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Professional Growth Models of Teacher Evaluation:

How do they Promote Student Achievement?

Abstract

Drawn from a larger study of differentiated teacher evaluation systems in four Midwest school districts, this mixed methods study focuses on evaluation of competent experienced teachers. Specifically, the study examines the components of similar professional growth-oriented evaluation systems to identify and describe critical attributes of systems for evaluating tenured teachers. Analysis of quantitative and qualitative data from the school districts indicates significant differences in the uses of goals, in the roles and strategies of principals, and in the ways the systems incorporate student achievement as part of the process. Findings describe processes related to developing, monitoring, and achieving goals, as well as roles and effective strategies for principals.

Professional Growth Models of Teacher Evaluation:

How do they Promote Student Achievement?
Schools are increasingly adopting practices of learning organizations, as introduced by Senge (1994). Practices include the formation of professional learning communities focused on student learning (DuFour, 2002) with the principal modeling, as the “lead learner” (Fink & Resnick, 2001; Fullan, 2003; Glickman & Kanawati, 1998). Although many schools have demonstrated results of these collaborative practices in terms of student achievement, most teacher evaluation systems are not linked to teacher learning or to student results. This discrepancy between the goals of teacher work in schools and traditional evaluation systems is beginning to be the subject of criticism. Marshall (2005), for example, calls for a change:

We need to streamline supervision and evaluation so that principals can spend their time doing what will make the most difference: . . . Principals need to be able to shape a creative, low-stakes, professional learning community so that teacher teams can continuously improve their students’ chances of succeeding in a high-stakes world. (p. 735)

Organizations other than school districts have developed evaluation systems based on teacher learning. For example, the portfolio and interview-based methods developed by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, as well as peer review systems, according to Little (1999), “entail the shifting of teacher evaluation away from exclusive reliance on administrator ratings and in the direction of methods of evaluation more genuinely reflective of the actual work of teaching” (p. 251). Little goes on to promote “teacher evaluation policies and practices built on a teacher’s ongoing inquiry into his or her own knowledge and practice, in company with colleagues, tested in part against the achievements of students” (p. 252).
Despite indications that teacher evaluation systems need to support teacher learning, most continue to focus on teacher behaviors. Grounded in the teacher effects research of the 1980s which produced lists of teaching behaviors as criteria in evaluation models, even new evaluation systems resemble those models. For example, the instructional domains developed by Danielson (1996) led to revisions in evaluation systems that acknowledged and reinforced new conceptions of best practice. Nevertheless, evaluation systems still employ checklists tied to the teaching domains, and the evaluation processes still call for the principal to observe lessons to document the pre-determined behaviors. Thus, the emphasis remains on evaluating teacher behaviors as a means of ensuring accountability.

Although traditional systems remain the norm in most school districts, districts are beginning to develop and implement differentiated systems such as that described by Danielson and McGreal (2000). These districts are few, however, and program evaluations have only recently been conducted. Furthermore, few studies have been conducted to examine the impact of such systems on experienced, competent teachers and their students’ learning. This study explores the effects of professional growth evaluation systems on experienced, competent teachers and their students in three Midwest school districts. 
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework that guided this study was that of systems of practice that leaders use to influence instructional practice and to build professional community (Halverson, 2003). Halvorson borrowed the term “artifact” from human-computer interaction research and used it to refer to “entities designed to shape and enable organizational practices. When applied to understanding school leadership, artifacts such as policies, programs and procedures can be seen as powerful tools used by local leaders to influence and maintain instructional practices in schools” (2003, p. 2). Using this “systems of practice” framework provides a useful way to explore the impact of a new teacher evaluation system on ways in which leaders use this artifact to influence professional practice and build capacity in their schools.
Although teacher evaluation is traditionally viewed as an accountability measure, increasingly it is being promoted and implemented as a means of providing professional growth, particularly for competent tenured teachers for whom accountability is no longer a priority goal. The specific model I investigated, “Teacher Evaluation to Enhance Professional Practice,” (TEEPP) developed by Danielson and McGreal (2000), provides a differentiated model in which tenured or continuing contract teachers engage in a collaborative goal setting process, work together to achieve their goals over a period of up to three years, meet with their principal periodically to discuss progress, and are ultimately assessed according to their collective work. The new evaluation system constitutes a new set of artifacts, “programs, procedures and policies designed to shape or reform existing practices in the institutional context” (Halverson, 2003, p. 6). Furthermore, the evaluation system provides an initiating structure critical to shaping school culture (Rowan & Miskel, 1999; Schein, 1992). As Halverson (2003) points out, “It is important to note that a community takes on its character from the nature of the practice around which it is organized” (p. 4). Influences on the organizing structures and subsequent community development include how goals define teacher work (Grossman, Wineburg and Woolworth, 2001), and internal practices, expectations, and feedback systems (Louis, Kruse, & Bryk, 1994; Huberman, 1995). Thus, networks of activities such as collaborative curriculum design, instructional evaluation, interdisciplinary teaming, textbook and course material review, or school improvement planning “help to create and sustain the conditions for strong professional communities in schools” (Halverson, 2003, p. 4). What networks of activities ensue from a new teacher evaluation system that fosters the conditions for strong professional communities among tenured teachers? How do these activities impact student achievement? Those were the central questions of this study.
Background

Many theories about school change have been based on the belief that changes in individual teacher’s practices would result in overall school improvement. In the past decade, however, educators have come to believe that school change is a factor of collective change. As early as 1992 Sergiovanni envisioned the elimination of supervision based on bureaucratic authority with the rise of the "learning community" (p. 211), in which the primary concern is
promoting a dialogue that makes professional and community values and beliefs. explicit. These will then be translated into professional practice standards and informal community norms. Teachers will have a great deal of discretion concerning what they do and how they do it, and they will hold themselves accountable for meeting these standards and abiding by community norms. A system of assistance and support, shaped by teachers, will be made available for those who choose to use it. (pp. 213-214)
If school change is dependent upon collective change, then the role of the supervisor also changes. Supervision as a means of providing professional support and development to groups rather than to individuals becomes a new expectation. Neville and Garman (1998), in tracing the history of supervision, noted an evolution from a focus on inspection through democratic supervision, clinical supervision, and, finally, an emphasis on supervision as leadership. This shift from supervision as inspection to supervision to facilitate growth is purported to result in a more democratic capacity building process, with school personnel engaging in collaborative critical inquiry. Rather than acting as an expert who transmits skills and knowledge to the supervisee, the principal becomes a resource provider, modeling and encouraging reflective practice. According to Glickman and Kanawati (1998):

As a result of the reflective process, the supervisor in effect becomes a catalyst, a change agent, who “[provokes] change in participants’ value systems and assumptions rather than merely seeking to modify behavior” (Hall & Shieh). Several authors used Miller and Seller’s (1995) terminology and called this “transformative” supervision or “supervision for professional growth.” (p. 1249)

Finally, supervision shifts from a micro to a macro conceptualization. In other words, facilitating organizational goals is viewed as an integral part of supervision, linking individual employee growth and development to improvement of the entire organization.

Basing evaluation on performance in terms of student outcomes has been resisted in many districts. Yet, reconceptualizing this process can result in a process that teachers and administrators are able to embrace. Danielson and McGreal (2000) point out:

The new systems viewed as most effective require that the plans, the self-directed inquiries, the collaborations among peers, or the collections of evidence of effort all be driven by a link to student learning goals and include measures of student learning. These are examples of the best form of linking performance to learning. Measures are used to enhance teaching and learning, not to judge it. A focus on student learning should pervade the language and attitude of newly designed systems. (p. 19)

From an organizational systems perspective, the technical core of the school becomes the primary focus for everyone, including the principal. DuFour (2002) says, 

By concentrating on teaching, the instructional leader of the past emphasized the inputs of the learning process. By concentrating on learning, today’s school leaders shift both their own focus and that of the school community from inputs to outcomes and from intentions to results. (p. 15)

When the collective focus is on learning and the evaluation system aligns with that focus, evaluation, too, becomes a collaborative process, becoming a tool to facilitate collaborative reflection. Marshall (2005) pointed out, “Because principals evaluate teachers in private meetings and confidential documents, evaluation reinforces this isolation and is rarely a vehicle for getting teachers to talk to one another, which detracts from teachers’ sense of responsibility to their grade-level or department team” (p. 730). 
Identifying the effects of professional growth models of teacher evaluation systems on teacher and principal roles and on student learning were the primary objectives of this study.
Method
Sample

Finding school districts that have implemented the TEEPP model promoted by Danielson and McGreal is difficult, because of the prevalence of “evaluation for accountability” systems. Nevertheless, four Midwestern school districts that have implemented the Danielson/McGreal model and that have been using the model for at least three years were identified. Three of those districts participated in this study.
Data sources
The sample for the study is a purposive one. It can be characterized by what Miles and Huberman (1994) labeled as opportunistic sampling. Participants were identified in a number of ways, including following up on suggestions or leads provided by one of the authors of Teacher Evaluation to Enhance Professional Practice as well as other interviewees. The sample is not representative of the full-range of districts using the same type of evaluation system, because it is limited to a sample that consists of similar size school districts in the Midwest (Michigan, Illinois, and Minnesota).

Individual interviews with 14 administrators, 3 teacher focus groups, written survey data from all administrators and tenured teachers in one district, as well as documents from each district comprised the data sources for this inquiry. Individuals who had participated in district initiatives to develop the new systems were contacted for interviews and were asked to recommend additional individuals for interviews. Interview guides were developed, using open-ended questions related to the development and implantation of the system, as well as the system’s impact on school culture and student outcomes. Documents, including survey summaries, copies of descriptions of the evaluation systems, forms, and meeting minutes were also examined for the presence of themes related to student outcomes.
Setting

The study was conducted in three Midwestern school districts that developed and implemented teacher evaluation systems focused on professional development. Table 1 is a comparison of the districts studied.

Table 1
Districts Participating in the Study

	School
	A

“Adams”
	B

“Buchanan”
	D

“Keystone”

	State
	Illinois
	Illinois
	Minnesota

	Grades
	PK-8
	K-12
	PK-12

	Enrollment
	3,380
	6,000
	1,700

	Teachers
	250
	400
	150

	Schools
	8

1 Preschool

1 Kindergarten

6 elementary


	8

6 elementary

1 middle school

1 high school
	4

1 elementary

1 intermediate

1 middle school

1 high school

	Year new teacher evaluation system adopted
	1998
	2001
	2003

	Study Participants
	3 District level administrators

7 principals

104 tenured teachers


	6 district and building-level administrators

1 focus group of elementary, middle, and high school tenured teachers


	1 superintendent

2 principals

1 probationary teacher

1 focus group of elementary, intermediate and high school tenured teachers

Written survey of elementary, intermediate, middle, and high school teachers


Data Collection

Individual interviews ranged in length from 60-120 minutes. Focus groups lasted 90 minutes. All interviews were transcribed, verbatim transcripts were prepared, and transcripts were analyzed for common themes. In addition surveys that focused on features of the professional growth model of teacher evaluation and principal behaviors, as identified through the focus groups, were developed and administered to all principals and teachers in one district.
Data Analysis
Data were analyzed using the constant comparative method (Strauss & Corbin, 1997), beginning with open coding, expanding to the definition of categories and elimination of categories that did not prove significant, moving to axial coding that identified connections between categories, and ending with a set of theoretical propositions. The data for this study were extracted from the larger data set to examine tenured teacher perspectives of the impact of their new evaluation system. Using the verbatim transcripts of the recorded focus group interviews, we used inductive data analysis procedures. The objective was to determine characteristics of the tenured teacher track of the system that related to professional community. Initially, within-case analysis assisted in identifying processes and relationships. Cross-case analysis was then completed to identify common themes. These themes were then used to construct survey questions that were administered to all teachers and principals in one of the districts.
Trustworthiness
A number of customary strategies were used in order to enhance the trustworthiness of the findings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). These included: (a) triangulation by using multiple sources of data, (b) thick description, and (c) member checks. 
Findings
The Districts
The Adams School District is located in a small town approximately 100 miles from a major Midwestern urban city. A PK-8 district of 3,380 students, Adams was an early implementer of the system and was in the process of making system revisions at the time the survey was conducted. Thirty-eight per cent of the tenured Adams teachers are Nationally Board Certified.
Buchanan School District enrolls approximately 6,000 students in 6 elementary schools, 1 middle school, and 1 high school. Located in a small town about 100 miles from a major Midwestern urban area, Buchanan used a representative committee of teachers and administrators to develop its system. At the time of the interviews, the system had been in place for four years.
The Keystone School District, located about 30 miles from a city of 97,000, enrolls about 1700 students in grades PK-12. Four schools--one elementary, one intermediate, one middle school, and one high school--serve the students of a primarily rural area. Similar to Buchanan, Keystone used a representative committee process to develop its system and the same consultant. At the time of the interviews, the system had been in place for two years.
Each of the districts adopted similar differentiated systems, as described in Danielson and McGreal (2000). Probationary teachers are evaluated by their principals, using a traditional clinical supervision model, often supplemented with mentoring and/or peer coaching. Tenured teachers who have not demonstrated consistent application of the skills defined in the domains are placed in intensive development plans, with principals again serving as evaluators, establishing specific expectations and using clinical supervision processes to observe, collect data, and evaluate teachers. 
The majority of teachers in the three districts, however, are tenured or continuing contract teachers. The evaluation system calls for these teachers to engage in individual or collaborative goal setting process in which teachers establish goals, determine measures of progress, and meet periodically with their principal to monitor and discuss progress. Goals may be from one to three years in length. Teachers and principals submit written progress reports, with principals completing formative and summative evaluations, based on teachers’ progress toward goal achievement. It is this last group of teachers who formed the focus of this study.

Goal Setting
Goal setting is central to the process, and participants described their involvement in setting goals:

Teachers in Buchanan tended to choose to focus on individual goals:

· I have always chosen to work individually even if you can get a group of team of teachers to work together. (B-High School teacher)
· I was trying to go one way and I teach with somebody more of the traditional sense so I just kind of went out on my own, tried something totally different because the class was at a lower level. So I tried something totally different, and it worked and I kind of edged it in, so we have used it a little bit. (B-High School teacher)
· And now my current goal is just to bring his history alive to a high level pulse and vitality and that is coming about. We just did a cool thing with the Supreme Court decision today (B-Middle School teacher)
Similar to the Buchanan teachers, several teachers in Keystone also chose individual goals. However, their descriptions of their goal setting indicate a desire to move toward a more collegial goal setting process:

· Some of us who are doing individual ones have shared our individual goals, and results with each other and others have chosen not to and haven't bought into the system yet quite so much (K-Elementary teacher)

However, many shared examples of collaborative goal setting:

· We do it as a department. We have all written our goals together. And it gives us a chance to work together. I think instruction improves more as teachers share with one another (K-HS)

· Our grade level goal was reading and differentiated instruction. (K-Elem)

In Adams, a district that has had a longer history using this system, most teachers (92%) reported setting individual goals, but 78% also reported setting collective goals. One elaborated:

· Our team worked on discipline issues—coming up with a unified plan—and ways of communicating with others to raise awareness of specials (exploratory) classes.

Furthermore, there appears to be a strong alignment of goals, with 73% linked to content area goals, 63% linked to school goals, and 58% linked to district goals. 

It appears that there may be a gradual evolution of goal setting in districts that implement these systems, from a primary focus on individual goals to a broader use of collective goals linked to grade level, content, school, and district goals.
Collegiality

A norm of collegiality has developed among the Keystone teachers, as indicated in their descriptions of their goals and professional relationships:
· We have a two-drawer file cabinet that has come out of this evaluation system. Now that is pretty impressive. We had to buy a file cabinet. Let me tell you, if I had that file in my room and I was doing that, you know, it would just be sitting there. But, you know, now that we are all doing it together we are in there all of the time digging, tossing and adding new stuff. I tell you it is the best of the best. (K-Elementary)

· I think that it has already had some positive affect in that people are working together, whether it be getting better at practices and doing things, getting best we have; sharing materials. Sharing ways to teach. I mean, it is like instead of sitting and trying to do it all on your own and not having the hours to do it; you put together a bunch of people that together make something better. (K-HS)

A high degree of collegiality was also observed in Adams, where 86% of principals said their teachers collaboratively “share and develop instructional expertise and practice.”
Risk Taking
In Keystone, teachers also described a new sense of freedom to take risks:

· It is given us the freedom, too. It has given us the freedom for demonstrating [that] I am learning right along with you, and I am having fun doing it; therefore, they have fun doing it. You know, we may make fools out of ourselves doing it, because it is different and out of our comfort zone, but it is still learning and they are getting to see real people and that we don't always have it all together either.
· That is such an important part of it. It allows you to take on some difficult things. It also provides us the opportunity to admit we failed and can I admit it. The students can also fail. By failure we learn the most.

· I think that when you are working together as a team, you say you are going out on a limb sometimes.

Likewise, in Adams, teachers expressed a sense of freedom to take risks:

At times my results weren’t what I had anticipated, but it was a growing experience.

Impact on Students

When they reflected on student impact, the teachers in Buchanan spoke in generalities and frequently expressed concerns about what kind of data is meaningful and useful:

· I think in a way you have got to look at the application, I think that is a much more measurement than just what they know. Can they actually go out and apply? Can they be life-long learners? (B-HS)

· I think any time you set a goal as a professional and evolve and change and grow as educator you are going to affect student achievement. And I think we have to look at how we define student achievement or how we measure student achievement. I think that that is so vague. But I think if I am continually growing and changing a practice that I have, then it is going to have to affect. (B-MS)

· I think maybe it has had more of an impact on the students' attitudes than it has on, you know, achievement, in that when you do alternative kinds of assessment, reflection pieces, things like that, I just think the kids become so much more aware of what they've learned in maybe in a broader sense.(B-HS)

Although Adams teachers and principals report their goals as being aligned with content area, school, and district goals, they also report a low percentage of goals linked directly to student achievement. Twenty-nine percent of principals saw teacher goals “directed toward improvement of student learning and only 14% of principals saw teachers working collaboratively on “using student achievement data for decision-making.” Discrepancies were noted between the goal setting process and measurement of goal achievement, as reported by the Adams teachers. Seventy-one per cent of tenured teachers reported setting goals collaboratively with other teachers, while seventy-five percent stated that their goals are “directed toward improvement of student learning.” However, only 33% of teachers report “using student achievement data for decision-making.” The wide discrepancy between administrator and teacher perceptions of the use of student achievement data as well as the acknowledgement among both groups that use of student achievement data in goal setting points to a possible weak link in the effort to improve student achievement through the evaluation system.
Using student achievement data to set goals and work together for increased student achievement is a cornerstone of the process in Keystone:
· I think our level of instruction and our ability to meet students' needs has improved a lot because just due to our talking together. And we are also working specifically on making sure that we are doing it from test scores. (K-HS)

· In the math department right now we are taking the NWEA tests disaggregating the data and using it to see how it aligns with where we are weak and where we are strong and we're changing areas of instruction and we find those tendencies. It also helps us within each classroom to know where a particular student is weak or strong, and we try to help that at the same time. (K-HS)

· I have been collecting student data both times. My goal right now is on the writing process. (K-El)

Not only are the Keystone teachers collecting and using data in measuring their progress toward their own goal achievement, but they are also sharing their data with students and parents:

· I think it has been really empowering to my students, because I have been communicating with my students about the goal and talking about a class goal, not just my goal, and then collecting the data. Like, we have got little portfolios now. So the kids can see their progress along the line too. So they get excited about seeing that progress. (K-El)
· We are just starting to do this next parent‑teacher conference we'll be actually using the data with the parents to talk about where the student falls in areas that we see it needs other improvement. That is something we have never done in the high school department before (K-HS)

· It wasn't so much that I shared it with the students, but it was shared with parents at conference time so, you know, that gave us something meaningful to talk about at the conference. (K-El)

Evidence of Emerging Professional Community

Sustained collaboration, deprivatization of teaching practice, and norms of collegiality are some of the hallmarks of a professional community (Louis, Kruse, & Bryk, 1995; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995). Furthermore, a sense of shared purpose and collective responsibility for student learning characterize an effective professional community (Louis, Kruse, & Bryk, 1995; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995). That the teachers in Keystone have this sense of shared purpose was a clear theme in their comments:
· We are all on the same track, we are all moving through the school year, and we know where we're going. (K-El)

· When I think of where we are all at and all kind of going into the same direction, it is actually quite amazing. (K-El)

· Well when you are all heading the same direction you can say, ‘Well that was the building block for this.’ And, you know, ‘why is my student learning this or my child learning this?’ We can answer to that. (K-HS)

· I think the old system was--well, a formality--something we had to get done. And whether, you know, anything positive came from it or not, it is just to get it done. Now it is working towards something, the goal, for students, teachers, school. (K-IS)

In Buchanan, on the other hand, teachers had little sense of shared purpose and what was expressed was quite tentative:

· Over time--hopefully in time we'll see some measurable results with achievement. I am not sure right now when we take all of the plans we can measure the achievement in place or I can do that with my own. But over time I think that is something that it is certainly can be encouraged and hopefully result. (B-HS)

There were no other comments that communicated a sense of shared purpose in Buchanan. 
In Adams, comments like the following indicated a lack of professional community, at least as it might relate to the evaluation process:

· I feel I have been alone in the whole process

· The administrator usually recommends a goal to work on. Often my own ideas are rejected.

· Our professional growth plan is basically all on the individual teacher.

The Role of Leadership
To what extent is leadership a factor in these three districts? According to Louis, Kruse, and Bryk (1995), it is critical that leaders create meaningful opportunities for teachers to collaborate on issues of common interest. In addition, leaders need to be visible, create networks of conversation, make resources available, provide opportunities for teachers to collaborate with professionals outside the school, and foster a focus on instruction. 
Table 2
The Leader as Conversation Facilitator

	Keystone
	
	Buchanan


	
	Adams

	It seems like you are working as a team along with your administrator.
	
	You basically write a plan and work with an administrator. And in the beginning we did a lot of, you know, discussions with our administrators. But they have had kind of, you know, depending on the administrator--I think their interest in what you are doing sometimes works it, sometimes doesn't.


	
	It would be helpful to have the opportunity to speak one on one with an administrator about my goals and ideas about teaching.


	I felt this was the first time I really talked to my administrator about something that had to do with education, where we were communicating not just about discipline but we were starting to find out that he cared about knowing a little bit where we were at, and we cared that he understood where we were at. And that created a better interaction administratively than we had.


	
	I would certainly say that over time the conferencing between the administrator and the teachers has significantly reduced.
	
	Any time I needed suggestions or feedback, it has been available for me.

	You know, for the first time you have got a little dialogue educational things. And you are talking about with him about educational elements and student achievement instead of discipline, which is refreshing, you know. 


	
	There was one year where we didn't meet on the plan. This year I have a new plan going but other than turning it, in I've never conferenced with the administrator about it.
	
	Talking to an administrator about the plans would add to the validity of the plan.



	Everybody tries to talk. Really that is what happens at those meetings, everybody is trying to talk and say all of the fun things that are going on or that are going to go on and then your time is up.


	
	I miss dialogue of the administrator. That is one thing when they had to do that evaluation, you always had this really rich dialogue. 
	
	She is always available for feedback and reflections and always available for support.



	The administrator might clarify--usually clarification on this that is what you are doing, or I don't understand this. And I don't know, maybe 20 minutes is what they spend. 


	
	You have to, not that administrators aren't really bright people, but you sometimes need to put your thoughts into words concisely and plainly and briefly The other thing is that you need to be able to make yourself understood.
	
	


As time has passed, the role of the principal as a facilitator of professional dialogue has diminished and is now seen as inconsistent across the Buchanan and Adams districts. Buchanan teachers also commented on the inconsistency among principals. One said, “We have three different administrators, and the amount of conferencing that you do is not the same.” Another said, “There are people at the middle school who have filled out forms and have gone a whole year and not met with anybody. But you still fill the forms out and they get signed and dated and put back in your mailbox.” 
Leader Visibility

Although leader visibility is essential in a professional community, the type of visibility teachers expect as part of their evaluation system changes as a collaborative evaluation system becomes institutionalized. Teachers in the districts had sharply contrasting expectations for their principals. In Buchanan and Adams, teachers expressed a desire to have their principals observe their classes:
· It would be nice to have an administrator come in and see what you are doing in the classroom. You know I think they need to know what is going on. It is just like a president of the company or a vice president or manager in a business, they are responsible for that. So you know they need to do that at the same time. (B)

· I would just love if people would walk through once in a while informally and stop and ask a question or talk to students. To me that would just be really exciting, and it doesn't happen. (B)
· It doesn't have to be a formal setting where they sit there for an hour and take notes but just to see what is going on. I think that is an essential piece that is not being seen at least in our building (B)
· Honestly, I feel like our subject area is not important to our administrators. Since I have been tenured, the only time an administrator has been in my room is for a walk-through. (A)

· She is never in my classroom and actually has a very poor idea of what is going on. (A)

Keystone teachers, on the other hand, welcomed their principals in their classrooms but were not concerned if visits were infrequent. 

· I am comfortable with the fact that he trusts me to do my job, that he doesn't have to keep tabs on me. But if the opportunity--I figure if I tell him enough and restate it, you know, ‘You don't have to have an appointment, just come on in.’ (K)

· They don't have to come in and observe unless on a specific thing. They can--I mean it was the person who said surround yourself by confident people. You can do trust them to do the job for which they are hired. (K)

· I think the majority of teachers feel that by administrators not coming in and observing them, I think that has been one of the most positive things. (K)

· I think that is a welcoming attitude. Now I can and smile and--you know [my principal] is part of the class. And just it is easier to provide that welcoming atmosphere. (K)

The Leader as Supporter
Teachers in the two districts had contrasting perceptions of the level of support they were receiving from their principals. In Buchanan and Adams, principals generally did not meet with the teachers:
· Here you had this opportunity to really grow and share that with somebody, and then nobody wanted to meet with you and discuss it. (B)

· Principal is not involved. I am not satisfied. (A)
· The only involvement they have is when they approve it and when we turn it in at the end of the year. (A)

Despite the Adams teachers who commented on a lack of support, many commented on their satisfaction with administrative support:

· Mr. X has been a tremendous supporter. He makes frequent visits to my classroom and continues to give me feedback. He always focuses on positive improvement.

· My principal is very supportive of our goals. She encourages us to work as a team.

· Principal provided support in defining goal and suggesting ideas for implementation.

In Keystone, on the other hand, administrative support ranged from assisting in data analysis to identifying and sharing resources:

· The data just did not support it and so, you know, that one was kind of left open ended and with [the principal’s] help I really couldn't make that correlation. We ended up having to say, ‘Well, there are a number of factors we are just not sure.’ (K)

· I kind of found too that [our principal] has shared resources too. She knows what goals we are working on. If she has been somewhere or if she found something that she thinks we might be interested in or a workshop to fit in our goal we shared a lot of stuff. (K)

Impact of the Teacher Evaluation Systems
Teacher Morale

Comments from teachers in all three school districts reflected an impact on morale. In Buchanan and Adams, teachers agreed that the opportunity to choose their own goals was seen as an improvement over previous systems:
· The good thing about it is that you get to choose what you want to work at. (B)

· I would agree that the ability to choose has been important . . . you are not dictated to what you can improve upon. (B)

· I do like the idea that you get to choose. I do like the idea that it is multi‑year. And I do like that it is something other than ‘all haul out one of your all star lessons.’(B)

· I think there are a lot of positives. I think the number one is that people get to choose the goal for the area in which they want to improve. (B)

· I get to select goals to work on. (A)

· I like that we are allowed to choose our own goals. (A)

· I like the multiple year plan options.(A)

In Keystone, teachers described a feeling of being empowered by the system:

· For the first time I really felt empowered. Before someone would come in and [observe] an arbitrary lesson . . ..Now it is write down your goals and you feel empowered. We are in charge of what we're doing. (K)

· With my feeling of empowerment I think I have provided an environment for the students to take responsibility (K)
Feelings of empowerment also engendered a professional orientation:

· We are being treated like professionals, that we can set goals. We can evaluate whether or not we have met them or that we are still working on them or failed miserably or that we need to make a new goal. (K)
· I think it helps other elements of education when teachers are made responsible for their own professional development which is what teacher evaluation does (K)

Discussion
Although collective work has been found to be essential for school improvement (DuFour, 2002; Louis, Kruse, & Bryk, 1995), teacher evaluation has not been examined as a vehicle for fostering improved student achievement. The findings of this study illustrate how a teacher evaluation process can, in fact, provide a catalyst for improved teaching processes and products. Team goals in both districts resulted in curricular changes:

· Last year I was on a team and we went through and revised and reworked our assessments for one course that we all three teach (B)

· I did work on a team we developed a new freshman level curriculum, a new course within our department (B)

· The first time we did this as a team we had a two year goal, and what we did is we wrote the syllabus for our reading curriculum.   And that has been so helpful; very, very, helpful (K)

· We started guided reading groups. My gosh, it took us a whole quarter--eight of us to figure out how the heck to run a guided reading group. We have 23 little kids running around the room. How do you keep them all busy and focused, and what are you supposed to be teaching? Now if that would have been me all by myself doing that, I would have given up a long time ago. But you know, when you have other people--by the end of first quarter we actually all had guided reading. They were all different, they all looked different; but you know what? It all worked for everybody however they did. That would have never happened if we didn't have each other. (K)

However, only in Keystone did teachers articulate a focus on student achievement as the intended outcomes of their goal setting. Furthermore in their goal setting process, their work with their principals, and in their annual reporting processes, Keystone teachers engaged in a system that used student achievement as the foundation of each component of the system. Their goal setting, whether individual or collective, focused on student learning and used student achievement data as an essential component of the goal setting process. In their periodic conversations with their principals, they not only shared student achievement data, but also principals, knowledgeable of the goals teachers had set, provided resources based on student achievement data. Furthermore, Keystone teachers used an annual reporting system in which student achievement data were used to document level of goal attainment.
Despite the critical nature of the goals processes, the schools in this study exhibited varying levels of goal development, measurement, and use. The tendency for the goal setting process to become increasingly vague and weak over time has been documented by Hughes (1995). In Hughes’ study, over a three year period, goals related to student achievement decreased, communication between teachers and administrators was weak, and a general understanding of the entire evaluation system declined. The critical function of goals and related processes give rise to a number of implications for policy and practice.

Implications
Implications for policy

As more states adopt standards for the preparation and licensure of principals and teachers, they often include in their standards guidelines or even directives for districts to use the standards for evaluation systems. If the intent is not only to increase educator quality but also to promote a system that fosters capacity building, teacher evaluation programs that strengthen systems of collaborative practice ought to be considered. For one thing, many practitioners enter the principalship familiar with this type of system. One assistant superintendent, for example, told us:
What is interesting is a hundred percent of the administrators that we hired since this plan has been put in place--one hundred percent of them--are familiar with Charlotte [Danielson’s] work. It is very interesting to me. When I have interviewed principals or assistant principals, I always ask about whether or not they are familiar with this type of system of growth and every single one of them that we have hired has a familiarity with it. 

A fair question, we might add, is, “If so many administrators are familiar with this system, why are more districts not using it?” The assistant superintendent offered his hypothesis:

Well, the ones that do are the ones that have good relationships with their teachers' association and their boards. The ones where there is not a lot of trust and respect and there is not a good relationship, they either can't do it because nobody trusts anybody or they do some modification of it. That is kind of quasi old school and new school. It is kind of an in-between program. They will give their tenured teachers a choice of doing the old school-type of evaluation or a professional growth plan. 

Implications from this study of such an “in-between program” are clear. A leader whose goal is to build school capacity for student achievement will need to be knowledgeable and skilled in incorporating teacher evaluation as an artifact 
A further policy implication relates to processes used for the implementation and ongoing support of the evaluation system. Hughes (1995) found that a similar system implemented with “little if any guidance and minimal support in the form of continuing training after the initial implementation period” (255) evidenced an erosion of common understandings of the purposes and processes of the system, as well as consistent focus on appropriate goals, measures, and communication among the teachers and administrators. Among the school districts that participated in this study, those that were early implementers, Adams and Buchanan, evidenced similar results. In fact, the Adams district had convened a task force charged with revising the system, based on increasing levels of dissatisfaction on the part of principals and teachers. Among the many challenges of developing and implementing teacher evaluation systems is that of providing adequate system maintenance in the form of regular professional development. For a system that holds the promise to affect multiple outcomes in terms of student performance, educator satisfaction, and school capacity, districts should build a maintenance system into the overall plan for implementation and regular monitoring over time.
Implications for Principal Preparation
Assisting teachers with goal setting is one of the primary responsibilities of principals with this system, yet all of the districts described problems with the goal setting process during the implementation phase. One implication of this phenomenon is that principal preparation programs and professional development efforts need to address this skill. The lack of skill in applying goal setting to the evaluation process is understandable, in light of the fact that it has rarely played a major role in traditional evaluation. However, collaborative goal setting is central to the success of a system of practice that results in increased school capacity. Teacher evaluation that incorporates collaborative processes is an artifact that requires knowledge and skill in collaborative goal setting.
Conclusion
That teacher evaluation can be incorporated effectively in systems of practice that promote student achievement is evidenced in the schools examined in this study. This study identifies ways in which teacher evaluation practices can be successfully aligned with other school practices that promote professional community and build school capacity. School leaders committed to building school capacity use a variety of artifacts. Teacher evaluation is one that deserves serious consideration.
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