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Abstract
The Missouri Department of Elementary and SeconBaycation has begun the
transition to the Missouri Educator Evaluation 8ystdevised of seven Essential
Principles of Effective Evaluation. This study satered superintendents’ perceptions of
readiness levels for each essential principle deoto understand continued needs to
assist the transition. A web-based survey wadrelgically sent to 92 superintendents in
the Southwest Missouri region. Descriptive statssinethods of mode, mead), and
frequency distributions were utilized, determinthg two essential principles receiving
readiness levels of developing processes and datsmere differentiated levels of
educator performance and use of measures of stgdmmth. The other five essential
principles, implemented with fidelity, were resdattased, clear expectations;
probationary period; meaningful feedback; evalu&r@ning; and use of evaluation
results. Contrasting readiness levels were diseoveithin many survey statements,
implying these principles may not be implemented@ssistently as perceived by the
mode. These varied readiness levels within theesustatements confirmed the need for
additional professional development within eaclersal principle except probationary
periods and meaningful feedback; however, the reseanphasized effective feedback
was lacking in evaluation systems. Each disthousd review the feedback to confirm it
is effective in promoting teacher growth. The Istveeadiness level of incorporating
measures of student growth determined by total njfidamank order needs the most
attention with professional development and displanning for the developing of

processes and documents for successful implememtati
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Chapter One: Introduction
In A Blueprint for ReformPresident Barack Obama (2010) noted, “We know that
from the moment students enter a school, the mgsbitant factor in their success is not
the color of their skin or the income of their patse—it is the teacher standing at the
front of the classroom,” (p. 5)This emphasis on the value of high-quality teachers
reinforced earlier legislation, the 2001 No ChileftBehind (NCLB) Act that stressed
the need to help every child be successful in dchoo

Clearly, NCLB has been a catalyst behind natioefarms focusing on teacher
guality and accountability over a decade (U.S. Bpent of Education, 2011).
Unfortunately, states across the nation have e@lizat the NCLB mandates were too
focused on test results as the only measure fandshiccess (Jennings & Rentner,
2006). NCLB “failed to recognize or reward growthstudent learning and did little to
elevate the teaching profession or recognize e¥eteachers” (Duncan, 2011a, para. 2).
Effective teachers are vital in every classroommitédl States Secretary of Education
Arne Duncan (2011b) summarized the need for effed@acher evaluation saying, “We
must ensure that every classroom in every schaopiace of high expectations and high
performance” (para. 4).

The need for reform of NCLB sparked many debatesreasurements of teacher
effectiveness. Jennings and Rentner (2006) adghetdthe qualifications of teachers are
coming under greater scrutiny” (p. 113) due todffects of NCLB. The Department of
Education partnered with states to provide flexiptio help better measure school
success. With the additional requirements of tleenéntary and Secondary Education

Act (ESEA) Flexibility Request, school districtoand the country were able to continue



the pursuit of school reform with some additioraxkibility to allow for local decisions
(U. S. Department of Education, 2013a).

In fact, one requirement of the ESEA Flexibilitydrest was for states to
examine current evaluation systems in order toigdeofair evaluations that are based on
multiple measures. The flexibility request wasabBshed to help districts better
highlight the student growth generated by the rafefforts that the NCLB did not
consider (U. S. Department of Education, 20138}ates were working on improving
their teacher evaluation systems to better acdournhe student and teacher growth
measured annually by considering multiple measures.

Missouri superintendents have begun transitiorong more effective evaluation
system. According to the Missouri Department ofni#atary and Secondary Education
(MODESE) (2012b) the system consists of:

research-based practices, clearly defined levetedbrmance and measuring

growth, a probationary period for new educatorgctviprovides accurate and

appropriate accumulation of performance data, oreasof student growth in
learning, meaningful and timely feedback to edoisatstandardized and periodic
training for evaluators, and evaluation resulfseriming employment decisions.

p. 1)

As a result of Missouri superintendents leadingr ttistricts through this transition,
changes in educator evaluation have begun. Tinily shvestigated perceived readiness
levels of superintendents in school districts leddah one geographical region in
Missouri, determining implementation levels of tresential principles of effective

evaluation.



Provided in this chapter were the background atrdduction to the research
guestions and the basis from which each were askelle3 his chapter also included
definitions of terms as applied to the researclsgomes of this study. Additionally
outlined in the conceptual framework, the princghecessary for the most current trends
in educator evaluation were considered.

Background of the Study

State educational departments throughout the UStatks are under intense
pressure to confirm that both students and teagrerg in their learning. The beginning
assurances were provided through the Elementaryaodndary Education Act (ESEA)
of 1965, wherein the ESEA provided equal accegsibtic education for all children no
matter race, gender, ability level, or social ecoiwstatus (State of Washington, 2013).
The original goal to improve educational equity a#med the focus, and throughout the
years the ESEA has been revised, reauthorizeénemred by Congress seven times,
with the latest being NCLB in 2001 (State of Wagiham, 2013).

NCLB brought about many changes to education, laadnost significant
changes were in regard to accountability. One oreasf accountability focused on the
expectation that each state, school district, @hda would move all students to the
proficient grade level in both math and readingn@ssured by the particular state-
approved standardized test by the year 2014 (Defartment of Education, 2004). This
goal allowed states to develop their benchmarksiahnto make sure every child was
learning (U. S. Department of Education, 2004) eShbenchmark targets became

increasingly challenging as the required scorem filee single standardized test moved



closer to the 2014 goal of 100% student proficiehegving many schools and districts
below the required score (U. S. Department of Etioica2004).

If individual school districts or schools were uleato make the state determined
targets, specific accountability measures weregiegthined. Schools that failed to meet
the adequate yearly progress (AYP) for two conseeykears were determined to need
school improvement. After two consecutive yeaesdistrict not making AYP created
school improvement plans that required at least d0féderal funds to be allocated for
professional development (U. S. Department of Etloica2004). The requirements
continued to grow in severity as the years of nakimg AYP continued (New America
Foundation, 2013). Unfortunately AYP functionex$‘a pass-fail test for the whole
school” even if it followed the requirement of tla@ by making a two-year plan for
improvement (Chapman, 2007, p. 26). The manddtaat reach its intended goal with
many schools being labeled as needing substaotigdations.

Another change in accountability fostered by NChBalved teachers. Due to
the mandates of NCLB, teachers of core academjeatshvere expected to have a
bachelor’s degree, full state certification as wedi by the state, and to demonstrate
competency as defined by the state (U. S. Depattofdeducation, 2004). The
reasoning behind this mandate was noble: makel@wrgncome and minority schools
had qualified teachers at the same rate as otheokc This requirement added
additional stress and burdens on rural and powrigken school districts (Jennings &
Rentner, 2006). Additionally, each state had stiex#bility to determine exactly what

characteristics a quality teacher possessed (Defartment of Education, 2013a). The



mandate did not meet its intended goal, but itl@tuce the catalyst necessary for
continued school reform for teacher quality (UD8partment of Education, 2010).

Nationally, the NCLB law emphasized the need tselachievement gaps and
increased accountability measures to ensure aésts had success in public education;
however, NCLB fell short of certain consideratidhat resulted in many struggles for
schools, districts, and even states. The “one-ig-all prescriptive provisions” (Taber,
2013, para. 3) failed students, teachers, schdisigicts and states. The rigorous
progression of student achievement annually canset) states to change the standard
of measurement from the state standardized teet) tdwering the standards for student
success in an attempt to keep up with the new miasd&ven though states, districts,
and schools worked diligently under the NCLB measumany schools were unable to
keep up with the rigorous, required student achmeard scores dictated solely from the
standardized test forcing them to not meet AYP s & Rentner, 2006).

Another unintended issue arose from the high stalessurement of one
standardized test score—schools narrowed theiicalum. Oftentimes schools
increased the amount of time allotted for the tearbf math and reading in a scheduled
day, resulting in fewer scheduled breaks, decresseidl science and science
curriculum, and less exposure to fine arts (Chapr2@@7). Likewise, the emphasis of
the test score created the focus of the teach®ewpscand district to shift. No longer was
the focus on the actual student but on a singtestese. The NCLB mandate did not
consider the individual ability of the student, tearning growth of the student for the

year, or even the learning gains the student aellieg a result of the teacher’s efforts;



only one standardized test score mattered at tth@fketie entire year’s efforts (Chapman,
2007).

After a decade of NCLB, many politicians and edacsatlike were calling for
relief from the unobtainable mandates. Congressneagetting further than
discussions, states were receiving more labelegoéshand teachers continued to help
students learn. Finally, four years after NCLB wlag to be rewritten, a plan was
released. Even President Barrack Obama exprésseaked for relief from the
mandates by introducing the plan saying:

To help states, districts and schools that areyreadhove forward with education

reform, our administration will provide flexibilitirom the law in exchange for a

real commitment to undertake change. The purposetito give states and

districts a reprieve from accountability, but ratteunleash energy to improve
our schools at the local level. (The White HousBd®fof the Press Secretary,

2011, para. 3)

Thus the Elementary and Secondary Education ACE Flexibility Request was
announced to the nation.

The ESEA Flexibility Request offered an alternativ some of the mandates of
NCLB. If states were willing to continue down tpath of true educational reform to
support effective classroom instruction and scheadership, this waiver would replace
the law. The schools, districts, and states wit@gpected to close achievement gaps
(U. S. Department of Education, 2013a). Likewlse2 ESEA Flexibility Request
required assurances that all students be collegareer ready upon graduation from high

school (U. S. Department of Education, 2013c).afyn states had to agree to transition



to a newly developed differentiated accountabgigtem (U. S. Department of
Education, 2013a). Hence, the need immergeddtesto develop a more effective
teacher evaluation system.
Conceptual Framework

The Missouri Department of Elementary and SeconBducation (MODESE)
considered many bodies of research and theorytesrdme effective evaluation
principles (MODESE, 2012d). This research distiaged the essential principles for
effective evaluation: research-based practicesylgléifferentiated levels of
performance that measures growth, a probationargg&r new educators, measures of
student growth in learning, meaningful feedbackeducator growth, standardized
training for evaluators, and evaluation resultsinfing employment decisions
(MODESE, 2012b). In fact throughout the recentdmsof teacher evaluation, the
process of the evaluation has evolved based upoentuesearch and best practices.
Midway through the twentieth century a researclctualy asked teachers about
evaluation practices. In the article, “Teacherkab Supervision,” Whitehead (1952)
explained teacher perceptions of six broad arefiseoévaluation process. Whitehead
(1952) expressed a concern that “administratoraldiimay more attention to the chief
aim of education—effective teaching” (p. 1106),glnegun the pursuit of an evaluation
tool that would effectively evaluate the observatid the practice of teaching.

A model based on classroom observations and sigpey\practices in hospitals
emerged. IrClinical Supervision: Special Methods for the Swon of Teachers
Goldhammer (1969) developed a five-phase processdgage both teachers and the

supervisor in reflective discussions about job granance. The five-phrases



Goldhammer (1969) developed were preobservatiofepamce, classroom observation,
supervision conference, analysis, supervision eenfse, and analysis of the analysis.
Unfortunately, Goldhammer’s (1969) model that wasant for observing interactions
between teacher and student for reflective contiersawere reduced to mere steps to
follow in a process. The need for reflection anshmingful conversations about
observations were two issues considered then dhdustently addressed in evaluation
systems.

In the 1980s, Hunter emerged, influencing not eae$gon design but also
processes for evaluation. To begin with, Hunt&3() highlighted the need for a process
of common language for instruction. In order fastcommon language to be understood
by all stakeholders, professional development bdiketdesigned. Hunter (1980) also
identified many reasons for conferencing, including following:

¢ To identify, label, and explain instructional beltag related to research

e To encourage teachers to consider alternative appes that are aligned to

their style of teaching

¢ To help teachers identify components of lessonsvileee not as effective as

they hoped

e To identify and describe less effective aspecteathing that were not evident

to the teacher

e To promote the continued growth of excellent teaxhe

e To evaluate what has occurred in and resulted &@®ries of instructional

conferences supportable by objective evidence rétlae based on subjective

opinion (pp. 409- 412)



The reasons for conferencing Hunter expressedidreatid; many of these conferences
focused on developing and growing the teacher, visi@ current focus for evaluation
systems.

Additional researchers continued to focus on teankeds. Glickman (2002)
expressed the need for development in supervisipressing the goal of supervision
was to foster collaboration and teacher controkewise Glatthorn (1997) believed that
differentiated supervision was necessary to bggt@t the professionalism of teachers.
Glatthorn (1997) defined differentiated supervisasa process that “provides teachers
with options about the kinds of supervisory and@stave services they receive” (p. 3).
Glatthorn (1997) expressed the need for controlclmice within the process of
evaluation for teachers. This need was deemedamtidor teacher collaboration, teacher
choice, teacher growth, and teacher control inggsibnal development.

In the 1990s, the work of Danielson and her worthwhe Educational Testing
Service contributed to the relevance of teacheluatian in order to develop a
framework of teaching. Danielson (2007) focusedn@asuring teacher competence,
utilizing 76 elements of quality teaching dividedd four domains. This framework for
teaching was “based on important assumptions akloat is important for students to
learn, the nature of learning and how to promotihé purposeful nature of teaching, and
the nature of professionalism” (Danielson, 20072%). Student learning,
professionalism, and purpose were important focaasquality evaluation system
based on Danielson’s findings.

With specified teacher qualities to be evaluateanyrevaluation systems focused

on performance-based standards. In Missouri, énfPnance-Based Teacher
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Evaluation (PBTE) was created for use in 1999 (MGEE2012f) in response to the
Missouri statue 168.128 RSMo. This statute regusreomprehensive performance-
based system to be adopted but left Missouri dtstwith the flexibility to create their
own evaluation system while offering suggestionspfmcedures. The following
suggestions were stated in Section 168.128:
The board of education of each school districtlshaintain records showing
periods of service, dates of appointment, and atkeessary information for the
enforcement of section 168.102 to 168.130. Intsuidithe board of education of
each school district shall cause a comprehensitferpgance-based evaluation
for each teacher employed by the district. Sudiuation shall be ongoing and
of sufficient specificity and frequency to provifte demonstrated standards of
competency and academic ability. All evaluationalisbe maintained in the
teacher’s personnel file at the office of the baafrdducation. A copy of each
evaluation shall be provided to the teacher andogu@te administrator. The
State Department of Elementary and Secondary Eidacsttall provide
suggested procedures for such an evaluation. 9&9 p.2 7581 68.114, A.L.
1983 H.B. 38 & 783)
Likewise, the principal evaluation, Performance-&hPrincipal Evaluation (PBPE), was
created in 2003 (MODESE, 2012f) in response tcsthtute.
Nevertheless, teacher evaluation continued to briated for quality. The
Widget Effect study explored teacher evaluatiompl@&xing (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern,

& Keeling, 2009):
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The failure of evaluation systems to provide aciead credible information

about individual teacher’s instructional performaiscistains and reinforces a

phenomenon that we have come to call the WidgetcEffThe Widget Effect

describes the tendency of school districts to asstlassroom effectiveness is the
same from teacher to teacher. This decades-d&tyalosters an environment in
which teachers cease to be understood as indiviatatdssionals, but rather as
interchangeable parts. In its denial of individstaéngths and weaknesses, it is
deeply disrespectful to teachers; in its indiff@®to instructional effectiveness, it

gambles with the lives of students. (p. 4)

Although The Widget Effect highlighted flaws in theacher evaluation system, it
emphasized the desire for an evaluation systemowade accurate information about
teachers. This desire for accurate informatiorafbmdividual teachers embodied the
movement toward the development of new evaluatystems.

In the development of the Missouri Educator EvauaSystem (MEES), the
MODESE considered the work of Marzano, Hattie, bechov in order to help teachers
improve student learning. Reference resources dareloped that linked the
importance of each researcher’s work with the MEE®nsequently, Marzano (2007)
focused on the instructional strategies that predbe largest student gains. These
strategies were included within the MEES in oraertéacher choice to promote student
learning. Likewise, Hattie (2009) considered thetdrs that improve learning and
ranked them. The most important factors Hatti©@@0dentified were feedback, a
student’s prior cognitive ability, and trust of tteacher. Each of these factors were

embedded into the MEES as a tool to help teacHaastly, the work of Lemov (2010)



12

concentrated on the techniques that successfuideaatilize in the classroom. Each of
the 49 techniques that great teachers used waseddsenced within the MEES to help
teachers grow in the profession.
Statement of the Problem

With the creation of the ESEA in 1965, Congress gun the process of school
reform in order to help reach all students. Thiaugd the years the ESEA had been
revised seven times; the latest reauthorizationgofie NCLB Act (U. S. Department of
Education, 2013c). Unfortunately, this revisiogsd intentions brought about many
negative consequences. Jennings and Rentner (@3@6yered some unintended
consequences, recognizing that NCLB had createdwad curriculum with extreme
focus on math and reading, had not been fundeduatiey to be implemented
successfully, and had yet to show test score gaieffectively help all children become
proficient. It was these unintended consequentsarose from placing all school
systems in America under the same template fromBItbiat fueled the need for
flexibility.

Unfortunately a decade later, Congress stallecbdhto reform NCLB from
moving forward. This political inaction caused thbama administration to further
consider the restraints of NCLB, and the Obama ahtnation provided “a process for
states to seek relief from key provisions of the’l@dJ. S. Department of Education,
2011, para. 1). The answer to the restraints diBlthe Obama administration created
was the Elementary and Secondary Education Act fgFtexibility Request, which
exempts states from some NCLB requirements (U.eépaDment of Education, 2013Db).

This request allowed states the opportunity totiflestruggling schools, to direct
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resources to struggling schools more efficienthd 8 recognize exemplary schools (U.
S. Department of Education, 2011). This requdstvald states flexibility with
accountability and educator evaluation systemsS(Department of Education, 2011).

After the states learned the required criterialierESEA Flexibility Request,
each state had the challenge of designing and $tithgra research-based plan in order to
guarantee further strides in student achievemens(epartment of Education, 2013c).
Then, on June 29, 2012 the state of Missouri’'s ESEEXibility Request was accepted,
and the MODESE had much ground to cover in regamhplementing a new evaluation
system (MODESE, 2012e).

The new evaluation system was scheduled to beatefdy the 2014 school year,
with some districts volunteering to pilot the eation system during the 2012-2013
school year (MODESE, 2013b). The MODESE has pexvithany webinars and
training dates to assist districts with the traaosito the new system; however, individual
districts were not all coming from the same evatuasystem that was currently in place.
Districts are in varied degrees of implementatibthe new system simply based on the
structure of their current system. Where do smpenidents of Southwest Missouri
perceive their districts are in regard to readiriesshe transition to the MEES?
Purpose of the study

With this transition to the MEES, districts areddownith many challenges. This
study assessed the current readiness levels ajemgraphical region in Missouri to
determine the next necessary steps for superiniéndéhe study also gave educators a
clearer picture of assurance—allowing them to beftelerstand the readiness levels in

general of one geographical region of Missourirdits for each of the essential
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principles of effective evaluation. With any charmgpmes fear, so this assurance for
educators helped clarify some change factors dodiedl for concrete understandings,
which provide quicker acceptance of this new evaassystem. For universities and
professional development centers, this study mag hasisted in their planning for
additional trainings. Additionally, the focus diig study allowed descriptive data for
future research projects focusing on the MEES. .tly ahe findings of this study could
be used to guide district level decision-makingagard to those principles found to be
less ready for the transition.

Research questions.The following research questions guided the study:

1. What is the readiness level as determined by Missoperintendents in regard to
incorporating research-based practices into instmre

2. What is the readiness level as determined by Mrssoperintendents in regard to
differentiating clearly defined levels of perforntanand measuring growth?

3. What is the readiness level as determined by Mrssoperintendents in regard to
implementing a probationary period for new educgtproviding accurate and
appropriate accumulation of performance data?

4. What is the readiness level as determined by Missoperintendents in regard to
incorporating measures of student growth in leammthe Missouri Educator Evaluation
System?

5. What is the readiness level as determined by Mrssoperintendents in regard to
ongoing, meaningful, and timely feedback to edusapoovided by the Missouri

Educator Evaluation System?
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6. What is the readiness level as determined by Missoperintendents in regard to
standardized and periodic training for evaluatorsrisure that ratings are fair, accurate,
and reliable?

7. What is the readiness level as determined by Missoperintendents in regard to
the evaluation results informing employment deteations, decisions, and policy?
Definitions of Key Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following tenvere defined:

Elementary and Secondary Education AC(ESEA). Legislation that
“emphasizes equal access to education and eseblsfh standards and accountability.
The law authorizes federally funded education paogy that are administered by the
states. In 2002, Congress amended ESEA and reengith@ as the No Child Left
Behind Act” (State of Washington, 2013, para. 1).

Elementary and Secondary Flexibility Request A waiver that allows states “to
request flexibility regarding specific requiremenfghe NCLB Act of 2001 in exchange
for rigorous and comprehensive state-developedsplasigned to improve educational
outcomes for all students, close achievement gapgase equity, and improve the
quality of instruction” (U.S. Department of Educat, 2013b, para. 1).

Essential Principles of Effective Evaluation.The foundation of an effective
evaluation system that contained research-basediplies the MODESE (2012b)
determined will provide growth and learning throwgdiservable and measureable
criteria, resulting in effective teaching which taoutes to improved student

performance.
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Missouri Educator Evaluation System (MEES). The evaluation system for
Missouri educators developed in response to then&ary and Secondary Education
Act Flexibility Request. This evaluation systencdsed on formative development of
each educator and waminded on the belief that improving educator pecacimproves student

performance (MODESE, 2013b).

Performance-based Teacher Evaluation (PBTE)An evaluation instrument
“designed to measure the teacher's knowledge ettefe teaching techniques so that
students can achieve at higher levels” (MODESE12015).

Limitations and Assumptions

The following limitations were identified in thegudy:

Sample demographics.The sample demographics of this study focused en th
superintendents in school districts located inSbathwest region of Missouri. All
superintendents in school districts located inSbathwest region in Missouri were
invited to participate. Email addresses were olekifrom the MODESE's (2013)
Missouri’'s School Directory. Missouri superintentiein other regions of the state were
not included in the study; therefore, the retute raay not distinguish the complete
representation of superintendents’ perceptions.

The following assumptions were accepted:

Survey instrument. The researcher-generated survey statements basbkd on
MODESE's (2012b) Essential Principles of Effectiaaluation. It was assumed the
participants understood the survey statements. also assumed responses from the

participants were honest and without bias.
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Significance of the Study

This study adds to the existing research concgrattucator evaluation. As
Missouri transitions to the MEES, the results af gtudy may be utilized to form district
level policy. Specifics regarding the standardiaad periodic training for evaluators to
ensure that ratings are fair, accurate, and reialgire reviewed and may serve to inform
educators of the importance of systemic trainiggually important, this study reiterates
the value of effective feedback, a critical compured an evaluation system.
Furthermore, this study recorded readiness leillkistrating the varied levels on specific
essential principles of effective evaluation. Thadusions based on the findings of this
study will aid educators in planning and implemegteffective professional
development activities in an effort to fully undenrsd the MEES.
Summary

With the approval of the ESEA Flexibility Requediissouri had more flexibility
in regard to federal reporting requirements thas @féered with NCLB, which initiated
a need for a new educator evaluation system. élakiation system was designed by
the MODESE to better highlight the growth educasmiieve annually in order to meet
one of the federal requirements within ESEA FldkjpRequest. The development of
the essential principles of effective evaluatiosated questions as to where Missouri
school districts were in regard to readiness for lew evaluation system, the MEES.

Therefore, a survey was created in which the ¢isdgminciples of effective
evaluation were detailed to determine superintetsdeerceptions of the readiness levels
for the transition to the MEES. The informationrgal will attempt to fill the gaps of

uncertainty moving forward with this transition.ddéitionally, the findings may serve to
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increase information to assist in future profesai@evelopment determinations. Equally
important, the collection of data and subsequealyars may yield insights that will

bring about changes in current practices, poteshts in thinking that need to be
introduced into the district culture, and necessamings to prepare staff for the
transition.

In Chapter Two, the literature review was detail@the main topics included the
purpose of evaluation, flaws in evaluation systectesr expectations, differentiated
performance levels, probationary period, studerfop@ance and growth measures,

meaningful feedback, evaluator training, and usevafuation results. An explanation of
the methodology specific to this study was provide@hapter Three. Next, an analysis
of data was detailed in Chapter Four. Finally,sbmmary of findings, conclusions, and

recommendations for future research were presemt€tapter Five.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature

In compliance with the ESEA Flexibility Requestig8buri addressed principle 3,
Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadershiphvguidelines for a new state
evaluation system. The journey of implementatibthis new evaluation system
guidelines required superintendents to lead thpomant transition. What readiness
levels were perceived by superintendents in sctistilicts located in one geographical
region in Missouri when transitioning to the guidek for a new evaluation system?

As Missouri districts make the transition from awaluation system to another, it
is important to reflect, measure, and train stalddrs in order to make the transition
smooth. The MODESE had to consider the purpasedocator evaluations and the
flaws in the current evaluation system. Likewisacher effectiveness had to have a
clear definition, shared with all districts. Cleapectations, differentiated performance
levels, student performance measures, feedbacle\aidator training were deemed as
essential principles of an effective evaluationeays(MODESE, 2012b). Additionally, a
probationary period for new educators and admatists and the use of evaluation
results finished Missouri’'s determination of esgdririnciples of an effective evaluation
system (MODESE, 2012b).

For this study, the purpose for evaluation systems explored, followed by
existing flaws in a performance based evaluati@tesy. Although there were many
different models for evaluation systems availableréference, only the seven Essential
Principles of Effective Evaluation were studied dénese the MODESE had already made

this determination of criteria.
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Purpose of Evaluation
Under the ESEA Flexibility Waiver, states had thexibility to improve
evaluation systems so that they provide meaningtlitators of effectiveness and
support teachers and leaders by considering botlest growth and multiple measures
of professional practices” (U.S. Department of Eation, 2013, p. 1). This explanation
involving the ESEA Flexibility Waiver provided sést with a general defined expectation
for teacher evaluation. It was then each stagspansibility to determine the specific
“meaningful indicators of effectiveness and supp(@st S. Department of Education,
2013d, p. 1).
Missouri’s Flexibility Waiver Request (MODESE, ZH) addressed the specifics
of state Senate Bill 291 that had passed in JO&8.2The specifics included:
...directing school districts to adopt teaching stadd which were to include the
following elements: students actively participatel @are successful in the learning
process; various forms of assessment are usedridanand manage student
learning; the teacher is prepared and knowledgedlilee content and effectively
maintains students’ on-task behavior; the teackes professional
communication and interaction with the school comitythe teacher keeps
current on instructional knowledge and seeks amibess changes in teaching
behaviors that will improve student performancel dre teacher acts as a
responsible professional in the overall missiothefschool. (p. 104)
With the state’s adoption of these teaching statgjavlissouri had begun the transition

from the Performance Based Teacher Evaluation (BPBid&tess to the MEES.
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A transition from one evaluation system to anotiequires clear understanding
of the goals and vision of the organization. Maz&012) explained the importance of
clearly understanding the purpose of the evalugirocess, “When measurement is the
primary purpose, a small set of elements is sufficto determine a teacher’s skill in the
classroom” (p. 19). Marshall (2009) added, “evabrafocuses on the process of
teaching, not the result” (p. 36). However, measwent was no longer the purpose of
evaluation with the adoption of Senate Bill 291 skburi had determined that
development of teachers was the purpose of evatuas indicated by the additional
teacher standards (MODESE, 2013e). Therefore,ddisfad to be sure to clearly
express the purpose of the MEES.

Many researchers share similar definitions regative purpose of evaluation.

In fact, Effective Supervision: Supporting the Art and Soeeof Teachingjefined the
purpose of supervisioas “the enhancement of teachers’ pedagogical skillsthe
ultimate goal of enhancing student achievement’r@dao, Frontier, & Livingston,

2011, p. 2). The MODESE (2013b) agreed with thigppse, focusing on teacher growth
connected to student achievement evidence. LilewBsickman (2002) considered
teacher development essential in evaluation. @lark (2002) expressed the need to
have educators collaborate to share knowledge atsipn on the need for both teacher
and student growth to be considered in the evalnatias discussed by Danielson and
McGreal (2000), expressing a need for a balancstgy “examining teaching practices
for the skill teachers demonstrate and considaheglegree of student learning they

produce” (p. 44).
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These views are reinforced when considering thepbexity of teaching.
Teachers desire the need for development each }eateacher begins or continues in
education completely competent. Development akviddal talents and strengths are
deemed necessary for continued growth in the psafes Simon (2012) explained,
“Good teachers are not found through some magecaitment pipeline. They are
made, over time” (p. 59). This belief that no eator ever finishes growing is necessary
for true understanding of the purpose of evaluati@nowth along the path of expertise
provides all educators avenues for continued imgmuant.

If the purpose of evaluation is to develop teaehgrertise to enhance student
achievement, then commonalities must be consigtpnéisent. Marzano et al. (2011)
reinforced that certain conditions must be metradeofor expertise to be developed in a
teacher. To begin with, “a well- articulated knedtje base for teaching must be
established for teachers” (Marzano et al., 2014) p. Teachers who consistently
demonstrate effective pedagogy in the classroom $teldents achieve (Danielson,
2007).

Examples of effective pedagogy cover multiple feavarks of teaching
(Danielson, 2007). Hence, continued growth focuseselecting additional components
of pedagogy in order to broaden teacher experfieg.example, if a teacher has strong
classroom management pedagogy expertise, therdbkdr shifts the focus of the
evaluation to a different framework pedagogy fontawued growth (Marzano et al.,
2011).

Additionally, evaluations that develop teacher eipe focus on the practice of

the pedagogy skill to be evaluated and quality li@eedd (Danielson, 2007). The key to
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developing this condition is the focused, intendilostrategies for both feedback and
practice (Marzano et al., 2011). A teacher utiligfocused feedback over a period of
time gains knowledge on that specific strategykeiiise, “feedback that involves too
many elements or is too broad has little influen@#arzano et al., 2011, p. 7) for
expertise growth. Likewise, focused practice resgiteacher selection of the specific
strategy in advance for the feedback to grow thpedise level of the teacher.

This focused practice merges with the focused faeklleads naturally to another
condition for expertise growth as “opportunitieotiserve and discuss expertise”
(Marzano et al., 2011, p.7). Observations desaenibat is seen in the classroom and
interprets what had been seen based on judgmelit&r{an, 2002). In order for
evaluations to develop teacher expertise, multpleervations and discussions are
completed. These interactions occur consistemitiycdten, emphasizing the specific
strategy the teacher is developing. These multp&ervation snapshots allow
discussion with fellow teachers and evaluatorsealikn order for teachers to completely
understand the specific strategies, “clear critand a plan for success” (Marzano et al.,
2011, p. 4) have to be in place, answering questionteachers. Novice to experienced
teachers need a common, understandable scale othvehspecific strategy looks like in
order for deep discussion and relevant feedbackd¢ar (Danielson, 2007).

Lastly, teachers are motivated by “recognitionxgertise” (Marzano et al., 2011,
p. 8). Praise and documentation noting recognitioriocused growth in expertise on the
focused, specified strategy aids the teacher’sratenotivation. Mielke and Frontier
(2012) added, “allowing teachers to generate davataheir own teaching, identify their

own areas of focus, and establish their own impres@ goals can increase teacher
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motivation and engagement” (p. 13). Utilizingthié conditions together provides
teachers with the direction needed to develop enhdit teacher expertise.
Flaws in Current Evaluation Systems

If the purpose of evaluation is “to grow greatctears to drive student excellence,
the traditional model has failed” (Bambrick-Santp2612, p. 29). In fact many flaws
have surfaced with teacher evaluation systems. S0cke flaw focuses on the assumption
that “if we grade our teachers in a truly comprednemway, we’ll drive student learning”
(Bambrick-Santoyo, 2012, p. 28). Comprehensiveklsts for teachers requires
observations and discussions to be broad and der&raply adding evaluation criteria
with no other changes proves incapable of incregastimdent achievement (Marzano et
al., 2011). The evaluation system of simply meagua teacher on a standardized scale
to gain a score to prove success creates inacegraébcusing a large amount of effort
on scale scores does not increase student achiavéBeambrick-Santoyo, 2012).

Instead, this assumption is proven faulty wheghees focus on improvement
and growth, not scores (Bambrick-Santoyo, 2012)si@es the small number of
observed evaluation criteria, the actual scoretuetan criteria is often outdated and
limited (Danielson and McGreal, 2000). Much reshdras been conducted in the past
25 years that has development additional pedagagefchers. Danielson and McGreal
(2000) explained, “Education is built around a cgpton of practice based on current
and emerging research findings; as those findinggest new approaches, pedagogical
practices must also move forward” (p. 3). This\fia addressed in the MEES by

narrowing the focus of the evaluation to a few edgy strategies.
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Another flaw in evaluation systems is present uenclear criteria. Oftentimes
individual teachers view what constitutes good hesg differently. There are few
shared values within the building and only assuamstiabout good teaching (Danielson
& McGreal, 2000). There is never a “common langutgdescribe teaching” (Danielson
& McGreal, 2000, p. 4) and that makes professicoalersations about observation
difficult and inefficient. This flaw is addressedthe MEES by establishing rubrics of
research-based practices, allowing for all edusatmhave access to a menu of multiple
components.

In addition to unclear criteria, many evaluatigstems allow teachers little to no
choice (Marzano et al., 2011). When the evaluaterewed as the formal authority
treating teachers as “deskilled workers followimggeriptive mandates” (Glickman,
Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 1990, p. 444), teachersiareonsidered colleagues actively
contributing to improved student achievement. Tlaw is addressed in the MEES by
providing each teacher choice and ownership irptbeess of selecting areas of growth
and pieces of evidence that support the growth.

In order to eliminate many common flaws in teaaheluation, Missouri
legislation provides additional criteria for evaioa systems. Senate Bill 291 aided in
strengthening teacher evaluation systems. Thelibdtted school districts to adopt
teaching standards that include several provertipesc These practices link
performance behaviors to research about “how studaming improves” (MODESE,

2012a, slide 8) and creates seven essential plesayd an effective evaluation system.
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Clear Expectations

One essential principle for effective evaluatiothis use of well-defined,
research-based practices. As described by the MSEDE012a), this principle
“measures educator performance against researeldga®ven practices associated with
the improvements of student performance” (slideBacher practices observed must be
clearly articulated, research-based, and provest&fk in improving student learning.
Additionally the clear language reduces subjegtiginong individuals and provides
clear direction for improvement (MODESE, 2012b).

One practice listed in the bill clearly states ¢ixpectation that “students actively
participate and are active in the learning proc@s8DESE, 2013e, p. 1). Cooperative
learning is one research-based, proven teachinigadehat relies on student
collaboration and active participation to meet #Mpectation. This research-based,
proven practice expands and improves student legthrough social interaction
(Marzano, 2007).

In cooperative learning students actively listeottoer students and talk through
the learning material. Cooperative learning afsweases motivation because of the
responsibilities the students develop between apnéhar (Roseth, Johnson, & Johnson,
2008). This method increases self-esteem anda@gsttowards school (Dean et al.,
2012). In order to keep students actively engagéie lesson, the activities challenge
and encourage “nonroutine thinking” (Danielson, 208 83). Just as cooperative
learning increases self-esteem, motivation, anchieg in students, it can also be applied
to the MEES in order to help teachers grow. THlboration and clearly expressed

direction for improvement found in cooperative leag are also found within the
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principle of clear expectations to measure teapbgormance of research-based proven
practices.

Another example of a proven practice is the useagkd assessments.
Assessment types included standardized, authamiiclocally developed. Standardized
testing provide strong evidence of student knowdealiga specific content area.
However, these summative assessments measure groltif the results are compared
to the same student’s results on previous teststbeesame content area (Goe, 2010). A
second type of assessment, formative assessmelps,teachers document student
growth and recognize students who are in needdifiadal support. The use of these
frequent assessments has been found to positiealierto achievement levels of several
content areas at all academic stages (Goe & Stj@{€8).

Another type of assessment utilized to show stugeswth are authentic
assessments that include writing samples, portfpbo other performance-based work.
These performance assessments require that studleats proof of academic ability.
Using both performance assessments and standatdstecenables students to focus on
general and specific skills (Marzano & Toth, 2018astly, common assessments, or
locally based assessments provide evidence ofrdtirdprovement. Examples of locally
based assessments are tests created by teacheist-dide assessments, or specific
content area tests. Each type of this practiogiges clear expectations of student
growth and evidence that research-based provetigesiincrease student learning with
assessments that are consistent, accurate, andngieh(O’'Connor, 2007).

Teacher preparation and knowledge of content araadther research-based

practice stated in the bill. This standard alsmudes the teacher’s ability to understand
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motivation and behavior that encourages “activeagegient in learning, positive social
interaction, and self-motivation” (MODESE, 2012d80). Indeed the teacher’s
preparation establishes affected student learnitftective classroom procedures allow
“achievement to take place” (Wong & Wong, 20091@9). In fact learning occurs only
when students are “actively engaged and in coofrtileir own learning” (Wong &
Wong, 2009, p. 167). Therefore, motivation andavetr are essential for effective
teaching because a teacher’s level of subjectexpartise is strongly correlated with the
students’ achievement levels (Goe et al., 2008).

Yet another vital practice is the use of professi@@mmunication and
interaction in the school community. A quality icator of effective communication is
that teachers exemplify effective communicatiorhteques with students, parents, and
colleagues (MODESE, 2012d). These techniquesdedhonverbal, verbal, and media
communication. The individual criteria for thisstard states that teachers should ask
guestions at the same rate and respond to incamnseters in the same style to both low-
expectancy students and high-expectancy studémsther quality indicator is that
teachers must be sensitive to “culture, gendeg|ledtual, and physical differences”
(MODESE, 2012d, p. 1). Teachers utilize techniqoesultivate student engagement
and to build an accepting classroom environmentotAer standard of communication
includes clear communication. Teachers clearlyroamcate with all students, parents,
and colleagues in order to achieve their goalg. ekample, in the classroom the rubric
must be clearly stated so that students can sesp#wic levels of performance that

relate to the overall goal of the lesson (MODESEL,2Z). The same need applies to
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teacher evaluation rubrics, as well. Teachersrdedbe professional communication
allotted within the rubrics to understand the natprogression of the standard.

The MODESE (2012) stated another research-basetiqeras that teachers must
“keep current on instructional knowledge” (slide @scovering and pursuing different
teaching behaviors that will enhance student aeim@nt. Certainly, Goe et al. (2008)
emphasized that effective professional developnseistustained, aligned with the
curriculum, and focused on instruction” (p. 6).oféssional growth produces
opportunities for teachers to learn from their eafjues and provides teachers with more
insights into how their instruction relates to sntlachievement (Goe, 2010). Teachers
seek opportunities for professional growth in ordeimprove the academic achievement
of students. Teachers also self-assess their Qrinndugh keeping records of
evaluations, identify strengths and weaknessesdanelop a growth plan to implement
in their classroom (MODESE, 2012d).

The last practice stated in the Senate bill higiitigeachers engaged as
responsible professionals, exemplifying the totesion of their school (MODESE,
2012e). Norms of acceptable behavior of teachmisadministrators establishes
professionalism in schools. Some norms include thexstaff resolves conflicts,
communicates effectively with one another, or belsaduring professional meetings or
workshops (Marzano, 2007). Professional collalhanas achieved through teachers
collecting evidence from their own classroom torshaith their colleagues. The
professional commitment made by teachers includgkanning and implementation of
goals as an educator and overall quality as anatducData collected regarding the

professionalism of teachers include personnel tscand improvement plans
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(MODESE, 2013a). As defined by the MODESE (2012d}jstinguished teacher is one
who participates in school district committees antively participates with the revising
of policies and procedures. In order to achiev® teachers remain informed of the
school’s initiatives and participate as much assjibs in order to increase support to
students and their families, as well as colleagues.

Differentiated Performance Levels

Effective evaluation systems include differentikevels of performance to
distinguish teachers’ ratings. The evaluationesystontains at least three levels, with
each level providing clear descriptions and medderguidelines (MODESE, 2012a).
These levels provide directions for growth and ieklevel of performance. Levels are
not categorized by the years of experience, bberdiy performance (MODESE,
2012b).

As established by the MODESE (2012a), the professicontinuum of the
teacher contains five levels of teacher ratingsesk ratings include candidate, new
teacher, developing teacher, proficient teachet,distinguished teacher (MODESE,
2012a). Each level contains a description of éaeter who would best fit into the level
and the specific terminology pertaining to the teats abilities and goals. The
importance of a functional, effective system alignthe levels requires clear, easily
understood descriptions (Schooling, Toth, & Marz&il1). Other elements used to
determine a teacher’s performance rating includel lef commitment, abstract thinking,
learning, planning, and conditions (Secretary'@ftes for Discretionary Grant

Programs, 2010).
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The candidate level was created for educators whpraparing to enter the
education field and focuses on the teachers’ adslib create, reflect, and demonstrate
knowledge of the profession (Peterson & Peters0@6® Teachers who have just
started teaching rank in the new teacher leveks@tieachers are expected to be able to
communicate, implement, and facilitate (DanielsomMé&Greal, 2000). New teachers
display basic content knowledge but often struggte making connections (Danielson
& McGreal, 2000). New teachers work on increasir own knowledge and
improving their own practices to enhance their stus’ achievements (Marzano,
Frontier & Livingston, 2011). New teachers areeoffd a consulting teacher who assists
the teacher in planning and implementing lessodshafps determine the level of
guidance the teacher may need (Simon, 2012).

Developing teachers are educators still emergirtgeir careers as teachers and
are able to actively participate, apply, and endM@DESE, 2013d). Educators who
are constantly participating in professional depaient and advancing their growth are
placed in the proficient teacher level (MODESE, 2)1 The highest level of
distinguished teachers includes educators who iborér to the education profession and
are constantly advancing student growth. Teadhdtss level act as mentor teachers
and serve as leaders in the district (Marzano.gf@l1). Distinguished teachers also
exhibit extensive content knowledge and activelydoon this knowledge through
expanding their own professional development (Daare& McGreal, 2000). Educators
at this level of experience distinguish themsefvesy more novice teachers because they

adopt appropriate and challenging practices focthgsroom (Hattie, 2009).
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Another factor measured into the various teaatwzls of evaluation considers
the level of teacher commitment. Teachers witleltr no commitment to the
educational field who choose to “simply go throdlge motions” (Glickman, 2002, p. 84)
with little concern for student achievement or pssional growth illustrate a low level of
teacher commitment. Moderate commitment involeesi$ing heavily on one specific
aspect of the job, while neglecting others (Glickim2002). Teachers highly committed
to their careers demonstrate the utmost conceriér students’ growth and are willing
to put in as much extra time as necessary (DamesklcGreal, 2000).

Similarly, the amount of abstract thinking teachgractice in their classroom also
plays a part in the performance evaluation lev@leckman, 2002). Problems often
develop in the classroom, but when teachers uketlit no abstract thinking in their
teaching practices, problems grew into larger corec@Vong & Wong, 2009). Teachers
who do not handle classroom management or do eatechallenging and appropriate
assignments may struggle with abstract thinkingh{Elaon & McGreal, 2000).

These educators make content errors and undengtapndittle about important
pedagogical practices (Danielson & McGreal, 20003achers who use a moderate
amount of abstract thinking can think of soluti@mstheir own, but they sometimes
struggle with the larger goal or objective (StroBQ11). These teachers struggle with
unexpected issues that might arise in the classrdgigh abstract thinking skills enables
a teacher to take the viewpoint of students, taaclparents, and administrators (Strong,
2011). These more effective teachers think ofadtiéve plans and solutions, as well as
carefully consider each step of the teaching aadhleg process (Danielson & McGreal,

2000).
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When rating teachers on their ability to develpprapriate lessons, evaluators
consider the pace of the lesson, as well as thieebnA teacher who receives an
unsatisfactory rating will have poor time managetweth lessons that are too slow or
too rushed, thus affecting student achievemeneseé&hessons will also not appropriately
relate to course objectives. At the same timehes who need improvement will
sometimes have appropriately paced lessons, bun@asistent in maintaining this
practice. Students may be constantly off-taskyiiets may not directly relate to student
ability and achievement, or a combination of bath@esent in the classroom
(Danielson, 2007). In contrast, competent edusaoe those who embrace well-paced
lessons and appropriately utilize classroom inswadime (Danielson, 2007).

Teachers who desire development in their perform#enels often practice self-
directed growth (Nolan & Hoover, 2008). This pregtinvolves the teacher and an
administrator who observes and offers guidanchedransitioning teacher. Self-
directed growth allows teachers to build on th&nd&knowledge, set meaningful goals,
and devise advanced, concrete plans for theirrcass(Nolan & Hoover, 2008).
Through using this method, teachers create cutmeurojects, reflective journals, or
professional development trainings based on tedehaning from individual book
studies. Through these practices, as well as wgnkith administrators and district
leaders, teachers are able to further their gr@astaducators and achieve higher
performance levels.

Furthermore, focusing on student achievement apdating gradual
improvement allows teacher growth within the parfance levels (Marzano & Toth,

2013). The goal of a teacher centers on the stadand their learning progress, and
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achievement (Marzano & Haystead, 2008) . For éffestudent achievement and
growth to occur, teachers consider student neeés \planning every aspect of their
curriculum, throughout the planning, implementiagd assessment (Marzano &
Haystead, 2008). When teachers design changhsit@tading and teaching practices,
constant, gradual gains are achieved (Marzano deHeiver, 2011). By creating small
and gradual changes to the classroom, teacheksthiage changes, evaluate the effect on
student learning, and determine effectivenessuiuré performance.

Developing clear performance levels with descrgptviteria and guidelines
validates an effective evaluation system (Danie&dvicGreal, 2000). Having clearly
designed performance levels along with severalrddators regarding teaching practices
and professional growth aids in determining théqverance level of an educator.
Teacher development solidifies with these cleaefyrebd performance levels, providing
teachers the opportunity to enhance their teaghiagtices and improve their
performance level.

Probationary Period

A probationary period is included in all effectigealuations and provides new
teachers time to receive mentoring and becomerigiedl into the school environment.
The probationary period lasts five years, includwg years of required mentoring by an
experienced colleague. During the probationaryogenew teachers require unique
needs, such as reassurance of a job well donerafesgional development (Peterson &
Peterson, 2006). Evaluators and administratorgigeeaconstructive evaluations,
cooperative meetings with support, and the oppdstio boost morale of the beginning

teachers by providing data as evidence of growtm(&s, 2012).
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The mentoring aspect of the probationary periayes to be successful. Schools
that develop a mentoring program see a great iseredfirst-year teachers who return
for a second year (Heller, 2004). Standards aveldped for those who are chosen to be
mentors to the new teachers. The mentors estabbgecific plan for their new teacher
that is individualized and meets required standéiddmielson & McGreal, 2000). Then
the mentor receives proper training that stressegnportance of confidentiality,
includes observation and feedback skills, and fesuws proven practices. Specific
criteria for mentors includes at least three yedteaching experience, holds a similar
position as their mentoree, and demonstrates aralkerstanding of best practices and
instructional strategies (MODESE, 2012a).

Aside from the mentoring program, several otheipsupmethods have been
established to assist beginning teachers duringribieationary period. Support meetings
are another way to incorporate beginning teacimestheir new environment. These
meetings provide teachers an opportunity to exgressideas, voice their concerns, and
share perspectives (Peterson & Peterson, 200§)pdBumeetings include new teachers,
as well as their mentors. Providing a supportieeknenvironment also helps put the
teacher at ease. The teacher should be providedcawiariety of resources, ample
planning time, a reasonable amount of extracumicrdsponsibilities, and manageable
class sizes (Peterson & Peterson, 2006). Portiadks are also used to support new
teachers. These tasks help teachers connectestateng standards to their own
curriculum, without overwhelming the teacher.

The purpose of evaluating new teachers during thleghionary period reassures

the teachers that they are doing well and introgltisem to the evaluation system
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(Peterson & Peterson, 2006). Portfolio assessmefiést one example of effective
evaluations during the probationary period. Thethod allows teachers to document
what they are teaching, as well as to reflect eir ttlassroom practices. Providing
teachers with simple data or feedback from a pahekperienced teachers are also good
ways to reassure the teacher of a job well dorféeri@g teachers a variety of
performance assessment and feedback methods a@llevisachers to become involved in
the process and to find the evaluation systemsathét best for them (Peterson &
Peterson, 2006).

Creating a strong and effective probationary pemoal district’'s evaluation
program leads to staff development and fosters attenfrteachers and administrators
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000). By providing effeciprofessional development through
the mentorship aspect, school districts retain gtkaeal teachers (Heller, 2004). The
probationary period is a crucial time to aid begugrteachers in adapting to the new
environment and to empower them to become strongagdrs.

Student Performance and Growth Measures

Another principle for the MEES requires considenatf student performance
and growth. In fact, an effective evaluation syste one that “uses measures of growth
in student learning as a significant part of thaleation” (MODESE, 2012a, slide 23).
Therefore, an effective evaluation system has tess student growth that is defined as
“a change in academic achievement across two oe paints in time” (MODESE,
2012a, slide 24). If the student growth measuredaav, the educator is not given a

proficient or distinguished rating.
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In order to measure student growth, the teachex aisrariety of assessments to
accurately determine academic performance. Godiafdheide (2011) recommended a
variety of assessments as each has limitationsliffledng strengths. In fact, student
growth is measured through benchmark tests, pedoceassessments, student
portfolios, individualized learning objectives, acmimmon assessments. In order to
accurately measure growth, assessments are acemagishore than once a year
(MODESE, 2012c). Strong (2011) agreed, “Any valid reliable test given to all
students at the beginning and end of the schoolgaabe used” (p. 103). Common
assessments provide focused data determined loystiniet and utilized by all teachers in
the district for optimal instructional effectiverse®©uFour & Marzano, 2011). Several
models have been developed to determine studewtlyend may be utilized by teachers
to measure student growth.

One such model is the value-added model. The vadded model is a statistical
approach that predicts how much growth a studemildraccomplish. Growth is
determined by comparing the amount of growth thmatlar students have made
historically (MODESE, 2012c). If students exceled predicted growth, the teacher
receives a higher rating. Some models similan®dompare students’ current scores to
their own scores in their prior three years ofngka test in the same subject matter
(Peterson & Peterson, 2006). When students staneahe predicted expected
learning, this results in “value added” to the texqPeterson & Peterson, 2006, p. 33).

Multiple regressions models also compare studewitr by considering
“population influences,” such as ethnicity, schattendance, or socioeconomic status

(Peterson & Peterson, 2006, p. 35). Adjustmer@srade with these systems to correct
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these parameters. This parameter adjustment datg=gnwhich differences are affected
by the teacher’s performance.

Another model is the rasch unit scale. The rasthsgale uses a large population
sample to analyze the difficulty of a specific tiésin. Student achievement is typically
shown through their grade level with this model t@mpares achievement within large
populations. Although expensive, this scale alléevsustomized testing, which in turn
increases the accuracy of the assessment (Pe&RBeterson, 2006).

An additional model focuses on percentile scofdse student-growth percentile
model calculates student growth by comparing onéestt’s progress to their peers. A
percentile rank is given to each student that eteis how many peers that student out-
performed. A smaller percentile rank shows lowgpess, thus resulting in a lower rating
for the teacher.

Beyond percentile scores, teachers have the oppiyrto consider growth
targets as another model for measuring studenttgro%tudents take pre- and post- tests
and compare these scores with the growth targatsatk determined. This model is
typically used for classes in which students etiterclass with little or no previous
experience, such as elective classes (Reform SuNpowork, 2006). This method
offers a solution to the issue of how to asses#estis in a class where there exists no
standardized test, such as a state assessment.

Additionally, student-learning objectives attribtiveone of the most popular
teaching models teachers use to measure studemthgrd hese objectives are defined as
“a specific learning goal and a specific measurstodlent learning used to track progress

toward that goal” (Reform Support Network, 20061p. Teachers develop these
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objectives after student needs are analyzed. Tdigsetives could be developed solely
by the teacher or mutually through the evaluatat the teacher (Potemski, Baral, &
Meyer, 2011). Teachers appreciate help in devetpappropriate objectives that are
both realistic and rigorous (MODESE, 2012c). Idesrto be most effective, objectives
are applied in a variety of classroom environments.

This student learning objectives model offers aetgrof options that teachers use
to assess their students such as portfolios, formmahd summative tests, and
standardized state tests (Danielson & McGreal, 20B0@rmative assessments check for
growth so that adjustments can be made if necessadya summative assessment takes
place at the end of the student learning to dematesinastery levels achieved
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000). These results ar@useonjunction with other
validating measures to determine the performanosgraf the educator. Maintaining
high quality objectives guarantees realistic aniolable targets.

When considering student growth in regard to thdest objective model, the
teacher identifies the student population and atblervant factors. The population
demographics are specific and unique in each dassand include all students, as well
as subgroups (Reform Support Network, 2012). €haening content of the classroom
should also be identified and clearly communicated aligned with curriculum
standards (MODESE, 2012c). A realistic time in&must be established that gives the
students a set time period to complete the taskaddition, a growth target should be
created that will predict the expected growth. Alscluded in the objectives is a
rationale that details student needs and relatstatwlards. Instructional strategies that

identify key strategies to use in the classroorahsas small group or peer-to-peer
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instruction, is a vital component to this teachngthod. Using assessments that
properly measure growth in the classroom and cdrteachers and students is the final
component of Student Learning Objectives (Reformp®ut Network, 2012). The need
for reliable and valid assessments avoids anyngsiias to yield reliable student growth
measures.

Once these growth methods are used in the classteaohers and evaluators
ensure accuracy by properly documenting and prieggtite progress of student
performance. Evaluators decide how to accurat@lga and analyze the data and
whether or not to include the information in thadleers’ annual summative evaluations
(Peterson & Peterson, 2006). After the data alleated through assessments or other
growth measures, teachers create a report thattdegpudent performance through the
use of specific descriptions, comparisons, or gchOn a larger scale, school districts
also analyze the student growth data. An expertlpgssembles to examine the reports
and offer recommendations and implement new pdalicieorder to maintain or increase
the growth of student performance (Peterson & Beter2006).

Student growth is one element used to define tleetefeness of an educator.
Educator ratings can be determined by analyzingtingent growth that each model
measured. Along with observations and surveysetieaching models mentioned offer
more opportunities for evaluators to determineaberall performance of a teacher.
Regular, Meaningful Feedback

The fifth principle of effective evaluation is theliverance of “ongoing,
deliberate, and meaningful feedback on performaglegive to research-based targets”

(MODESE, 20124, slide 6). Meaningful feedbackeared as “information about how
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we are doing in our efforts to reach our goal” (@fies, 2012, p. 10). Shute (2008)
clarified that feedback is “information communicaate the learner that is intended to
modify his or her thinking or behavior for the page of improved learning” (p.154).
Furthermore, Feeney (2007) expanded this defindimshidentified the goal of feedback
as to “improve the effectiveness of teaching amhyote professional growth” (p. 191).
Consequently, defining deliberate feedback combmeitiple ideas. Deliberate
feedback, centered on improvement of current tegcbiactices, encourages growth and
development of the teacher and includes survey®bsérvations (MODESE, 2012a).
Meaningful feedback involves conversations betweerteacher and the evaluator and
not just simply filling out forms and paperwork.o®ney, Steffy, English, Frase, and
Poston (2004) stated, “the most powerful part efrtiodel is in the reflective,
collaborative dialogue that follows the visit” (0). Providing effective and meaningful
feedback to teachers leads to improvements in itegchethods that increases student
achievement (Feeney, 2007). Hattie (2009) agrestdféedback is the most powerful
single component that improves student achievem®everal key factors of effective
and meaningful feedback have been identified.

Effective feedback that is goal-oriented helps heas be aware of what specific
actions will achieve their objectives (Wiggins, 20.1 Clearly communicated goals
between the teacher and administrator are imperatierder to avoid misguided
feedback and to also confirm the students are cledine objective. In fact, Hattie and
Timperley (2007) defined the purpose of feedbacbrder to “reduce discrepancies
between current understandings and performance godl” (p.154). Tomlinson (2012)

stated that teachers should still be able to ctbaie own decisions for how they will
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apply the future goals into their classroom, rathan the administrator dictating the
teacher’s plan of action. Goals should be focas®timeasured by improved student
learning (Feeney, 2007). Teachers who are not ole#heir own goals are unable to
fully communicate the information to their stude(id®an, Hubbell, Pitler, & Stone,
2012). The administrator provides the teacher vatigible results, such as the students
were distracted during the lesson. Wiggins (20E&cdbed how teachers often focus too
much on the actual teaching of the lesson andféiktp notice the student behaviors.

By providing tangible results, these issues arednoto the attention of the teacher. In
addition, technology aids in the process of prawgdiangible feedback and instruction
through the use of video or audio recordings (WhggR012).

Actionable feedback provides the teacher with “cete; specific, and useful”
information (Wiggins, 2012, p. 12). Students whoeaive vague comments or letter
grades may be unsure of what they can do to impitwie performance. Research has
shown that the method of only telling students \Wwraaswers are right or wrong leads to
negative effects on their achievement (Marzand.e2@01). Teachers have these same
experiences if the feedback provided has no cleateat or purpose; thus, teachers, just
like students, may be less likely to accomplishrtheals (Feeney, 2007). Feedback
helps solidify that the teacher can effectivelylggpe information within the classroom.
Generalizations about classroom observations mayrbsjudgment or an inaccurate
observation. Instead, feedback that includes @eacenformation is most effective
(Wiggins, 2012). Proving survey responses, spestfident data, or explicit observed
behaviors are just a few examples of concrete Iddtet could be provided to a teacher.

Administrators utilize rubrics when performing evations, much like teachers use with



43

students, in order to measure their ability andypss (Feeney, 2007). Rubrics give
clear definitions of the expectations requirednaf teacher. Effective feedback also
includes specific and detailed opportunities facteers to improve their teaching
practices (Tomlinson, 2012). When teachers evalsiatdents on an assignment, the
teachers write comments about using additionaluress or trying a new method to
correct the students’ mistakes. It is these sgpestof comments that administrators
give teachers that provide examples of opportunitehelp these teachers grow.

Meaningful feedback delivered clearly and respdgtfa simple for teachers to
understand. Using advanced technical jargon @eatem for misinterpretation by the
teachers (Wiggins, 2012). An abundance of feedimalso ineffective because it
overwhelmed the teachers, rather than allowing tteefacus on one or two key elements
at a time. Along with easily understood feedbalok,feedback should be expressed in an
uplifting and positive manner. Some feedback fesuso much on areas that need
improvement and not enough on identifying the gjtles of the teacher (Danielson,
2007). Tomlinson (2012) described her ideal oleseag someone who would deliver
feedback “as a compliment to my capacity to grow’§8). Respectful feedback
empowers teachers to continue to improve theihiegoractices and strengthen their
“sense of efficacy in their teaching” (Feeney, 200.7193).

The timeliness in which the feedback is delivered/ralso affect the
effectiveness of the information. Feedback shbelgrovided in a timely manner after
the observation has taken place in order to bentbet effective. Teachers and students
indicate that the timing of feedback affects parfance and understanding (Dean et al.,

2012). Therefore, feedback delivered promptly tigioa face-to-face conversation
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proves more effective than generalized praise {#l&tfTimperley, 2007). Once the
feedback is provided, it is important to allow tifoe the teacher to apply the information
into the classroom (Tomlinson, 2012).

Ongoing and consistent feedback allows teachesernstantly adjust their
teaching practices when assessing their own stsidéidrmative feedback allows
teachers to restructure or alter their goals aadtjwes, rather than receiving a summative
assessment at the very end when no time existsatoge what had already been done
(Wiggins, 2012). Research conducted by Marzan6326howed that formative
feedback provided throughout the school year imgdaeaching practices, as well as
student achievement.

Feedback provides teachers with meaningful infoionahat helps them enhance
or restructure the strategies, learning objectiaad, teaching practices they use in the
classroom (Dean et al., 2012). By applying thédiacthat create a meaningful feedback
process, administrators and teachers collaborgsdtier to create the most effective
learning environment and increase student achiereme
Evaluator Training

Equally important is the need for evaluator tragnin order to have an effective
evaluation system. Before training occurs, digraevelop a “common understanding of
high-quality teaching” (McCann, Jones, & Aronof@1®, p. 67). This commonly
defined criterion for high-quality teaching beconties necessary focus for professional
development options for districts and individuadieer’s growth. Staff development
offers opportunities to practice new theories ashojpdion of new strategies to help

student achievement gains (McCann et al., 2010).
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The shared evaluation from expert teachers withiidtrators proves a
successful way to address an administrator’s lontit@e or expertise. Allowing expert
teachers opportunities to evaluate peers provi@dssmom observations “on multiple
occasions by multiple evaluators” (Toch, 2008, 3). &hd coaching to develop further
growth. Gawande (2011) also emphasized the valageacher coach to help one
continue to give the best performance possiblepeBExeachers incorporated into an
evaluator’s role enables teachers to support teagbevth, collaboration, and additional
feedback throughout the school year while strematizethe quality of evaluations (Toch,
2008).

A key to successful teacher gains includes expaditers used in an evaluator
role who possessed certain traits. Heller (20C2hned that great teachers are “not
necessarily also a great mentor” (p. 30) so undedsbg effective traits is crucial for
teacher evaluators. Granted that expert teacleen®strate strong instructional
practices; therefore, other teachers can view xpernt teacher modeling such skills as
differentiated instruction, remediation, accurage of time and questioning, and
classroom management techniques (Heller, 2004gdikitity with both teachers and
administrators is another necessary trait. Damie{2007) expressed the need for
teachers to be viewed as specialists in their co@teea, providing other teachers
resources and ideas. In detail, these diverseires® and ideas shared with other
teachers allows for the expert teacher’s eageffoes®ntinued learning and curiosity for
effective practices to be viewed throughout theostlgear (Little, Goe, and Bell, 2009).
Conceivably, the expert teacher possesses stréerpansonal skills and respect for

multiple perspectives (Heller, 2004).
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Peer assistance and review (PAR) is a methodrdiastexpert teachers to
observe new or struggling teachers’ classrooms ,(@@H)). The expert teacher, defined
as a teacher who constantly has students who achtdvigh academic levels, maintains
classrooms that are structured with challengintyidiess for the students (Goe, 2010).
Through the PAR method, expert teachers supportanestruggling teachers when they
begin to change and adapt their classroom in doderatch an expert teacher’s
classroom (Goe, 2010). This method allows the gxtpachers to not only learn more
about their content area through the evaluatianitrg they received, but also for the
new teacher to learn through detailed feedbackaandss to new resources (Goe, 2010).
Use of Evaluation Results

Evaluators and administrators utilize data redoltmake educated choices
regarding personnel, employment decisions, and@mpent policies. These decisions
guide district decisions and enable administraimigeate policies that directly relate to
student achievement (MODESE, 2012a). By utilizimg evaluation results, districts are
better able to recognize highly effective teachasswell as struggling teachers who are
in need of further support. Employment decisioas also be made regarding educators
who may have received very low results.

Evaluation results affect teachers in a varietways. When effective teachers
are recognized, opportunities are presented to tbdarther their professional
development and their role in the school distrithese educators become mentors, are
placed in key leadership roles, and assist higlitsaedents. When data results show a
teacher who is performing above and beyond, thm of instruction demonstrated by the

teacher should be highlighted to show all teactiexs/alue of excellence that is expected
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(Peterson & Peterson, 2006). On the other endeo$pectrum, teachers who receive low
marks gain assistance through intervention progeamissupport from mentors.
Timelines established with these teachers in aaldocument growth guarantees the
teacher’s attention. If, at the end of the timelithe teacher’s results are unsatisfactory,
dismissal protocol is utilized (MODESE, 2012b).

A popular statistical method for gathering datthis value-added model. This
method predicts future achievement by using ptandardized test scores and
achievement. In order for this model to be effecand accurate, the evaluator possesses
not only experience but also the proper, effeatilgservation instrument (Blank, 2010).
For instance, web-based tools provide an effeatisgument to use when determining
teacher performance. These tools allow educaborgetv a comprehensive picture of the
professional development a teacher receives ahregtin the classroom (Blank, 2010).
Furthermore, evaluators average the value-addettses/er a course of several years to
make predictions more stable (Pallas, 2011). Uliegralue-added model,
administrators identify patterns of student perfance and achievement differences
between ethnic and socioeconomic groups (Marzammtier, & Livingston, 2011).

In the same way, data compiled using a variegoofces, provides valid and
reliable information that can be used to make saleuisions regarding district
employees. Evaluators analyze the teaching migersad in the classroom, as well as
videotaped lessons. These data sources illustratglanning and preparations
performed by the teacher, as well as capture easgrgct of the classroom environment

(Nolan & Hoover, 2008).
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Equally important, input from both students andcheis provide multiple
perspectives on the teacher’s performance. Sumameyd$ocus groups are most
appropriate for this type of data collection, wiésponses being centered on teaching
practices and behavior (Desimone, 2009). Thisdaouactual teaching practices and
behavior confirm an accurate and valid result,@athan having survey answers that
focus on perceptions and attitudes that can beeskéRlank, 2010). In fact, the most
common form of data collection is performed throgtgssroom observations, allowing
administrators to draw valuable conclusions conogrteaching practices and classroom
management (Little, Goe, & Bell, 2009). Furtherma portfolio created to compile all
sources used throughout the evaluation periodderdo analyze the data collected is
effective (Nolan & Hoover, 2008).

Accurate, reliable, and valid data results aregrapve. In order to solidify
correct data, administrators possess a full unaledstg of the potential data sources
(Goe, Holdheide, & Miller, 2011). In like fashiogreater accuracy of data is achieved
through the collaboration of teachers who knowrtbeidents and classroom and also the
personnel who know and collect the data (Goe, Haob# & Miller, 2011). Certainly,
validity of data results is achieved through depeig relevant measures that reflect the
expected results (Goe, 2010). Similarly, avoidangs in the data results proves
imperative.

Certainly by gathering multiple sources of datangslata collected over several
points in time, and ensuring confidentiality in teta responses, unbiased reporting of
data is clearly illustrated (Little et al., 200Furthermore, using multiple data measures

also informs the district if any of the sourcesdusbould be reevaluated (Curtis &
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Wiener, 2012). Data measures utilized within tistrigt are considered and assessed to
confirm clear, direct, and user-friendly attribu{€rtis & Wiener, 2012). By avoiding
miscommunication and confusion, the data resuilized by teachers enhance their
students’ achievement in a timely manner (Marz&mnontier, & Livingston, 2011).

By using evaluation results effectively and actelya districts determine vital
patterns regarding teaching practices and stuaémné\vwement (Marzano & Toth, 2013).
This information of effective practices in turn sudistricts in making sounds decisions
involving educational policy and employment dearsigMarzano, Frontier, &
Livingston, 2011). Indeed, through compiling mpilk sources of data and analyzing this
data accurately, educators are held responsibkaéar performance level.

Summary
The MODESHlJesigned an effective evaluation system basedsmareh-based

best practices in order to better meet the purpbsegaluation, balancing a teacher’s
professional development with student achievemedtcégassroom success. This new
evaluation system, the MEES, addressed flaws icuh@nt system, providing
educators with differentiated performance levdlsaicexpectations, and student
performance and growth measures. Keys to theteféeess of the MEES includes a
probationary learning period for new to the proi@sseachers; specific and focused
training for evaluators; and regular, meaningfeldieack to assist the teacher growth
throughout the year. Therefore, the use of théuatian data results validates teacher
growth and student achievement earned througheutdér.

In Chapter Three, the methodology for this studg\described. This study

involved a survey for superintendents in schodridis located in one geographical
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region in Missouri in order to determine readinles®ls for the transition to the MEES.
An analysis of data was presented in Chapter Fna the findings, conclusions, and

recommendations for further research were det@l€thapter Five.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

This study analyzed quantitative data from a wabel survey of superintendents
in school districts located in one geographicalaegn Missouri. This web-based survey
explored the perceptions in regard to transitiotonthe MEES from the former PBTE
system. The web-based survey captured informatbaut existing readiness levels for
each Essential Principle of Effective Evaluation.

The objective of describing and explaining reasinlevels led to quantitative
research. Descriptive statistics were utilizedeaBures of tendency and frequency
distributions were employed in order to analyzedht to determine patterns,
weaknesses, and strengths.

Problem and Purpose Overview

With the approval of the ASEA Flexibility Requebtissouri began the transition
from the PBTE to the MEES. As with any chang&as important to reflect upon
current practices, consider the culture and clipetel devise steps to reach the goal date
of implementation for the new system. In ordeassist the transitional phase, it was
important to consider the perceptions of readit@sss superintendents of public school
districts possessed.

This study considered the perceived readiness fewveach of the Essential
Principles of Effective Evaluation that the MODEB&J deemed necessary for an
effective evaluation system. Areas of strengtls\@eaknesses were determined.
Patterns within individual principles were analyzddstly, recommendations for

continued progress were discussed.
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Research questionsThe following research questions guided the study:

1. What is the readiness level as determined ®gddiri superintendents in
regard to incorporating research-based practid¢esnstruction?

2. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to differentiating clearly defined levelspafrformance and measuring growth?

3. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to implementing a probationary period fow melucators, providing accurate and
appropriate accumulation of performance data?

4. What is the readiness level as determined Isgdiri superintendents in
regard to incorporating measures of student granvtdarning in the Missouri Educator
Evaluation System?

5. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to ongoing, meaningful, and timely feedbtac&ducators provided by the
Missouri Educator Evaluation System?

6. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to standardized and periodic training faleators to ensure that ratings are fair,
accurate, and reliable?

7. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to the evaluation results informing emplogtreeterminations, decisions, and

policy?
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Research Design

Quantitative research was utilized as the desigheostudy for a number of
reasons. To begin with, the focus of the study veag specific and narrow, driven by
criteria predetermined by the MODESE. The EssERtiaciples of Effective Evaluation
were already identified and communicated to Misissuperintendents. Likewise, the
objective of the study led to quantitative researithorder to describe and explain, the
researcher utilized quantitative research desigmther determining factor for
guantitative research design focused on the resAltsording to Johnson and
Christensen (2007), “generalizable findings pravidiepresentation of objective outsider
viewpoint” (p. 34) justified quantitative researdhe to the fact that the researcher used
an electronic survey to gather data. Lastly, i$ Weseful and feasible to organize data as
numbers” (Punch, 2005, p. 55) within the electraiovey. Each survey response was
converted to numerical value to perform the quatitié statistics.

Descriptive statistics were deemed to be the bestd gather and analyze the
data for this non-experimental study since the psepvas “to simplify and organize a set
of scores” (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2007, p. 738)heTquantitative data “in the form of
numbers produced by measurement” (Punch, 200%)pdinked the Essential Principles
of Effective Evaluation to the numerical data.

Population and Sample

The population and sample represented distriell leadership. First it was
important to note that the population studied cstesi of Missouri superintendents.
Missouri superintendents are the leadership redplerfer carrying out the mandates

developed by the MODESE. Gravetter and Wallna@{2@eclared a sample “is a set of
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individuals selected from a population” (p.5). €l$elected set of superintendents for
this study was determined using the Southwest negliperintendents. According to
Bluman (2010), populations divided “by some mearchsas geographic area” (p. 12)
were known as a cluster sampling, so the Southsugsrintendents were a cluster
sample of the superintendents in Missouri. Als@perintendents belonging to the
Southwest region of Missouri were invited to papade in the study. Bluman (2010)
determined, “The distribution of the sample meaiilsb& approximately normal when
the sample size is 30 or more,” so the researdtbeged a minimum of 30 surveys
before analyzing the data (p. 401).

Instrumentation

The researcher developed a web-based survey (gEndip A). A web-based
survey was chosen for this study due to the faatitlfphysically resides on a network
server (connected to either an organization’s m&tar the Internet) and that can be
accessed only through a Web browser” (Reynolds, d&o& Baker, 2007, p. 8). The
researcher generated the survey statements tafq@eted through SurveyMonkey
application.

Survey statements were constructed from speciBcrgaions used by the
MODESE (2012b) when defining each of the EsseRtiadciples of Effective
Evaluation. Readiness levels determined by theareber included: O not present; 1
emerging, beginning discussions; 2 developing,gi@sg processes, and documents; 3
piloting changes; 4 inconsistent implementatiord &nmplemented with fidelity. The
survey was presented to an assistant superinteimdeimarge of curriculum and

development for review. After initial edits wereade, the survey was field tested by a
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group of six peers. This field test allowed fodaidnal input. The field test group
focused on reviewing the statements, making swle was clear, specific, and easily
understood and answerable. This field test graarpied that the statements were easily
understood and relevant. Punch (2005) noted gtatéments must also be
interconnected and substantively relevant” (p. 46)the researcher also gained input
from a Lindenwood advisor in regard to these twpontant question structures.

Multiple statements were posed on the surveydchef the Essential Principles
of Effective Evaluation. The following numbered\gy statements were interconnected
to the Essential Principle of Effective Evaluati@search-based and proven performance
targets: 1, 8, 15, 20, 26, and 30. Differentidéaels of performance, another Essential
Principle of Effective Evaluation, were interconteztto the following numbered survey
statements: 2, 9, 21, and 31. The following nureteurvey statements were
interconnected to the Essential Principle of EffecEvaluation probationary period for
new educators: 3, 10, 22, 27, and 32. The usesabnores of student growth in learning,
another Essential Principle of Effective Evaluatisas interconnected to the following
numbered survey statements: 4, 11, 16, 28, and'B8.following numbered survey
statements were interconnected to the ongoingyetalie, meaningful, and timely
feedback Essential Principle of Effective Evaluatib, 12, 17, 23, and 34. Likewise
Essential Principle of Effective Evaluation stardized and periodic training for
evaluators was interconnected to the following nerad survey statements: 6, 13, 18,
24, and 35. The following numbered survey statémeere interconnected to the
Essential Principle of Effective Evaluation resutisnform personnel employment,

determinations, decisions, and policy: 7, 14, 3,2B, and 36.
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The researcher sent an electronically mailed (gnmaiitation to all
superintendents in school districts located in g@egraphical region in Missouri
introducing the study and encouraging participatioough the introduction letter (see
Appendix B). The request was made for each oBthsuperintendents located in the
Southwest region of Missouri to participate. Theskinteer superintendents simply
opened the emalil the researcher sent; the corseatticipate was included in the
survey. Each volunteer superintendent completedhHnty-six statement. A two-week
response window was given for collection of theadaith 36 superintendents responding
as willing to participate in the study, but only S@perintendents responded to all the
statements of the survey.

Data Collection

The process of collecting data for this study hahy stages. Following approval
of the research project by the Institution ReviegaRl at Lindenwood University (see
Appendix C), he superintendent list was obtaimethfthe MODESE (2013c). Next, the
introduction letter, consent to participate, an/ey link were emailed to the 92
Southwest Missouri region superintendents requggtamticipation. Thirty-six
superintendents responded to the request to fatiEcin the study.

When the sample size of at least 30 was reachedesiearcher then utilized
SurveyMonkey to view the results. The researcbaverted the survey responses to
numerical value in order to perform descriptiveistes. Measures of central tendency

and measures of frequency distribution were utlifoe descriptive purposes.
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Data Analysis

Measures of central tendency were used to “desardiegle data set” (Gravetter
& Wallnau, 2007, p. 738) within each Essential Bipte of Effective Evaluation in order
to summarize the entire distribution of each ppfei The mode was the score that had
the largest tendency in the quantitative data.v&tar and Wallnau (2007) expressed
that it “can be used to determine the typical a@rage value for any scale of
measurement” (p. 87). A table was constructetiustrate the mode of each Essential
Principle of Effective Evaluation efficiently. Theode was also considered for specific
survey statements connected to each Essentialipterod Effective Evaluation.
Individual tables documented all of the modes efshrvey statements linked to each
Essential Principle of Effective Evaluation.

Likewise, the researcher investigated the totalm{®B score of each Essential
Principle of Effective Evaluation in order to detene a rank order for each principle. In
fact, each individual survey statement originatedesn score. Then each mekt) (
score within the Essential Principle of Effectivealtiation was averaged to determine
the mean for the entire Essential Principle of &ffee Evaluation.

Lastly, the frequency distributions were derivdidstrating additional
information about superintendents’ perceptionsafiiness levels. Frequency
distributions were used to present “entire setcofas” (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2007, p.
738) within each Essential Principle of Effectivealuation. Since frequency
distributions measured the range of the distribuéind the number of each measurement
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2007), it aided in furthetdrpretation of the data, highlighting

weaknesses and patterns.
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Summary

Descriptive statistics were used to summarizesam@lify the quantitative data
obtained from the web-based survey determiningpéreeptions of superintendents in
school districts located in Southwest Missourivels of readiness were explored in
order to organize the data. Frequencies withit &ssential Principle of Effective
Evaluation were also explored to discover patteasrsas of strengths, and weaknesses.
Discrepancies were discovered. The analysis ofith@ enabled recommendations to
assist Missouri educators in the transition toNtEES.

In Chapter Four, the data were analyzed. Tablddigares were created to depict
the data. The findings, conclusions, and recomntend#or future research were

presented in Chapter Five.
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Chapter Four: Analysis of Data
Introduction

The development of the MEES resulted directly fifeoheral approval for
flexibility under the ESEA Flexibility Request. WMithe need for an improved
evaluation system, the MODESE determined the Esgétinciples for Effective
Evaluation. Upon the creation of the MEES, the MEHE validated these Essential
Principles for Effective Evaluation within the pesses and structures of this new
evaluation system.

With the creation of the MEES completed, Missoultii@ators prepared for the
implementation of the MEES. With this transitionthe MEES, the MODESE produced
the need for additional statewide education anditrg of educators, planning for the
newly developed the MEES, and reflections of curpeactices. As educational leaders
for districts, superintendents have begun the tiango the MEES. These needs present
during the transition to the MEES contributed te tbllowing research questions that
guided the study:

1. What is the readiness level as determined sgddiri superintendents in
regard to incorporating research-based practid¢esnstruction?

2. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to differentiating clearly defined levelspgfiformance and measuring growth?

3. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to implementing a probationary period fowmelucators, providing accurate and

appropriate accumulation of performance data?
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4. What is the readiness level as determined Isgdiri superintendents in
regard to incorporating measures of student granvtdarning in the Missouri Educator
Evaluation System?

5. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to ongoing, meaningful, and timely feedbtac&ducators provided by the
Missouri Educator Evaluation System?

6. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to standardized and periodic training faleators to ensure that ratings are fair,
accurate, and reliable?

7. What is the readiness level as determined lsgdiri superintendents in
regard to the evaluation results informing emplogtréeterminations, decisions, and
policy?

For this reason, a survey was constructed to roltiai perceptions of Southwest
Missouri superintendents’ transition to the MEERhe survey considered the Essential
Principles of Effective Evaluation. Measures aftcal tendency were considered in
order to better describe how superintendents perdeeadiness levels. Thirty
superintendents agreed to participate in the suamelycompleted all the responses
managed through SurveyMonkey.

Multiple survey statements sequenced randomligerstirvey addressed each
Essential Principle of Effective Evaluation. Egs#rPrinciple 1: research-based and
proven performance targets, was addressed thraugeysstatements 1, 8, 15, 20, 26,
and 30. This essential principle considered messents of “clearly articulated,

research-based and proven performance targets” (88H)2012b, p. 2). Essential
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Principle 2: measurements of differentiated lewélgerformance were addressed
through survey statements 2, 9, 21, and 31. Has@&minciple 3: probationary period for
new teachers was addressed through survey sta®efell, 22, 27, and 32. This
essential principle considered measurements dirtdive years of teaching
(MODESE, 2012b).

Essential Principle 4: measures of student gramvtearning was addressed
through survey statements 4, 11, 16, 28, and 3s dssential principle considered
measurements illustrating a “positive change idetd achievement between two or
more points in time"(MODESE, 2012b, p. 3). Essarférinciple 5: meaningful and
timely feedback was addressed through survey seatend, 12, 17, 23, and 34. Essential
Principle 6: standardized and periodic trainingdealuators was addressed through
survey statements 6, 13, 18, 24, and 35. Thendéss principle considered
measurements confirming that evaluators are “higlaliyed to ensure that ratings are
fair, accurate, and reliable” (MODESE, 20102a,)p. Bssential Principle 7: evaluation
results was addressed through survey statemeits 19, 25, 29, and 36.

Overall Tendency Distributions

Measures of central tendency were analyzed for Easbhntial Principle of
Effective Evaluation by determining the mode focleandividual survey statement
within the principle. As a result of the data,\otwo statements were bimodal. Both
statement 7: My district’s evaluation system hdmgs of educator effectiveness that
guides district decisions, and statement 23: Myridi&s evaluation system feedback uses
multiple sources for evidence, received bimodatesof two and five. The fact that

both statements received equal scores of develgpoaesses and documents and
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implemented with fidelity was interesting. Cleaslyperintendents were divided in
regard to readiness levels with these two statesnent

The total mode for each of the Essential Principlesffective Evaluation was
determined from the sequenced randomly placednséatts throughout the survey.
These individual mode scores provided one totalersmbre for each essential principle.
Consequently, the data showed that superintende@tséptions regarding the readiness
level of five out of the seven essential principdese implemented with fidelity. Only
principle two and principle four received a diffetenode score. In fact, both principle
two and principle four received the developing gsses and documents readiness level.
Surprisingly, superintendents perceived their ne@s levels as either 2 developing
processes and documents or 5 implemented withtfidello modes were discovered for
the following readiness levels: 0 not presentmkmrying, beginning discussions; 3
piloting changes; or 4 inconsistent implementation.

Further analysis was conducted to determine tad toean K1) for each Essential
Principle of Effective Evaluation. The mean wassidered in order to further describe
the readiness levels. As a result of considerirtg bwe total mode and the total med) (
for each principle, more variance of perceptions vealized than from the total mode

alone (see Table 1).
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Table 1.

Mode and Mean (M) of Readiness Levels per Essdtiatiple

Essential Principle  Mode Meall}
1 5 3.21
2 2 3.17
3 5 3.41
4 2 2.62
5 5 3.45
6 5 2.84
7 5 3.43

Note. 0 = Not present; 1 = Emerging, beginning discussi@r Developing—designing
processes/ developing documents; 3 = Piloting obsing = Inconsistent implementation;

5 =Implementation with fidelity.

Therefore, the total meaMyj for each principle established a method for ragki
the order of principles. The rank order createdifthe total meand) of each principle
contained a surprising result. Although principl® and four received a total mode
readiness level of developing processes and dodspissth of these principles were not

the lowest ranked principles.
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Certainly, superintendents’ perceptions were lowegard to the readiness level
of incorporating measures of student growth infesy (M = 2.62). However, Table 2
show the second lowest ranking of superintendgraieptions dealt with standardized
and periodic training for evaluators to ensure thaihgs are fair, accurate, and reliable
(M =2.84). This same principle received a totatlmecore of implementation with
fidelity. The total meanM) of this essential principle calculated much lovialling
between developing processes and piloting chamgasgquently, the mode and mean
methods emphasized contrasting readiness levels.

In fact, principle two calculated to the thimhlest position when rank ordered.
This principle that received fifth ranking had reegl the mode score of developing
processes and documents along with one other plandiut ranked higher than one
principle possessing the implemented with fidefitgyde score. When considering the
total mean = 3.17), there was a contrast of readiness léghdighted.

Differentiating defined levels of performance andasuring growth within the
evaluation system were perceived as a level oforgment for superintendents with this
essential principleM = 3.17). Next, the essential principle for inmanating research-
based practices into instruction ranked fouMh=3.21). Then, implementing a
probationary period for new educators while pravidaccurate and appropriate
accumulation of performance daM € 3.41).

The essential principle focusing on the evaluatesults informing employment
determinations, decisions, and policy was secogddst M = 3.43). Finally, the
essential principle receiving the highest ranketeoM = 3.45) was ongoing,

meaningful, and timely feedback to educators. Téssilt was surprising due to the fact



that the current research emphasized that effefgedback was lacking from current
evaluation systems; yet, the superintendents pexddeedback as implemented with

fidelity (Marzano, 2013).

Table 2.

Mean (M) and Ranked Order of Readiness Levels pseriial Principle
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Mean M) Ranked Order Essential Principle

3.45 1 Meaningful and timely feedback

3.43 2 Evaluation results for employment decisio
3.41 3 Probationary period for new educators

3.21 4 Research-based practices

3.17 5 Differentiated levels of performance

2.84 6 Standardized and periodic training faleators
2.62 7 Incorporating measures of student growth

Overall Frequency Distributions

In order to determine the nature of the distrimuitithis study also considered
frequency distributions to understand the data filoensurvey. Cumulative frequency
distributions were charted in order to illustrdte various responses (Gravetter &

Wallnau, 2007). Overall, the enormity of supenmttents’ perceived readiness levels
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highlighted the continued need for differentiatedfessional development due to
multiple consistent implementation with fidelitycamultiple developing processes and

documents scores in order to meet the needs efladlators in Missouri (see Figure 1).

Frequency

100
0

Not Present Emerging Developing Piloting Inconsistent Consistent

Readiness Level

Figure 1. Scores of readiness levels. The overall scoresethtarge variance in
superintendents’ readiness levels. Although thpntyof scores suggested consistent
implementation with fidelity, the scores of devetapprocesses and documents were

selected quite frequently.

Survey Statements Tendency Distributions
Multiple statements comprised each Essential Rriea@f Effective Evaluation.

The individual modes of each survey statement withe Essential Principle of Effective
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Evaluation were considered to further investightefindings. Likewise, the individual
means 1) of each survey statement within the Essentialdisle of Effective
Evaluation were calculated.

Essential Principle 1: research-based practicé<kar expectations’ survey
statements 1,8,15, 26, and 30 provided some ctinggagadiness levels based on mode
and meanNl). When considering the mode, survey statemedutsrihted readiness
levels of developing processes and document ankkimgnted with fidelity (see Table
3). Likewise statement 1, My district’'s currenaiation system allowed students to
actively participate and be successful in the liegrprocess, was determined to lowest
perceived stateme = 2.57) within the essential principle. In contrasatement 30,
my district’s current evaluation system considesearch-based practices, was the

highest perceived statemeM € 3.67) within Essential Principle 1.
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Table 3.

Central Tendency Results for Survey Statementssaniial Principle 1

Survey Statement Mode Meavl
1 2 2.57
8 2 3.07
15 5 3.33
26 5 3.43
30 5 3.67

Note. 0 = Not present; 1 = Emerging, beginning discussi@r Developing—designing
processes/ developing documents; 3 = Piloting obsing = Inconsistent implementation;

5 =Implementation with fidelity.

Essential principle 2: differentiated performateeels consisted of survey
statements 2, 9, 21, and 31. When considering rdstbbcentral tendency, survey
statements noted readiness levels of developingepses and document and
implemented with fidelity (see Table 4). Statem@nty district’'s evaluation system
allows for discrete, independent, measureable elesribat reliably describe current

practice as well as a clear direction for growthswwerceived as the lowest statement
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(M = 2.83) with this principle. In contrast, statemhd1, my district’s current evaluation
system considers differentiated levels of perforoeamvas the highest perceived

statemen{M = 3.50) within Essential Principle 2.

Table 4.

Central Tendency Results for Survey Statementssaniial Principle 2

Survey Statement Mode Meavl
2 2 3.03
9 2 2.83
21 2 3.33
31 5 3.50

Note. 0 = Not present; 1 = Emerging, beginning discussi@r Developing—designing
processes/ developing documents; 3 = Piloting obsing = Inconsistent implementation;

5 = Implementation with fidelity.

Essential Principle 3: probationary period for neachers focused on
measurements of the first five years of teachif8urvey statements 3, 10, 22, 27, and 32
confirmed superintendents perceived this principlelemented with fidelity for all
statements but one contrasting the readiness déwdsveloping processes and

documents. Statement 10, my district’'s evaluasigstem provides accurate and
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appropriate accumulation of performance data oevaeducator’s practice, was the
lowest perceived statememd € 2.53) within this principle (see Table 5). lontrast,
statement 3, my district’s evaluation system presichentoring for new teachers,
principals, superintendents, special educatiorctbrs, and career education directors
during their first two years of practice, was thghest perceived statemeiM E 3.83)

within Essential Principle 3.

Table 5.

Central Tendency Results for Survey Statementssarial Principle 3

Survey Statement Mode Meavl
3 5 3.83
10 2 2.53
22 5 3.63
27 5 3.30
32 5 3.77

Note. O = Not present; 1 = Emerging, beginning discussi@w Developing—designing
processes/ developing documents; 3 = Piloting obsirgg= Inconsistent implementation;

5 =Implementation with fidelity.
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Essential Principle 4: use of measure of stugeswth in learning survey
statements 4, 11, 16, 28, and 33 considered memasatg illustrating a “positive change
in student achievement between two or more pomtsrie” (MODESE, 2012b, p. 3).
The statements within this essential principle aeibeed readiness levels of developing
processes and documents and one contrasting readawel of implemented with
fidelity. Statement 28, my district’s evaluatioysem reflects on the measures of student
growth over two periods in time in the evaluationgess, was the lowest statemént
2.27) within the essential principle (see Table I8)contrast, statement 4, my district’s
evaluation system clearly shows stakeholders Heatltimate goal is improvement of

student performance, was the highest statenMnrt 8.27) within Essential Principle 4.
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Table 6.

Central Tendency Results for Survey Statementssariial Principle 4

Survey Statement Mode Meavl
4 5 3.27
11 2 2.53
16 2 2.53
28 2 2.27
33 2 2.50

Note. 0 = Not present; 1 = Emerging, beginning discussi@r Developing—designing
processes/ developing documents; 3 = Piloting obsing = Inconsistent implementation;

5 =Implementation with fidelity.

Essential Principle 5: measurements of deliberataningful, and timely
feedback coordinated with survey statements nundidgré2, 17, 23, and 34. All the
statements within this essential principle indidétee readiness level of implemented
with fidelity but had one bimodal statement emphagj developing processes and
documents as well. Due to being bimodal, stater@@niny district’s evaluation system
feedback uses multiple sources for evidence, watthiest statemenk = 3.13) within

the essential principle (see Table 7). In contstatement 17, my district’s evaluation
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system provides feedback to educators regardlebeivfcareer stage and status, was the

highest statemenM = 3.77) in Essential Principle 5.

Table 7.

Central Tendency Results for Survey Statementssaial Principle 5

Survey Statement Mode Meavl
5 5 3.37
12 5 3.43
17 5 3.77
23 2&5 3.13
34 5 3.57

Note. 0 = Not present; 1 = Emerging, beginning discussi@r Developing—designing
processes/ developing documents; 3 = Piloting obsing = Inconsistent implementation;

5 =Implementation with fidelity.

Essential Principle 6: standardized and peritdining for evaluators survey
statements 6, 13, 18, 24, and 35 considered measate confirming that evaluators are
“highly trained to ensure that ratings are faiGwate, and reliable” (MODESE, 20102a,
p. 4). The statements’ readiness levels withis ésisential principle were determined as

either implemented with fidelity or developing pesses and documents (see Table 8).
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Clearly, statement 18, my district’s evaluationtsgs includes master teachers and peers
as well as other external, trained third party ped@m within or outside the district that
serve as evaluators to move staff to increasedsi®feffective practice, was the lowest
statementNl = 1.83) in this essential principle (see Table IB)contrast, statement 24,
my district’s evaluation system contains evaluétaining, was the highest statement

(M = 3.33) with Essential Principle 6.

Table 8

Central Tendency Results for Survey Statementssaiial Principle 6

Survey Statement Mode Meavl
6 2 3.03
13 5 2.93
18 2 1.83
24 5 3.33
35 5 3.10

Note. O = Not present; 1 = Emerging, beginning discussi@w Developing—designing
processes/ developing documents; 3 = Piloting obsirgg= Inconsistent implementation;

5 =Implementation with fidelity.
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Essential Principle 7: measurements of evaluatiesults utilized for personnel
employment decisions and policy were determinedujn survey statements 7, 14, 19,
25, 29, and 36. All of the statements receivediresss levels of implemented with
fidelity, but there was one bimodal statement naogideveloping processes and
documents (see Table 9). Statement 14, distestduation system empowers us to
recognize and utilize highly effective educatorgmprove student learning, was the
lowest statement{ = 3.20) in this essential principle. In contrastestaent 36, my
district’s current evaluation system considers e&@bn results to inform personnel
employment determinations, decisions, and poli@s the highest statemeM € 3.70)

in Essential Principle 7.
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Table 9.

Central Tendency Results for Survey Statementssaniial Principle 7

Survey Statement Mode Meavl
7 2&5 3.33
14 5 3.20
19 5 3.47
25 5 3.37
29 5 3.53
36 5 3.70

Note. 0 = Not present; 1 = Emerging, beginning discussi@r Developing—designing
processes/ developing documents; 3 = Piloting obsing = Inconsistent implementation;

5 =Implementation with fidelity.

Survey Statement Frequency Distributions

Essential Principle 1: research-based practicelkaat expectations’ survey
statements 1,8,15, 26, and 30 were analyzed. édtness levels most frequently
represented within the statements were implememntatith fidelity and developing,
designing processes and developing documentsfoiney¢he perceptions of

superintendents were contrasting for this EsseRtiakiple of Effective Evaluation.
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All statements were divided; the one statementivewgethe most agreement, focused on
the use of research-based practices.

Statement 1 noted that my district’s current exain system allowed students to
actively participate and to be successful in tlagrag process. The frequency
distribution for this statement illustrated elewsmores on the developing processes and
documents readiness level (see Figure 2). Cleidudymajority of superintendents

perceived this statement as developing processedaruments.
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Frequemcy

B anl

Not Present Emerging Developing Piloting Inconsistent Consistent

Readiness Level

Figure 2. Survey statement 1. Superintendents’ perceivedldging processes and
documents readiness level in regard to studenitgeacparticipating in the educator

evaluation system.
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Statement 8 noted that my district’s evaluatiostay considered various forms
of assessment used to monitor and manage stu@ening. Eleven scores expressed the
developing processes and documents readinessiaéhetight scores of implementation
with fidelity. The small difference of only threeores emphasized that superintendents

are at varied levels for this statement (see Figre
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Figure 3.Survey statement 8. Superintendents have variegiped readiness levels in
regard to evaluation systems considering variotragaf assessment to monitor student

learning.
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Statement 15, my district’s evaluation system estine teacher is prepared and
knowledgeable of the content, contained the frequeating of 12 scores as
implementation with fidelity but also contained letigieveloping processes and
documents (see Figure 4). In regard to this statensuperintendents are at varied levels

of readiness.
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Readiness Level

Figure 4.Survey statement 15. Superintendents’ perceivadimess level was varied in

regard to ensuring the teacher was prepared ansl&dgeable of content.

Statement 20, my district’s current evaluationeysshowed that the teacher
keeps current on instructional knowledge and saakisexplores changes in teaching
behaviors that improve student performance, ilaistt eleven scores of implementation

with fidelity and nine scores of developing proessand documents (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5.Survey statement 20. Superintendents’ perceiveatimess level was varied in
regard to the teacher keeping current on instroatisnowledge and seeking changes in

teaching behaviors that improve student performance

Statement 26, my district’s current evaluationeysmeasured the teacher as a
responsible professional in the overall missiothefschool, was very divided with
twelve scores implemented with fidelity and tenresadeveloping processes and

documents readiness level (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6.Survey statement 26. Superintendents perceivedhessllevel was varied in

measuring the teacher as a responsible professiotied overall mission of the school.

Statement 30, my district’s current evaluationeysconsidered research-based
practices, clearly showed readiness levels of implgation with fidelity with fourteen
scores (see Figure 7). This statement receivethtis scores within the entire principle.
The highest level of agreement amongst the supeadieints occurred within this

statement.
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Figure 7.Survey statement 30. Superintendents’ perceivadimess level was in
agreement for the majority in considering resedrabed practices in the evaluation

system.

Essential Principle 2: differentiated performateesls consisted of the following
statement numbers: 2, 9, 21, and 31. This Essétieciple of Effective Evaluation
determined half of the survey statements cleanielbping processes and documents
while the other half of the survey statements daetacontrasting readiness levels. No
statements within this essential principle contdihigh levels of agreement among the
superintendents.

Statement 2 noted that my district’s evaluatiostay defined differentiated
levels of performance instead of years of servaess a professional continuum,

allowing the clear determination of growth and ioyment across the scale. Thirteen
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scores illustrated developing, designing proceasdsdocuments readiness level with
nine scores of implementation with fidelity (segute 8). This statement and statement
31 documented the most scores within the entirecjplie; however, it provided a
contrast of perceptions. The highest level of agrent amongst the superintendents
occurred within this statement and another, imgythmat districts were still developing
clear determinations of growth and improvement sg@scale as opposed to simply

years of service.
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Figure 8.Survey statement 2. Superintendents’ perceptioms waried when
considering differentiated levels of performancatéad of years of service across a
professional continuum, allowing the clear detewtion of growth and improvement

across the scale.
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Statement 9, my district’s evaluation system a#ldvor discrete, independent,
measureable elements that reliably describe cupractice as well as a clear direction
for growth, detailed twelve scores of developingsidning processes and documents
readiness level and eight scores of implementattmfidelity (see Figure 9). These

contrasting superintendents’ perceptions showeildwsreadiness levels.
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Figure 9.Survey statement 9. Superintendents’ perceptiome wagied when
considering an evaluation system allowing for digerindependent, measureable

elements that reliably describe current practicerglsas a clear direction for growth.

Statement 21, my district’'s evaluation system nddveyond sorting and
classifying to ensuring opportunities for the impEment of effective practice, reported

ten scores of developing, designing processes atuhtents readiness level and eight
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scores of implementation with fidelity (see Figd®. This statement illustrated a

contrast of readiness levels.
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Figure 10Survey statement 28uperintendents perceived a contrast in regardtong
beyond sorting and classifying to ensuring oppatiesfor the improvement of effective

practices.

Statement 31, my district’s current evaluationeysconsidered differentiated
levels of performance contained thirteen scorampfementation with fidelity (see
Figure 11). This statement shared the most scatbgwhe entire principle with
statement 2. The contrast of perceptions contamtun this principle focused on how

the evaluation system defined the differentiatediopmance levels.
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Figure 11.Survey statement 31. Superintendents perceivedtaast concerning

differentiated levels of performance.

For Essential Principle 3: probationary periodgfrency distribution was also
considered for statements 3, 10, 22, 27, and 3i2s dssential principle contained strong
frequency scores for all individual statementsis®ssential principle illustrated strong
frequency scores emphasizing the implemented vdtlity readiness level with four out
of the five statements. In contrast, one statepkatdistrict collecting accurate and
appropriate performance data, noted strong frequscmres for developing processes
and documents.

Statement 3, my district’s evaluation system paedi mentoring for new teachers,
principals, superintendents, special educatiorctbrs, and career education directors
during their first two years of practice, showeghteen scores of implementation with

fidelity (see Figure 12).
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Figure 12.Survey statement 3. Superintendents perceivecetdiness level of
implemented with fidelity in regard to providing ntering for new teachers, principals,
superintendents, special education directors, arekc education directors during their

first two years of practice.

Statement 10, my district’'s evaluation system led accurate and appropriate
accumulation of performance data on a new educapoéctice, received fifteen scores of
developing, designing processes and developingmdents readiness level (see Figure
13). This statement was the one contrasting readitevel, emphasizing a need for
districts to develop processes and documents teat@ccurate and appropriate

performance data for new teachers.



88

16

14

12

10

Frequency

2 . . .
0

Not Present Emerging Developing Piloting Inconsistent Consistent

Readiness Level

Figure 13.Survey statement 10. Superintendents perceivecttuness level of
developing processes and documents when providicigyate and appropriate

accumulation of performance data on a new educapogctice.

Statement 22, my district’s evaluation system ergged confidential, non-
evaluative support for new teachers during the g@tiobary period, illustrated thirteen
scores of implementation with fidelity (see Figadd. Clearly, the majority of

superintendents perceived this statement stromegighy for the transition to the MEES.
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Figure 14.Survey statement 22. Superintendents perceivecttuness level of
implemented with fidelity when encouraging confileh non-evaluative support for

new teachers during the probationary period.

Statement 27, my district’s evaluation system led intensive induction and
socialization support into the district’s cultuoftained eleven scores of implementation
with fidelity but also seven scores of developidgsigning processes and developing
documents readiness level (see Figure 15). Taisrsent contained the most varied

responses within Essential Principle 3.
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Figure 15.Survey statement 27. Superintendents had contggséirceptions in providing

intensive induction and socialization support itite district’s culture.

Statement 32, my district’'s current evaluationtsysconsiders probationary
period for new educators, detailed seventeen sadiegplementation with fidelity. The
readiness level of this statement confirmed distnimderstand the unique traits of a new

educator and consider each carefully (see Figuye 16
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Figure 16.Survey statement 32. Superintendents perceivptbimented with fidelity

when considering probationary period for new edwursat

In Essential Principle 4: student growth measwstgements 4, 11, 16, 28, and 33
were considered. Four out of five survey statesieantained high frequency scores for
the readiness level of developing processes anghaieicts. Even the statement receiving
implemented with fidelity, concerning the undersliag of educator evaluation’s
ultimate goal was improvement of student perfornreahad contrasting readiness levels
(see Figure 17). Consequently, this essentiatipi@ is clearly in the developing
processes and documents readiness level.

Statement 4, my district’'s evaluation system djesinowed stakeholders that the

ultimate goal is improvement of student performaiitestrated twelve scores of
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implementation with fidelity but also nine scordsleveloping, designing processes and
developing documents readiness level (see FigureTitese perceived readiness levels

demonstrated variance in levels of implementation.
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Figure 17.Survey statement 4. Superintendents had contggséirceptions concerning
the understanding of educator evaluation’s ultingatal was improvement of student

performance.

Statement 11, my district’'s evaluation system leeldcators accountable for
improvements in student growth, detailed fourtemres of developing processes and
documents readiness level (see Figure 18). Thkness level of this statement
confirmed districts were developing a system tleddl leducators accountable for student

growth.
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Figure 18.Survey statement 11. Superintendents perceiveda@aping processes and
documents readiness level when holding educatasuatable for improvements in

student growth.

Statement 16, my district’'s evaluation systemvedid for evidence of multiple
measures of growth in student learning playinggaiicant part of the evaluation
process, calculated fourteen scores of developiegjgning processes and developing
documents readiness level (see Figure 19). Themesallevel of this statement
confirmed districts were developing a system primygjaevidence of multiple measures of

student growth.
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Figure 19.Survey statement 16. Superintendents were devggpopcesses and
documents when allowing for evidence of multipleas@es of growth in student

learning.

Statement 28, my district’'s evaluation systemel on the measures of student
growth over two periods in time in the evaluationgess, contained sixteen scores of
developing processes and documents readinesq$eeeFigure 20). This statement
received the most scores within the entire primcipfhe highest level of agreement

among the superintendents occurred within thigstant.
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Figure 20.Survey statement 28. Superintendents were deveggpotesses and
documents in regard to reflecting on the measuretudent growth over two periods in

time in the evaluation process.

Statement 33, my district’s current evaluationtesysconsiders use of measures
of student growth in learning, detailed fourteearss of developing processes and
documents readiness level (see Figure 21). Themesgllevel of this statement

confirmed districts were developing a system tosaer measures of student growth.
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Figure 21.Survey statement 33. Superintendents were devejquotesses and

documents in regard to using measures of studemitigrin learning.

Essential Principle 5: regular and meaningful beexdk, statements 5, 12, 17, 23,
and 34 were assessed. Overall the statements dlumntrasting readiness levels with
four out of five of the statements receiving sigraht frequency scores for developing
processes and documents as well as significanidraxy scores for implemented with
fidelity. Providing feedback to educators regasdlef their career stage was the survey
statement most agreed upon by superintendentsphsnranted with fidelity.

Statement 5, my district’s evaluation system esdlipkofessional conversations
about educator practice supports and promotes graehtained 11 scores of

implementation with fidelity but also nine scordsleveloping, designing processes and
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documents readiness level. This statement comta@oetrasting superintendents’

perceptions (see Figure 22).
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Figure 22.Survey statement Superintendents’ perceptions were varied when
considering professional conversations about edugaactice supports and promote

growth.

Statement 12, my district’s evaluation system led deliberate, meaningful,
and timely feedback to encourage formative devekgrthroughout the year, contained
fourteen scores of implementation with fidelity lalgo eight scores of developing
processes and documents (see Figure 23). Thisysatatement noted contrasting

perceptions.
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Figure 23.Survey statement 12. Superintendents’ percepti@ns waried when
providing deliberate, meaningful, and timely feedb# encourage formative

development throughout the year.

Statement 17, my district’'s evaluation system pled feedback to educators
regardless of their career stage and status, e@t@ilirteen scores of implementation
with fidelity (see Figure 24). This statementslitated the most agreement within this

essential principle.
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Figure 24.Survey statement 13uperintendents agreed that providing feedback to

educators regardless of their career stage angstats implemented with fidelity.

Statement 23, my district’s evaluation system li@e#t used multiple sources for
evidence, distributed ten scores to both implentemtavith fidelity and developing
processes and developing documents readinesy$&@eeFigure 25). The highest level of
contrasting perceptions amongst the superintenadectgred within this statement with

equal scores of varied levels.
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Figure 25.Survey statement 23. Superintendents’ perceptiane wqually varied
between developing processes and documents andnmapted with fidelity in regard to

feedback using multiple sources for evidence.

Statement 34, my district’s current evaluationteysconsidered ongoing,
deliberate, meaningful, and timely feedback, dethilvelve scores of implementation
with fidelity and eight scores of developing prasesand documents (Figure 26). This

statement contained contrasting readiness levels.
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Figure 26.Survey statement 34. Superintendents were variesiadering ongoing,

deliberate, meaningful, and timely feedback.

To explain Essential Principle 6: evaluator tnagjistatements 6, 13, 18, 24, and
35 were assessed. The frequency scores for tesa principle showed contrasting
readiness levels of developing processes and datsrared also implemented with
fidelity. This essential principle also contairtbe survey statement with the lowest
readiness levels noted in the entire survey.

Statement 6, my district’s evaluation system a#ldvor discrete, independent,
measureable elements that reliably describe cupractice as well as a clear direction

for growth, detailed twelve scores of developingsidning processes and documents



102

readiness level but also ten scores of implememtatith fidelity (see Figure 27).

Clearly, this survey statement illustrated a casttimareadiness levels.
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Figure 27.Survey statement 6. Superintendents had contggséirceptions when
allowing for discrete, independent, measureableetgs that reliably describe current

practice as well as a clear direction for growth.

Statement 13, my district’'s evaluation system meglucontinual training for
evaluators to ensure ratings are fair, accuratéyerable, contained nine scores to
implementation with fidelity and eight scores tweleping processes and documents
readiness level (see Figure 28). The varied readifevels of this survey statement

signified a contrast.
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Figure 28.Survey statement 13. Superintendents demonsicatedasting perceptions
when considering continual training for evaluatimrgnsure ratings were fair, accurate,

and reliable.

Statement 18, my district’s evaluation systemudeld master teachers and peers
as well as other external, trained third party pedm@m within or outside the district that
serve as evaluators to move staff to increasedd@ieffective practice, illustrated 10
scores to developing processes and developing daasmeadiness level while also
containing nine scores of not present. This stat¢mszeived the lowest scores of
readiness levels perceived by superintendentsHigeiee 29). Likewise, the highest level
of agreement amongst the superintendents occuithohwhis statement, highlighting a
strong area of weakness concerning including méssehers and peers within the

evaluation system. This statement emphasized antupginciple to be addressed by
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districts, regions, and even the state level ireotd ensure effective implementation of

the MEES.
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Figure 29.Survey statement 18. This statement provided tivedbscores out of all
survey statements. Superintendents perceiveddadimess levels in regard to master
teachers and peers as well as other externaletraimrd party people from within or
outside the district serving as evaluators to nsia#f to increased levels of effective

practice.
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Statement 24, my district’s evaluation system dostavaluator training, detailed
thirteen scores to implementation with fidelitygdagure 30). This statement
highlighted superintendents’ perceptions of stroeegliness in regard to evaluator
training.
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Figure 30.Survey statement 24. Superintendents perceivddaian systems

containing evaluator training as implemented widlelity.
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Statement 35, my district’s current evaluationtelysconsidered standardized and
periodic training for evaluators, contained eleseares of implementation with fidelity
but also seven scores of developing processesamnuaheents (see Figure 31). This

statement illustrated contrasting readiness levels.
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Figure 31.Survey statement 35. Superintendents’ perceptians waried when

considering standardized and periodic trainingefaaluators.

Essential Principle 7: use of evaluation reswgtatements 7, 14, 19, 25, 29, and
36 were assessed. This essential principle caddine out of six survey statements
highlighting contrasting readiness levels from depmg processes and documents to
implement with fidelity. Using timelines articuéat through local policy was the

statement illustrating the least contrasting peroap (see Figure 36).
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Statement 7, my district’s evaluation system laohgs of educator effectiveness
that guides district decisions, distributed eleseares to both implementation with
fidelity and developing processes and documentimeas level. The highest level of
contrasting perceptions among the superintendectgieed within this statement (see

Figure 32).
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Figure 32.Survey statement 7. Superintendents had contggséirceptions considering

the ratings of educator effectiveness guiding distiecisions.

Statement 14, my district’s evaluation system engyed us to recognize and
utilize highly effective educators to improve stotleearning, detailed ten scores of

implementation with fidelity, six scores of deveilog processes and documents, five
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scores of implementation inconsistently, and figeres of beginning discussions (see

Figure 33). This statement emphasized extremeigdaeadiness levels.
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Figure 33.Survey statement 14. Superintendents did not agrélke readiness level for
recognizing and utilizing highly effective educatao improve student learning as scores

were extremely varied.

Statement 19, my district’'s evaluation system doented ineffective educators,
those demonstrating sustained periods lacking ekgirowth, by unsatisfactory
evaluations, detailed eleven scores of implemeanntatiith fidelity and eight developing
processes and documents (see Figure 34). Thelvaadiness levels showed a contrast

in superintendents’ perceptions.
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Figure 34.Survey statement 19. Superintendents were varieggiard documenting
ineffective educators, those demonstrating susdgpeeiods lacking desired growth, by

unsatisfactory evaluations.

Statement 25, my district’s evaluation system fled ineffective educators
targeted interventions and support to encourageinggformative development,
illustrated eleven scores of implementation wittefity but also eight developing
processes and documents (see Figure 35). Theasting perceived readiness levels

indicated varied levels of readiness for this syrstatement.
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Figure 35.Survey statement 25. Superintendents’ percept@ns varied when
considering providing ineffective educators tardatgerventions and support to

encourage ongoing, formative development.

Statement 29, my district’s evaluation system usedlines articulated through
local policy, detailed thirteen scores of implenaioin with fidelity (see Figure 36).

This survey statement emphasized districts’ readiioé policy development.
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Figure 36.Survey statement 29. Superintendents’ perceptibosing timelines

articulated through local policy received the immpénted with fidelity readiness level.

Likewise statement 36 highlighted superintendepgsteptions implemented
policy in regard to determinations and other emplegt decisions. Statement 36, my
district’s current evaluation system consideredwatéon results to inform personnel
employment determinations, decisions, and poliopt@ined 13 scores of

implementation with fidelity (see Figure 37).
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Figure 37.Survey statement 36. Superintendents agreeddhatdering evaluation
results to inform personnel employment determimetj@ecisions, and policy were

implemented with fidelity.

Summary

The superintendents’ perceptions noted five othefseven essential principles
implemented with fidelity when considering the modée implemented with fidelity
essential principles were research-based, cleacéxons; probationary period,;
meaningful feedback; evaluator training; and usevafluation results. The two essential
principles receiving readiness levels of develogngresses and documents were
differentiated levels of educator performance asel of measures of student growth.

The total meanM) for each essential principle was calculated ageoto rank
order the essential principles. When comparingwieemethods, a contrast was

determined. Standardized and periodic trainingef@luators was the essential principle
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considered implemented with fidelity. However,ateived the sixth position ranking;
this was one position lower than the essentialgle, differentiated levels of
performance, receiving a developing processes aadndents readiness level.

Additional contrasts were realized when considgfrequency distributions of
individual statements within each essential prilcigMultiple variances were noted
within essential principles 1, 2, 6, and 7. EsséRtrinciple 4: student growth measures
was significantly developing processes and docusaé&#sential Principle 3:
probationary period for new teachers and EsseRtiatiple 5: measurements of
deliberate, meaningful, and timely feedback weeawt} perceived as implemented with
fidelity.

Chapter Five considered the findings of the stomiy overall and specifically
within individual essential principles. Implicatis determined an extreme need for
additional professional development. Recommendatincluded professional
development, continued developing processes anghaents, and additional questions

the study revealed.
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Chapter 5: Summary and Conclusions

Descriptive statistics were utilized in order gtefmine the readiness levels of
superintendents transitioning to the MEES. Modesavzalculated from the numerical
value placed on survey response levels. The resglisgels perceived by the
superintendents in the study revealed five esdeniizciples of effective evaluation were
implemented with fidelity and two essential prirlegpof effective evaluation were
developing the processes and documents necessdhefmansition. Specifically, the
five principles implemented with fidelity were reseh-based practices with clear
expectations; evaluation results for personnelsi@aes; probationary period for new
teachers; meaningful, timely feedback; and standedd periodic training for evaluators.
Consequently, the two principles developing proeessid documents included
differentiated levels of performances and the dstumlent growth measures.

Then the mearn\) was investigated for each essential principleftdctive
evaluation in order to rank order each principléwe survey findings resulted with the
following ranked in order from highest essentiahpiple to lowest: meaningful and
timely feedback; evaluation results for employmaetisions; probationary period for
new educators; research-based practices and glgectations; differentiated levels of
performance; standardized and periodic trainingef@luators; and incorporating
measures of student growth.

Lastly, frequency distributions were consideredrder for each individual
superintendent’s perception to be analyzed. Témukency distributions showed the

survey statements that were most agreed upon dmess level. In contrast, the
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frequency distributions emphasized the survey statgs that were most varied in
readiness level.
Findings

The research questions guided the study to datersuperintendents’
perceptions of readiness levels for each Essdptiatiple of Effective Evaluation.
Surprisingly, five questions were answered by thglemented with fidelity readiness
level:

1. What is the readiness level as determined isg®diri superintendents in
regard to incorporating research-based practid¢esnstruction?

2. What is the readiness level as determined isg®iri superintendents in
regard to implementing a probationary period fow melucators, providing accurate and
appropriate accumulation of performance data?

3. What is the readiness level as determined isgddiri superintendents in
regard to ongoing, meaningful, and timely feedbt@ac&ducators provided by the
Missouri Educator Evaluation System?

4. What is the readiness level as determined isgddiri superintendents in
regard to standardized and periodic training faleators to ensure that ratings are fair,
accurate, and reliable?

5. What is the readiness level as determined isg®iri superintendents in
regard to the evaluation results informing emplogtreeterminations, decisions, and
policy?

Consequently, two questions were determined td beeaeadiness level of

developing processes and documents:
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1. What is the readiness level as determined isg®diri superintendents in
regard to differentiating clearly defined levelspafrformance and measuring growth?

2. What is the readiness level as determined isg®iri superintendents in
regard to incorporating measures of student granvtdarning in the Missouri Educator
Evaluation System?

In addition to overall essential principles, indival survey statement calculations
were considered. To begin with, the study considi¢he Essential Principle of Effective
Evaluation Clear Expectations of Research-BasediPes. Missouri superintendents
determined the readiness level of implemented fad#ity in regard to incorporating
research-based practices into instruction.

Secondly, the study investigated the Essentialciilie of Effective Evaluation
Differentiated Levels of Performance. Missouriatptendents determined the readiness
level of differentiating clearly defined levels pérformance and measuring growth as
developing the processes and documents.

Thirdly, the study measured the Essential PrircgflEffective Evaluation of a
Probationary Period for New Educators. Missoupesintendents determined the
readiness level of implementing a “probationaryiqguefor new educators, providing
accurate and appropriate accumulation of performaata” (MODESE, 2012b, p. 1) as
implemented with fidelity.

Additionally, this study postulated the Essenfidhciple of Effective Evaluation
of Incorporating Measures of Student Growth inte Bducator Evaluation. Missouri
superintendents determined the readiness levatcofporating measures of student

growth in learning as developing processes andrdeats.
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Likewise, this study considered the Essentialdipie of Effective Evaluation of
Meaningful, Timely Feedback. Missouri superintamndedetermined the readiness level
of “ongoing, timely, deliberate and meaningful Heack” (MODESE, 2012b, p. 1) as
implemented with fidelity.

In the same way, this study introduced the EsakRtinciple of Effective
Evaluation Periodic Training for Evaluators. Migsasuperintendents determined the
readiness level of standardized and “periodic ingifior evaluators to ensure that ratings
are fair, accurate, and reliable” (MODESE, 201214, )ms implemented with fidelity;
however, the individual survey statements’ freqyesaores for this essential principle
showed contrasting readiness levels of developinggsses and documents and also
implemented with fidelity.

Lastly, this study explored the Essential Prireipl Effective Evaluation Results
to Inform Employment Decisions. Missouri supenrdents determined the readiness
level of the “evaluation results informing employméeterminations, decisions, and
policy” (MODESE, 2012b, p. 1) as implemented witlefity. This essential principle
contained varied responses within most of the idd&l survey statements.
Conclusions

These findings alone were misleading when focusimthe frequency
distributions of specific survey statements witeach individual essential principle.
Upon further investigation, superintendents’ peticgs were much more varied than the
mode determined. In fact, the following essengratciples contained very contrasting
perceptions:

1. Essential Principle 1: research-based practoe clear expectations
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2. Essential principle 2: differentiated perforroa levels

3. Essential Principle 6: standardized and plesitraining for evaluators

4. Essential Principle 7: use of evaluation ressul
Consequently, each of these essential principlasoeasidered implemented with
fidelity except essential principle 2. Each ofghgrinciples may not be implemented as
completely as measured by the mode.

Implemented with fidelity readiness level for Eds@Principle 1 was expected
as the PBTE required research-based practice#, didtcontain some contrasting
readiness levels within individual statements. ofnponent of this principle that may not
have been fully considered was the clear expectatigproven performance practices
utilized daily in the classroom. Educators musterstand the need for continuous use of
research-based, proven practices emphasized dailysure the most efficient student
gains of learning possible.

For Essential Principle 2, the readiness leveleMeloping processes and
documents suggested that districts are moving dmeay placing educators on an
evaluation level based on years of experienceKggpeae 8). Instead differentiated levels
of performance must be developed to consider iddalized educator growth
opportunities.

Consequently, Essential Principle 3 resulted gdamented with fidelity. This
was not surprising since this principle was presetite PBTE. The frequency
distributions of survey statements may have inddtalistricts’ desire to continually
improve methods of development for new teachergaltiee complexity of the job as the

readiness levels were varied within this otheringglemented with fidelity principle.
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In the Essential Principle 4, results were nopssaing due to the fact that
“multiple measures seem to be an absolute necekgigyare to accurately measure the
effect of teachers on students” (Marzano & TotH.2Z(. 25). This essential principle
was significantly lower in perceived readiness Ig¥kan the other principles. This
essential principle has the highest need for deveént.

Surprisingly, Essential Principle 5 was determiasdmplemented with fidelity.
This result produced additional questions fromrdsearcher about the quality of
feedback currently provided to educators due tddbethat current research stresses the
lack of meaningful and relevant feedback in evatuasystems.

Further investigation of individual survey statertseemphasized a contrast
within this principle. Superintendents’ percepsaf implemented with fidelity were not
without varied responses; the need for initialrirag for the MEES is needed but also
periodic, continuous trainings are needed to keapuators focused on consistent
ratings.

Lastly, Essential Principle 7 was determined im@ated with fidelity. When
analyzing the individual survey statements, the@eystatements contained multiple
scores contrasting from developing processes aadndents to implement with fidelity.
The varied responses within most of the individsialey statements indicated the need
for additional attention to be paid to all aspaaftthis principle.

Implications for Practice

The results from this study revealed an obvioydization concerning measuring

student growth. First, the analysis of the respiithe study discovered that many

superintendents were developing processes and dotsimelated to measuring student
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growth effectively within the evaluation systemhig essential principle emphasized the
largest area of weakness. Likewise, with the eftws’apurpose of evaluation focusing
on improving student learning, the need for measgustudent growth was recognized.
Marzano and Toth (2013) reiterated, “if studenendrdemonstrating knowledge growth
in a particular teacher’s classroom, then thatitears ineffective” (p. 16). The
necessity of providing the pieces of evidence wdisht growth followed research of
effective teaching. In fact, Tomlinson and MoofA132) explained, “to help students
make the kind of academic progress they need aseha® it's essential for a teacher to
understand and address student readiness needs) (p.

Additionally, this study introduced an unexpedit®aglication involving the
principle of meaningful, timely feedback. The rash stressed the need for the
feedback to guide the growth of the educator, apaisntendents’ perceptions of student
growth measures were determined as developing ggseseand documents. The
superintendents’ perceptions recorded for thisresderinciple reflected implemented
with fidelity. This result contrasted views of Toand Rothman (2008) who considered
current evaluation systems “superficial, capricicarsl often don’'t even directly address
the quality of instruction” (p. 1). Likewise thalBand Melinda Gates Foundation (2012)
reported that educators do not invest in high-quétedback to aid in teacher growth.
Additional considerations need to be given ints #ssential principle.

Above all, the perceptions of the superintendamnslved in the study supported
the need for continued, thorough professional dgraknt at the district, regional, and
state level in order to implement the MEES corgeatid effectively. Professional

development was confirmed as necessary due todng waried frequency distributions
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in order to help educators’ transition effectiveljhis belief in development and growth
of individual educators requires districts to “pide/ teachers with direct support in their
efforts to improve” (Marzano & Toth, 2013, p. 111).

Recommendations for Future Research

The need for continued professional developmepeaged most necessary in
order for the evaluation system to be effectiveedasn the varied frequency distributions
discovered throughout the contrasts within manywiddal survey statements. Although
five out of the seven Essential Principles of BifexEvaluation received implemented
with fidelity, multiple survey statements throughdle various principles determined
contrasting perceptions in readiness level. Therasting perceptions of superintendents
highlighted a need for general training to contitmenderstand each essential principle
with only the probationary period for new teachgesceived implemented with fidelity
consistently.

This professional development has begun througlDEEE webinars. As
districts move forward, these webinars may proadefficient method for helping all
educators within the district better understanchezagsential Principle of Effective
Evaluation. Likewise, Regional professional depetent centers will need to develop
specific essential principle trainings for bothdiears and administrators due to the
different roles each possess in the evaluatioresyst

In addition to the need for general professiomaietiopment to help all educators
understand the MEES, additional professional dgprent must be created for educators
to understand how to use measures of student gwithiin the evaluation. This

Essential Principle of Effective Evaluation wasedtetined to be the lowest readiness
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level. Professional development for understandiifigctive measures, how to
incorporate the calculations into the evaluatiostay, and measures considered over
multiple periods of time are some specific areathisfessential principle needing
professional development.

Another professional development Essential Prieayb Effective Evaluation
identified was the need for differentiated levdigwaluation. The need for this
professional development in evaluation implieddkdication each district has to
improve educators new to the profession as wel@seacher with multiple years of
experience. This understanding of constant growthszlf-reflection formed within
professional development transformed prior belsteams about the purpose of
evaluation. The regional professional developneenters can assist superintendents by
providing specific training on this essential prpie and opportunities for collaborative
discussions among the superintendents in ordessistahe development of this essential
principle.

In addition to professional development, supendaants’ perceptions emphasized
two Essential Principles of Effective Evaluationdeseloping processes and documents.
In regard to measures of student growth and diftexted levels of educator
performance, both principles suggested the neefiliftirer planning to develop processes
within the evaluation system. Likewise, documetageloped are necessary to clarify
expectations for educators within the districtar@y of the teacher expectations for each
level will require multiple collaboration sessionghin the district level. The
development of effective documents is vital for #valuation system to reach the goal of

assisting teacher growth annually, so these pilie€ipeed immediate planning and
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thorough attention given in order to be in pladedatively within the 2014 -2015 school
year as mandated by MODESE.

The diverse levels of readiness superintendeetg'gived created additional
guestions. The guestion of whether teachers padéhe same implementation level as
superintendents or principals would create an éstarg study. Such a comparative
study of teachers’ and administrators’ perceptwiisplementation levels of each
essential principle of effective evaluation may &dlustrated differing views or
confirmed the results from this study.

On the other hand, another descriptive study waldd be beneficial. Expanding
the study to include all Missouri superintendengs/ave reiterated the perceptions
recorded in the geographical region of the stétewever, expanding the study to
include all Missouri superintendents may have presedifferent results. Either way,
the expansion process would have provided valuafdemation for the transition to the
MEES. Likewise, a descriptive study of readines®ls of one of the Essential
Principles of Effective Evaluation determined asedeping could be considered within
school districts, geographical regions, or statewidihe administrator and the teacher
perceptions concerning the developing principle prayide additional insights.

Additionally, a qualitative study that considerddtrict methods of providing
meaningful feedback for educator growth would hiagen interesting. The result of
implemented with fidelity of meaningful feedbackoated for additional questions.
Curiosity of specific techniques taught to admimitirs to ensure effective feedback by
each district could be considered. This study coel@rmine patterns of similar methods

utilized by districts, provide struggling distriatew ideas for implementation purposes,
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and validate this study or confirm research-basdtits documented in regard to
effective feedback.
Summary

The MODESE (2012b) determined seven Essentiatiptes of Effective
Evaluation in responses to the ESEA Flexibility Rest. These seven principles make
up the criterion the MODESE has classified as iaat¢wo aiding teacher growth and
student achievement. Missouri superintendents hagan the transition from PBTE to
the MEES in order to fulfill the requirements of E& Flexibility Request.

The study noted multiple findings relevant to eatocs in Missouri. The weakest
readiness level reflected educators using studemitg measures over at least two time
periods to show student achievement. Student growbrporated into an evaluation
system was the essential principle most superieteisdietermined to be developing.
Likewise, in the developing stages readiness esl noted with differentiated levels of
performance. The analysis of the study discovetgerintendents are transitioning from
systems that differentiated based on years of epeEs into a more structured process
focusing on teacher growth and student achieveniath these essential principles
require a concentrated focus for planning the @meeg and documents necessary to make
for an effective transition.

Fortunately, superintendents revealed five ofpttieciples to be implemented
with fidelity. However, the frequency distribut®for each survey statement highlighted
many contrasts in perceptions within each of theggles: research-based, clear
expectations; differentiated levels of performaresgluator training; and use of

evaluation results.
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Another interesting finding ranked in order theese Essential Principles of
Effective Evaluation, and the result did not mirtloee mode determinations. Although
the essential principle of differentiated levelsediicator performance received a mode
score of developing processes and documents, nkedarder mearM) placed this
principle as the third lowest principle above ossemtial principle, standardized and
periodic training for evaluators which received lerpented with fidelity as the mode
determined readiness level. This contrast of rezsdi levels needs to be considered in
ensure complete implementation in the future.

Ultimately every district could benefit from addial professional development
in order to transfer successfully to the MEES. tiiits must consider individual
readiness levels and plan additional professioeatlbpment based on the current needs
of the staff. Regionally, tiered professional depenent must allow for training centers
to meet the needs of all districts in the statéwéried levels of training offered. In
addition, the MODESE contributed to the professiaeaelopment efforts with webinars
educators can access as needed. No matter theaap@n educator has taken to better
understand the MEES, the most important conclusioall educators is the need to
actively pursue individual, professional growthlegear in order to best serve each child

placed under the care of the district.
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Appendix A
Survey Statements
| understand and am willing to participate in tmegmsed study. Yes No

Please answer the following questions while reithgcon the current status of your
district’s practices in regards to evaluation. e3& questions were generated from the
Missouri Department of Education’s website (MODE3&]13b):

Not Present

Emerging—beginning discussions

Developing—designing processes/ developing dotents

Piloting Changes through DESE

Inconsistent Implementation

Implementation with fidelity

agRrwdEO

1. My district’s current evaluation system allows stats to actively participate and be
successful in the learning process.

2. My district’s evaluation system defines differetgid levels of performance instead of
years of service across a professional continullowiag the clear determination of
growth and improvement across the scale.

3. My district’s evaluation system provides mentoriagnew teachers, principals,
superintendents, special education directors, arekc education directors during
their first two years of practice.

4. My district’'s evaluation system clearly shows staiders that the ultimate goal is
improvement of student performance.

5. My district’s evaluation system enables profesdienaversations about educator
practice supports and promotes growth.

6. My district’s evaluation system uses reliable aatidymeasures of performance in
the evaluation process.

7. My district’s evaluation system has ratings of eatoc effectiveness that guides
district decisions.

8. My district’s evaluation system considers varioosrs of assessment used to
monitor and manage student learning.

9. My district’s evaluation system allows for discretedependent, measureable
elements that reliably describe current practicerelsas a clear direction for growth.

10. My district’s evaluation system provides accuratd appropriate accumulation of
performance data on a new educator’s practice.

11.My district’s evaluation system holds educatorsoactable for improvements in
student growth.

12. My district’s evaluation system provides deliberateaningful, and timely feedback
to encourage formative development throughout dee.y

13. My district’s evaluation system requires contintralning for evaluators to ensure
ratings are fair, accurate, and reliable.

14.My district’s evaluation system empowers us to gggee and utilize highly effective
educators to improve student learning.
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15. My district’s evaluation system ensures the teachprepared and knowledgeable of
the content.

16. My district’s evaluation system allows for eviderafenultiple measures of growth in
student learning playing a significant part of €waluation process.

17.My district’s evaluation system provides feedbazleducators regardless of their
career stage and status.

18. My district’s evaluation system includes mastechesis and peers as well as other
external, trained third party people from withinoutside the district that serve as
evaluators to move staff to increased levels adative practice.

19. My district’s evaluation system documents ineffeeteducators, those demonstrating
sustained periods lacking desired growth, by ustsatiory evaluations.

20. My district’s current evaluation system shows tihat teacher keeps current on
instructional knowledge and seeks and exploresggsim teaching behaviors that
improve student performance.

21. My district’s evaluation system moves beyond sgraand classifying to ensuring
opportunities for the improvement of effective firee.

22.My district’s evaluation system encourages confidénmnon-evaluative support for
new teachers during the probationary period.

23. My district’s evaluation system feedback uses mldtsources for evidence.

24. My district’s evaluation system contains evaluataming.

25. My district’s evaluation system provides ineffeetigducators targeted interventions
and support to encourage ongoing, formative deveéo.

26. My district’s current evaluation system measurestdacher as a responsible
professional in the overall mission of the school.

27.My district’s evaluation system provides intensirduction and socialization support
into the district’s culture.

28. My district’s evaluation system reflects on the swegas of student growth over two
periods in time in the evaluation process.

29. My district’s evaluation system uses timelinescatated through local policy.

30. My district’s current evaluation system considessearch-based practices.

31. My district’s current evaluation system consideaffedentiated levels of
performance.

32. My district’s current evaluation system considersbationary period for new
educators.

33. My district’s current evaluation system considese of measures of student growth
in learning.

34. My district’s current evaluation system considemgang, deliberate, meaningful,
and timely feedback.

35. My district’s current evaluation system considegendardized and periodic training
for evaluators.

36. My district’s current evaluation system consideraleation results to inform
personnel employment determinations, decisions patidy.
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Appendix B
Introduction Letter

<Date>
Dear Superintendent:

My name is Stacy Hollingsworth, and | am a doctstablent at Lindenwood University.
| am conducting a study that will determine thecpgtions of Southwest Missouri
superintendents in regard to the transition tonéwe Missouri Educator Evaluation
System. The survey is based on the seven essgritiaiples of effective evaluation the
Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondarycktion (2012) has developed.
The perceptions of each district’s readiness levehove to the new evaluation system
will be examined. The data collected will deterenareas of need for additional
professional development, strengths, and weaknegdses information will allow for
self-reflection on the current status of each witstr

All of the information will be completely confidaat with no district identifying
guestions asked. his survey should take approxiynafleminutes to complete. As a sign
of understanding the purpose of the study and aggeeto participate, please click on
the following link to be connected to the web-based/ey:

(Link inserted here)

Your honest responses are truly appreciated andeviised to assist Missouri educators
in making a smooth transition into this new evahrasystem. Consent is voluntary, and
you may withdraw from the study at any time withpanalty. The identity of the
participants, as well as the identity of the schastrict, will remain confidential and
anonymous in the dissertation or any future pubiboa of this study.

If you have any questions or concerns, please conta
Stacy Hollingsworth

shollingsworth@wcr7.org
417-673-6055
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