed to “explore the meaning of several
people’s lived experiences around a specific issue or phenomenon” (Hancock & Algozzine,
2006, p. 9). In this study, the phenomenon was the evaluation processes of being granted

tenure—before and after this milestone in a teacher’s career.
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Phenomenological studies are effective for understanding individual perceptions of a
lived experience to bring to light and to identify phenomena through the perception of those
involved (Lester, 1999). Moreover, phenomenological methods are best suited to understanding
several individuals’ common or shared experiences of a phenomenon. Thus, the
phenomenological approach was well suited for this research as the aim of this study was to
understand teachers’ perspectives of how being granted tenure affected their perspectives
regarding teacher evaluation, and to understand the school principals’ approach to evaluate
tenured teachers’ performance. Researching these experiences could help to establish a deeper
understanding about tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation and the changes in
school principals’ approach to evaluate teacher performance once teacher is granted tenure to
assist in developing new practices and policies.

A bounded phenomenon is referred to “a program, an event, a process, an institution, or a
social group” (Merriam, 1988, p. 13), and in this study, the bounded phenomenon is to examine
if there are effects of being granted tenure on teachers’ perspectives about the teacher evaluation
processes. Data are collected from the people who have experienced the phenomenon.
Phenomenological studies mostly have used in-depth interviews and multiple interviews with
participants as a data collection method (Bevan, 2014). According to phenomenological
researcher Giorgi (1997), “questions are generally broad and open-ended so that the subject has
sufficient opportunity to express his or her view point extensively” (p. 245), and Seidman (2006)
also suggested to use open-ended questions for the phenomenological interview.

Phenomenological research was chosen to understand the subjective, lived experiences,
and perceptions of teachers regarding being granted tenure. Creswell (2013) stated that “it is

important to understand these common experiences in order to develop practices or policies, or
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to develop a deeper understanding about the features of the phenomenon” (p. 81). Thus,
conducting this research could establish a more in-depth understanding of teacher tenure to assist
in developing and revising policies and practices.

Research Methodology

This study employed a qualitative design consistent with the interpretivist paradigm to
understand tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation processes as well as to
understand whether school principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change
once tenure is granted. Qualitative research methods are best suited in uncovering the
understandings and meanings that people assign to their experiences (Creswell, 2013; Denzin &
Lincoln, 2000).

An advantage of qualitative research is the opportunity to capture the stories of the
participants from their perspective (Flick, 2002). Merriam (2009) posited that “qualitative
researchers are interested in understanding how people interpret their experiences, how they
construct their worlds, and what meaning they attribute to their experiences” (p. 5). Moreover,
qualitative research is a relevant research approach when the goal of the researcher is to
understand the meaning people give to their experiences (Creswell, 2013; Merriam, 2009).

The Effect of COVID-19 on Research

COVID-19 was an unforeseen crisis that brought a great challenge to our lives impacting
societies worldwide. As one of the main ways to slow down the spread of COVID-19, schools
across the world closed their doors and moved to online instruction with little or no warning. The
state of Georgia closed K-12 schools for the reminder of the 2019-2020 school year. At first,

schools closed for two weeks to help control the spread of COVID-19 throughout the state;
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however, because cases rose, another four weeks were added to the closure, and eventually, the
state announced that schools would remain closed for the remainder of school year.

In June 2020, the Georgia Department of Education, in partnership with Georgia
Department of Health, released “Georgia’s K-12 Recovery Plan” as a reopening guidance for
schools for the 2020-2021 academic year. This plan was revised and then re-released in July
2020. The plan did not require school districts to submit reopening plans and it stated, “Local
school districts have the authority and flexibility to meet their individual needs and be responsive
to their communities” (GaDOE, 2020, p. 1). Moreover, the plan stated, “Local school districts
have authority over school calendars — meaning they have full authority to set start and end
dates, holidays/breaks, and school hours, provided instructional requirements are met” (GaDOE,
2020, p. 5).

The school county where the data were collected started the 2020-2021 school year with
classes only online beginning on August 4, 2020. On August 11, the Board of Education
approved the reopening plan which was developed with the goal of giving students and their
families the opportunity to choose between in-person or online classes. Beginning on September
8, 2020, students in Pre-K-2 and special needs students in grades K-5, if they chose to attend in
person classes, started to receive two days a week in person classes.

Beginning on October 5, students PreK-5 and special education student in grades K-12, if
they chose to attend in person class, started to receive 4 days a week in person classes. Beginning
on October 26, 2020 students in PreK-8 and special education student in grades K-12, if they
chose to attend in person class, started to receive in person classes four days a week. Finally,
beginning on November 9, 2020 students PreK-12 and special education students in grades K-12,

if they chose to attend in person classes, started to receive in-person classes four days a week.
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In the spring of 2020, when the researcher was preparing to recruit participants for this
dissertation research, most schools in the U.S. closed, and many states implemented a ‘shelter in
place’ policy to slow the spread of COVID-19. As a result of school closures, the researcher was
not able to execute the dissertation study exactly as planned. Firstly, the researcher had to change
the school district; secondly, the researcher had to postpone data collection until late October
2020. Moreover, due to COVID-19 school closures, adjustments were required to ensure stable
data collection. The interviews were originally planned to take place through face-to-face
procedures, but data collection was moved to a Zoom format due to COVID-19.

The Research Site

It is important to examine the research site of research in that it provides a context for the
study. This section examined the selection process used to identify the site as well as a
description of the site, the demographics of the schools, and participants profiles for school
principals and the teachers.

Site Selection

The study aimed to focus on elementary, middle, and high school teachers and their
principals in a single school district. Therefore, the research site was selected based on the
following criteria: location (in the same school county in the State of Georgia); across school
levels (elementary, middle, and high schools). To gain access to the research site, the researcher
first met with the school district’s superintendent to explain the research purpose. After the
district approved conducting the study, the researcher proceeded by selecting the schools by

using reputational sampling.
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The researcher proceeded to schedule a Zoom meeting with each of the potential school
principal participants to explain the study’s purpose and to ask them to participate in the study.
Once the school principals expressed interest in the study, the researcher worked directly with
each of the three school principal participants to identify and select teacher participants.

The researcher used a purposeful sampling technique to select teacher participants who
could purposefully inform an understanding of the research problem and the central phenomenon
(Creswell, 2013). For the purpose of this study, teachers who met the following criteria
participated in the study:

1. The teacher who is a currently tenured;

2. The teacher whose performance has been evaluated before she/he was granted tenure

status;

3. The teacher whose performance has been evaluated after she/he was granted tenure

status; and,

4. The teacher who has no more than five years of teaching experiences since being

tenured.
After potential participants were identified with the assistance of the school principals, emails
were sent to potential participants to request 10-min Zoom meeting to explain the research
objective and goals and to ask them if they would join the study.

The initial Zoom meetings were scheduled based on teachers’ schedules and
convenience. During this meeting, the researcher provided additional information about the
study, outline the expectations of participants who choose to participate, and to answer any
lingering questions. The researcher then sent an electronic copy of the consent for participation

form (see Appendix A and Appendix B) to participants for their review. Participation was
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completely voluntary, and the participants understood they could withdraw from the study at any
time.
Site Description

The research site was located in northwest Georgia. The school district served
approximately 8,500 students in eight elementary schools, one sixth grade academy, one middle
school, one high school, and one early learning center supported by 650 teachers and 64
administrators. The percentage of students by race/ethnicity was 38% Hispanic, 37% Black, %
20 White, % 4 Multiracial, and %2 Asian. The percentage of students who were eligible for
free/reduced meals was 60 %, and the percentage of student with limited English proficient was
%25. The percentage of the graduation rate of the school district was 75.7 %.

Three school (one elementary, one middle, and one high school) were selected with the
assistance of school district’s superintendent. Table 3.1 provides a summary of the key
demographic information for each school in the study.

Table 3.1. Demographic Information of Three Schools

School Level Grades Total Number of Number of School
Served Enrollment Teachers Administrators  Letter Grade

Elementary K3-5 320 18 2 A

School

Middle 7-8 1,385 94 5 B

School

High School 9-12 2,518 150 10 B

The participants profiles for school principals and the teachers are detailed in Table 3.2
and Table 3.3, respectively. All participants were assigned pseudonyms according to the number

order that they were interviewed. Therefore, Teacher 1 and School Principal 1 were the first
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participants interviewed. The numbering system was inclusive of eight participating teachers and
three school principals.

Table 3.2. Overview of School Principals

School Principal Years of School Level Degree Level Completed
Experience as a
Principals
School Principal 1 13 years High School Specialist degree in Administration
and Policy

School Principal 2 7 years Elementary Doctorate in Policy and Leadership
School

School Principal 3 9 years Middle Doctorate in Educational Leadership
School and Policy

The study originally aimed to recruit six teachers (two teachers from each grade level)
and those teachers must not have had more than five years of teaching experience after they were
granted tenure. However, during the initial meeting with Teacher 1, the teacher shared that she
had eight years teaching experience from a different school district, but when she moved to the
current school district, she was considered as a first-year teacher. Therefore, the researcher
decided to recruit Teacher 1 because of her unique experience. One other teacher (Teacher 6) had
9 years teaching experience in a private school before she started to work at her current school.
Following the pattern as with Teacher 1, because of her unique experience, the researcher
decided to recruit Teacher 6. Since those two teachers did not exactly meet the selection criteria,
the researcher asked assistance from school principals to select two more teachers.

Table 3.3. Overview of School Teachers

Teacher Years of Years of School Subject Highest Degree
Participant Experience  experience at Level Level Completed
as a Teacher current school
Teacher 1 8 3 Elementary Math/Scienc Master’s Degree
School e
Teacher 2 5 4 Elementary ELA/Social Master’s Degree
School Studies

(table continues)
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Table 3.3. Overview of School Teachers (continued)

Teacher Years of Years of School Subject Highest Degree
Participant Experience experience at Level Level Completed
asa Teacher  current school
Teacher 3 4 4 High School History/ Master’s Degree
Government
and
Economics
Teacher 4 4 4 Elementary Physical Master’s Degree
School Education
Teacher 5 4 4 Middle School Language Arts Master’s Degree
Teacher 6 13 4 Middle School Math Master’s Degree
(Alternative
Certification)
Teacher 7 5 5 High School Chemistry Ph.D.
(Alternative
Certification)
Teacher 8 4 4 Middle School Language Arts Master’s
Degree

To acquaint the reader with the participants and context of this study, Chapter 4 presents a

detailed description of the school district, the school, and the participant profiles.

Data Collection Methods

This qualitative research was mainly framed within the research design rendering a

phenomenological method that attempted to understand teacher and school principal lived

experience related to teacher evaluation and teacher tenure. Semi-structured interviews were the

main source of data and were supplemented by and the documents/legislations of the school

district related to teacher evaluation and teacher tenure where the research participants were

assigned. Moreover, to supplement the data analysis process, the researcher used the memo-

writing process. Each data source is summarized in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4. Data Sources

Data Sources Description

Interviews e Three interview protocols were used for
teacher’s interview.
e One interview protocol was used for
school principal’s interview.

Documents Legislation related to teacher tenure and
teacher evaluation.

Memaos Researcher’s reflection on the process of data
analysis.

Interviews

The data for the study were collected predominantly by interviews since interview data
are commonly used for analysis in phenomenological studies (Bevan, 2014; Smith et al., 2009).
According to Stringer (2014, p. 106):

Interviews provide opportunities for participants to describe the situation in their

own terms. It is a reflective process that enables the interviewee to explore his or

her experience in detail and to reveal many feathers of that experience that have

an effect on the issue investigated.

Thus, the interview was chosen as a data collection method as it provides a researcher with in-
depth information about participants’ experiences and viewpoints about a particular topic.

The interviews were intended to be face-to-face; however, because of the current
circumstances related to the COVID-19 pandemic, Zoom interviews were the most appropriate
way to collect data, serving as an alternative to in-person interviews. Archibald et al. (2019)
stated several advantages of using Zoom to collect qualitative data, such as convenience,

simplicity, security, and they suggested that “Zoom may serve as a highly suitable platform for
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collecting qualitative interview data when compared to other commonly used VolP
technologies” (p. 7).

Although it has been argued that it may be more difficult to establish rapport using online
interviews compared to face-to-face interviews (Cater, 2011), other studies have found that is
more quickly to build rapport when conducting online interviews that face-to-face interviews
(Deakin & Wakefield, 2014; Tuttas, 2015). Moreover, Archibald et al. (2019) stated that Zoom
users have agreed on the usefulness of using the platform of Zoom to build and maintain better
rapport with researcher. The researcher submitted a change in procedure from face-to-face
interviews to Zoom Interviews by requesting permission from the University of Georgia,
Institutional Review Board (IRB).

Interviews were held with eight-teachers and three principals of the schools in which the
teachers were assigned representing elementary, middle, and high school levels. All eight teacher
participants were interviewed three-times using protocols that addressed evaluation and
supervision focusing on their experiences as a precursor to being granted tenure. The first round
of semi-structured interviews was focused on gaining the perspectives of teachers regarding
teacher evaluation practices; the second round of semi-structured interviews was focused on the
perspectives of these teachers related to teacher evaluation during their probationary year; and
the third interview was focused on their perspectives about teacher evaluation after they were
granted tenure.

The principals of the schools in which the teachers were assigned were also interviewed
to understand whether school principals’ approaches changed to evaluate teacher performance
once a teacher was granted tenure. The principals were interviewed only one time. Figure 3.1

summarized the data collection methods.
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Figure 3.1. Data Collection Methods

The researcher used in-depth, open-ended, and semi-structured interview questions to
facilitate data collection and analysis. The interview guide was developed based on the review of
the existing literature related to teacher perceptions on the teacher evaluation process, teacher
tenure, the role of school principals in the teacher evaluation process, as well as aligning with the
research questions. The school principals’ interview guide specifically focused on their
approaches to evaluate teacher performance during the teacher’s probationary period, and after
completion of the probationary period (Appendix C). Table 3.5 presents sample of interview
questions used when interviewing school principals.

Table 3.5. Sample of Interview Questions for School Principals

e What do you think is the purpose of teacher evaluation?

e Could describe your school’s evaluation process for tenured and non-tenured teachers?

e How much planning time is needed to complete teacher evaluation for tenured and
non-tenured teachers??

¢ What do you think that teachers with less experience should be observed and evaluated
more frequently, or that tenured teachers should be observed and evaluated less
frequently, or not at all?

(table continues)
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Table 3.5. Sample of Interview Questions for School Principals (continued)

What do you think that teachers with less experience should be supported more than
tenured teachers?

What do you think that it is fair to evaluate less experience teachers and tenured
teachers by using the same evaluation process?

How does evaluation fit into other professional development opportunities offered by
your school?

What types of professional development have you been involved in as it relates to
teacher evaluation?

The teachers’ interview guides specifically focused on their perspectives about teacher

evaluation processes (Appendix D). Table 3.6 presents a sample of interview questions used

when interviewing teachers.

Table 3.6. Sample of Interview Questions for Teachers

First Round of Interviews

What do you think is the purpose of teacher evaluation?

What are your feelings about being evaluated?

What do you think about the role of the evaluation system to improve teacher
effectiveness?

What do you think about the fairness of the evaluation?

How important is it to you that people who do evaluations are trained to performance
this task?

Second Round of Interviews

Please describe the nature of any evaluation process that you went through during your
probationary years.

Describe your most successful teacher evaluation experience. What made it successful?
What types of emotions did you have when you were being evaluated during your first
three years?

How did you feel about the frequency of observations and the [announced/
unannounced] status?

What types of support you needed most in these years?

What kind of feedback did you receive?

Did you make any decision about your own personal growth and professional
development that was influenced by the feedback? What were they?

Have you ever worried about your contract for the next year? Why?

(table continues)
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Table 3.6. Sample of Interview Questions for Teachers (continued)

Third Round of Interviews

e Please describe the nature of any evaluation process that you went through once you
are granted tenure.

e Describe your most successful teacher evaluation experience. What made it successful?

e What types of emotions did you have when you were being evaluated?

e How did you feel about the frequency of observations and the
[announced/unannounced] status?

e What types of support you needed most in these years?

e What kind of feedback did you receive?

e Have you ever worried about your contract for the next year? Why?

e How might your beliefs about teacher evaluation have changed over time? What are
the reasons for these changes?

Each interview was scheduled at a time determined by the participant, and all interviews
were conducted through Zoom, lasting approximately 60-minutes. Prior to conducting each
interview, the researcher provided each participant with an interview guide to allow for
thoughtful consideration of and reflection on each question. Each interview was recorded using
the Zoom video call recording, and as a backup, the researcher used a voice memo application on
cell phone. All recordings were later transcribed by the Temi speech to text algorithm
transcription software. After the transcription of an individual interview was completed, the
researcher sent an electronic copy of the transcription to give the participant the opportunity to
review and verify the accuracy of the documentation from the interviews.

Documents

The documents collected for this study included any used as part of the districts’

evaluation protocol and teacher tenure legislation. These documents were found on the state

websites and district-level websites. These documents were obtained to understand the general
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context of the evaluation process and teacher tenure. Before conducting research, the researcher
informally reviewed and analyzed these documents to understand the district contexts better.
Memos

To supplement the data collection and data analysis process, the researcher used the
memo-writing process. Memoing can help the researcher to engage in critical thinking as well as
to explore the data, since “it is through memoing that the researcher is able to articulate, explore,
contemplate and challenge their interpretations when examining data (Birks et al., 2008, p. 71).
The researcher wrote several memos throughout the process, including self-reflection about the
interviewing process, participants, code choices, emergent patterns, and themes (Saldafia, 2016).
These memos allowed for immediate reflection of the interviews and began an initial search for
emerging themes (Saldafia, 2016). In other words, memoing especially helped the researcher
rewording interview questions for the next interviews, creating the prior codes, and deciding to
categorize the data. The memos in this study were about events, interview protocols, coding, and
categorization (see Table 3.7).

Table 3.7. Sample of Researcher’s Memos

Memos Purpose

| have just completed this interview, and | feel that I did not do my best.

| have waited 15 minutes on Zoom, and then I sent the email to

participant. She said she forgot the interview and requested to

reschedule the afternoon. But then again, she showed up 30 min late

because she got a parent call. Although I really appreciate her time and Events
efforts when considering her busy schedule, because of the delay and

because of the interruptions several times during the interview by other

school’s staff, | just wanted to finish the interview and I just focused on

my interview protocol, not on what the participant was telling me.

(table continues)
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Table 3.7. Sample of Researcher’s Memos (continued)

Memos

While reading transcripts several times to figure out codes, | felt that |
asked some questions not related to my research questions. For example,
we talked with one of the participants about teacher turnover. Although it
is not directly related to my research questions, it is still helpful to
understand how we should support probationary teachers to retain them in
the profession.

| have some prior codes in my mind based on my research questions, and
some codes have emerged from the data. First, | have tried to read
transcripts on my computer, but it did not work for me so that I printed
out the three transcripts. | have started coding using different colored
highlighters and colored pencils, and | made several notes in the margins
of the transcripts by thinking the general ideas. For the first transcript, I
coded nearly everything. For the second one and third one, | was more
focused on my research question and purpose, and, | have tried to make
connections between interviews.

There are several ways | can organize my data, and | am not sure the way
| organize my data is the best way. | have been trying to remember my
purpose, research questions, and related literature because | feel that at the
end, | must support themes I develop with current research.

Purpose

Interview
Protocols

Coding

Categorization

Data Management

The researcher was the only person who accesses to the data. Data were stored on the

researcher’s password-protected computer. All hard copies of data were stored in a locked filing

cabinet. Back-up copies were stored on a USB key, which remained locked in a secure file

cabinet. A key consideration is the confidentiality of participants. Therefore, pseudonyms were

used to protect the identities of participants. All data will be destroyed within three years after

the completion of the study.

Data Analysis

This qualitative study used a phenomenological approach to examine tenured teachers

and school principals lived experiences related to teacher evaluation and teacher tenure. The
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researcher attempted to describe the participant experiences with the phenomenon by reviewing
the data, which consisted primarily of interview transcripts and the researcher’s notes. According
to Merriam (2009, pp. 175-176):

Data analysis is the process of making sense out of the data and making sense out of data

involves consolidating, reducing, and interpreting what people have said and what the

researcher has seen and read — it is the process of making meaning.
Data analysis was completed throughout the study, including during and after data collection.
Merriam (2009) agreed that data analysis is a continuous process of examining, categorizing, and
interpreting a collection of data. The main processes included organizing and preparing the data,
coding the data, generating themes, offering interpretations through memos, and presenting the
results. The researcher began analysis by exploring the data of each teacher, and the data of each
school principal, and concluded with an analysis that collectively examined across teachers and
school principals.
Thematic Analysis

The researcher approached the data analysis by using a thematic analysis approach.
Thematic analysis is defined as “a method for identifying, analyzing and reporting patterns
[themes] within data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 79). Thematic analysis allows the researcher to
illustrate which themes are important in the description of the phenomenon under study. There
was a focus in this study to seek out the patterns that emerged from the data. Overall, after the
interviews were transcribed and transcripts read, codes were created. Then, codes and quotes
supporting them were grouped into the categories of repeated ideas, and then themes were

developed based on these categories. Thematic analysis was appropriate for this study since
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“thematic analysis is not wedded to any pre-existing theoretical framework, and therefore it can
be used within different theoretical frameworks” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 81).
Constant Comparative Method

The researcher also used constant comparative method to analyze the data. Schwandt
(2010) describes constant comparative as a method in which “each segment of the data is
taken in turn and (a) compared to one or more categories to determine its relevance and (b)
compared with other segments of data similarly categorized” (p. 37). Thus, it is frequently used
in both grounded theory approaches and other qualitative research studies (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). The researcher used this approach during the comparison of data sets across the three
school principals’ transcripts, first round of teachers’ transcripts, second round of teachers’

transcripts, and third round of teachers’ transcripts.

~
*Become familiar with the transcripts
Initial *Taking notes
Reading )
~

«Inductive and Deductive Coding
«First preliminary coding from each transcripts individually, and then starting to compare the
Coding codes to develop the categories

S
~
\dextify »Grouping the codes into categories by using constant comprative methods
I
Categories )
~
| <Looking at the connections between categories
Developing
Themes J

Figure 3.2. Data Analysis Process
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Data Analysis Process

Data analysis was completed throughout the study, including during and after data
collection. After the interviews were completed, the interviews were transcribed by the
researcher and to maintain confidentiality, all identifying information from the transcripts was
removed. Overall, the analysis of the data was completed in four phases: (1) Initial Reading; (2)
Coding; (3) Identifying Categories; and (4) Developing Themes. Interviews were categorized
into four groups (as illustrated in Figure 3.1-data collection methods-interviews), and for each
group, the four steps of data analysis were completed separately.

Step 1-Initial Reading: To begin the analysis, the researcher became familiar with the interview

by reading the individual transcripts. While reading individual transcripts, the researcher started
taking notes that might be connected to the research questions and the purpose of the study.
Maxwell (2013) supported this approach by encouraging note-taking during the initial reading.
Table 3.8 presents a sample of the initial data analysis and note-taking.

Table 3.8. Sample of Initial Data Analysis: Note-Taking on SP 01 s Transcript

Transcript Excerpt Researcher’s Notes
“I think there’s benefit if the instrument, the School principal thinks that the
evaluation instrument is used appropriately, but it effectiveness of the evaluation

could also be very harmful if it’s used, um, in away to process is depends on how you use it.
not improve a teacher, but just to simply, um,

highlight things that maybe they’re not good at or

were never taught.”

“I think for newer teacher, TKES is as not as big a School principal acknowledges that

deal it is for more veteran teachers” there is a different attitude against the
evaluation process based on teachers’
years of experience.

(table continues)
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Table 3.8. Sample of Initial Data Analysis: Note-Taking on SP 01 s Transcript (continued)

Transcript Excerpt

Researcher’s Notes

“We tried to balance out knowing that, you
know, we’re dealing with somebody’s career
and livelihood. We have multiple
administrators go in and we kind of do like an
inter-rater reliability, approach to it. So, if you
and | were administrators in the building and
we were going to see a teacher, you would do
some of the evaluations. | would do some of
the evaluations. And then sometimes there
may even be a third or fourth administrator
who does an evaluation. So, you get different
feedback, which should lend itself to growth,
and then relative to, you know, either helping
a teacher or unfortunately having to dismiss
them. It’s not one person determining the
overall evaluation and fate of a teacher. |
think it’s better balanced.”

School principal has mentioned the
importance of having more administrators to
evaluate teacher performance to reduce the
administrator’s bias. It looks like that the
school principal is aware of the possibility to
be bias towards a teacher. And also, he values
to provide different feedback to teacher.

Step 2-Coding: After reading each transcripts several times and taking general notes, the

researcher created a list of thoughts related to the meaning of the participant experience, which

then identified as codes. According to Saldafia (2016), a code is “a word or short phrase that

symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a

portion of language-based or visual data” (p. 4). Moreover, coding “leads you from the data to

the idea and from the idea to all the data pertaining to that idea” (Richards & Morse, 2013, p.

154). Thus, coding is an important step to move from the raw data to the findings and to maintain

coherence between the objective and the results.

The data were coded manually using different colored highlighters, colored pencils, and

sticky notes. At this step, the transcripts were reviewed individually, and one was not weighted

over another. Interviews were categorized into four groups: (1) Principals’ interview; (2)

Teachers’ first-round interview, (3) Teachers’ second-round interview, and (4) Teachers’ third-
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round interview. First, data from school principals’ interviews was coded; second first round of

teachers’ interviews was coded; third second round of teachers’ interviews was coded; and

finally, third round of teachers’ interviews was coded. Table 3.9 illustrates sample codes from

school principals’ interviews.

Table 3.9. Sample Codes from School Principals’ Transcripts

Sample Codes from Interview: School Principal 1°s Interview Transcript

Evaluation Instrument
Evaluation by multiple administrators for inter-
rater reliability
Transparency
Planning time to complete a teacher’s evaluation e
process

Teacher resistance
Building trust

Legislation for new and
experienced teacher

Formal preparation

Professional training for principals
Performance-based evaluation
Accountability

The link between the evaluation
process and hiring process

Sample Codes from Interview: School Principal 2’s Interview Transcript

Improve instructional strategies
Maintain quality teachers
Constructive criticism

Certification to perform evaluation process

Setting professional goals for teacher

Adjustment of the instrument
Teachers’ excuses

Informal conversation

Flexibility to use evaluation tools
Dealing with unsatisfactory
teachers

Sample Codes from Interview: School Principal 3’s Interview Transcript

Ongoing training for principals
Providing ongoing feedback
Improve teachers’ practice

Doable for school administrator
Improve student achievement
School Culture

Characteristics of effective evaluator

Being a role model

Legally defensible
Collaboration with Assistants
principal

Building self-efficacy
Teacher retention
Evaluator’s ability

Codes can also be developed inductively and deductively, or both simultaneously

(Bendassolli, 2013). As stated by Merriam (2009) data analysis “is a complex process that

involves moving back and forth between concrete bits of data and abstract concepts, between

inductive and deductive reasoning...” (p. 176). When the researcher employs deductive
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reasoning, the researcher has to develop codes before starting the analyzing data. Consequently,
inductive reasoning allows a researcher to develop codes from the frequent or significant themes
that emerged in raw data, without limitations of structured methodologies. In other words,
inductive reasoning starts with the specific and moves to the general, while deductive reasoning
moves from the specific to the general (Constantinou et al., 2017; Earl Rinehart, 2021). The
researcher took the deductive coding approach based on the research questions and inductive
coding to allow for additional codes generated from the data. Table 3.10 is an excerpt of coded
data from a teacher’s first round of interview that reflects inductive and deductive coding.

Table 3.10. Teacher’s Transcript Excerpts and Coding

Excerpts Coding

It is hard because you have to hold teacher accountable Accountability
someway somehow. And | kind of think of teacher

accountability and evaluating teachers similar to grading

writing, which is why I do not teach writing anymore. Writing

is so subjective. Well, I might think well written, somebody Subjectivity
else might pick up and not like. You know | mean that’s why

we all picked different books, but we all read different styles

and things like that. And so, what works for one teacher and Different needs
what is successful, you know, their principal or their

administration might not agree with because it’s not their Subjective judgment

style and so it’s hard to find line. I’ve been lucky I’ve always  Positive experience with
worked for administration teams who were fair who were evaluation process

honest on the evaluations. Importance of administration

for fair evaluation

| think [the administration team] are incredibly Administration background
knowledgeable. My assistant principal is a former math Subject familiarity

coach. So, her coming in to evaluate me on math is huge and I  Appreciation of being
respect her opinion. I respect her thoughts. | go to her for evaluated

questions. So, | absolutely love her, her evaluating me and my Feeling supported

principal have so much respect for, she’s so knowledgeable

and her teaching experience is extensive. So, | value both of

their opinions greatly. I liked their feedback Administrator’s years of
teaching experiences
Valuable feedback
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Once the researcher completed preliminary coding from each transcript, the researcher started to
compare the codes to develop the categories.

Step 3-Identify Categories: The next stage of analysis was to compare each transcript to the

others to identify categories. According to Maxwell (2013), categorizing analysis is a helpful
tool in assessing patterns of difference and similarity in the data; and it involves “fragmenting
the initial text into discrete segments and re-sorting it into categories” (p. 112). Moreover,
Merriam (1998) stated that categories should reflect the purpose of the research, be exhaustive,
mutually exclusive, sensitizing and conceptually congruent.

During this phase, data were analyzed using the constant comparative method. After
generating the codes from each participant, codes and quotes supporting them were grouped into
the categories by considering the purpose of the study, and research questions.

The purpose of the teachers’ interviews was to discover if being granted tenure influences
teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process, and to understand the influence of
teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from the probationary period to being
granted tenure. Therefore, the researcher developed 5 categories for teachers’ data:

1. Purpose of the teacher evaluation: This category includes what teachers think about the
purpose of the evaluation process in general, during their first three year, and after they
granted with tenure; how their perspectives about the evaluation process have changed
over their career. Moreover, this category also includes what they think about using
teacher evaluation to make decision about promotion, retention and dismissal.

2. Feeling about being evaluated: This category includes how teachers feel about being
evaluated in general, during their first three year, and after they granted with tenure; how

their feeling about being evaluated process have changed over their career. Moreover,
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this category also includes how their feelings about security of their job have changed

over their career.

3. The role of teacher evaluation to support teacher: This category includes what teachers
think about the role of teacher evaluation to support them; what kind of support they need
over their career; what types of support they need over their career. Moreover, this
category also includes what kind of feedback is most helpful for them over their career;
their expectation from feedback they receive.

4. The role of administrators: This category includes what teacher think about the
qualification of evaluators; what makes evaluators qualified for them; their expectations
form evaluators.

5. Overview the current teacher evaluation process: This category includes what teachers
think about effectiveness current evaluation process, the frequency of observation for
tenured and non-tenured teachers; how they define the effective evaluation process; how
might they improve the evaluation process.

The purpose of the principals’ interviews was to understand how their approaches change
to evaluate teacher performance once tenure is granted. Therefore, the researcher developed three
categories for school principals’ data:

1. School Principals’ perspectives about the current evaluation process: This category
includes what school principals think about the purpose of the evaluation process;
effectiveness of the evaluation process; how they have been trained to perform this task,
what they believe they need to be an effective evaluator; what challenges they have been

experienced with the evaluation process; how might they improve the evaluation process.
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2. School Principals’ approach to evaluate non-tenured teachers’ performance: This
category includes how school principals evaluate non-tenured teachers’ performance such
as the frequency of formal and informal observation; what kind of support they provide
for non-tenured teachers; what kind of feedback is most helpful for non-tenured teachers;
the legislator for non-tenured teachers’ evaluation process.

3. School Principals’ approach to evaluate tenured teachers’ performance: This category
includes how school principals evaluate tenured teachers’ performance such as the
frequency of formal and informal observation; what kind of support they provide for
tenured teachers; what kind of feedback is most helpful for non-tenured teachers; the
legislator for tenured teachers’ evaluation process.

The main reason for categorizing the data in this way was to align data with the research
question and study’s purpose. The next step for data analysis was to develop themes based on
these categories.

Step 4-Developing Themes: The final step of the analysis was to develop themes by looking at

the connections between categories identified at previous step. A theme “captures something
important about the data in relation to the research question, and represents some level of
patterned response or meaning within the data set” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 82). During this
process, the researcher needs to identify a “clear core idea or concept that underpins a theme”
(Braun et al., 2015, p. 102) that is shared across the range of codes. Therefore, researcher has to
think carefully to identify features of similarity and relationship across codes to cluster them into
possible theme. The school principals’ data analysis yielded 2 themes.

Table 3.10 presents coding map to show the organization of the school principals’ data

(Anfara et al., 2002). The First Iteration on Table 3.11 presents the some of the selective codes
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during the initial coding steps where researcher coded each transcript individually. And then
researcher started to compare the transcripts to identify patterns (see Table 3.11, Second
Iteration). The Third Iteration shows the themes that were chosen based on categorization of
codes and research question.

Table 3.11. Code Mapping of Transcript Data for School Principal Participants (to be read from

bottom up)

Research Question:
How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change?
once a teacher is granted tenure?

Third Iteration: Themes

e School principals follow the state’s legislation when evaluating teacher’s performance.
e School principals acknowledge teacher’s years of experience when providing feedback and support.

Second Iteration Codes

o Effectiveness of Evaluation e Legislation related to teacher evaluation
e Instrument process

e Evaluator ¢ Role of school principals

e Feedback e Teamwork

e Formal Professional Training e Purpose

e Impact of school culture e  Professional Development

First Iteration: Sample of Initial Selective Codes

e  Transparency e Accountability

e Being a role model e The link between the evaluation process and
e Quality feedback hiring process

e Collaboration with assistant principals e Formal preparation

o Dealing with unsatisfactory teachers e Building trust

e  Professional latitude e Teacher resistance

e  Constructive criticism e Characteristics of effective evaluator

e Improve instructional strategies e Teacher agency

e Maintain quality teachers e Evaluator’s ability

e Improve student achievement e Performance-based evaluation

Units of Relevant Meaning from 3 Transcripts

Teachers’ data analysis yielded 5 themes. Table 3.12 shows the selected sample of theme and
codes from teachers’ interviews.
THEME 1: Granted with tenure might affect teachers’ perspectives about the purpose of the

teacher evaluation process.
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THEME 2: Teachers have become more comfortable being evaluated over the years not because
of tenure but because of their self-efficacy.

THEME 3: Although teachers might not attend professional development informed by their
evaluation, professional development affected their evaluation process throughout their career.
THEME 4: Teachers preferred to be evaluated by school principals with teaching experiences,
content knowledge, and enough training to perform the evaluation process regardless of their
tenure status.

THEME 5: Although teachers found the current evaluation system to be an effective tool to
assess their strengths and weaknesses, the evaluation process alone was not enough to support
probationary teachers and to keep tenured teachers’ enthusiasm for improvement if evaluation
mainly focused on accountability.

Table 3.12. Selected Sample of Theme from Teachers’ Data

Coding Interview Excerpts Themes
Detailed It’s like my principal is leaving me really detailed
feedback feedback and lots of suggestions than it would be

helpful for me because I can look at what she wrote and
Principal’s take it, try and apply it. But if you have a principal that
approach to give  just goes in there and says, yep, good. You did! Great A key
feedback job. There’s nothing I’m getting out of that. component to

the overall

Subject It’s great if you’re an AP or you’re a principal, but | success of the
familiarity want to know that you have great teacher background teacher

and great teacher skills, because, you know, it’s hard to  evaluation
Administrator’s  evaluate someone when you don’t have any experience  process

years of teaching  or knowledge in that field. regardless of
experiences teacher’s tenure
status is a
The administrators were very approachable in that trustful school
Support regard and they were able to say, you know, here’s what  principal.
I would do. it was good to have them say, all right, well,
Collaboration let’s work through this together.

(table continues)
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Table 3.12. Selected Sample of Theme from Teachers’ Data (continued)

Coding Interview Excerpts Themes

| was hesitant to ask for help from my administration.

Fear to ask help  They weren’t helpful. They weren’t supportive. You
know, the one time | did go ask for help, but they were
very negative.

A key
Relationship | guess also getting to know your administrator a little bit ~ component to
Clear better and, getting a better sense of what they expect. | the overall
expectation think that made it more successful success of the
teacher
| feel that that trust is built by [administrator] coming into evaluation
Building trust evaluate me and to see what I’m doing and to see what process
I’m doing outside of my classroom. regardless of
teacher’s
Frequent tenure status is
visitation [Administrators] are seen my room several times in a a trustful
week even sometimes because it is small schools, they are  school
Relationship consistently walking through the classroom seeing what is  principal.

going on here. So, when they come in to evaluate me it
Feeling being doesn’t really, they don’t bother me.
evaluated

These themes later led to development of the key findings.

Overall, data analysis was an ongoing process —constantly moving back and forth— that
started at the data collection stage when the researcher was taking notes and memos. Semi-
structured interviews were the main source of data and were supplemented by memoing and a
review of the districts’ evaluation protocols and the state teacher tenure legislation. Inductive and
deductive reasoning was employed to analyze the data, searching for relationships and themes to
describe the participants’ perspectives, beliefs, and practices about teacher evaluation and

teacher tenure.
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Trustworthiness

The trustworthiness of qualitative research is often questioned, and Patton (2015) stated
that “for better or worse, the trustworthiness of the data is tied directly to - the trustworthiness of
the person who collects and analyzes the data- and his or her demonstrated competence” (p.
706). Guba (1981) mentioned the four criteria that should be considered by qualitative
researchers in pursuit of a trustworthy study: 1) credibility; 2) transferability; 3) dependability; 4)
confirmability.

To address these areas, efforts were made to establish trust with the participants by
engaging conversationally with each participant to collect relevant background information, and
by allowing participants to select the day and time of the interviews. The researcher asked for
clarification during the interviews to make sure that the information was accurately captured.
Within the process of data analysis, to ensure the accuracy of the information and improve the
trustworthiness of the research data, the process of “member checking” (Creswell, 2012, p. 259)
was employed. Therefore, participants were given the opportunity to review and comment on the
researcher’s interpretations and analysis to ensure the interpretations accurately reflected the
beliefs and intentions of the participants.

Ethics

Ethical consideration of this study included confidentiality of data, anonymity of
participants and sites, and informed consent. In order to protect the identity of participants,
district schools and participants were given pseudonym in the findings. All data collected were
stored on the researcher’s password-protected computer, and the hard copy of the data were
stored in a locked filing cabinet. The participants were assured that they were participating in a

study with a high level of confidentiality and anonymity.
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This study was submitted to and approved by both the University of Georgia Institutional
Review Board (Appendix E), and the central office research committee of the district in which
the study was conducted. Participants signed an informed consent form that explained the
research protocol. The participants were assured that their participation in the study was
completely voluntary, and they understood that they could withdraw from the study at any time.

Assessment of Benefits and Risks

Potential benefits of this research include informing the field about teacher evaluation
process for tenured teachers. Although there are no direct benefits to participants, participating in
this study would afford participants the opportunity to reflect and to provide their opinions on the
teacher evaluation system. Moreover, this study intends to provide information that could be
used to assist policymakers in revising teacher evaluation practices for tenured teachers, as the
aim of the study was to understand perspectives of teachers regarding teacher evaluation
processes and what makes sense to their professional practices.

There were no identified potential risks or discomforts caused by participation in
the study. There is the possibility that participant may become uncomfortable answering the
questions; thus, they were told that they may skip any questions that they prefer not to answer.
Moreover, they may discontinue participation at any time. To minimize psychological and social
discomfort, participants will be given pseudonyms and any identifying school information
removed. Furthermore, the data collected from participants will remain confidential for anyone
other than the researcher.

Limitations of the Study
The results and findings from this study were limited by the geography, number and

types of participants, and scope of the research methods that were employed. The school district
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from which the teachers and school principals were chosen may be a limitation because of the
politics, culture, and customs established in this district. As the researcher followed reputational
sampling for school selection, and purposeful sampling for participant selection, the findings of
the study may not be generalized to the population of K-12 tenured teachers and school
principals in Georgia or beyond. The sample size may also be another limitation to this study,
because sampled teachers and school principals may not reflect diversity of viewpoints on
tenured teachers’ evaluation processes.

Subjectivity Statement

As my proposed research involves the understanding of tenured teachers’ perspectives
about teacher evaluation processes, it is important | address my own subjectivity within this
study. My core belief on education is that every student is capable of learning. Maybe they
cannot learn through the same time or in the same way; however, they learn with the right
method which is chosen based on their needs. That is why it has become an important
expectation that teachers must have the required professional qualifications and update their
knowledge and skills for effective teaching to meet students’ needs. For this reason, the
evaluation of the teacher’s performance has a significant role in determining teacher’ s mastery
and adequacy.

During my graduate studies, | have learned more and more about the teacher evaluation
practices in the United States, first as a graduate student in courses at the University of Florida.
While at the University of Florida, | completed a master’s degree in Educational Leadership and
the focus of my thesis was on teacher evaluation. Now at the University of Georgia as a Ph.D.

student, I am focusing on teacher evaluation as it relates to teacher tenure.
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Although, the main purpose of the evaluation process should be to ensure teacher
quality, to promote growth and development, and to support problem-solving, the process is also
used to make decisions about teacher employment such as promotions, dismissals, and salary
increases. Moreover, from my personal communication with my classmates who work as
teachers, I understood that lack of focus on professional development within the evaluation
processes makes the process seemingly meaningless for teachers. However, according to my
experience in teaching in my country, | am also aware that it is hard to encourage teachers to
improve themselves if there are not consequences of insufficient performance. Therefore, |
always wondered what happened after teachers are granted tenure, as tenure status increases a
teacher’s job security.

I have not experienced teacher evaluation and the steps involved in being granted tenure
in the United States or in Turkey. | only know about these processes through readings, discussion
with classmates, and visits to schools as part of my research assistantship at UGA. | have never
taught in the K-12 setting in the United States or in Turkey; therefore, my experiences with
teacher evaluation and tenure are non-existent.

In addition to my personal curiosity, the motivation for this research came from the
anticipated obligations of my future position as a policy analysist in the Ministry of National
Education (MoNE) in Turkey. In Turkey, every teacher is granted tenure when they are hired by
MoNE. Although my country has not had an effective teacher evaluation system, from my prior
research and examination of the related literature on teacher performance evaluation practices in
Turkey, | think that one of the reasons evaluation practices fail is because tenure is granted
immediately upon being hired to teach. Thus, for me, it is important to understand teacher

perspectives related to teacher evaluation processes after teachers are granted tenure.
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Chapter Summary
This chapter presented, in detail, the methodological procedures used in this study. The
theocratical framework, research design, sample selection criteria, data collection, and data
analysis of the research process were reviewed. A discussion of the methods of enhancing the
trustworthiness, validity, and reliability of this research, which are key issues in qualitative
research, was presented. Lastly, underlying assumptions, ethics, limitations of the study, and the
researcher’s subjectivity concluded this chapter. The following chapter, Chapter 4, presents the

findings of the study.
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CHAPTER 4
STUDY CONTEXT AND PARTICIPANTS
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if being granted
tenure influences teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, the study
aimed to understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from
the probationary period to being granted tenure. In addition to examine tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation, this study sought to understand whether school principals’
approaches change to evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted. Three research
questions guided the study:
1. How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured teachers in
relation to the teacher evaluation process?
2. How does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher
development?
3. How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change once a
teacher is granted tenure?
This chapter presents overview descriptions of the participating school district, schools,

and profiles of the participants.
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Profile of the School District
At the time of the study, the Sunset School District enrolled approximately 8,500
students and employed about 650 teachers and 64 administrators. The total number of schools in
the county was 12: out of these, 8 were elementary schools, 1 was a sixth-grade academy, 1 was
a middle school, 1 was a high school, and 1 was an early learning center. The student
demographic at the school county was comprised 38% Hispanic, 37% Black, 20% White, 2%
Asian/Pacific Islander, and 3% Multiracial. Approximately 60% of students at school county
received free or reduced-price meals, while 45% of the student body received special education
services, and 14.6% gifted services. Its four-year graduation rate was 75.7% which was higher
than the state average, and 57.2 of graduates who were classified as college and career ready.
Profile of the Schools

This study was conducted at one elementary school, one middle school, and one high
school in the Sunset School District.

At Alphabets Elementary School, the student enrollment was approximately 320; 45%
White, 23% Black, 17% Hispanic, 8% Asian, 6% Multiracial, and 1% Native American/Alaskan
Native. Approximately, 29% of students received free or reduced-price meals, while 59% of the
student body received gifted services. The school employs 2 administrators, 18 teachers, and 3
support personnel. All teachers were gifted certified. The personnel had an average of about 20
years of experience for administrators, about 13 years for support personnel, and about 12 years
for teachers.

At Waterfalls Middle School, the student enrollment was approximately 1,385; 39%
Hispanic, 38% Black, 17% White, 2% Asian, and 4% Multiracial. Approximately, 62% of

students received free or reduced-price meals, while 11.6% of the student body received special
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education services and 16.5% gifted services. The school employs 5 administrators, 94 teachers,
and 8 support personnel. The personnel had an average of about 21 years of experience for
administrators, about 18 years for support personnel, and about 14 years for teachers.

At Seacoast High School, the student enrollment was approximately 2,518; 39%
Hispanic, 37% Black, 19% White, 2% Asian, and 3% Multiracial. Approximately, 53% of
students received free or reduced-price meals, while 10% of the student body received special
education services, and 14.9% of the students received gifted services. The school employs 10
administrators, 150 teachers, and 20 support personnel. The school had an average of about 21
years of experience for administrators, about 17 years for support personnel, and about 15 years
for teachers.

Research Participants

In this study, the school county was represented by 11 participants (3 school principals
and 8 teachers). The school principals were selected by using reputational sampling, and teachers
were selected by using purposeful sampling. There were one female and two male school
principals, and while two of them had doctorate degrees, one of them had a Specialist in
Education Degrees. Six female and two male teachers participated in the study. While seven
teachers had master’s degrees, one teacher had a doctorate degree. Moreover, two teachers
entered through alternative certification preparation programs. Teacher participants taught
language arts, social studies, math, science, chemistry, history, and physical education.

School Principals

School Principal 1, Seacoast High School. School Principal 1 has worked in education

for 22 years in 3 different states and 7 different schools. This educational path started with a

traditional preparation, serving as a social studies teacher, an assistant principal, and a principal.
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He has a bachelor’s degree in social studies, a master’s degree in secondary social studies, and a
specialist’s degree in educational leadership with a specialization in administration and
supervision. He was the Seacoast High School’s fourth principal in five years. After a year, he
was appointed as a principal. The school’s graduation rate earned a ‘B’ on the state report card
for the first time. At the time of the study, he was in his second year in the principal position at
this high school.

School Principal 2, Alphabets Elementary School. School Principal 2 has worked in
education for 21 years. She has served seven years as a teacher, three years as an instructional
coach, four years as an assistant principal, and seven years as a principal. She has a bachelor’s
degree in journalism and in early childhood education, a master’s degree in administration, a
specialist’s degree in leadership, and a doctorate degree in policy and leadership. At the time of
this study, she was in her second year in the principal position at this elementary school.

School Principal 3, Waterfalls Middle School. School Principal 3 has worked as a
school principal for nine-years. He has served in different educational positions as an elementary
teacher, assistant principal, principal, and assistant superintendent for operations and technology
assessment, and as an associate superintendent. Although he has been in different roles, he
mentioned that “I am back to pride and joy and love, that’s being a school principal.” He has a
bachelor’s degree in elementary education, a master’s degree in educational technology and
educational leadership, and a doctorate degree in educational leadership and policy.

Teachers

Teacher 1, Alphabets Elementary School. Teacher 1 has been working as a teacher for

eight years. While she was pursuing a major in animal science, she started giving a horseback

riding lesson. During these lessons, she realized that she really liked teaching kids and decided to
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change her career. She held numerous positions; supply teacher for second and third grade,
kindergarten paraprofessional position, and then she taught third and fifth grade in all subjects.
At the time of this study, she taught 5th-grade math and science at Alphabets Elementary School
for three years. She had a master’s degree in early childhood education, and she was working on
her specialist degree in educational leadership at the time of this study. She wants to move into
some position outside the classroom such as an instructional coach or an assistant principal, in
the future.

She thought that the most challenging part about teaching is constant change; therefore,
according to her, an effective teacher is someone willing to think outside of the box and to make
the necessary changes. She believes that every child is different, every class is different, and the
teacher has to recognize that. To improve her instructional practices, she used various
professional learning opportunities and relied on people in her building. She also thinks that the
longer year teaching, the stronger and more effective you become as a teacher since you can
connect the prior years of knowledge and experience and use that to help you.

Teacher 2, Alphabets Elementary School. Teacher 2 has been working as a teacher for
five years. Her desire to be a teacher started when she was a little girl. She loved her teachers
growing up, she admired them, and she wanted to impact children’s lives as her teachers
impacted hers. Even if she considered other professions, none of them seemed appealing and
rewarding to her as a teacher. She taught fourth grade all subjects for a year, and then she moved
to Alphabets Elementary School to teach 4th-grade reading, writing, and social studies. She has a
master’s degree in teaching and learning with an emphasis on experiential learning.

She thinks that being a teacher is an important profession since this job is not for her; it is

for others. However, she argued that there are many demands placed on teachers, and there are
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often unrealistic expectations. According to her, an effective teacher should be patient, flexible,
compassionate, and care about the kids. She thinks that attending professional development and
seeing new ideas cause teachers to want to change what they are doing and try something that
might be better or more effective.

Teacher 3, Seacoast High School. Teacher 3 has taught at Seacoast High School for four
years. He had a lot of positive influences from his teachers during her education. However, he
never taught about being a teacher until his first year at college. One of his professors made him
realize his feelings about teaching, and then he decided to become a teacher. Currently, he
teaches world history, government, and economics. He has a master’s degree in education with a
focus on online teaching and learning.

He thinks that the best part of being a teacher is to have interactions with students and
help them to succeed. At the same time, the most challenging part is dealing with some students
who have behavioral problems and the paperwork that needs to be done. According to him,
effective teachers should care about students, put them first and foremost. Moreover, he thinks
that a teacher should recognize what a student may be going through and act accordingly.

Teacher 4, Alphabets Elementary School. Teacher 4 has been working as a physical
education teacher for four years. She decided to become a teacher when she was in high school.
Since she also loves sports and activities, she chooses physical education. Although she wanted
to teach high school level, she fell in love with elementary grade after doing her practicum in
college. Kindergarten is her favorite grade level to teach. During her first two years, she worked
at two schools at the same time, she thought K-2 at one school in the mornings, and then she

thought 3 through 5 at another school in the afternoons. Currently, she teaches grade 3 through 5
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physical education only at Alphabets Elementary School. She has a master’s degree in physical
education.

She thinks the best part of being a teacher is engaging with students and doing physical
activity with students. Consequently, the worst part is dealing with the stereotype about physical
education, such as there is no curriculum for physical education, students are just playing games
during the class. According to her, an effective teacher should meet all the needs of each student.
Moreover, an effective teacher should also challenge and push students to work harder by
engaging each student and by providing them different tasks based on their abilities. She thinks
that teachers should be flexible and should try different instructional approaches.

Teacher 5, Waterfalls Middle School. Teacher 5 has been working as a teacher at
Waterfalls Middle School for four years. She decided to become a teacher when she was 36
years old. She wanted to become a teacher to help kids as her daughter’s teachers helped her
daughter when she was at middle school. She teaches eighth-grade language arts. She is a team
leader for her academic team, and she is a social-emotional learning coordinator at the school.
She has a master’s in curriculum and instruction.

The favorite part of being a teacher, according to her, is building relationships with the
students and other teachers. On the contrary, the difficult part is legislation and the stuff that
teachers do not have control over it. She argued that decisions are made by people who are not in
the classroom and do not think about the kids first. According to her, an effective teacher should
be willing to learn even from students and should be able to change instruction based on
students’ needs.

Teacher 6, Waterfalls Middle School. Teacher 6 has been working as a teacher for 13

years. Before moving to Waterfalls Middle School, she worked at different private schools for
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over nine years. Before launching her education career, she worked in different company as a
human resource. She did not go through a traditional bachelor’s program to become a teacher.
She had a master’s degree leading the state teaching certification. She teaches mathematics at
Waterfalls Middle School for four years.

She decided to become a teacher because her teacher changed her life when she was a
middle school. She had a difficult childhood when she was growing up, and she did not even
start reading until she was in fourth grade. She had a stable home when she started middle
school, and one of her teachers supported her a lot. She loves having interactions with students,
while she hates the paperwork that needs to be done. According to her, effective teachers should
know their students and should be able to show them that they have cared. She also added that
effective teachers should be flexible, multitask, and differentiate the instruction.

Teacher 7, Seacoast High School. Teacher 7 is in the fifth year of his teaching career at
Seacoast High School. He has a bachelor’s and doctorate degrees in chemistry. Although he
loves doing research, he wanted to have an impact on students. That is why he earned his
teaching certificate through an alternative certification program.

He thinks that the favorite part of being a teacher is interacting with students and making
an impact on their lives. On the contrary, he thinks that dealing with the extra paperwork makes
teaching is less enjoyable. According to him, an effective teacher should be patient and willing to
connect with students.

Teacher 8, Waterfalls Middle School. Teacher 8 has been working as a language arts
teacher at Waterfalls Middle School for five years. She was pursuing her master’s degree in
language arts at the time of this study. She wanted to become a teacher because she wanted to

believe in students.
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According to her, one of the most significant things that make an effective teacher is just
love teaching. Her favorite part of being a teacher is having relationships with students, and she
hates to see students fail, which makes her feel unsuccessful. Moreover, she thinks that an
effective teacher should adjust instruction based on students’ needs and should be passionate
about his/her content area.

Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the context of the study, including key demographics of the school

district and schools, and relevant background information about the school principals and

teachers who participated in this study. Chapter 5 presents finding from the teachers’ interviews.
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CHAPTER 5
FINDINGS: TENURED TEACHER’S PERSPECTIVES ABOUT EVALUATION
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if being granted
tenure influences teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, the study
aimed to understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from
the probationary period to being granted tenure. In addition to examine tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation, this study sought to understand whether school principals’
approaches change to evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted. Three research
questions guided the study:
1. How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured teachers in
relation to the teacher evaluation process?
2. How does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher
development?
3. How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change once a
teacher is granted tenure?
This chapter presents the findings from the tenured teachers’ interviews about their
perspectives on teacher evaluation process. All eight teacher participants (see Table 5.1 for
overview of teachers) were interviewed three times using protocols that addressed evaluation and

supervision focusing on their experiences as a precursor to being granted tenure. Therefore, the
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findings from teachers’ interviews are presented in three categories: (1) findings from first round
of teachers’ interview; (2) findings from second round of teachers’ interview; and (3) findings
from third round of teachers’ interview.

Table 5.1. Overview of Teachers

Teacher Years of Years of School Subject
Participant Experience experience Level
as a Teacher at current
school

Teacher 1 8 3 Elementary Math/Science
School

Teacher 2 5 4 Elementary ELA/Social Studies
School

Teacher 3 4 4 High History/ Government and
School Economics

Teacher 4 4 4 Elementary Physical Education
School

Teacher 5 4 4 Middle Language Arts
School

Teacher 6 13 4 Middle Math
School

Teacher 7 5 5 High Chemistry
School

Teacher 8 4 4 Middle Language Arts
School

Findings from the First Round of Teacher Interviews
The first round of semi-structured interviews focused on gaining teachers’ perspectives
regarding teacher evaluation practices (see Table 3.6 for sample questions). The findings from
the first round of teachers’ interviews are reported in the following parts that reflect the essence

of the purpose of this study: the purpose of the teacher evaluation, feeling about being evaluated,
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the role of teacher evaluation to support teacher, the role of administrators, and overview of the
current teacher evaluation process.
Purpose of Teacher Evaluation

The participant responses suggested that teacher accountability and fostering professional
growth were the two major purposes for what teachers perceived as the purpose of teacher
evaluation. Teacher 1 included both purposes in her response; “you have to hold teacher
accountable someway somehow; but | think that evaluation is also a good way to figure out how
you can help a teacher.” Teacher 4 agreed and said:

| think it’s to keep teachers accountable. I think it’s also to improve teachers. So, you got

to keep them accountable, making sure that they’re doing what they’re supposed to be

doing, but also you should be improving constantly. So, | think it’s to make sure that
teachers are improving their instruction, they’re meeting their students’ needs, they’re
adjusting when they need to.
In her response, Teacher 4 also emphasized the student achievement. Teacher 5 stressed only
teacher accountability by saying I feel like it’s necessary. It gives us accountability and, without
accountability, some of us are going to get lazy and relax and a little bit mediocre and our kids
deserve better than that.”

Moreover, Teacher 2 highlighted the issue of student achievement and its connection to
the purpose of teacher evaluation, and she made a connection between the notion of
accountability and teacher quality: “The purpose is to hold teachers accountable. | mean, their
job matters so much and effective teachers are going to lead to student success, which is

obviously the most important goal.”
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While the teachers interviewed understood the need for accountability and sometimes
endorsed it as the primary purpose for teacher evaluation, some of them indicated that they felt a
primary purpose of evaluation was to support teachers in developing their professional growth.
Teacher 6 indicated, “I think just like when we do evaluations of our students, it’s to see how, if
we need support and, and how to support us better.”

All teachers believe that the evaluation process should be used to makes employment decisions
along with other factors. Teacher 1 stated:

| don’t know if a teacher should be dismissed solely based on their evaluation and | feel it

before you dismiss the teacher you need to give them the opportunity to learn, to grow

and to change and give them that chance before you just get rid of them. But if teacher is
not willing to change and they’re not willing to make those adjustments then, you know,
not everyone fit to be a teacher just like not everyone fit to be a fireman or policeman.
By agreeing with Teacher 1, Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 also thought that the evaluation process
could certainly be a factor in making an employment decision, especially if the teacher is scoring
consistently low on many things.

Teacher 5 included the professional development piece in her response: “If they’ve had
evaluation after evaluation, that’s low, they’ve been given the professional development they’ve
been given the opportunity to get better. There’s no improvement that they should be held to be
held accountable.”

The next category examines teachers’ feeling about being evaluated.
Feelings about Being Evaluated
The participants’ responses suggested that nervousness, fear of being judged, and excited

about being watched were their feelings when they heard the word ‘evaluation.” Teacher 1
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expressed, “I feel like I am being judged. | feel like evaluation is just someone trying to rank or
judge you based on your skills or abilities which you do, what you don’t do. Almost like
scrutinizing every move.” Teacher 6 agreed and said:
Nervousness. | don’t know why I still get nervous with that. You know, every year I’ve
been evaluated. I’ve had multiple teachers and administrators and people in central office,
all in my room at once, many times. And yet when they walk in, it distracts me each time.
So, | get distracted, | get the nervous and then I just have to tell myself just keep doing
what you’re doing.
Teacher 6 also mentioned that she was distracted when someone came for evaluation.
Consequently, Teacher 2, Teacher 3 and Teacher 7 mentioned that their feelings have changed
over the time. Teacher 2 stated:
| feel super nervous like as a student teacher and as a first-year teacher, like the word
evaluation or observation would like to make my stomach drop. But now it’s kind of
makes me want to roll my eyes a little bit. Because I think it’s the same as like we give a
kid a standardized test and we know that their performance on one test doesn’t indicate
how much they know or doesn’t indicate who they are as a student. And so, | feel like
one classroom observation, doesn’t show who | am as a teacher. It’s kind of the same
issue, the same thing.
Although Teacher 2 thought that the one observation could not provide enough information
about her teaching, she still felt nervous about being evaluated.
Teacher 3 shared although he felt “a lot of fear, a lot of nervousness, and a lot of
pressure” during his first years, with the years of experience, he started to think that “evaluation

is part of the process.” Teacher 7 also echoed this though and said “I don’t mind evaluations, |
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guess when | started teaching, | would say anxiety, fear even. | would say that as time has gone
on and I’ve become more confident.” Teacher 5 and Teacher 8 also agreed that evaluation was a
part of the job.
Teacher 4 highlighted the importance of administrators and shared how the relationship with
administrators affects her feeling:
It depends on what kind of evaluation. If I’m getting evaluated by my administration, |
have mixed emotions. | have a little bit of stress, but also a little bit of excitement
because I love being evaluated. I love getting feedback.... So, but also, it’s intimidating.
Because if somebody comes in and doesn’t understand what 1’m doing, then it can be a
little stressful.
Teacher 4 thought the process was more stressful if the administrators did not have enough
information about her as a teacher and her subject. The next category examines how the teacher
evaluation process could be used to support teachers from teachers’ perspectives.
Role of Teacher Evaluation to Support Teachers
Several teachers mentioned administrators choose professional development without
considering their evaluation. Although they had a positive experience with most of the
professional development they have attended, they would like to receive professional
development that would fit their goals. Teacher 1 stated “A lot of the time the professional
learning is, picked for us by our school. I’ve never had someone in an evaluation recommend
professional learning in an area.” Teacher 5 agreed that “I think that the schools just choose from
what they can get, but it should be the areas that the teachers need”. Teacher 6 also indicated

“It’s not been recommended to me individually. They have plans for professional development
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activities they saw across the board. We needed like as a PLC or something they noticed in
multiple classrooms.”
Teacher 2 expressed her feelings and experiences:

The evaluation process can point out where teachers need to change or where they need

to grow, but it doesn’t give strategies for how to fix any deficits they have. It might point

out, Hey, classroom management is an issue for you, but then it doesn’t tell you how to
fix that. There’s no, this was an issue. Here’s some solutions or this was your issue.

Here’s a resource to try and learn more about it. So, it highlights an issue without

providing any assistance or support.

Teacher 2 wanted to learn both the problem and the solution. She elaborated further:

Any professional development I do isn’t specifically based on me and my performance.

It’s like as a school, this is what we need for social studies. But it’s never like a, “hey

[Teacher 2], you got this on your TKES. | want you to go to this training.” It’s more just

based on student data or based on as a school, the direction that we’re headed.
Moreover, Teacher 3 stressed his expectations from administrators; “I think more opportunities
could be given. Evaluating administrators who could go, “Hey we see this is your goal.” These
are some development opportunities that you could do with that.”

All teachers appreciated receiving constructive feedback; however, most of them feel that
they did not receive adequate feedback from their evaluations. Teacher 1 stated “I appreciate
when | only get positive feedback. Because it makes me feel like I did a good job, but the
suggestions are what helped me to grow and change.” She continued:

If you have a principal that just goes in there and says good, good, good. You did this,

great job. There’s nothing I’m getting out of that. She just said that what 1’m doing
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already is fine, so | can keep doing that, but it’s not helping me to improve and learn and

grow. So, | think it depends on how much effort administration is putting on using that as

the platform for helping teachers grow.
Teacher 1 believed that administrators were important component of the effective evaluation
process, and they should be willing to invest their time to support teachers. Teacher 8 also agreed
that she would prefer more detailed feedback that she could use to improve her instruction. She
stated:

| don’t personally think I received adequate feedback from the evaluation. So normally

it’s just, you know, good job doing this. It’s very vague comments that are usually typed

out. And I think personally it would be helpful to have a little bit more detail in the
feedback and positive feedback is great. But | also think, honestly that constructive
criticism is also helpful. Hey, try this. It doesn’t have to be any sort of negative comment
about the teacher themselves, but just suggestions to improve in the classroom.
Although Teacher 8 appreciated positive feedback, she believed that constructive feedback was
more useful to improve her practices.

Teacher 5 wants to learn why she received that number from her evaluation and how she
can improve it; “you need to tell me why if you give me a 2.5 from instructional practices, what
can | do to get better? What can | do to differentiate?” Teacher 6 also expressed her desire to
receive constructive feedback, “I think feedback just like miss units, you get a grade and that’s it.
You should give information that can help them grow, ideas, books, suggestions, questions, can

all be helpful.”
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Teacher 8 also expressed the importance of immediate feedback:
I think if somebody observed my class on a certain day and then at the end of that day, sat
down with me and said, here’s what went well, here’s what didn’t, try this tomorrow. |
think if it was more tangible and immediate feedback, that would be really helpful versus
like a conference in the middle of the year and at the end of the year, about the whole
year, because that’s such broad information that it’s hard to make any like tangible
changes.
Teacher 8 argued that receiving late feedback was not helpful, and she wanted to learn what she
could do to improve her instruction shortly after the observation. The next category examines the
role of administrators in the evaluation process.
The Role of Administrators
All teachers believed that school administrators’ training to evaluate their performance is
very important. Teacher 4 stated that “school administrators should be trained on how to evaluate
somebody effectively and appropriately.” Teacher 5 agreed and said:
They need to know like, how can you evaluate me on something when you don’t really
know what element is asking for? If you don’t know how to differentiate instruction, how
can you tell if I’m doing it or not? If you don’t know what it means to have a positive
learning environment and what it takes to have a positive learning environment, how can
you tell me if | have one or not? So, it is very important. That’s like a must, that’s number
one on the list that the evaluators be trained extensively.
Teacher 2 also insisted appropriate training for administrator to perform this task and stated, “if
my career is going to be severely affected by their review of me, then | think they need to be

doing it fairly and with the training to do it accurately.” Teacher 7 echoed this though and said,
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“l would say it’s very important. | would like to think that the person evaluating me knows what
they’re doing. If they didn’t, | wouldn’t value it. I wouldn’t value the feedback at all.”

Teacher 1 had a similar thought but brought up a new factor that the importance of being
a great teacher before entering an administration position to evaluate teacher’s performance
fairly by sharing:

It’s great if you’re an AP or you’re a principal, but I want to know that you have great

teacher background and great teacher skills, because it’s hard to evaluate someone when

you don’t have any experience or knowledge in that field.
Teacher 1 believed that to evaluate teachers’ performance, administrators should have experience
in the evaluation process and knowledge about teachers’ subjects.

Teacher 6 mentioned that she would not take feedback seriously when the evaluation was
done by an administrator who does not have the content knowledge and the experience of
working students with the same age level. Teacher 8 agreed and expressed her preference to
being evaluated by someone who has the same background as her since she believes that even
though they are qualified to evaluate her performance, she thinks that “they would probably have
less understanding of what is going on” in classrooms.

The next category examines what teachers thought about the current evaluation process.
Overview of the Current Teacher Evaluation Process

When asked what they think about the current teacher evaluation process, most teachers
liked the consistency of the standards and believed that they measured valuable competencies.
Teacher 1 stated “I do like the 10-TKES standards. | think those cover a variety of topics”.
Teacher 7 suggested to revisit the standards elaborating, “I think revisiting some of the standards

and kind of evaluating like, are all of these of equal importance or not. Some of the standards |
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feel like are more of an integral part of teaching that than others.” Moreover, Teacher 5
expressed her idea for modification as such, “Something needs to be included about social,
emotional learning. There needs to be a standard because especially now we need to make sure
that we’re teaching students to handle their emotion.”

Some teachers believed scores on the observations could be based on personal judgment
rather than evidence. Teacher 1 stated that “the ranking system is tough because it brings in that
subjective piece. You know what one principle might think is three another principle might think
it’s a four or two.” Teacher 3 shared his experience:

| think that when done with fidelity, yes, absolutely. When an administrator is actively

coming in and they’re doing this in order to really assess the teacher, as opposed to

checking off a box quote, unquote, I think absolutely. I’ve had moments where | self-
reflect, and then my scores matched the same. The administrator gets the exact same
things because they’re, | believe they’re doing it with fidelity, and it’s very much
appreciated.
Several teachers argued that observing a fraction of a class period did not provide an adequate
sample for an administrator to get an idea of a teacher’s ability. Teacher 4 stated, “I would like
that to be evaluated more and then having it more, have a more specific for specials areas.”
Teacher 8 also agreed that more frequent evaluation would be better to make it more accurate.

Some teachers mentioned their concern for the time demands placed on their
administrators and how their busy schedules affect the feedback given to them. Teacher 1
articulated it clearly when she said:

| think it’s a lot of work on administration. It’s a lot of typing. It’s a lot of feedback. You

have not just the observations, but you have the pre-conference, you have the mid-year
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conference, you have the end of year conference. You have all these things on top of their
day-to-day work. So, | think sometimes what happens is that administrators are busy and
they’re trying to get all this done and they have deadlines.
Teacher 1 continued to explain her thoughts how administrators’ busy schedule affects the
evaluation process:
Sometimes their feedback is not as thorough as it could be. It’s probably lacking because
they’re like ‘I got to get five of these done today, so I can be finished.” And they’re just
typing, typing and in observing. And | completely understand that, but when they’re
rushing, they might not be thinking clearly, and rating teachers were as quickly or
providing the feedback that they could be.
Teacher 8 agreed and said “sometimes your evaluators leave comments, but usually they’re not
very thorough comments because the evaluators have so many things to do. They can’t spend
very long with each teacher.”
All teachers except one expressed their concern using student growth data as a
component of the evaluation process. Teacher 2 elaborated:
The rationality behind it, like I get why people want to use that as a measure. | just think
that it’s so unpredictable. I mean, looking at my own students. Sometimes in the middle
of the year, their scores will just plummet for no reason. And then by the end of the year,
their way back up again, kids just have bad testing days, or they don’t try, they click
through the test or they fall asleep in the middle of the test. Like 1’ve seen it happen all
the time. And that doesn’t mean that I’m a bad teacher. I can’t control if they came to
school so tired that they can’t keep their eyes open. And so, | shouldn’t affect me in my

position because those are things that are completely out of my control.

118



Teacher 6 agreed and shared that “I don’t think a one-time test is good to use. Like, I don’t think
the milestones are good to use for a teacher evaluation. Because you don’t know what’s going on
in a kid’s life that week.” Teacher 5 also expressed her concerns:

Sometimes we’re using the data from the year, like other kids who were being taught by

other teachers and based on how they were that year, instead of their growth, like with us

... | think that it should be, I get the student in August and we look at their growth from

August to May because that’s when | had them. That’s when | taught them.

Although teacher 8 had a similar thought about using student growth data to evaluate teacher

performance, she shared “I think it is definitely an element of teacher performance because if

teachers are doing their job, then students are going to have to demonstrate what they’re learning
in some way or another. And normally that’s through grades.”

Conversely, Teacher 3 believed it was fair to use student growth data as a component of
the evaluation process. He said, “l understand that every student is different. Every teacher is
different and overall, there needs to be some kind of growth within, within a course. ... | think
it’s completely fair.”

Teacher 8 expressed her beliefs about the effectiveness of the current teacher evaluation system:
| would consider it to be a mediocre in the sense of it works. and | know what it is,
everyone is aware of it. But | would not consider it to necessarily be effective, meaning |
don’t think that it really encourages teachers to make any changes. I don’t think it really
gives them a fair read of what they’re actually doing well in their classroom and what

they are not, | think because they’re just really numbers that you get back on a piece of

paper.
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Teacher 8 further suggested that adding some type of person-to-person conversation after
evaluation would make the process more helpful for teachers.
Teacher 6 emphasized the importance of showing teachers that they are cared for by
making the process more helpful. She stated:
| think it’s important for the evaluator or administrators to get to know their teachers.
Your teachers have to feel that you have their back, you’re there to support them and to
help them not to judge them or not just to give them a score.
Teacher 6 further explained the importance of the first evaluation is to build trust with teachers
by saying:
| guess it goes to building relationships and really seeing in that first evaluation, seeing
the type of feedback that they give you. If they’re giving you things to help you and
support you, then, your evaluations are going to be to help you and support you. But then
also following up with teachers.
The next part examines the findings from the second round of teacher interviews that focused on
teachers’ perspectives about the evaluation process during the probationary period.
Findings from Second Round of Teacher Interviews
The second round of semi-structured interviews was focused on gaining teachers’
perspectives regarding teacher evaluation practices during their probationary year (see Table 3.6
for sample questions). The findings from the second round of teachers’ interviews are reported in
the following parts that reflect the purpose of this study: the perceived purpose of the evaluation,
feelings about being evaluated, support needed, the role of the administrator, feelings about job

security, and suggestions to improve teacher evaluation for probationary teachers.
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Purpose of Teacher Evaluation
All teachers believed that the purpose of the evaluation process during their probationary period
was to provide feedback to help them grow. Teacher 2 stated:
| think it’s important, especially early in your career to get that feedback to know if
you’re on the right track and to look for the areas where you need to improve because
everyone’s going to start with strengths and weaknesses. You might be aware of your
strengths and weaknesses, or you might not be. So TKES is one way to learn an area of
improvement that you can work on, which is really important.
Teacher 6 also believed that the purpose of the evaluation for probationary teachers “is to help
you grow, to help you meet your goals and to help you understand areas where you can
improve.” Teacher 3 agreed that the evaluation process helped him learn “what my strengths
were as a teacher and what my areas of improvement need.”
Teacher 1 echoed this belief and said:
As a first-year teacher, you might think you’re really getting something great. And then
you realize maybe not so much. And so, you need to know that. So, you’re not pouring
time, energy, and effort into something that’s not as successful as it could be or that could
be improved.
Teacher 4 and Teacher 8 stressed how the evaluation process helped them grow and improve
their teaching strategies during their probationary period. Moreover, Teacher 5 believed that the
purpose of the evaluation process is “to help me be a better teacher to my students and help my
students get the best learning experience that they possibly can have” during her first three years.
The next category examines teachers’ feeling about being evaluated during the probationary

period.
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Feelings about Being Evaluated

The participants’ responses suggested that nervousness, anxiety, fear, excitement, and
support were their feelings when they heard the word ‘evaluation.” Teacher 7 explained his
feeling by saying, “anxiety. It wasn’t like | was afraid that | was going to get fired necessarily,
but your first couple of years, it is whether or not they invite you back the next year is dependent
on that.” Teacher 4 also felt nervous because she wanted to make sure she was doing what she
was supposed to be doing even she loved being observed. Teacher 8 agreed that “I was definitely
nervous in my first three years, but | also understood the purpose of it, especially being a new
teacher.”

The majority of teachers also felt that they were supported during their probationary
period. Teacher 1 shared her experience during her probationary year:

| always felt pretty supported by my administration and academic coaches in the building

so that if 1 needed something, | could depend on them to help me. And I guess because |

asked questions and | like to seek to improve myself, | didn’t worry so much about the

evaluation process.
Teacher 3 stressed how his emotions were different for announced and unannounced
observations during his probationary time:

With the informal observations, there was way more nervousness because suddenly, your

door opens, and there they are. The formal observation | was able to plan. So, there still

was this aspect of nervousness, but it wasn’t as much because | was able to combat that

with preparation.

Teacher 3 felt more comfortable when the observation was scheduled.

122



When teachers were asked whether they thought quitting their jobs during their first three
years, several teachers said they thought about quitting their job because of the lack of support.
Teacher 1 was one of those teachers who thought about quitting her job, but then she realized
that it was not the job; it was the school where she was working. She said,” | was getting burnt
out at that school, so I needed a change in environment.” She further explained:

The behavior burned me out, the lack of support I received from parents in general. The

lack of support I received from our AP in terms of behavior, it was just a constant uphill

battle. And then I felt like kids were never making progress because | was putting out
fires and addressing behaviors more than | could actually teach. And I didn’t like that
feeling. 1 know | made a difference in lots of kids’ lives, but | don’t feel like I actually
improved education for very many students because it was just a tough atmosphere to
work in. The staff morale was also low at the school, and staff turnover was high, and |
never worked with the same team.

Although there were several factors why Teacher 1 wanted to quit her job during her

probationary years, the lack of support was the main reason.

Teacher 2 also wanted to quit her job because of a lack of support from the
administration. She said, “my first year, | did a lot, like every day. It was awful. It was so bad.”
She was frustrated during her first year because the administration put all the challenging
students in her classroom. She believed that the reason behind this type of placement was
because “they knew it was a new hire who wouldn’t know the kids ahead of time because no one
else wanted to have those kids in their class because they’re sort of challenging.”

Teacher 7 considered changing his school because of the “odd environment,” but then the

administration team changed, and the working environment had improved. So, he decided to stay
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in his current school. He explained how it was difficult for him as a first-year teacher working in
a negative school environment and shared, “I’m as a first-year teacher kind of struggling,
figuring out my job and this negative atmosphere. It really can make you feel different about
your job.”

When teachers were asked whether they were worried about their contract during their
probationary period, only two teachers shared that they were worried. Teacher 2 was one of
those teachers who said:

| was worried because we had so much turnover and that school. We had so many

teachers quit in the middle of the year because it was so awful. Part of me was like; they

need teachers; they can’t keep any teachers here. Like they’re not going to let go of me
when they’re already hiring so many people in the middle of the year. But then, the other
part of me was worried that because | was having so much trouble with these behaviors
and not getting the support that | needed. So, they would choose not to have me back the
next year.
Although she had some concerns about her contract, it would not matter because she had already
decided to move to another school. Teacher 3 was the other teacher who worried about her
contract because there was a new principal once she moved into her second year.

On the contrary, Teacher 5 and Teacher 8 shared that they did not worry about their
contract because they thought they would have talked with their administration and that they
would offer some plan or strategies for improvement.

The next category examines how the teacher evaluation process could be used to support

probationary teachers.
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Role of Teacher Evaluation to Support Teachers

Several teachers shared that they did not attend any professional development informed
by their evaluation. Teacher 2 stated, “I’ve done a lot of professional development, but not
because of my teacher evaluation results.” However, she further continued:

It’s influenced me one way or another, but | don’t think 1’ve ever looked at my TKES

scores and decided to make a change or something. But I think knowing my scores and

knowing what I’m doing really well on this lets me keep doing it. Like, it’s a subtle
influence.
Teacher 7 agreed that he attended several professional developments, but they were not due to
the evaluation process.

Teacher 3 also shared that he never received any suggestion for professional development
after his evaluation process; however, he preferred to receive targeted professional development
for two reasons “one, it helps me with something | need improvement on. Two, it shows me that
the administrators are willing to support me in this. We’re not just left alone.” Teacher 1 believed
that even though the evaluation process did not drive her professional goals, she was pleased to
see that her evaluation improved because of her professional goals.

When teachers were asked what types of support they needed during their probationary
period, they identified: classroom management, parent communication, instructional planning,
instructional strategies. Teacher 1 stated, “Those early years | taught at a really tough school, and
behavior was a huge part of it. You know, no matter how good of a teacher you are, if you can’t
control your class, it doesn’t matter.” She also added parent communication by saying, “how to
like approach parents on really tough topics... And that is actually a TKES standard is parent

communication as a whole with parents. And | felt like that was something I could not do well.”
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Teacher 2 wished she had more support with instructional planning. Teacher 3 also
struggled with classroom management, and he asked for support from administrators. He felt
lucky that “the administrators were very approachable in that regard, and they were able to say
let’s work through this together.” Teacher 4 also received additional support for classroom
management. Teacher 5 needed more support for instructional strategies. Teacher 6 also found
classroom management was the area she needed to improve during her probationary period.
Improving her instructional strategies was the biggest thing for Teacher 7. Finally, Teacher 8
also wanted more support with classroom management.

Once the researcher asked which types of support were most helpful for them during their
probationary period, six teachers said mentoring was the most beneficial. Teacher 2 said, “one-
on-one mentoring is really specific, and they can give you like the exact feedback about how to
implement it in your own room. So, | appreciated like the mentoring.” Teacher 1 also answered
the question by sharing, “I would definitely say mentoring, having somebody that you can just
rely on to ask questions who’s in that neutral position, you know, is not your boss, but can help
you.” Moreover, Teacher 3 shared that he trusted his mentor more than the administrator during
his first year. On the contrary, Teacher 6 found coaching most helpful. She further explained:

For me, the mentoring wasn’t so much because | was on a team with a new teacher, she

also had a mentor, and we would often all meet together, and it was very helpful for me.

We bounce ideas and thoughts with each other. The three of us would often meet without

my mentor because we were all three on the same academic team.

Because Teacher 6 met with other teachers in her academic team more often than she met with

her mentor, she though that coaching was more helpful for her during her probationary period.
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Teacher 4 found professional development, such as going to a conference, as most
supportive and helpful. She mentioned that all physical education teachers in all elementary
schools in the district have a very close relationship, and they were shared their resources with
each other. She appreciated having this community summarizing, “It’s nice having that support
from them. | wouldn’t say they’re my mentors, but | feel that they are very helpful, and it’s
great.”

The next category examines the role of administrators to evaluate probationary teachers.
The Role of Administrators

All teachers in this study expressed that the value of the evaluation process depends on
the evaluators (administrators). Several teachers preferred to be observed by administrators who
have a great deal of experience in teaching, content knowledge, and experience with the same
grade level. Teacher 6 administrators have to have “some experience with the subject matter and
with the students’ group that [they’re] evaluating a teacher for.” She further shared her
experience with an assistant principal “[assistant principal] had come from an elementary school,
had never taught middle school, had never taught my subject, and a lot of her feedback was not
relevant or helpful.” Teacher 8 thought it might also be difficult for administrators to observe the
different subjects and grade levels by saying, “[administrator] just didn’t know the specifics of
the lessons that we were teaching. So, | think it made it a little bit confusing when
[administrator] came in, because [administrator] didn’t know what was supposed to be
happening.”

Teacher 7 found the feedback was not helpful when the previous administration observed

him. He further continued, “I would say it’s certainly been better since we’ve had another
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administrator in the last couple of years. It’s been more specific feedback”. When the researcher
asked the difference between those administrations, he said “communication and better rapport.”

Teacher 5 went one step further and suggested that evaluations should be done by also a
neutral party since the relationship between teacher and administration can affect the process
“Maybe the teacher and the administrator don’t have a good relationship, and that could affect
their evaluation. And sometimes, if they do have a great relationship, it affects their evaluation
process.”

The next category examines what teachers thought about the evaluation process during
their probationary period.

Overview of the Current Teacher Evaluation Process

When asked what they think about the current teacher evaluation process, Teacher 1
thought that “the evaluation process alone is not enough to support [new teachers] and keep them
in the field. They need more than that.” Teacher 5 believed that better use of time would make
the process more helpful for new teachers. She further continued that administrators should
spend more time talking with teachers about the weakness and strengths of teachers and how
teachers can be better.

All teachers except one believed that the frequency of observation was enough for them
as a new teacher; for example, Teacher 4 shared that “I liked getting evaluated more frequently.
It helps me, especially being as a first, second-year teacher, and it helped me to really grow and
improve my teaching strategies and what 1’m doing.” However, Teacher 6 felt that it was a lot.
She stated, “the first year, it probably was needed to have that many. But then, by the time you
get to know the school better and the expectations better, | feel like you don’t need as many your

second, third year if your first year went well.”

128



Several teachers wished they would have talked clearly when they disagreed with the
evaluation score. Teacher 1 shared her experience:
| remember my second year; my AP came in, and | was doing a lesson on looking at
words in a dictionary. She felt like the lesson was too hard, and I should have gone
through and put sticky notes on every page of the dictionary for the words that kids were
supposed to look up. But the whole idea was for them to learn how to look up words. So,
I was so confused. She marked me down for instructional strategies because | didn’t do
that. And I just remember being so frustrated because | thought it was a great lesson. Like
everything went well, the kids actually behaved that was a tough year.
She further continued:
When | tried to talk to her about it, it was even more clear that she didn’t understand that
putting sticky notes on the pages was not helpful that wasn’t teaching the kids anything.
So, | just had to, you know, take a deep breath, walk away and just accept it.
Teacher 1 further elaborated that she was not firm enough because she was young and wanted to
keep her job; she did not say exactly what she was thinking. Teacher 3 also had a similar
experience. He disagreed with the result of one of his evaluations during his probationary period.
Even though he asked for more clarification, he did not feel confident enough to say, “I think it’s
wrong,” because he did not believe he had the confidence to convey that successfully.
Teacher 8 had a unique experience with observation since the administrators conducted
the observation on the last day of school. She shared her experience:
| didn’t ever expect to have to get an observation on the last day of school, but | guess the
administrator was looking through all of the teachers that she evaluated and realized that

she still needed one for me. And so, she just came in and observed... I felt like what we
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were doing that day did not reflect what we had done all year. It was much more relaxed

of day... So, I definitely felt nervous that it would reflect poorly on like the rigor of the

things I was teaching. But it ended up going well... Honestly, she probably knew that it

was somewhat her mistake that she didn’t do the evaluation during the given timeframe.
This experience made Teacher 8 think that the evaluation process was “just checking a box.” The
administration observed her performance to add one more observation to her file to ensure they
met all the requirements of the teacher evaluation system.

Teacher 1 suggested probationary teachers learn the process and learn what the standards
are, but “what’s most important is to focus on just improving yourself and your instructional
practices.” Teacher 2 suggested them focus on improvement by asking for help from
administrators, finding opportunities to observe another classroom instead of focusing on the
evaluation process. Like Teacher 1, Teacher 3 also suggested new teachers look at the
professional standards used for the evaluation process. He also advised them to trust themselves
and ask colleagues for help. Differently, Teacher 4 suggested new teachers to be prepared and
have lesson plans ready.

Teacher 5 pointed out a different idea, “if you build a relationship with the kids, all of the
other things are going to fall in line and just do what you need.” Teacher 6 told the new teacher,
“it is okay not to know everything; you are the first year and ask for help.” Teacher 7 also agreed
with several teachers in the study that new teachers should learn standards and not be afraid to
admit that they need help. Teacher 7 further said, “people aren’t going to know you need help
unless you reach out and let somebody know you need help.” Teacher 8 also gave similar advice-
asking more questions. She said, “...I figured out how important it was to interact with the

evaluator when they came in the room. And then to ask questions, ask for their feedback.”
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The next part examines the findings from the third round of teacher interviews that

focused on teachers’ perspectives about the evaluation process after they were granted tenure.
Findings from Third Round of Teacher Interviews

The third round of semi-structured interviews was focused on gaining teachers’
perspectives regarding teacher evaluation practices after they were granted tenure (see Table 3.6
for sample questions). The findings from the third round of teachers’ interviews are reported in
the following parts that reflect the essence of the purpose of this study: the perceived purpose of
the evaluation, feeling about being evaluated, support needed, the role of administrator, feeling
about job security and suggestion to improve teacher evaluation for probationary teachers.
Purpose of Teacher Evaluation

The teachers’ responses showed that accountability and feedback for improvements were
two major purposes for evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. Teacher 4 explained the
purpose of the evaluation as “to keep teachers accountable and to make sure that they’re still
doing what they’re supposed to be doing, and they’re meeting their students’ needs.” Teacher 3
had a similar thought but brought up a different perspective by saying:

The purpose of it, okay, we trust you enough to do this, to do your job over here. And

every so often, we’ll come in, and if we see issues when we come in, we’ll bring you

back into the full plan and do what needs to be done from there.
Teacher 2 thought teachers might feel more comfortable when no one is coming to observe them
and knowing someone is conducting observation makes them accountable for the school’s
expectations. Teacher 6 agreed and stated:

So, we got comfortable, you know, the longer you’ve been doing it, you can get

comfortable, your teaching can become staple and kind of cans. And so, one thing is
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probably to make sure that they’re still engaging the students that they’re still using best

practices.

Teacher 6 also thought teachers felt more comfortable about what they were doing when they
were in the classroom for a long enough time.

On the contrary, Teacher 7 thought that the purpose of the evaluation was to keep
teachers on the path of improvement. He said, “it keeps continues to encourage teachers to work
and improve on their craft.” Teacher 8 agreed:

| think the purpose of it would just be to check in with teachers who are a little bit more

experienced and make sure that they have everything that they need, and if they need

support, somebody is aware of it through evaluations.
Teacher 5 appreciated that they are still evaluating tenured teachers’ performance since she
would like to know what she could do to grow.
The next category examines tenured teachers’ feeling about being evaluated.
Feelings about being Evaluated

The participants’ responses suggested that all teachers felt more comfortable being
evaluated after being granted tenure. Teacher 1 said she was “relived and happy;” Teacher 2 said
she was “pretty calm” and the evaluation process did not now make her nervous anymore;
Teacher 3 said he was “more comfortable, and no nervousness at all;” Teacher 4 stated she felt
“slightly nervous, but also confident;” Teacher 5 felt “still excited” about it; Teacher 6 felt “a
little bit more at ease;” Teacher 7 felt “a little anxiety,” but he also felt comfortable about his
teaching and; Teacher 8 also still felt ““a little nervous” because she wanted to do well.

When teachers were asked why they felt more comfortable about the evaluation process,

Teacher 3 shared:
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Because I’ve been in this field for long enough. I know what I’m doing. I’ve been able to
reflect my myself and hear reflections from others, and they say I’m doing what I need to
do. So, I have no reason to be nervous, no reason to be concerned during the evaluation
process right now.

Teacher 3 felt more comfortable because he built his self-confidence over the years.

When teachers were asked whether they felt more secure about their job once they were
granted tenure, Teacher 1 shared that she felt more secure about her job but not because of
tenure. She started to feel more secure “just after | had built a rapport with my new building
administrators and had that chance to kind of prove myself.” Teacher 2 agreed and said:

| do feel more secure about my job, but I don’t think it’s because 1’m on a flexible plan. |

think it’s because | have grown as a teacher and have built a relationship with my

administration so that they know that 1’m an effective teacher. And so that has given me
kind of the security to know that I’m doing well in my job. But moving from a full plan
to a flexible plan didn’t really shift my mindset about my job security.

Teacher 2 also felt more secure about her job because of her growth over the years.

Teacher 3 felt more secure once he had confidence about what he was doing. Teacher 4
shared that “I’ve always felt confident with my evaluations and my growth. So, being going into
the flexible plan doesn’t make me feel, | guess, any different in terms of feeling confident about
my job security.” Teacher 8 also felt more secure about her job because of her experience, not
necessarily because of tenure. She further explained why she felt more comfortable:

I think 1 just feel more confident that I know what I’m doing overall, | know what’s

expected of me, | know how to best help my students. | feel more secure in the
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relationships that | have with the people that I work with. I’m more familiar with how the

school works and how to interact with my colleagues. And so, it’s just more comfortable.
Teacher 8 also pointed out the importance of building a relationship in school to feel more
comfortable about her job.
The next category examines how the teacher evaluation process could be used to support tenured
teachers.
Role of Teacher Evaluation to Support Teachers

Several teachers shared that they did not attend professional development informed by
their evaluation, but they had several professional developments, which in turn affected their
evaluation process. For example, Teacher 6 attended professional development related to
technology use in the classroom, and she received fours in areas. Similarly, Teacher 1 believed
that the evaluation process somehow helped her to set professional goals. She said: “sometimes |
do use like, I’ll look at my evaluation and think about like, Oh, they said this, it just happened to
be great that day, or | need more training on it.” Teacher 3 shared that he decided his
professional goals based on what he thought he needed to grow with; however, he wanted the
administration team to support him by providing some professional development opportunities.

After being granted tenure, Teacher 5 wanted more needs-based professional
development. She said, “the professional development area of TKES needs to be readdressed. |
feel like I should only have to go to professional development that | need that applies to me.”
Teacher 2 agreed that once teachers are granted tenure:

Most teachers don’t need that mentoring anymore. At that point, most teachers have kind

of fallen into a groove, and they know what they’re doing. So, then the support is like

keeping them up to date with new strategies and things to add to their existing
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knowledge, not giving them that base-level knowledge that teachers need. And I think it

becomes more individualized at that point where teachers can find support in just the area

where they want to focus.
According to Teacher 2, she needed more focused support after she was granted tenure.

When teachers were asked what types of support they needed when they were granted
tenure, several teachers shared that they wanted to move into a leadership position or be an
instructional coach eventually, they needed support, which prepared them for these kinds of
positions. Teacher 4 shared that she wanted to take more leadership responsibilities after she was
granted tenure and her administration helped her in that aspect by providing extra resources.

Teacher 1 believed that her evaluation led the administrator to pay little more attention to
her abilities. After being granted tenure, she recognized that her administrator communicated a
lot more with her and asked her to take some leadership responsibilities. She also started to lead
professional development for other teachers in the building, and she thought that “that will play
into my evaluation.” Teacher 6 also started taking a leadership role in her school as requested by
her administration. Teacher 2 wanted to be an instructional coach, and she was working with her
principal to move from threes to fours in the categories that would be helpful for her to become
an instructional coach.

When the researcher asked which types of support were most helpful for them after they
were granted tenure, several teachers mentioned that coaching was most helpful for them. For
example, Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 shared that coaching was more beneficial for them since they
can receive the information they need and then implement it in their classroom. Teacher 6

mentioned that she was meeting her coach regularly to plan their lesson. Teacher 7 also found

135



the instructional coach very helpful. Lastly, Teacher 8 also said coaching was most helpful by
explaining the reason:

Because it’s helpful when someone kind of gives me feedback and 1’m able to observe

them, do it and then try to implement it myself and then receive feedback so I can make

changes and note what went well.
Teacher 8 mentioned three important components of effective coaching—feedback, observation,
and implementation.

All teachers still wanted to receive feedback that could help them improve their practices
even after they were granted tenure. Teacher 2 said, “I’m always looking for new strategies and
new things that I can do to improve.” Teacher 6 also shared that although she appreciated the
positive feedback, she wanted to know areas where she could grow and the ways she could
accomplish it. However, Teacher 3 argued that since he was granted tenure, the feedback he
received was “reassuring everything” he was doing, and based on feedback, he thought there was
no need to change anything.

The next category examines the role of administrators evaluate tenured teachers’ performance.
The Role of Administrators

The teachers interviewed believed that their administrators were qualified to evaluate
their performance once they were granted tenure because of their experience in teaching, their
background, and the training they received to become an administrator. Teacher 3 expressed the
importance of the relationship with the administrator this way:

If it was another administrator, | frankly don’t know. | don’t know how I would judge

another administrator evaluating me on a flex plan. I would see it as, | guess, just
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checking a box and saying, okay, | have to do this, you have to do this. Let’s just get it
over with.
Teacher 2 expressed the importance of the investment of administrators in the evaluation
process. She stated:
If the administrators take it seriously and give time to it and give a lot of feedback, then
that’s going to trickle down to the teachers, taking it seriously as well. But if your
administration just kind of rushes through it and only does it because they know they
have to and don’t spend time on it, then the teachers are going to respond that way as
well. I think administration’s really set the tone for it.
Teacher 4 also expressed the importance of school culture where teachers feel valued and
supported, and administrators build this kind of positive working environment. She said:
| feel that, you know, you feel valued and supported, then it makes you want to be a
better teacher, continue to be a better teacher, which in term is going to affect your
teaching strategies and your evaluation because you’re a happier teacher... I feel it’s kind
of a full circle. you [administrator] make people feel valued and appreciated. They do a
good job teaching, which in term does better evaluations and helps the students and helps
the school.
Teacher 1 believed that her evaluation score let her administration pay a little bit more attention
to her abilities. She really appreciated her administrator, who provided her opportunities that
helped her to achieve her goals. She explained:
| said something to [administrator] her about my long-term goal was me out of the
classroom. So since then, she’s worked sort of as a mentor towards me. We’ve met off

campus actually several times to talk about next steps and what that looks like. And she’s
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really poured a lot of time and energy into me and helping me and letting me participate
in different things. Like I got to sit in on her pre-conference for evaluation with the
superintendent and the deputy superintendent, which was really neat. So, she’s giving me
all those opportunities and chances. It just kind of speaks volumes of the person that she
is, that she kind of heard that and then acknowledged it and saw it and acted on it.
The next category examines what teachers thought about the current evaluation process.
Overview of Current Teacher Evaluation

When asked how teacher evaluation can keep teachers’ enthusiasm for improvement once
a teacher is granted tenure, several teachers mentioned although the professional growth
component of the evaluation process could serve this purpose, tenured teachers have to have
internal motivation to improve. Teacher 3 stated:

| can definitely see how the flexible plan turns into complacency. | think the most

important factor with PD is teachers’ intrinsic motivation. But there clearly has to be

some kind of extra external motivation through this process. | don’t know what that

would be because all of the motivation I’ve had to get better, all the motivation I’ve had

to set my own learning goals and do what | can to achieve them; that’s been intrinsic.
Teacher 5 agreed that it is primarily internal.

Teacher 2 suggested that moving tenured teachers to different positions or grade levels
could force them to do things differently and push them for improvement. She further continued
administrators require training for them to learn and implement new strategies. Teacher 6 also
believed that continued professional development requirements would keep tenured teachers’
enthusiasm for professional growth. Teacher 7 brought up the importance of school culture, the

culture of improvement, and the culture of collaboration to keep tenured teachers’ enthusiasm.
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Several teachers agreed that it is still important to evaluate tenured teachers’
performance. Teacher 5 found the evaluation process helpful that showed them areas they needed
to improve even after being granted tenure. Teacher 4 said:

| feel that people, especially veteran teachers or teachers who have been teaching for a
long time, are very experienced and seasoned. And I feel like it’s so important for them to
be evaluated... If a teacher has been teaching for a while, then you kind of get stuck in
your way of doing things.

Teacher 4 believed that the evaluation process keeps tenured teachers accountable and makes
them continue seeking professional developments. Teacher 2 also thought that “it’s a habit for
teachers to just recycle the same lesson plans every year and just kind of get stuck in a rut with
what they’re doing”; however, she thought that they should always be looking for ways to
improve their practices. Teacher 8 shared her experience with tenured teachers:

Many of the teachers that | know that are really nervous about being evaluated are

veteran teachers. And | think because they feel like it’s an act of mistrust to be evaluated.

They feel like, you know, the administrators trying to come and get them through the

observation.

Teacher 5 would hope that tenured teachers would always want to be their best for their students
and not stay the same over the years.
Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the findings from the tenured teachers’ interviews about their
perspectives on teacher evaluation process. The findings from teachers’ interviews are presented
in three categories: (1) findings from first round of teachers’ interview; (2) findings from second

round of teachers’ interview; and (3) findings from third round of teachers’ interview; and
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findings from each rounds of teachers’ interviews were reported in the following parts: the
purpose of the teacher evaluation, feeling about being evaluated, the role of teacher evaluation to
support teacher, the role of administrators, and overview of the current teacher evaluation

process. The next chapter presents the findings from the school principals’ interviews.
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CHAPTER 6
FINDINGS: SCHOOL PRINCIPALS APPROACH TO EVALUATING TENURED
TEACHERS’ PERFORMANCE
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if being granted
tenure influences teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, the study
aimed to understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from
the probationary period to being granted tenure. In addition to examine tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation, this study sought to understand whether school principals’
approaches change to evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted. Three research
questions guided the study:
1. How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured teachers in
relation to the teacher evaluation process?
2. How does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher
development?
3. How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change once a
teacher is granted tenure?
This chapter presents the findings from school principals’ (see Table 6.1 for overview of
school principals) interviews about their approaches to evaluating tenured teachers’ performance.

The school principals’ interview guide specifically focused on their approaches to evaluate
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teacher performance during the teacher’s probationary period and after completion of the
probationary period. Therefore, the findings from school principals’ interviews are presented in
three categories: (1) school principals’ perspectives about the current evaluation process; (2)
school principals’ approach to evaluate non-tenured teachers’ performance; and (3) school
principals’ approach to evaluate tenured teachers’ performance.

Table 6.1. Overview of School Principals

School Principal Years of Experience as a School Level
Principals
School Principal 1 13 years High School
School Principal 2 7 years Elementary School
School Principal 3 9 years Middle School

School Principals’ Perspectives about the Current Evaluation Process

Before attempting to examine school principals’ approaches change to evaluating teacher
performance once tenure is granted, it was important to ask the school principals what they
thought about the purpose of the evaluation process; effectiveness of the evaluation process;
what challenges they have been experienced with the evaluation process; and how might they
improve the evaluation process.
Purpose of the Teacher Evaluation Process
When the researcher asked the purpose of the teacher evaluation, School Principal 3 stated,

| think, it’s pretty clear that providing teachers with ongoing feedback about their practice

is going to improve their practice. | don’t even think that’s even a question anymore. |

mean, just like students need feedback, our teachers need feedback, and they need very

specific feedback based upon what you’re observing.
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School Principal 2 agreed with School Principal 3 about the purpose of the teacher evaluation by
saying, “improve instructional strategies and develop skills that teachers have.” School Principal
1 also thought that the evaluation process was beneficial if used to improve teachers’ practices.

However, once principals were asked the intended purpose of teacher evaluation at the
school county, they thought it was more about accountability. School Principal 2 stated that “to
maintain quality educators and to retain educators that are making a difference based on student
data and classroom observations”; School Principal 1 said that ... ultimately determining if a
teacher keeps their certificate”; and School Principal 3 “the purpose is to improve student
achievement ... if [ improve teacher quality, then I’m then going to increase student
achievement.”

When principals were asked what they thought about using the evaluation process to
decide about promotion, retention, or dismissal, all three principals agreed that the evaluation
process should be part of this kind of decision. School Principal 3 shared how they can use the
evaluation process as part of the decision:

You’re going to have to have data to support that decision, and an effective evaluation

system should help you provide that information that would support your decision as a

school administrator to say that this individual is ineffective. We’ve given them an

opportunity to improve. We’ve supported them. They are still ineffective. You know,
kind of taking that next step to not renew that teacher.
Moreover, School Principal 1 mentioned the importance of having multiple administrators to
reduce bias and to provide different feedback before making tenure decisions.
Next category examines the perspectives of school principals about the effectiveness of the

teacher evaluation process.
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Effectiveness of the Teacher Evaluation Process
All school principals found the current teacher evaluation process in their districts as an
effective evaluation instrument. However, they had some concerns about its implementation. For
example, School Principal 1 shared:
| think the standards are well-written. I think the 10 standards identify best practices for
all teachers. | think there’s a benefit if the instrument, the evaluation instrument is used
appropriately, but it could also be very harmful if it’s used in a way not to improve a
teacher.
School Principal 2 expressed that “I like TKES because of the way that it’s structured, because it
really does put you face to face with the teacher several times throughout the year, whether it’s
individual or in groups.” However, she thought that some standards could be combined. School
Principal 3 agreed with School Principal 2 about combining some standards by saying, “l would
take the 10 standards and probably break them down to five, just to make sure it’s a bit more
efficient and actually less confusing.” He also has some concerns about how it is doable for the
evaluator especially for the large scale.
The next category examines the potential challenges of teacher evaluation process according to
school principals’ perspectives.
Potential Challenges of Teacher Evaluation Process
In considering the potential challenges of teacher evaluation, all principals agreed that
completing the evaluation process took too much time even they divided teachers among their
administrative team. According to School Principal 1 “two to three hours a day on a five-day
workweek is probably committed to something that is TKES related.” School Principal 2

explained the timeline of the evaluation process:
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... Pre-evaluation conferences at the beginning of the year said typically by the end of
August that can be done individually or as a group. Then the goal setting is done within
that time frame as well. So, the teachers complete that and have to sign off. And then the
first observations usually do a walkthrough or two walkthroughs before you do an
observation, just if you are seeing an issue so that you can address that before the actual
formal observation. And those walkthroughs need to address three standards, but not all
standards.

She further continued to explain the evaluation process:

And then you do observation is either announced or announced, depending on really

administrator and what they want to do. And that’s scheduled usually by Thanksgiving.

You would have a mid-year conference to review all the data. So not just the observation,

but the walkthrough and the observation and anything informal that you’ve seen. You can

also bring in test data that you might have and that kind of thing. And then you do the

same thing the second semester and then there’s a final conference at the end of the year.
School Principal 3 also stressed that “doing the observations, providing quality feedback, being
timely, all that kind of stuff, making sure you’re navigating the platform. That’s where the
investment of time takes place.”

School Principal 1 agreed with School Principal 3 about providing really good feedback
instead of just the numerical grade and that feedback was very time-consuming. Although School
Principal 2 agreed with other principals about being a time-consuming process, she said “it’s just
being in the classrooms and you’re in the classrooms anyway, so it’s just actually writing up

what you’re seeing.”
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According to School Principal 1, the other potential challenge was the evaluator’s bias
toward the teacher. He suggested that “I think you could reduce bias by having multiple people
go in and watch lessons and then decide ultimately, you know, where the best ratings are based
on the standard.”

Moreover, School Principal 3 shared implementing the evaluation process at scale as
another potential challenge:

So, if I just have five teachers I’m evaluating, I can implement the evaluation system with

fidelity, that’s great. And you’re going to see improvement in teacher performance as a

result of it. But once you get to issues of scale, say for example, if an administrator has

30 teachers, they’re evaluating, being able to do that effectively and successfully is very,

very difficult.

He suggested that it has to be designed in a manner that is doable for the evaluator.

The next category provides some suggestion to improve teacher evaluation process according to
school principals’ perspectives.

Suggestions for Improvement

When school principals were asked their suggestions regarding the revision of the
evaluation process, School Principal 2 suggested including somebody who is currently an
evaluator in the designing process, and she continued:

It’s a lot of times you have scholars and people in higher education and people at the

State Department that are making those instruments. And they’ve been either never in a

position where they’ve been the evaluator, or they have but it’s been a long time.
School Principal 2 argued that people were designing the evaluation process have never

evaluated teacher’s performance or they did very long time ago.
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According to School Principal 1, student survey should be one of the components of the
teacher evaluation process. He believed that students have much better insight into what needs to
be done in the classroom to help them be a successful student and he shared his previous
experience by saying:

I had some of the best conversations and learn the most on how to help a teacher through

what the students were saying .... because the students are the ones, we should be

listening to figure out what we can do better.
He also thought that including parent survey would give them another lens, and he explained that
“I think when you have those three things, you are much better poised, not only in the
accountability realm, but also in the growth realm, student data performance is also key.”

School Principal 3 suggested collapsing the 10 standards into 5 since “there are certain
standards that really go hand in hand and it’s hard to evaluate them in isolation.” He also thought
that it is almost impossible to evaluate all 10 standards the way that you are supposed.

The next part examines school principals’ approach to evaluate non-tenured teachers’
performance.
School Principals’ Approaches to Evaluate Non-Tenured Teachers’ Performance

After understanding school principals’ perspectives about the current evaluation process,
the researcher asked several questions to understand better their approaches to evaluating non-
tenured teachers’ performance. All school principals in this study followed the legislation to
evaluate teacher’s performance. Non-tenure teachers (or teachers in full plan) have two
observations and two walkthroughs for each semester.

School Principal 1 and School Principal 2 shared the same thinking that newer teachers

need more support. School Principal 1 said that “being a brand-new teacher is tough. ... that is a
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big deal for new teacher to have additional support”, and School Principal 2 stated that “you
should be in newer teachers’ classrooms more because they’re probably would like more
feedback.” However, they also agreed that this support does not have to be through the
evaluation process; that could be through mentoring or coaching. School Principal 2 reported
“they are giving feedback and being evaluated are two different things. So, I think you need to be
in the room more, but maybe not the official process.” Moreover, School Principal 1 wished to
provide mentors all day for newer teachers by saying, “in my dream world, we would have
teacher that all they do is mentor all day.”

Consequently, School Principal 3 thought that it depends on teacher training programs,
teacher’s background, personality. He stated “I’ve had new teachers come in that they were just
built to do this. They have great preparation; they have the personality that is just well suited for
the profession.” He thought that preparation is extremely important, whether it is undergraduate
level or graduate level. He also believed that the evaluation system can be used to build new
teacher’s self-efficacy. He stated that “new teacher needs to be affirmed... The evaluation
system can also be a reward... It’s very important that you’re not doing it to be punitive; you’re
doing it to make sure the teacher is building that self-efficacy.”

When it comes to announced and announced observation, School Principal 2 thought that
“newer teachers really are more comfortable with announced or announced that they know
exactly when someone’s coming.” Although School Principal 1 agreed that teachers would rather
be announced versus announced observation, based on his experience, “after looking at and
comparing and contrasting the different performance ratings for an announced evaluation versus
an unannounced, the unannounced teachers, most of the time do a better job than the announced

teachers.”
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School Principal 2 shared, based on her experiences, that newer teachers need more
support in terms of materials and resources and where to find things and teaching strategies.
School Principal 1 suggested being careful while providing feedback to probationary teachers:

you have to be careful about new teachers, you can’t use vocabulary and talk about

strategies if they don’t know what they are. And all you’re doing is making the newer
teacher confused and worried and feeling more inadequate if you’re throwing things at
them that they have no idea what you’re talking about.
School Principal 3 highlighted the importance of the first couple years for teacher retention. He
thought that:

We lose teachers, some would say it’s about money and | really don’t think it’s that. |

think people want to know they’re making a difference that they can be effective in what

they do. And | think we lose people because they don’t believe they are affected.
He continued that the evaluation process can be in a way to show teachers that they can become
great teachers, and through the evaluation process, “you can really uplift a teacher in affirm that
they’re doing a wonderful job.”
The next section examines school principals’ approaches to evaluate tenured teachers’
performance.

School Principals’ Approaches to Evaluate Tenured Teachers’ Performance

Lastly, the researcher focused on school principals’ approaches to evaluating tenured
teachers’ performance. All the school principals in this study followed the legislation to evaluate
teacher’s performance and the legislation related to teacher tenure. Tenured teachers have one

observation and one walkthrough for each semester. However, School Principal 2 stated that
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regardless of teacher’s tenure status, all teachers in her school have two observations and two
walkthroughs since her school is really small.

School Principal 1 also believed that the frequency of observation should be based on
performance “not just how long somebody has been doing something, especially if they’ve been
doing it long, but they’ve been doing it wrong or they’re doing it the same way and not getting
very good results.” Moreover, School Principal 3 agreed with School Principal 1:

If you have an experienced teacher that’s struggling, you can always put them back to the

standard process. You know, just because they’re experienced doesn’t mean that you

can’t say, Hey, we’ve got to do more observations here because we have a concern.
School Principal 3 acknowledged that tenured teachers could also need support and when
administrators recognized that they could do more observations.

According to School Principal 1, feedback for tenured teachers should still be purposeful
and meaningful. He stated, ““I think the feedback, instruction, and training need to be appropriate
for the experienced level, the master level of the teacher, and again that’s not always related to
years.” He continued:

I’ve been around teachers who are doing it for a long time, but they haven’t growth. So

even sometimes when you’re using vocabulary and talking about instruction or

pedogeological things, if they haven’t learned anything over the last 10, 15 or 20 years,
there just is confused.
School Principal 2 shared that she mostly received negative attitude against her feedback from
tenured teachers, and she continued that “Typically the veteran teachers have more excuses.
Well, I think mostly because they probably do have an excuse, there probably is a reason that |

didn’t see it when | was in there.”
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School Principal 1 shared his experience when the evaluation system was changed in
2011. He mentioned that the veteran teachers who had gone through the old evaluation system
for a long time showed resistance. He said that ““I don’t have a better, more professional,
scientific word, but they really thought it was an | gotcha.”

School Principal 1 believed that the same instrument could be used to evaluate both
probationary and tenured teachers; however, the evaluator should be properly trained. School
Principal 2 also thought that the same tool could be used for every teacher regardless of their
tenured status, but the informal conversations should be differentiated. Moreover, according to
School Principal 3, the current system could be used for both non-tenured and tenured teachers,
but it depends on the evaluator’s ability to do it.

The three principals shared the same information about how teachers earn tenure status
and changes in their legal rights once they are granted tenure. For example, School Principal 1
explained the process:

Once a teacher in the state of Georgia signs the fourth contract, so they’ve completed

three successful years once they sign the fourth contract, they have the full protection of

due process by George law. It doesn’t make it impossible to determine or recommend a

teacher for termination. As a building level administrator, our job is to document and

make a recommendation... You may not be able to fire them in one year. Again, they
have to have at least another year to remediate and within Georgia law.
School Principal 1 mentioned that sometimes tenured teachers thought everything was fine and
that no one gets fired even if administrators expressed their concerns and there was a problem.
Although School Principal 2 thought that teachers should be given a little bit of

professional latitude with tenure, she argued that “by the third year if a teacher is still having
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development goals and not performing how they should, they probably shouldn’t be in the
classroom.” She also shared her experiences with tenured teachers who were in the performance
plan. She said, “it takes an awful lot of work to put them onto a performance plan and work
through areas that they might have weaknesses in.”

School Principal 3 also shared his experience with tenured teachers with unsatisfactory
ratings by saying:

| don’t want to say | feel good because | don’t think that’s a respectful word, but | feel

very comfortable at that time because | know I did everything I could. | feel like I am

being fair, and | feel like I’m being professional.
He mentioned the importance of following the process stated in the law. Moreover, School
Principal 3 mentioned that the process takes care of itself “if you are doing it right as an
administrator.”

Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the findings from school interviews about their approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The findings were presented in three categories: (1)
school principals’ perspectives about the current evaluation process; (2) school principals’
approach to using the evaluation process to evaluate non-tenured teachers’ performance; and (3)
school principals’ approach to using the evaluation process to evaluate tenured teachers’
performance. The following chapter, Chapter 7, compare the themes derived from the findings

presented in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 7
BUILDING THEMES
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if being granted
tenure influences teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, the study
aimed to understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from
the probationary period to being granted tenure. In addition to examine tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation, this study sought to understand whether school principals’
approaches change to evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted. Three research
questions that guided the study:
1. How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured teachers in
relation to the teacher evaluation process?
2. How does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher development?
3. How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change once a
teacher is granted tenure?
A qualitative, interpretivist study supported by phenomenological methods provided a
mechanism for gathering and analyzing data that represents the lived experience of the study
participants. This qualitative study consisted of interviews of eight teachers and three school

principals which the teachers were assigned.
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In the previous two chapters, findings were presented across data sets and based on
categories that emerged during the data analysis from teachers’ interviews and school principals’
interviews. These data presentations led to the emergence of themes as to how being granted
tenure influenced teachers’ perspectives about the teacher evaluation process and how school
principals’ approaches changed to evaluate teacher performance once a teacher was granted
tenure.

This chapter presents the themes that emerged from the findings presented in Chapter 5
and Chapter 6. This chapter includes three sections. Sections one and two include the themes
from teachers’ interviews and school principals’ interviews, respectively. Section three examines
the similarities and differences of the themes across the school levels.

Themes: Teachers

This section presents the themes that emerged from the findings from teachers’
interviews presented in Chapter 5. The purpose of the teachers’ interviews was to discover if
being granted tenure influences teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process, and to
understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from the
probationary period to being granted tenure. After data from each three round of interviews were
coded manually using different colored highlighters, colored pencils, and sticky notes by using
the deductive coding and inductive coding approaches individually, data were analyzed using the
constant comparative methods to generate codes from each participant and them codes and
quotes supporting them were grouped into the categories by considering the purpose of the study,
and research questions.

Next, the researcher developed 5 categories from teachers’ data: (1) Purpose of the

teacher evaluation; (2) Feeling about being evaluated; (3) The role of teacher evaluation to
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support teacher; (4) The role of administrators; and (5) Overview of current teacher evaluation
processes. Finally, five major themes were drawn from data by looking at the connections
between categories to understand the tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation
processes.

THEME 1: Granted with tenure might affect teachers’ perspectives about the purpose of the
teacher evaluation process.

The first round of the interview focused on gaining teachers’ perspectives regarding the
teacher evaluation process. During this interview, the participants stated that teacher
accountability and fostering growth were two major purposes of the evaluation process. Once the
teachers were asked a second time about their perspectives about the purpose of the evaluation
process during their probationary period, all teachers reported the purpose was to provide
feedback to help them grow. However, during the third interview, which focused on teachers’
perspectives on the evaluation process once they were granted tenure, teachers stated that
accountability and feedback for improvements were two major purposes for evaluating tenured
teachers’ performance.

For example, during the first interview, Teacher 4 stated, “I think it’s to keep teachers
accountable; it is also to improve teachers.” Moreover, in her second interview, Teacher 4
shared, “...especially being a first, second-year teacher [evaluation process] helped me to really
grow and improve my teaching strategies and what I’m doing;” and in her third interview, she
stated “[the purpose] is to keep teachers accountable and making sure that they’re still doing
what they’re supposed to be doing that they’re meeting students’ needs.” Similarly, Teacher 2
mentioned “[the purpose is] to hold teacher accountable” in her first interview; during her

probationary period, she believed that “it is important, especially early in your career, to get
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feedback to know if you’re on the right track and to look for the areas where you need to
improve”; and once she was granted with tenure, according to her the evaluation process was a
“accountability tool.”

The data shows that although all teachers in this study believed the purpose of evaluation
was to support teachers during their probationary period, most teachers thought it was more
about accountability than teacher support once the teacher was granted tenure. Therefore, being
granted tenure might affect teachers’ perspectives about the purpose of the evaluation.

THEME 2: Teachers have become more comfortable being evaluated over the years not
because of tenure but because of their self-efficacy.

Teachers were asked what types of emotions they had when they were being evaluated
during all three interviews. Table 7.1 shows teachers’ feelings about being evaluated across the
three interviews. The teachers’ responses suggested that all teachers felt more comfortable being
evaluated after being granted tenure. However, according to teachers, the reason for being more
comfortable was building their self-efficacy over the years, not being granted tenure.

Several teachers also stated that because they knew their administrators long enough and
knew their expectations, they felt more comfortable being evaluated. Teacher 2 said, “I think that
relationship and that rapport [with administrators] is established; it is not something I need to
feel nervous about [being evaluated].”

Table 7.1. Teachers Feelings about Being Evaluated across Three Interviews

First Round Second Round Third Round
e Nervousness, e Nervousness, e More comfortable,
e Fear of being judged, e Anxiety, e No nervousness at all,
Feelings e Excited, e Fear, e Relived and happy,
e Being watched, e Excitement, e Slightly nervous but
e Anxiety. e Support. also confident,
o Little anxiety,
o Still excited.
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Teachers also felt more secure about their job once they thought that they were doing
well in their job, not after they were granted tenure. Teacher 3 explained why he felt more
comfortable by saying, “I know myself; I know what I’'m doing; and I know what I’'m doing is
right for my students. And | know anybody coming into my room is going to say the exact same
thing.” Teacher 2 also stated that being granted tenure did not change her feeling about her job
security; she felt more secure because of her growth over the years.

Several teachers mentioned that once they were granted tenure, they felt more confident
to talk with school administrators about their evaluation scores when they disagreed with the
result. Teacher 2 explained she was not firm enough during her probationary period to talk with
school administrator about her evaluation result and she said that “it still bothers me”. Teacher 3
also had similar experiences during his probationary period. He shared that “ I did not feel
confident enough to flat out say, I think it’s wrong” when he disagreed with the evaluation result,
because he did not feel confident enough to convey his school principal.

The data shows that teachers felt more comfortable about being evaluated and felt more
secure about their job because they built self-efficacy over the years. Moreover, because of their
confidence in themselves, they had started to have agency about their evaluation results when
they disagreed with administrators.

THEME 3: Although teachers might not attend professional development informed by their
evaluation, professional development affected their evaluation process throughout their
career.

All teachers expressed their desire to attend professional development that addresses the
areas they need to improve, informed by their evaluation. However, most teachers stated they

never received specific professional development recommendations as a result of their
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evaluation. Still, the professional development they attended helped them grow as a teacher,
which affected their evaluation. All teachers in this study appreciated constructive feedback even
after they were granted tenure. Moreover, constructive feedback was more valuable if it offered
some kind of strategies, resources to help teachers grow.

Teachers need more support to improve their skills and knowledge for their day-to-day
work, such as classroom management, lesson planning, and developing instructional strategies
during their probationary period. According to the teachers in this study, the biggest issue was
classroom management during their first three years. Moreover, teachers found mentoring as the
most beneficial support during their probationary period, and some teachers trusted their mentors
more than their administrators.

Once teachers were granted tenure, they wanted support to help them to move to the next
level in their career since they wanted to move into a leadership position or be an instructional
coach, eventually. Several teachers mentioned that as a result of their evaluation, school
principals started to pay more attention to their skills and let them take on some leadership
responsibilities. Moreover, after being granted tenure, teachers thought that coaching was most
helpful for them.

The data shows that teachers wanted professional development opportunities informed by
their evaluation process regardless of their tenure status. Data illustrated that their needs have
changed over time, and they wanted school principals to acknowledge their needs based on their
years of experience and the to provide support aligned to their needs. Moreover, teachers
believed mentoring was most beneficial during their probationary period, while coaching was

most helpful once they were granted tenure.
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THEME 4: Teachers preferred to be evaluated by school principals with teaching experiences,
content knowledge, and enough training to perform the evaluation process regardless of their
tenure status.

During all three interviews, teachers were asked what makes school principals qualified
to evaluate their performance; all teachers stated that teaching experiences, content knowledge,
and training were important criteria to qualify school principals to perform this task. Moreover,
they took the feedback received by school principals more seriously when school principals met
these criteria. Several teachers shared the feedback they received from school administrators who
had a different subject and grade level background was not relevant or helpful.

Some teachers thought quitting their job during their probationary period because of the
lack of support they received from their school principals, and these teachers ended up moving to
other schools where they felt more supported. Several teachers also expressed the importance of
school culture to encourage them to improve their practices and the role of administrators to
build positive school culture. Even after being granted tenure, teachers wanted school principals
to take their evaluation process seriously and provide constructive feedback, which will trickle
down to teachers taking the evaluation seriously.

Teachers’ preferences to be evaluated by administrators who met these criteria —
teaching experiences, content knowledge, and training—have not been changed due to granted
tenure. Regardless of their tenure status, teachers wanted to feel valued and appreciated, which
made them want to be better teachers, which in turn, had better performance and better

evaluations.
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THEME 5: Although teachers found the current evaluation system to be an effective tool to
assess their strengths and weaknesses, the evaluation process alone was not enough to support
probationary teachers and to keep tenured teachers’ enthusiasm for improvement if
evaluation mainly focused on accountability.

The teachers in this study believed that the current teacher evaluation process covers
valuable competencies, and they liked the consistency of the standards. However, some thought
that some standards were more important than others; therefore, it was necessary to revisit the
standards. Moreover, although teachers acknowledged the time demands placed on their
administrators, they would like to receive more observation to make the process more accurate.

Teachers believed that the evaluation process could be used more effectively to support
probationary teachers by focusing more on improving their practices. However, to achieve this,
school principals should spend more time building a positive relationship with teachers.
Sometimes, probationary teachers did not feel confident about asking for help from their school
principals or more clarification when they disagreed with the evaluation results.

The professional growth component of the evaluation process could serve the purpose to
keep tenured teachers’ enthusiasm; however, teachers must be able to find intrinsic motivation
from their work and the value they perceive this work to have with students, fellow teachers, and
their administrators. If teachers lose their enthusiasm after they are granted tenure, external
motivation such as continuing professional development requirements, moving teachers to
different positions or grade levels could serve to motivate them to continue growing.

Teachers acknowledged that it took time to get better in their profession, and several
teachers agreed that they started to feel like an expert in their third-year teaching. During those

years, they believed that the evaluation process helped them see their strengths and weaknesses
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and figure out how they could be more effective. Although they felt that they were experts once
they were granted tenure, they still thought that there was always room for growth. Moreover,
they believed that the evaluation process should be used to keep teachers’ enthusiasm for
improvement instead of being used to hold them accountable.

The next section examines the themes that emerged from school principals’ interviews.

Themes: School Principals

This section presents the themes that emerged from the findings from school principals’
interviews presented in Chapter 6. The purpose of the principals’ interviews was to understand
how their approaches change to evaluate teacher performance once tenure is granted. The
researcher took the deductive coding approach based on the research questions and inductive
coding to allow for additional codes generated from the data from school principals’ interview.
Once the researcher completed preliminary coding from each school principals’ transcript, data
were analyzed using the constant comparative methods to group codes into the categories to
align data with the research question and study’s purpose.

Next, the researcher developed 3 categories for school principals’ data: (1) School
Principals’ perspectives about the current evaluation process; (2) School Principals’ approach to
evaluate non-tenured teachers’ performance; (3) School Principals’ approach to evaluate tenured
teachers’ performance. Finally, two major themes were drawn from data by identifying features
of similarity and relationship across codes to understand school principals’ approaches to

evaluate teacher’s performance based on teacher tenure status.
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THEME 1: School principals follow the state’s legislation when evaluating teacher’s
performance.

All school principals shared the same information stated in the law related to tenured
teacher’s evaluation process, and they mentioned that they followed the law. For example,
School Principal 1 said that “we follow exactly the letter of the law.” All three school principals
think that the current system is “great” and “effective” for both probationary and tenured
teachers, and they follow the same evaluation tool when evaluating teachers. School Principal 2
mentioned that “It’s fine to use the same tool. It’s the informal conversations that probably are
more differentiated.” As stated in the law, tenured teachers received less formal and informal
observations than their probationary teachers. However, School Principal 1 argued that the
frequency of the observations should be based on “performance-based not just how long
somebody has been doing something.”

When asked questions about their approaches working with an underperforming tenured
teacher, all school principals mentioned that they follow the law and put that teacher on a
performance plan. School Principal 3 shared that “just because they’re experienced doesn’t mean
that you can’t say: we’ve got to do more observation because we have a concern.” However, they
argued that the workload gets in the way of focusing their efforts on teacher evaluation for
teachers who are underperforming. For example, School Principal 2 mentioned that “it takes an
awful lot of work to put them onto a performance plan and work through areas that they might

have weaknesses in.”
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THEME 2: School principals acknowledge teacher’s years of experience when providing
feedback and support.

Confoundingly, the data illustrated that school principals are aware of teacher’s needs
based on their years of experience, and they differentiated their feedback and support based on it.
However, they also believed that support depends on the teacher regardless of teacher’s years of
experience, and School Principal 3 elaborated:

I think sometimes you have folks who come into the profession, and they’re just very

well prepared. They don’t need as much support. But sometimes you have folks come

into the profession and they need all the support you can possibly provide them.
In general, School Principal 2 mentioned that probationary teacher mostly needs more help with
teaching strategies while tenured teachers might forget to complete a lesson plan.

The principals acknowledged that new teachers need more feedback and support, but as
School Principal 1 shared, “feedback for veteran teacher and new teacher should still have deep,
it should be purposeful and meaningful.” The principals also believed that there were other ways
to support teachers that go beyond the formal evaluation process. For example, School Principal
2 mentioned that “it’s important to have teammates or coaches go in and give constructive
feedback that isn’t being evaluated.”

All three school principals shared the same beliefs about the importance of the first-three
years. Teacher must generally complete a certain number of years on the job which is typically
three years to gain tenure. Although the principals agreed that teachers should be given a little bit
of professional latitude with tenure, the principals should be able to eliminate teachers who are

not doing their job during the first three years. Moreover, School Principal 3 stressed the
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importance of teacher evaluation process for probationary teachers given that the teacher
retention during the first through third year is typically high.

The next section presents the findings across the school levels.

Data Analysis Across School Levels

This section presents the findings from teachers’ interviews and school principals’
interviews by school level.
Elementary School Level

In this elementary school, School Principal 2 evaluates the performance of Teacher 1,
Teacher 2, and Teacher 4. The participants profiles for the school principal and the teachers in
this elementary school are detailed in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2. Overview of Participants from Elementary School

School Level Participants Highest Degree Level Years of experience
Completed / Subject  at current school
School Principal 2 Doctorate in Policy 2

and Leadership

Teacher 1 Master’s Degree/ 3
Elementary School Math/Science
Teacher 2 Master’s Degree/ 4

ELA/Social Studies

Teacher 4 Master’s Degree/ 4
Physical Education

The purpose of the evaluation process, according to School Principal 2, was to improve
instructional strategies and develop teachers’ skills. However, School Principal 2 believed that in
her district, the purpose of the evaluation process was to maintain quality teachers and to retain

teachers who were making a difference based on student data. Consequently, the teachers who
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worked in this elementary school—Teacher 1, Teacher 2, and Teacher 4—shared similar
thoughts about the purpose of the evaluation.

These teachers mostly agreed that accountability and helping teachers should be the
purpose of teacher evaluation. Moreover, Teacher 2 also included the connection between
effective teachers and student success in her response. School Principal 2 and the three
elementary school teachers believed that the evaluation process could be used as a part of future
employment decisions.

The teachers had similar feelings about being evaluated; they were nervous. They stated
their relationships with administrators affected their emotions. School Principal 2 agreed that
although teachers were nervous since they wanted to show their best, they felt more comfortable
once they became familiar with administrators. The teachers also stated that they felt more
comfortable being evaluated after being granted tenure because they had more self-confidence.
School Principal 2 also acknowledged that the longer teachers taught, the more they felt more
comfortable because of their experiences.

According to School Principal 2, although it depends on the teachers, probationary
teachers need more support—especially in terms of materials and resources and where to find
things or teaching strategies. Moreover, she believed that probationary teachers could be
supported by instructional coaches, not necessarily throughout the evaluation process. All the
teachers in this elementary school agreed that they needed more support during their first three
years, and mentoring was the most helpful way to support them.

School Principal 2 stated that her approach was the same as evaluating non-tenured and
tenured teachers. According to her, it was appropriate to use the same evaluation tool for those

teachers. Still, the informal conversation with the teacher would be more differentiated based on
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the teacher’s tenure status. School Principal 2 acknowledged that teachers needed time to
develop their skills and giving them three years was appropriate. However, if the teacher was not
still performing well even after the support provided to the teacher, then this teacher should not
be in the classroom anymore. Consequently, School Principal 2 believed that teachers should be
given professional latitude with the tenure. Although teachers feel confident after the
probationary period, they still wanted to receive support to prepare them for other positions.
Middle School Level

In this middle school, School Principal 3 evaluates the performance of Teacher 5,
Teacher 6, and Teacher 8. The participants profiles for school principal and the teachers in
middle school are detailed in Table 7.3.

Table 7.3. Overview of Participants from Middle School

School Level Participants Highest Degree Level Years of experience

Completed / Subject at current school

School Principal 3 Doctorate in
Educational Leadership
and Policy

Middle School Teacher 5 Master’s Degree/ 4

Language Arts

Teacher 6 Master’s Degree/ 4
Math

Teacher 8 Master’s Degree/ 4
Language Arts

School Principal 3 stated the purpose of evaluation was to provide teachers with ongoing
feedback about their practices and to help them improve their practices; however, in his district,
the purpose was to improve student achievement by improving teacher quality. Although
Teacher 6 and Teacher 8 said the purpose was mostly to provide support to teachers, Teacher 5

thought the purpose was to hold teachers accountable. School Principal 3 believed that the
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evaluation system could provide the information that would support employment decisions. All
three teachers in this middle school also thought that the evaluation process should be a deciding
factor.

School Principal 3 acknowledged the importance of school principals' approach to
implementing the evaluation process and its relationship to teachers' feelings about being
evaluated. Teachers agreed that school principals played a huge role, especially to what extend
teachers took the feedback seriously. According to School Principal 3, the evaluation process
should be implemented with a great deal of support, and it should be very fair so that teachers
could feel like they have every opportunity to improve their practices. Although Teacher 5 and
Teacher 8 thought that the evaluation process was part of the job, Teacher 6 felt nervous when
someone came to evaluate her performance.

School Principal 3 shared that if every teacher had their own individualized goal, it might
be hard for school administrators to support all teachers when you have a big school. Therefore,
the professional goals of every teacher in his school aligned with the school improvement plan,
which was also aligned by financial resources for professional development linked to their
professional goals. However, he acknowledged the individual needs of teachers and provided
professional development according to their needs also. Teachers in this school thought that
professional development was mainly chosen for them based on the school's needs. Moreover,
Teacher 6 argued that she had not received professional development recommendations
individually.

School Principal 3 mentioned that feedback should be timely, and he preferred to give
feedback the same day. Teacher 8 agreed that it was important to provide feedback immediately.

Consequently, Teacher 5 and Teacher 6 thought that the feedback should be more detailed and
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there should be some recommendations for improvement. Teacher 8 acknowledged how busy
school principals were and its effect on feedback.

School Principal 3 shared that sometimes new teachers came into the professional with
very well prepared and did not need as much support, but sometimes you have to provide all
support to new teachers. Regardless of teachers' preparation, according to him, new teachers
needed to be affirmed, and teacher evaluation could be used as a reward, and it could help
teachers to build their self-efficacy. Teacher 5 would like to talk more about her weakness and
strength with administrators during her probationary period. Teachers 6 and 8 also needed more
support during their first three years.

According to School Principal 3, it was fair to evaluate non-tenured and tenured teachers
by using the same evaluation tool, but it depended on the evaluator and the evaluator's ability to
do it. Teachers in this school also agreed about using the same evaluation tool, but the support
should be differentiated. Teachers believed that the process could still be helpful to support
tenured teachers and keep their enthusiasm for improvement.

High School Level

In this high school, School Principal 1 evaluates the performance of Teacher 3 and
Teacher 7. The participants profiles for school principal and the teachers in the high school are
detailed in Table 7.4.

The purpose of the evaluation process, according to School Principal 1, was mainly about
accountability, and in his district, it was used to determine if teachers kept their certificates. He
thought that the evaluation process was a part of the hiring process. Teachers 3 and 7 believed
that the purpose of the evaluation process was to support teachers, and they thought it should be

a part of the employment decision.
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Table 7.4. Overview of Participants from High School

School Level Participants Highest Degree Level Years of experience
Completed / Subject at current school
School Principal 1 Specialist degree in 2
Administration and
Policy
High School Teacher 3 Master’s Degree/ 4

History/Government
and Economics

Teacher 7 Ph.D./ 5
Chemistry

School Principal 1 shared that although teachers would prefer an announced evaluation,
they were performing better when it was unannounced. Moreover, he believed they felt so
nervous during the announced one; they were more natural during the unannounced one. Teacher
3 shared that he preferred an announced evaluation to reflect his teaching a little bit better.
Teacher 7 shared that he felt very nervous during the evaluation, especially the unannounced one
during his probationary period. However, both teachers shared that with their years of
experience, they have become more comfortable with the evaluation process.

School Principal 1 thought that the evaluation process was helpful if it was used
appropriately, and it was valid to use for both tenured and non-tenured teachers. However,
according to him, the evaluator should be trained and execute the process appropriately.
Moreover, he acknowledged the evaluator’s bias and suggested having multiple evaluators to
reduce the bias. Teacher 3 shared the similar thought that administrators should evaluate
teachers’ performance with fidelity.

School Principal 1 argued he and his administrative team spent two to three hours daily
on something related to evaluation. He also started providing well-written feedback was very

time-consuming. He believed that feedback should be deep, purposeful, and meaningful
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regardless of the teacher’s tenured status; however, the feedback should be appropriate for the
experienced level, which was not always related to years. Teacher 7 had not had positive
experiences with the previous administrative teams regarding the quality of the feedback, and he
mentioned that it has been better since the new administrator provided more specific feedback.
Teacher 3 thought that he generally received supportive feedback.

School Principal 1 believed that the evaluation process should be different based on
teachers’ performance, not how long they have been teaching. However, he thought being a
brand-new teacher was tough, and they needed more support. Mentoring was one way to provide
additional support for them in his school. Teachers 3 and 7 agreed that they needed more support
during their probationary period, and mentoring was the most helpful way to provide support.
After they were granted tenure, they were still seeking support from their administrators, and
they would like to receive constructive feedback.

Chapter Summary

This chapter described the themes that emerged from tenured teachers’ and school
principals’ perspectives about teacher evaluation. The five themes that emerged from the
findings from the teachers’ interviews:

1. Granted with tenure might affect teachers’ perspectives about the purpose of the teacher
evaluation process.

2. Teachers have become more comfortable being evaluated over the years not because of
tenure but because of their self-efficacy.

3. Although teachers might not attend professional development informed by their
evaluation, professional development affected their evaluation process throughout their

career.

170



4. Teachers preferred to be evaluated by school principals with teaching experiences,
content knowledge, and enough training to perform the evaluation process regardless of
their tenure status.

5. Although teachers found the current evaluation system to be an effective tool to assess
their strengths and weaknesses, the evaluation process alone was not enough to support
probationary teachers and to keep tenured teachers’ enthusiasm for improvement if
evaluation mainly focused on accountability.

Moreover, two themes emerged from the findings from the principals’ interviews:
1. School principals follow the state’s legislation when evaluating teacher’s performance.
2. School principals acknowledge teacher’s years of experience when providing feedback
and support.
The findings that led to these themes were discussed, and the findings that supported these
themes were also presented across the school levels.

The final chapter further expands the discussion of this analysis and situates the findings
of this study with respect to the literature based on teacher evaluation and teacher tenure
examined in Chapter 2. In addition, the next chapter examines the implications of the findings of

this study for research, policy, and practice.
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CHAPTER 8
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

The process of teacher evaluation has been the main topic of discussion in the educational
sector for many years since teachers play a vital role in the achievement of educational
objectives (Chetty et al., 2014a; Hanushek, 2011; Staiger & Rockoff, 2010). Therefore, teacher
evaluation in the era of accountability has held an important but unprecedented place in the
school reform efforts that aim to ensure highly-effective teachers are in every classroom.
However, this situation has led to a debate about the benefits and drawbacks of granting tenure to
teachers (Fertig et al., 2014; Hommeyer, 2015; Thomsen, 2014). Much of the debates about
teacher tenure have focused on whether it makes it impossible for systems to fire ineffective
teachers once they have gained tenure (Loeb et al., 2015; McGuinn, 2010).

Critics, however, argue that because of the costs and time associated with ensuring due
process, school districts retain ineffective teachers in the classroom, and that this situation
reduces the incentives for teachers to improve their instruction (Hannaway & Rotherham, 2010;
Loeb et al., 2015; McGuinn, 2010). However, others also argue that because teaching is not an
extremely desirable profession, but it offers job security, that weakening tenure systems may
cause a lower-quality teacher workforce (Goldstein, 2014).

A study which investigated the effects of tenure on teacher behavior found that there is
typically a decrease in the time that teachers spend on professional development after receiving
tenure (Jones, 2015). Moreover, non-tenured teachers have been found to be more willing to be
observed by principals than tenured teachers, and they agreed more than tenured teachers that

observations improved their instruction (Range et al., 2014). As tenure status increases a
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teacher’s job security, it is important to understand teachers’ perspectives related to evaluation
systems prior to and perhaps more importantly, after a teacher is granted tenure.

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes, and to examine school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. The researcher sought to discover if being granted
tenure influenced teachers’ perspectives of the teacher evaluation process. Moreover, the study
aimed to understand the influence of teacher evaluation processes on teacher development from
the probationary period to shortly after being granted tenure. In addition to examining tenured
teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation, this study sought to understand whether school
principals’ approaches changed while evaluating teacher performance once tenure is granted.
Three research questions guided the study:

1. How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured teachers in

relation to the teacher evaluation process?

2. How does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher development?

3. How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance change once a

teacher is granted tenure?
Although the evaluation of teacher performance has been the main topic of discussion in the
education system, there is a limited amount of literature that examines tenured teachers views
regarding the evaluation process, and principals’ approach to evaluating tenured teachers’
performance. For this reason, this study was timely to establish a deeper understanding of
tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation, and how school principals evaluate their

performance which, in turn perhaps, can assist in developing new practices and policies.
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This chapter begins with a summary of the background, a restatement of the purpose of
the study and the research questions, followed by a summary of the research design, as well as a
discussion of the findings relative to the literature on teacher evaluation and teacher tenure, and
suggests possible implications for future research, policy, and practice. The chapter concludes
with the researcher’s final thoughts about this study.

Summary of Research Design

This research, a qualitative interpretivist interview study, sought to examine tenured
teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation processes and school principals’ approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. This study was situated within the interpretative
framework which rests on the notion that knowledge is not determined objectively but
constructed through people’s ability to assign meanings to objects, events, and interactions
(Prasad, 2005). This study used an interpretive theoretical approach with phenomenological
research methods to examine the phenomenon of teacher evaluation and tenure from the
perspectives of teachers and principals.

Quialitative research methods were the appropriate choice for this research since this
study sought to understand tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation processes as
well as to understand whether school principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance
changed once tenure was granted. Qualitative research methods are best suited in uncovering the
understandings and meanings that people assign to their experiences (Creswell, 2013; Denzin &
Lincoln, 2000).

This qualitative research was mainly framed within the research design rendering a

phenomenological study that attempted to understand people’s perceptions, perspectives, and
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understandings of a particular situation. This type of research tries to answer the question, “what
is it like to experience such-and-such?” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010, p. 141).

The data for the study were collected predominantly by semi-structured interviews and
supplemented by the documents as legislated in the school district related to teacher evaluation
and teacher tenure where the research participants were assigned. Interviews were held with
eight-teachers and three-principals of the schools in which the teachers were assigned. All eight-
teacher participants were interviewed three-times using protocols that addressed tenure,
evaluation, and supervision. The three school principals were interviewed only one time by
focusing their approaches to evaluating teachers’ performance before and after teachers were
granted tenure.

Data analysis was completed throughout the study, including during and after data
collection. The data were analyzed using thematic analysis and the constant comparative method.
Thematic analysis is defined as “a method for identifying, analyzing and reporting patterns
[themes] within data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 79). The researcher began analysis by exploring
the data of each teacher, and the data of each school principal, and concluded with an analysis
that collectively examined across teachers and school principals. Overall, after the interviews
were transcribed and transcripts read, codes were created. Then, codes and quotes supporting
them were grouped into the categories of repeated ideas, and then themes were developed based
on these categories.

Discussion of Findings

As the purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of tenured teachers about

teacher evaluation process and school principals approaches to evaluating tenured teachers’

performance, this section explores the study’s themes and how they are related to the literature
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review on the topic of teacher evaluation and teacher tenure. This discussion is presented in two
major sections: first, the themes from tenured teachers are examined in relation to previous
research; second, the themes from school principals are examined in relation to previous
research.

Themes: Teachers

This study identified five major themes to understand tenured teachers’ perspective about
teacher evaluation processes.

Theme 1: Granted with tenure might affect teachers’ perspectives about the purpose of the
teacher evaluation process.

The study participants believed that the purpose of teacher evaluation was to hold
teachers accountable and foster professional growth. The two most cited purposes of teacher
evaluation in the literature are accountability and professional development (Danielson, 2011;
Hazi, 2019; Marzano, 2012; McGreal, 1983). Evaluation for accountability—to judge teacher
performance for personnel decisions such as awarding merit pay, termination, tenure—may be
called summative; on the contrary, formative evaluation is used to provide feedback to the
teacher and to encourage improvement (Marzano, 2012; Popham, 2013; Zepeda, 2017).

A major problem with the current teacher evaluation process is that many evaluation
systems serve the accountability purpose based on student test scores instead of teachers’ growth
and development as a result of Race to the Top initiatives (Close et al., 2019; Elliot, 2015).
However, with the Every Student Success Act of 2015, many schools have combined scoring
rubrics and student achievement data to improve teaching practices while still holding teachers
accountable (Lunenburg, 2019). Although teachers interviewed often expressed a deep

understanding of the need for accountability for several reasons, such as students’ academic
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achievement and social/emotional development, they believed that the primary purpose should
be to support teachers’ professional growth. If the teacher evaluation process overemphasizes
accountability, teacher development decreases (Ford et al., 2018) since it fails to show teachers
the areas needed for growth (Elliot, 2015). Therefore, less emphasis should be placed on a rating
to improve teaching (Elliott, 2015).

The observation of teachers is a common practice to evaluate teachers’ effectiveness
(Kane et al., 2011). The required observations are generally differentiated based on the teacher’s
experience and former evaluation scores. Once teachers are granted tenure, they typically receive
fewer observations. However, “one high-stakes observation a year has a high probability of
getting an inaccurate picture of daily reality and raising the teacher’s anxiety level to
stratospheric heights” (Marshall, 2013, p. 58). Researchers suggest multiple observations to
increase accuracy (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Glickman et al., 2014; Marshall, 2013; Marzano &
Toth, 2013). Moreover, more frequent observations may also increase teacher acceptance of the
process (Oliva & Pawlas, 2004). According to a study by Lacireno-Paquet et al. (2016), teachers
want to have frequent visits from their administrators, along with follow-up conversations on
how to improve. Range et al. (2014) found that probationary teachers agreed significantly more
than tenured teachers that classroom observation improved their instruction.

Teachers’ beliefs about evaluation were strongly influenced by their experiences.
Although all teachers believed that the purpose of the evaluation process during their
probationary period was to provide feedback to help them grow, most teachers believed that it
was more about accountability than teacher support once the teacher was granted tenure. The
change in their beliefs about the purpose of teacher evaluation was surprising. One possible

explanation includes that probationary teachers are observed much more frequently, and due to
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lack of job security, their job is more closely tied to the evaluation process. Therefore, more
exposure to the evaluation process may increase awareness of changing practices for professional
growth. Another possible explanation includes that once teachers are granted tenure because they
receive less observation, they also receive less meaningful feedback that helps them to improve
classroom practices. Although most tenured teachers in this study were pleased to be observed
less frequently, they wished to receive constructive feedback about their teaching instead of a
rubric score.

As a result of political and public pressure, using teacher evaluation as an accountability
tool is receiving significant attention (Darling-Hammond, 2014); however, educational
researchers point to the necessity of using teacher evaluation to support teacher development and
teacher growth (Darling-Hammond, 2013, 2014; Griffin, 2013; Marzano, 2012). Given these
circumstances, it is likely that the debate will continue until an evaluation system can serve both
purposes—to encourage teachers’ growth and ensure teacher accountability.

Theme 2: Teachers have become more comfortable being evaluated over the years not
because of tenure but because of their self-efficacy.

This study found that all teachers felt more comfortable about being evaluated and felt
more secure about their jobs not because of tenure but because of building self-efficacy over the
years. According to Bandura (2001), “efficacy beliefs are the foundation of human agency” and
that “unless people believe they can produce desired results and forestall detrimental ones by
their actions, they have little incentive to act or to persevere in the face of difficulties” (p. 10).
Bandura (1997) stated the four main sources of efficacy expectations for teachers: mastery
experiences (actual performance); vicarious experiences (the success or failure of others around

them); social persuasion (verbal encouragement from supervisors and colleagues); and emotional
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arousal (emotional and physiological response to behaviors). Many of Bandura’s (1997) insights
have been linked to the formative evaluation to build a teacher’s self-efficacy.

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) defined teacher efficacy as a teacher’s judgment on
their ability to affect the outcome of student engagement and learning outcomes. Teacher self-
efficacy changes over time, and a teacher’s years of experience are a significant predictor of
teacher self-efficacy (Minghui et al., 2018). Teachers’ beliefs about their self-efficacy play an
important role in teacher effectiveness, attitudes, instructional practices, and thus student
achievement (Goddard et al., 2000; Mojavezi & Tamiz, 2012).

Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy believe that they can overcome obstacles with
time and effort (Swan et al., 2011) and experience greater satisfaction in teaching (Woolfolk
Hoy, 2000). Moreover, teacher self-efficacy is a significant predictor of job satisfaction
(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2015; Toropova et al., 2021); consequently, teachers’ job satisfaction
increases with the years of teaching experiences because gaining more years of experience is
attributed to their confidence and self-efficacy (Njiru, 2014). Teacher self-efficacy levels are low
for inexperienced teachers, peak for mid-career teachers, and slowly decline for veteran teachers
(Klassen & Chiu, 2010).

School leaders should enhance teacher self-efficacy, and the teacher evaluation process
has a role in enhancing or diminishing teacher self-efficacy by celebrating and highlighting the
successes of teachers through constructive and growth-oriented feedback. One important aspect
of teacher evaluations is providing teachers feedback about the quality of their work. This
feedback leads to enhanced professional development, which is one of the best ways to improve
teacher capacity, which leads to increased self-efficacy (Donohoo, 2018; Voelkel & Chrispeels,

2017; Yoo, 2016).
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The findings of this study illustrated the importance of building self-efficacy for teachers’
feelings about being evaluated. Creating greater levels of teachers’ self-efficacy early in their
careers will pay dividends down the road through greater engagement in teaching and learning
(Kirkpatrick & Johnson, 2014). Teacher evaluation directly deals with teachers’ practices in the
classroom and fuels motivation to improvement; thus, teachers’ self-efficacy plays an important
role within the processes. Consequently, the teacher evaluation process also has a significant role
in building teachers’ self-efficacy. For this reason, school principals should be aware of the four
self-efficacy expectations and provide a place in the evaluation processes to influence teacher
motivation and behaviors to yield the expected outcome; therefore, teacher self-efficacy may be
established and sustained throughout the career of the teacher.

Theme 3: Although teachers might not attend professional development informed by their
evaluation, professional development affected their evaluation process throughout their
career.

This study found that teachers wanted professional development opportunities informed
by their evaluation process regardless of their tenure status. Although “evaluation can be used to
stimulate meaningful professional learnings as teachers set goal and pursue them with the
assistance of administrators and colleagues” (Darling-Hammond, 2013, p. 99), the evaluation
process is not sufficiently paired with professional development (Darling-Hammond, 2013;
Weisberg et al., 2009). However, the data collected via teacher evaluation are important
resources for school leaders to understand the individual needs of teachers (Derrington & Kirk,
2017).

Teachers commonly stated that the most critical problems with professional development

programs do not meet teachers’ needs (Guskey, 2009). For this reason, professional development
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opportunities should fit each teacher’s needs, not take a “one-size-fits-all” approach. Tenured
and non-tenured teachers have different professional development needs, and school principals
should recognize the developmental stage of their teachers (Zepeda, 2017). The teachers in this
study also stated that their needs have changed over time, and they wanted school principals to
acknowledge their needs based on their years of experience and provide support aligned with
their needs.

Zepeda (2017) highlighted the different career needs of beginning teachers and
experienced teachers. Beginning teachers are mostly concerned with survival but show a strong
sense of enthusiasm and seek confirmation from their principals, while experienced teachers are
past the survival stage and are focused on improving student learning and improving their self-
growth. According to the teachers in this study, they need more support to improve their skills
and knowledge for their day-to-day work, such as classroom management, lesson planning, and
instructional strategies during their probationary period. Range et al. (2013) also found that non-
tenured teachers typically need more support for lesson planning, classroom management, and
time management.

A key finding in this study was that once teachers were granted tenure, they wanted
support to help them to move to the next level in their career since they wanted to move into a
leadership position or to be an instructional coach, eventually. Several studies show that
providing leadership roles to tenured teachers with schools was important to sustain tenured
teachers interest and motivation as well as retention (Day, 2008; Day & Gu, 2009; Gibbs &
Miller, 2014; Hargreaves, 2000; Thorburn, 2011).

Whether teachers are new or experienced, both tenured and non-tenured teachers need

continuing professional development to improve teaching effectiveness and support professional
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growth. Ongoing teacher development is required directly and immediately connected to teacher
evaluation through constructive feedback. Moreover, special attention should be given to
providing differentiated professional development for teachers based on their specific needs.
Theme 4: Teachers preferred to be evaluated by school principals with teaching
experiences, content knowledge, and enough training to perform the evaluation process
regardless of their tenure status.

This study found that teachers believed teaching experiences, content knowledge, and
training were important criteria to qualify school principals to perform the evaluation process.
Moreover, they took the feedback received by school principals more seriously when school
principals met these criteria. Several teachers shared the feedback they received from school
administrators who had a different subject and grade level background was not relevant or
helpful. Their thoughts remained the same over their career.

School principals impact the success of the teacher evaluation process. They have many
roles in the evaluation process, such as providing actionable feedback, tangible support, focus on
improved instruction and professional learning (Donaldson & Donaldson, 2012; Hallinger et al.,
2014). The ability of school principals to facilitate effective teacher evaluation that supports
teachers’ development will work to achieve the goal of improving teacher quality (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000; Peterson & Peterson; 2006; Tucker & Stronge, 2005). However, a school
principal’s skill levels, knowledge and experience as an evaluator, and lack of subject familiarity
may affect the validity of teacher evaluation.

Goff et al. (2014) stated that ongoing, specific feedback had been the most valuable
resource for an administrator when evaluating a teacher. The study findings showed the necessity

of constructive feedback as a part of effective teacher evaluation practices. There has been a
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desire by teachers to want to do well, and the majority have been looking to improve their
practices. Even after being granted tenure, teachers wanted school principals to take their
evaluation process seriously and provide constructive feedback, which will trickle down to
teachers taking the evaluation seriously.

Donaldson (2009) found that teachers accepted criticism from evaluators and perceived
the feedback as more useful when they believed they were skilled in evaluating teachers’
performance. Many teachers have commonly believed that administrators have limited expertise
to utilize during teacher evaluation (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Tripamer et al., 2014). A lack
of knowledge in the subject area may result in narrowed feedback that may not be enough for
teachers to improve their instructional practices (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016). Studies have also
suggested that the quality of feedback depends on principals’ training and the time and resources
they dedicate to provide individualized, actionable feedback (Kraft & Gilmore, 2016; Reinhorn
etal., 2017).

Some teachers thought about quitting during their probationary period because of the lack
of support they received from their school principals, and these teachers ended up moving to
other schools where they felt more supported. Several teachers also expressed the importance of
school culture to encourage them to improve their practices and the role of administrators to
build positive school culture. Bradley (2014) stated that “principals serve a key role in shifting
the punitive ‘gotcha’ school climate to a culture of growth and excitement for teacher learning by
creating supportive conditions, so teachers develop confidence and competence as effective
educators” (p. 14). Several studies have indicated that administrative support and the school’s

culture contribute to teacher attrition (Boyd et al., 2005; Ladd, 2011). According to Darling-
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Hammond et al. (2013), probationary teachers can be positively impacted when the teacher
evaluation system focuses on improving teacher practices.

There is emerging evidence that school principals have a significant impact on the
effectiveness of the teacher evaluation process both in terms of implementation and in providing
quality feedback to teachers. They can evaluate the effectiveness of teachers at various stages in
their careers to identify effective teachers and offer specific supports to improve teaching.
However, they should be knowledgeable, invest time to make teachers feel supported, and
provide timely and valuable feedback. Because in the end, it is school principals’ responsibility
to ensure the allocation the time, resources, and professional development, mentoring, coaching,
and the general support teachers need to be successful.

Theme 5: Although teachers found the current evaluation system to be an effective tool to
assess their strengths and weaknesses, the evaluation process alone was not enough to
support probationary teachers and to keep tenured teachers’ enthusiasm for improvement
if evaluation mainly focused on accountability.

This study found that teachers believed that the evaluation process could be used more
effectively to support probationary teachers by focusing more on improving their practices.
However, school principals should spend more time building positive relationships with teachers
to achieve this. School principals play a vital role in setting the tone in their schools by
developing positive relationships with teachers (Ross & Cozzenss, 2016). Principals who are
knowledgeable, take time to provide valuable and timely feedback, and develop a trusting
relationship with teachers can yield more positive perceptions of the evaluation system. Teachers

have appreciated having school principals who have taken time to meet with them to improve

184



their practices and provide resources to increase student achievement (Donaldson & Donaldson,
2012).

Teachers generally expressed that they understand the need for accountability; however,
they feel that working under high-stakes conditions takes the “joy” out of teaching (Rooney,
2015). Sass et al. (2012) stated that many teachers are leaving the profession because of the
stress and accountability pressure. In high-achieving public schools, there is pressure to maintain
a high score, whereas, in low-achieving public schools, there is pressure to increase the score to
avoid loss of state and federal findings (Sass et al., 2012). Standardized testing has put more
stress on teachers, and increasing pressure caused lower job satisfaction leading to attrition
(Thibodeaux et al., 2015) and decreasing teacher development (Ford et al., 2018); therefore, the
evaluation system fails to provide information to the teacher which area they need to grow or
offer the suggestion to improve those areas (Elliot, 2015).

Public schools across the United States face the challenge of retaining high-quality,
effective teachers (Ingersoll et al., 2018). Research has reported that 44% of novice teachers
leave their profession within the first 5 years (Ingersoll et al., 2018). Although there are several
reasons why teachers leave their profession, lack of support is one of the primary reasons novice
teachers indicate why they leave the profession (Ladd, 2011; Sweigart & Collins, 2017; Watson,
2018). Several studies found that teachers supported by school administrators, mentors, and
professional development activities are more likely to stay in the profession (Warsame & Valles,
2018; Wyatt, 2014; Zee & Koomen, 2016). Teachers feel supported when they have a high level
of trust in school principals. This type of trust supports school culture, increases teacher retention
(Robertson-Kraft et al., 2018), and improves teacher practices based on the results of evaluation

(Ford et al., 2018).
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Although teachers in this study felt that they were experts once they were granted tenure,
they still thought there was always room for growth. Moreover, they believed that the evaluation
process should be used to keep teachers’ enthusiasm for improvement instead of holding them
accountable. These teachers thought that improving professional practice was a lifelong journey,
and they wanted to invest their learning by using the evaluations process as a roadmap toward
improvement. However, the effectiveness of the evaluation system depends on the feedback
provided by teachers to develop their expertise. Darling-Hammond (2013) stated:

Evaluation alone will not improve practice. Productive feedback must be accompanied

by opportunities to learn. Evaluations should trigger continuous goal-setting for areas

teachers want to work on, specific professional development supports and coaching, and
opportunities to share expertise, as part of recognizing teachers’ strengths and

needs... evaluation can be used to stimulate meaningful professional learning as teachers

set goals and pursue them with the assistance of administrators and colleagues. In

addition, it can be used to flag areas for further support that are made available through a

cycle of ongoing professional development. (p. 99)

When teachers receive meaningful feedback and support from their school principals throughout
the evaluation process, the level of trust develops, and it encourages greater collaboration
between teachers and school principals to work toward a common goal.

The goal of teacher evaluation is to support teachers in improving their practices and
student achievement; however, in recent years, due to political pressure, there has been an
increased emphasis on teacher evaluation for accountability. Although we need to measure
teacher effectiveness and support teachers toward improvement since research confirms that

teachers are the essential school-related factor in determining student achievement, there should
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be less emphasis on ratings and rankings so that the focus could be on developing and improving
teaching.
Themes: School Principals

This study identified two major themes to understand school principals approaches to
evaluating tenured teachers’ performance.

Theme 1: School principals follow the state’s legislation when evaluating teacher’s
performance.

This study found that school principals follow the law related to tenured teachers’
evaluation process. In the context of the state of Georgia, teachers are evaluated throughout the
year based on 10 performance standards that must be observed during formal classroom
observations and walkthroughs. A teacher with three or less years of teaching experience,
teachers on a non-renewable certificate, teachers who recently changed their field of certification
or who have been out of the profession for longer than a year, or teachers who have received
inadequate evaluation results previously will be on the full formative assessment process which
includes four classroom walkthrough observations and two formative observations (GaDOE,
2018).

School principals collect data regarding teacher performance outlined by observation
rubrics and the district evaluation policy (Halverson et al., 2004; Goldring et al., 2015). Although
several types of evaluation have been proposed in the literature, classroom observation remains
one of the primary methods to evaluate teachers’ performance (Cohen & Goldhaber, 2016;
Donaldson, 2016; Zepeda, 2017). School principals evaluate teacher performance by conducting
classroom observations accompanied by evidence-based and meaningful conversations (Callahan

& Sadeghi, 2014; Kraft & Gilmour, 2016).
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School principals use both formal and informal classroom observations to collect data on
a wide variety of classroom variables through a wide lens (Zepeda, 2013). To conduct formal
classroom observations, school principals primarily use a clinical supervision cycle including
pre-observation conference, observation, and post-observation conference (McGreal, 1983,;
Range et al., 2013; Taylor & Tyler, 2012; Zepeda, 2017). The feedback in the post-observation
conference requires significant of time, and several researchers found that school principals
could not implement feedback protocols with fidelity (Brown et al., 2011; Kraft & Gilmour,
2016). “Without quality feedback after an extended classroom observation, it is not likely that
growth and development will occur or that teachers will make changes in their classroom
practices” (Zepeda & Mayers, 2013, p. 29).

Moreover, if a principal does not provide feedback in a timely manner, it conveys to the
teachers that the feedback process is not worthy, which is critical to the teacher’s development
(Drago-Severson, & Blum-DeStefano, 2014). Several researchers also suggested using brief,
informal classroom observations or walkthroughs to collect teacher performance data holistically
(Garrett, 2011; Marshall, 2009). Moreover, walkthroughs prevent the “dog and pony shows” by
allowing leaders to observe a teacher’s performance more authentically (Goldhorn et al., 2013).

School districts have implemented teacher evaluations progress utilizing more frequent
observations (Cohen & Goldhaber, 2016; Donaldson, 2016). However, it remains unclear how
many observations are appropriate. Although some researchers suggested a minimum of three to
six classroom observations conducted by at least three evaluators to provide reliable formative
feedback (Polikoff, 2015; Van der Lans et al., 2016); the frequency of observations changes
school to school, state to state and generally depending on the tenure status of the teacher.

According to the National Center for Education Statistics Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS)

188



for 2011-2012, the average number of annual observations for non-tenured teachers was 3.4
while 2.3 for tenured teachers (cited in Cohen & Goldhaber, 2016). However, school principals
in this study argued that the frequency of observations should be performance-based, and not
based on the number of years of experience.

One of the ways school principals can positively impact student achievement is by hiring
and retaining high-quality teachers (Boyd et al., 2011; Ladd, 2011; Leithwood et al., 2008).
Hanushek (2009) stated that “the bottom end of the teaching force is harming students. Allowing
ineffective teachers to remain in the classroom is dragging down the nation” (p.165). Some
studies argued that the teacher evaluation systems have failed to adequately distinguish teachers
who are high-performing in their practice from those who are struggling (Darling-Hammond,
2014; Toch & Rothman, 2008; Weisberg et al., 2009). On the contrary, other studies suggested
that school principals can accurately differentiate teacher performance (Grissom & Loeb, 2017;
Harris & Sass, 2014; Jacob & Lefgren, 2008; Rockoff et al., 2012).

Weisberg et al. (2009) demonstrated that the teaching ratings did not reflect the school
principal’s ability to recognize teachers’ effectiveness. Although a high percentage of school
principals acknowledged poor teaching, the most district gave less than 1% of teachers an
unsatisfactory rating, and ““at least half of the districts studied have not dismissed a single non-
probationary teacher for poor performance in the past five years” (Weisberg et al., 2009, p. 6). In
the end, such skewed ratings do not discriminate teachers by effectiveness and do not provide
high-quality feedback to improve teachers’ performance (Marzano & Toth, 2013).

The teacher evaluation is “one of the most challenging” accountability issues principals
face in the United States (Flores & Derrington, 2017, p. 416). Increasing the frequency of

observation and feedback supports teachers’ professional development. It is crucial to remember
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that the role of school principals in the evaluation process is to promote teacher growth and
development (Zepeda, 2017). However, several studies suggested that school principals need the
training to provide more effective feedback to teachers (Brown et al., 2011; Kraft & Gilmour,
2016; Reid, 2017). Therefore, district leaders need to invest in providing professional
development opportunities and ongoing support for school principals to perform their role in the
evaluation process effectively.

Theme 2: School principals acknowledge teacher’s years of experience when providing
feedback and support.

This study found that school principals were aware of teachers’ needs based on their
years of experience, and they differentiated their feedback and support based on it. Although
differentiated supervision practices can allow school principals to allocate more time to the
evaluation and supervision of probationary or struggling teachers by spending less time on
teachers who have been proven themselves as highly effective (May & Supovitz, 2011), teacher
evaluation, supervision, and professional development have been criticized for lacking
differentiation among teachers’ needs (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Glickman et al., 2014).

Under the differentiated supervision and evaluation system, it has been argued that
probationary teachers have different levels of skills and different needs of support (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000; Glickman et al., 2014; Zepeda, 2019a); therefore, their observation and
supervision should be different from that of tenured teachers (Elliott et al., 2010; Glickman et al.,
2014). The observation, evaluation, and supervision of tenured teachers have rarely been
documented (Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski, 2009), which causes teacher evaluation laws to
include all teachers regardless of tenure status (Ingle et al., 2015). However, Range et al. (2014)

highlighted the importance of supervision for tenured teachers stating, “high-performing tenured
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teachers who lack supervision that challenges them and causes them to reflect deeply about their
teaching [and social justice] might begin to disengage from the profession” (p. 4). Therefore,
differentiating professional development, evaluation and supervision can be a powerful tool to
enhance the school’s instructional capacity.

Teachers are adult learners, and adult learners have varied educational experiences and a
desire to transfer learning to their practice quickly. Effective professional learning “incorporated
active learning utilizing adult learning theory” (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017, p. 4). Teachers
as adult learners need professional learning that:

e allows them to solve “real” problems of practice (Brookfield, 2013);
e motivates them to interact and collaborate with peers (Guskey & Yoon, 2009; Parise &

Spillane, 2010);

e encourages them to apply what they are learning in their classrooms (Darling-Hammond

& McLaughlin, 2011);

e engages them in hands-on activities (Zepeda, 2015);
e supports reflection (Croft et al., 2010); and,
e lets them make decisions about what types of learning will support their needs—teachers

have agency to make decisions (Calvert, 2016; Zepeda, 2018) (cited in Zepeda, 20193,

pp. 22-23).

Adult learners take more risks, and they are more likely to try new skills when they feel
supported by their school principals (Zepeda, 2019a). Therefore, school principals should utilize
an effective feedback process that aligns with the principles of adults learning. The effective
feedback for adult learners should be specific, useful, and clear (Drago-Severson & Blum-

DeStefano, 2016). When teachers and school principals collaboratively discuss the evidence

191



from the evaluations and teachers engage in reflective dialogue, the feedback leads to
professional learning (Danielson, 2011; Drago-Severson & Blum-DeStefano, 2016; Merriam,
2008).

Zepeda (2012) stated that “schools that succeed are schools in which every participant is
a learner” (p. xxi). Thus, school principals should focus on the ways in which adults learn.
Moreover, school leaders should emphasize the idea of differentiated supervision practices and
differentiated professional development since the “one-Size-fits-all” model of supervision and
professional development does not recognize the differences in teacher skills, stage of career, or
sources of motivation. Just as teachers have to consider students’ needs and differentiate their
instruction to meet them, school principals have to consider teachers’ diverse needs and
differentiate professional learning opportunities to strengthen their instructional practices.

Implications

The process of teacher evaluation has been the main topic of discussion in the educational
sector for many years; however, there is a limited amount of literature on tenured teachers’ views
regarding the evaluation process and school principals’ approaches to evaluating tenured
teachers’ performance. Therefore, the findings of this study have implications for further
research, policy, and practice as it relates to teacher tenure and teacher evaluation. The major
implications are discussed in this section.
Implications for Further Research

The findings of this study suggest that more research is needed on teacher tenure and
teacher evaluation. Although this study presented the perspectives of tenured teachers about the
teacher evaluation process and school principals’ approaches to evaluating tenured teachers’

performance that has been lacking in previous studies, the findings were specific in nature, and
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there is certainly an opportunity for further research in this area. Based on the findings and
limitations of this study, the following recommendations for further research should be
considered.

1. The findings of this study are limited to the context of the eight participating tenured
teachers and three school principals. This finding may be different in other schools
and districts with different demographics and resources.

2. The findings of this study are limited to the context of the state of Georgia. Since
teachers attain tenure and perceive tenure differently in different states, this study
should be expanded to a larger population of teachers from other states. Including
different states with different teacher tenure policies will give a more in-depth look at
the tenured teachers’ perspectives about teacher evaluation.

3. Future research might also consider designing a longitudinal study in which teachers
will share their perspectives about the teacher evaluation process right before they are
granted tenure, and then during the year they will be granted tenure, finally right after
they are granted tenure. Although the teachers who participated in this study had no
more than five years of experience, it would be noteworthy to have participants who
have a fresher frame of reference.

4. Since assistant principals are also responsible for evaluating teachers’ performance,
future research might also consider including assistant principals as participants.

Implications for Policy

Federal legislation has pushed teacher evaluation into the spotlight as a way for

improving student achievement (Marzano & Toth, 2013). If policymakers are considering

making changes to tenured teachers’ evaluation policies, strong consideration must be given to
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perspectives of tenured teachers about the teacher evaluation process and school principals’
approaches to evaluating tenured teachers’ performance. Based on the findings of this study, the
following recommendations for policy should be considered.

1. There is a need for a well-designed evaluation policy. Although teacher evaluation is
often cited as a source of feedback and motivation for teachers to improve their
practices, it may not be accurate in some circumstances and contexts, according to
participants of this study. The use of teacher evaluation to promote teacher
enthusiasm for improvement is key to improving teacher effectiveness; therefore, it is
necessary to develop an effective evaluation system for teachers that will foster
continuous improvement regardless of their tenure status.

2. The success of the teacher evaluation process ultimately depends on those who
implement it. Therefore, school principals should receive more training to help them
understand and assist them in implementing the teacher evaluation process for each
teacher in their building by focusing on their individual needs. It is important to
allocate professional development funds for training school principals on how to
evaluate tenured and non-tenured teachers’ performance and support them throughout
the evaluation process.

3. To accomplish many of these recommendations, policymakers should work alongside
teachers and school principals when designing and improving teacher evaluation
practices. School principals and teachers should discuss what options work best for
them. Moreover, this discussion will encourage administrators and teachers to have

open, direct conversations with one another, supporting growth and efficacy.
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4. Policymakers should establish monitoring systems and feedback mechanisms for
school districts so that school principals and teachers can share their perspectives
about the strengths and weaknesses of evaluation processes and to make
recommendations to improve the process for tenured and non-tenured teachers.

Implications for Practice

School principals play a critical role in the teacher evaluation process, and the success of
the teacher evaluation process is directly correlated to the skills of school principals in
facilitating this process. Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations for
practice should be considered.

1. There might be a myth about tenured teachers wishing to be left alone in their
classroom; according to participants of this study, it is not true. Teachers in this study
had developed positive relationships with their current school principals. They are
aware that constructive criticism is not to be utilized as a “gotcha’ but to support
them for growth. There is a need to shift how school principals approach tenured
teacher evaluation. School principals should put more value in a process focused on
the continuous improvement of tenured teachers. Therefore, school principals should
provide specific and constructive feedback to support tenured teachers’ practices.

2. Many school principals have gotten caught up in the day-to-day managerial tasks and
may lose the focus of teacher evaluation. However, there is a need for ongoing
observations, especially for the probationary teachers. These observations help school
principals obtain a sense of what is happening in the classroom and how they can
support probationary teachers better. Because of fear, almost all teachers in this study

could not share their concerns with their school principals during their probationary
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period. Therefore, informal classroom visits also help to build trust and respect
between teachers and school principals.

3. School principals should understand their role within the teacher evaluation process
and the teacher evaluation process’s role in building teacher self-efficacy, which is
critical for both teacher effectiveness and student achievement. Therefore, school
principals need to refine their approaches to evaluating teacher performance
regardless of their tenure status in such a way as to improve teacher self-efficacy as a
result of the evaluation process. According to the findings of this study, one way to
do that is to place a high value on the evaluation process by providing accurate and
constructive feedback.

4. Professional development is an essential aspect of effective teacher evaluation.
Teacher evaluation should be connected with individualized, focused professional
development. However, according to the findings of this study, many times, teachers
have not been considered to be part of this process. Therefore, school principals
should focus on providing high-quality professional development at the school level
and seek opportunities for continued development tailored to teachers’ individual
needs and interests to influence teacher motivation positively.

Concluding Thoughts
The quality of the teacher is the most significant factor for student achievement, and
teacher evaluation has a key role in ensuring effective teaching and learning occurs in schools.
Teacher evaluation has two purposes: to hold the teacher accountable by measuring their
performance to make an employment decision and to promote professional development and

teacher growth. Policymakers and school principals have to leave behind the idea that only
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probationary teachers or teachers who are struggling need support. Teacher evaluation has to be
used to promote teacher improvement during every stage of a teacher’s career. School districts
need to design their teacher evaluation policies in such ways that enhance teacher learning and
continuous improvement by ensuring that tenured teachers also can grow and be effectively
supported throughout their entire teaching careers.

Effective teacher evaluation alone is not enough to transform the quality of teaching. The
skill of school principals in facilitating effective teacher evaluation is directly linked to the
success of the process. School principals must have well-developed skills to effectively
implement the teacher evaluation process in their schools. Teachers must feel supported by a
school principal who creates a positive school culture to promote teacher cooperation and trust to
motivate each teacher to improve their professional growth. School principals have to provide
specific, timely, and ongoing feedback to every teacher in their building to support teachers’
growth. Moreover, they should provide professional development that fits the needs of each
teacher aligned with their evaluation and not take a “one-size-fits-all” approach.

Although effective teacher evaluation is important for determining teacher’s mastery and
adequacy, it also has the greatest importance for improving our society. Effective evaluation
systems will produce effective teachers who will produce effective students. Those students will
become our future and design our communities. Therefore, we have to be persistent in searching
and developing the most effective teacher evaluation process to benefit all teachers. However,
designing and implementing teacher evaluation policies without understanding teachers’ needs,
expectations, and thoughts may not be beneficial. Teachers must be included in the process when
decisions are made that affect teachers. Teacher evaluation is a collaborative process, and it is

crucial to fully integrate teachers into the process. Their voices must be heard and considered by
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policymakers and school principals. Because, in the end, teachers are in charge of improving
their practices, and they have to take responsibility for their own growth—Dbut they need support

from their leaders.
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APPENDIX A
TEACHER CONSENT LETTER

Dear Participant,

My name is Sevda Yildirim and | am a Ph.D. student in the Department Educational
Administration and Policy Department at University of Georgia. | invite you to participate in a
research study entitled “Understanding tenured teacher perspectives about the teacher evaluation
processes.” The purpose of this study is to gain better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes.

Your participation will involve participating in three interviews that address teacher evaluation
and supervision focusing on your experiences. Each interview will be approximately 60 minutes.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and you have the right to not respond
any questions that make you uncomfortable during the interviews. Moreover, you are free to
refuse to participate or to withdraw your participation at any time without penalty or prejudice.

To protect your privacy, no individually identifiable information about you will be shared with
others. In fact, all identifiers will be converted to pseudonyms to protect confidentially.
Interviews will be digitally audio recorded. Only the researcher will have access to identifying
information and all digitally recorded interviews will be erased at the conclusion of the research.
Transcriptions of interviews will be archived for future reference but will contain no identifying
information.

There are no direct benefits to participating in this study except to add to your understandings
about teacher evaluation. However, this study intends to provide information that could be used
to assist policymakers in revising teacher evaluation practices for tenured teachers. There are no
anticipated risks to participating in this study.

If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact Sevda Yildirim
at (713) 449-9955 or send an e-mail to syildirim@uga.edu. Sally J. Zepeda, the study’s principal
investigator, may also be contacted at szepeda@uga.edu. Questions or concerns about your rights
as a research participant should be directed to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Chairperson
at (706) 542-5969 or irb@uga.edu

You should retain a copy of this letter and your written consent for future reference. Please
return this letter to syildirim@uga.edu

Thank you very much for your time, and | greatly appreciate your help with this
research study.
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APPENDIX B
SCHOOL PRINCIPAL CONSENT LETTER
Dear Participant,

My name is Sevda Yildirim and | am a Ph.D. student in the Department Educational
Administration and Policy Department at University of Georgia. | invite you to participate in a
research study entitled “Understanding tenured teacher perspectives about the teacher evaluation
processes.” The purpose of this study is to gain better understanding of tenured teachers’
perspectives about teacher evaluation processes. Moreover, this study also aims to understand
whether school principals’ approaches change to evaluate teacher performance once a teacher is
granted tenure.

| will be conducting a one-hour, semi-structured interview to understand your approaches to
evaluate teachers’ performance before a teacher is granted tenure, and after a teacher is granted
tenure. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and you have the right to not
respond any questions that make you uncomfortable during the interview. Moreover, you are free
to refuse to participate or to withdraw your participation at any time without penalty or prejudice.

To protect your privacy, no individually identifiable information about you will be shared with
others. In fact, all identifiers will be converted to pseudonyms to protect confidentially.
Interviews will be digitally audio recorded. Only the researcher will have access to identifying
information and all digitally recorded interviews will be erased at the conclusion of the research.
Transcriptions of interview will be archived for future reference but will contain no identifying
information.

There are no direct benefits to participating in this study except to add to your approach to
evaluate teacher’s performance. However, this study intends to provide information that could be
used to assist policymakers in revising teacher evaluation practices for tenured teachers. There
are no anticipated risks to participating in this study.

If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact Sevda Yildirim
at (713) 449-9955 or send an e-mail to syildirim@uga.edu. Sally J. Zepeda, the study’s principal
investigator, may also be contacted at szepeda@uga.edu. Questions or concerns about your rights
as a research participant should be directed to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Chairperson
at (706) 542-5969 or irb@uga.edu

You should retain a copy of this letter and your written consent for future reference. Please
return this letter to syildirim@uga.edu

Thank you very much for your time, and | greatly appreciate your help with this research study.
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APPENDIX C
PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

1. 1'would like to begin our conversation by talking a little bit about yourself.

e Describe your background in education
e How long have you been a school principal?
e Your professional training as a school principal

Transition: 1 will now ask you some questions about your school’s specific evaluation process
and your role as an evaluator

Research Question (3): How do principals’ approaches to evaluating teacher performance
change once a teacher is granted tenure?

What do you think the purpose of evaluation is? Why?
Describe your school’s evaluation process.

What is your approach to teacher evaluations as a principal?
How many people do you evaluate, and how frequently?

abrwm

Less Experience Teacher Tenured Teacher

Formative Evaluation
Summative Evaluation

6. What do you think that teachers with less experience should be observed and evaluated
more frequently, or that tenured teachers should be observed and evaluated less
frequently, or not at all?

7. What do you think that it is fair to evaluate less experience teachers and tenured’ teachers
by using the same evaluation process?

8. How does evaluation fit into other professional development opportunities offered by
your school?

9. What do you think that teachers with less experience should be supported more than
tenured teachers?

10. What do you believe is your districts intended purpose of the teacher evaluation process?

11. Do you think teacher performance evaluation should be used to make decision about
promotion, retention and dismissal? Why?

12. What types of professional development have you been involved in as it relates to teacher
evaluation?

13. What do you feel you need in order to be an effective evaluator?

14. Would you have any suggestions regarding revisions to improve the evaluation process?
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1.

APPENDIX D
TEACHER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
I would like to begin our conversation by talking a little bit about yourself.

e Tell me about your work as a teacher
e How long have you been teaching?
e How long have you been teaching at this school?

Research Question (1): How does being granted tenure influence the perspectives of tenured
teachers in relation to the teacher evaluation process?

Research Question (2): How does going through the teacher evaluation process support teacher
development?

First Interview: Now, | will ask you some questions about your perspectives about evaluation
process.

agrwn

9.

10.

What do you think is the purpose of teacher evaluation?

What would you describe as the ideal evaluation process?

What are your feelings about being evaluated?

What do you think about the role of evaluation system to improve teacher effectiveness?
Do you believe that evaluation system can improve teacher effectiveness? Why or Why
not?

How is professional learning connected to teacher evaluation process?

What do you think about the fairness of the evaluation? Do you feel evaluations are done
fairly? Why or why not?

Do you feel that the teacher evaluation process is able to reflect your teaching ability
accurately? Why or why not?

Do you feel that you have received adequate feedback from your evaluations? Why or
why not?

Would you share other problems, issues or concerns you have with the present
evaluation process in general?

Second Interview: This is our second interview. Now, | want to focus on your perspectives and
your experiences about evaluation process during your probationary period. Please answer the
following question by thinking about your first three years in teaching.

11.

12.

Please describe the nature of any evaluation process that you went through during your
probationary years.
Describe your most successful teacher evaluation experience. What made it successful?
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

Third

What types of emotions did you have when you were being evaluated?

How often were you observed? Were these observations announced?

How did you feel about the frequency of observations and the [announced/unannounced]
status?

What types of professional development have you been involved in as it relates to teacher
evaluation?

What kind of feedback did you receive? If you found this feedback effectively, tell me
why or why not?

Did you make any decision about your own personal growth and professional
development that was influenced by the feedback? What were they?

What other information or ideas about teacher evaluation for probationary teacher, would
you like to share in this interview?

Interview: This is our third and final interview. Now, | want to focus on your

perspectives and your experiences about evaluation process after you are granted with tenure.

20

21
22
23
24

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

. Please describe the nature of any evaluation process that you went through once you are
granted tenure.
. Describe your most successful teacher evaluation experience. What made it successful?
. What types of emotions did you have when you were being evaluated?
. How often were you observed? Were these observations announced?
. How did you feel about the frequency of observations and the [announced/unannounced]
status?
What types of professional development have you been involved in as it relates to
teacher evaluation?
What kind of feedback did you receive? If you found this feedback effectively, tell me
why or why not?
Did you make any decision about your own personal growth and professional
development that was influenced by the feedback? What were they?
How might your beliefs about teacher evaluation have changed over time? What are the
reasons of these changes?
What other information or ideas about teacher evaluation for tenure teacher, would you
like to share in this interview?
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APPENDIX E

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

N UNIVERSITY OF Tucker Hall, Room 212
I G E ORGIA 310 E. Campus Rd.
Athens, Georgia 30602

W’ TEL 706-542-3199 | FAX 706-542-5638
IRB@uga.edu

[ittp://research.uga.edu/hso/irb]

Human Research Protection Program

EXEMPT DETERMINATION
August 31, 2020

Dear Bally Zepeda:

0On 8/31/2020, the Human Subjects Office reviewed the following submission:

Title of Study: | Version VERSIONO0O00586 - Understanding Early-
Career Teachers’ Perspectives about Teacher
Evaluation Processes
Investigator: | ally Zepedd
Co-Investigator: | Sevda Yildirim
IRB ID: | VERSIONOO000586
Review Category: | Exempt 2ii

Modifications: add external site, adjust research protocol and documents to allow for
remote procedures.
Modifications approved.

Please note: research activities at an External Site may only begin once written
authorization from an authorized representative of that External Site has been received and
uploaded to the IRB Portal. Please submit the authorization/permission (via “Add Public
Comment”) when this becomes available.

We have determined that the proposed research is Exempt. The research activities may
begin 8/31/2020.

Since this study was determined to be exempt, please be aware that not all future
modifications will require review by the IRB. For more information please see Appendix C of
the Exempt Research Policy (https://research.uga.edu/docs/policies/compliance/hso/IRB]

Exempt-Review.pd}). As noted in Section C.2., you can simply notify us of modifications that

will not require review via the “Add Public Comment” activity.

Commit to Georgia | give.uga.edu
An Equal Opportunity, Affirmative Action, Veteran, Disability Institution
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