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Abstract
Ext ensi ve research has been conducted on inproving student
academ c achi evenent and techni ques to inprove student
| earning. There has been little research that addresses the
rel ati onshi p between student achi evenent and teacher
performance. The purpose of this study was to determ ne the
rel ati onshi p between performance-based teacher eval uation
practices and increased student achievenment. This study was
conducted using the Top Ten Perform ng School Districts on
the M ssouri Assessnent Program communi cation arts and
mat hemat i cs tests and performance-based teacher eval uation
systens. A relationship was found to exi st between the
inclusion of criteria specific to student achi evenent in
t he perfornmance-based teacher eval uation program and
ranking in the Top Ten on the state assessnent. The
rel ati onship showed t he higher the ranking, the nore
i kelihood of the use of student achievenment data in the

eval uati on process.
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CHAPTER ONE
I ntroduction of the Study
Background

The quality of the educational systemin the United
States has been called into question by |egislative
| eaders for several years. Mst recently, the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2002 required all students
denonstrate proficiency in reading, nathematics, and
science by the year 2014. The intent of the No Child
Left Behind |l egislation was to increase the
accountability of the Title | progranms by requiring
states to inplenment school -wi de accountability plans for
student achi evenent (United States Departnent of
Educati on [USDE], 2004).

Missouri’s plan, the Missouri School Improvement
Program (MSI P), outlined fourteen areas of accountability
with levels of expectation for quality schools. School s
are eval uated annually based upon a set of standards for
all districts and an Annual Performance Report (APR) is
publ i shed yearly. Schools with high | evels of

achi evenent, as well as those with areas of deficit, are
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identified. A School Report Card is conpiled annually
t hrough the M ssouri Departnment of Elementary and
Secondary Education. This report outlines the areas of
student achi evenent that have been nmet or not net
according to the No Child Left Behind standards. This
report card includes the Annual Yearly Progress (AYP)
Report on the national standards and the Annual
Performance Report that considers the fourteen state
standards for accreditation (Mssouri Departnent of
El enmentary and Secondary Education [ MDESE], 2008).
Teacher evaluation in Mssouri has been in
exi stence, to sone extent, as long as there have been
public schools in Mssouri. However, it has only been in
the last 20 years that there has been sone sort of
systenmatic way to evaluate teachers. Mssouri Statute
Section 168.128 (see Appendi x A) outlined the provisions
for teacher evaluation for all public schools in
M ssouri. The statue stated the board of education for
each school district is responsible for naintaining
records showi ng tenure of teaching in the district. The
| aw al so reads that each district will conduct a
per f ormance- based t eacher eval uation. This teacher

eval uati on nust be ongoing and provide specific
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information related to the teacher’s competency and
ability to teach (MDESE, 1999).

This | aw does not specify the nunber of tines, the
specific criteria to use, or howto inprove the process.
The determ nation of the inplenentation of these is |eft
to the discretion of the individual boards of education
and even to the discretion of the building principal to
interpret the individual criteria and descriptors for
each system ( MDESE, 1999).

Accountability, on the local school district |evel,
takes into consideration teacher evaluation systens. The
systens that school districts use to evaluate both
tenured (permanent) and non-tenured (probationary)
teachers can affect student achievenent. Marzano’s
research has shown that the quality of the teacher
directly affects the perfornmance of students (Marzano,
2003). Wth the increased | evel of accountability on the
| ocal level, districts are seeking ways to increase
student achi evenent to neet the benchmarks set by No
Child Left Behind.

Conceptual underpinnings.

Schnocker 's clains that schools today have the
opportunity to close the achi evenent gap and rai se

student achi evenent to extraordinary levels quickly are
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based on cl ear evidence (Schnocker, 2006). The evidence

i s indisputable. Teaching had the greatest inpact on
student achi evenent. This sounds sinple, but schools
today nust take a serious look at the instruction that is
taking place in the classroons (Schnocker, 2006). Based
upon the research gat hered about teaching and | earning,
student achi evenent is not making the gains expected.
This occurs because instruction is not closely observed
or supervised (Schnocker, 2006).

The best explanation Schnocker has for the reason
student achi evenent is not gaining exponentially deals
with those who are directly involved not know ng exactly
what is going on in the classroons. Schnocker cl ains
there is a “protective barrier that discourages and even
puni shes, close, constructive scrutiny of instruction and
the supervision of instruction” (Schmocker, 2006, p. 13).
This barrier protects those inside of classroons, as well
as insulates the public fromknowi ng what is actually
goi ng on inside of the schools.

“This status quo gets enormous help from the
machi nery that creates the illusion of scrutiny and
i nspection - nanely, teacher and adm nistrative

evaluations” (Schmocker, 2006, p. 15). School s nust
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chal I enge the fundanmental state of instruction and
super vi si on.
Statement of the Problem

Student achievement is paramount in today’s
educational society of high-stakes testing. According to
the National Assessnent of Educational Progress Report of
2002, the achievenent gap between white and mnority
students, as well as between poor and nore economcally
advant aged students, has w dened (USDE, 2004). Districts
are charged with the responsibilities of neeting the
dermands of legislation relating to inproving student
achievenent. All educators nust be highly qualified in
the core academ c areas in which they teach. Research
shows a clear correlation between the academ c
achi evenent of students and the quality of the teacher.
Teacher eval uation systens are one way to prove
accountability on the local |evel (Witehurst, 2002).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine the
effect of performance-based teacher eval uation on student
achi evenent. Wen school personnel are held accountable
for student achi evenent through an eval uati on system
does student achievenent increase? Teacher

accountability can focus the efforts on actual teaching
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performance and provide a structure to inprove the
teaching abilities of the staff. Effective teaching nust
be defined, measured, and related to student achi evenent.
Question

The foll owi ng overarching research question was
addr essed:

1. What is the inpact, if any, of using student

achi evenent data to eval uate teacher perfornmance

during the performance-based teacher eval uation

process?
Independent Variable

The i ndependent variable in this study was the
per f or mance- based teacher eval uation used in schools that
M ssouri Assessnent Program scores ranked in the Top Ten
based on MAP Results for school buildings in the
district. Specifically, the instrunent was studied to
determ ne the evidence of criteria on the teacher
eval uation instrument for that district in the Top Ten
r anki ng.
Dependent Variable

The dependent variable in this study was the student
results fromthe Mssouri Assessnment Program (MAP). The
results fromthe Mssouri Assessnment Program areas of

mat hemat i cs and conmuni cation arts were used. The grade
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| evel s for comuni cation arts included grades 3, 4, 5, 6,

7, 8 and 11. The mathenmatics MAP results were from

students in grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10. Results from

t he 2005-06 and 2006-07 school years were used.

Hypotheses

1. There is no effect on student achievenent when
t he performance-based teacher eval uati on process
specifically identifies and uses criteria rel ated

to inproving student achi evenent.

Limitations of the Study

Limtations were considered in this study, ranging

from consi stent use of the teacher eval uation instrunent

to interpretation of the criteria in the instrument.

1. This study considered only schools in Mssouri that

were identified in the Top Ten ranking on the

M ssouri Assessnent Program for mathenmatics for
grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10 and conmmuni cati on
arts for grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10.

. The years of the study included those schools in the
ranking for the 2005-06 and 2006-07 school years.

. School districts were identified, but individual
school buildings were targeted for the survey to

gain an accurate interpretation of the district
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eval uation instrunment at the actual inplenmentation
| evel .
4. Due to lack of reliability and accuracy of the
teacher evaluation instrument that a district uses
in evaluating its professional staff, this caused
[imtations within the study. Since there is no
state-wide instrunent that is to be used by each
school district in Mssouri, each district may
develop its own instrunment and conduct the
evaluation as it sees fit. This also leads to
variations in the interpretation of the criteria in
each district, as well as in many buildings in the
school district itself.
5. This study does not consider the soci o-economc
status of the districts in the survey. There are
some districts with very limted resources, in terms
of adm nistrative staff and opportunities for staff
devel opnment for understandi ng teacher eval uation and
its inplications.
Definitions of Terms

The follow ng terns have been defined to provide for
easi er conprehension of the study.

Adequate yearly progress (AYP). An i ndivi dual

state’s measure of yearly progress toward achieving state
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academ c¢ standards, as described in the NCLB | egi sl ation.
AYP is the mninum |l evel of inprovenent that states,
school districts, and schools nust achieve each year

( MDESE, 2008).

Advanced/Proficient. Two of the four benchmark
quartile achi evenent scores which are cal cul ated by a
percent of the raw score on a criterion-referenced test
determ ned by the state as necessary to neet AYP. These
are the top two standards of performance for each
assessed content area. The other two quartiles are bel ow
basi ¢ and basic (MDESE, 2008).

Annual performance report. Report subnmitted by the
Department of El ementary and Secondary Education for each
public school district in Mssouri. The report is based
on how well a district has net each of the fourteen
st andards ( MDESE, 2008).

Criterion-referenced tests (CRT). “An assessnent
t hat measures a student’s mastery of skills or concepts
set forthin a list of criteria, typically a set of
per formance objectives or standards. Such tests are
designed to neasure how thoroughly a student has | earned
a particular body of know edge without regard to how well

ot her students have l|earned it~”(Ravitch, 2007, p. 64).
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Formative assessment. Any assessment used by
educators to evaluate students’ knowledge and
under standi ng of particular content and then to adj ust
and plan further instructional practices accordingly to
i nprove student achievenent in that area (Ravitch, 2007,
p. 98).

Missouri assessment program (MAP). One of several
educati onal reforns mandated by the Qutstanding School s
Act of 1993. As a result of this act, the State Board of
Education directed the Mssouri Departnent of Elenentary
and Secondary Education to identify the know edge,
skills, and conpetencies that M ssouri students should
acquire by the tinme they conplete high school and to
eval uate student progress toward those academc
standards. The assessnent programused is identified as
t he MAP ( MDESE, 2008).

No Child Left Behind Act. A legislative act
initiated by the Bush Adm nistration to establish
accountability for the nation’s public schools through a
measur enent of Adequate Yearly Progress. Schools and
districts are to achieve a goal of 100 percent
proficiency in reading, mathematics, and science for
every subgroup by the 2013-2014 school year (MDESE,

2008) .
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Norm-referenced tests. An assessnent designed to
conpare the scores of individuals or groups of
individuals with the scores achieved by a representative
sanple of individual with simlar characteristics,
menbers of a so-called reference group. Normreferenced
tests are useful for conparing the perfornmance of
students in one school, district, country, state or
nation with the performance of students in others
(Ravitch, 2007).

Permanent teacher (Tenured teacher). Any teacher who
has been enpl oyed as a teacher in the sanme school
district for five successive years and who has conti nued
to be enployed as a teacher by the school district
(MDESE, 1999).

Probationary teacher (Non-tenured teacher). Any
t eacher who has been enployed in the sane school district
for five successive years or |less (MDESE, 1999).

Report card. Under NCLB, states nust require
districts to publicly report state-mandated assessnent
information and provide explicit information to students,
parents and teachers about the results of student
progress (MDESE, 2008).

Rubric (Scoring guide). A set of criteria for

eval uating student work or scoring tests is defined as a
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rubric. Rubrics describe what work nust | ook like to be
consi dered excel lent, satisfactory, or |ess than
satisfactory. In particular, rubrics are needed to
m nim ze subjective judgnments of performance (Ravitch
2007) .

School choice. Schools that do not neet Adequate
Yearly Progress nust informparents of their right to
wi thdraw their children fromthe district and place them
in a higher perform ng school w thout penalty (IDESE,
2008) .

School improvement. A termused to designate a
M ssouri school district or building which does not neet
Adequat e Yearly Progress for two consecutive years
( MDESE, 2008).

Student achievement. This is a definitive nmeasure of
a student’s academic growth through norm-referenced or
criterion-referenced test batteries (NMDESE, 2008).

Teacher evaluation. A termused to identify a system
of feedback for a teacher that is designed to neasure
t eachi ng conpet ence (NVDESE, 1999).

Teacher evaluation instrument. Instrunment and system
used to evaluate teachers on a |ocal |evel (MDESE, 1999).

Top Ten Schools in Missouri. Top Ten Schools in

average percent of students scoring at the "Proficient”
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and “Advanced" levels on the communi cation arts and
mat hemati cs MAP assessnents at grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
10, and 11 (MDESE, 2008).
Summary

This chapter provided an introduction to the study
and di scussed the nethods of data collection. The
criteria used during the performance-based teacher
eval uation process are used to deternmine the effect on
student achievenent. It established the purpose of the
study along with the definitions and assunpti ons.
Chapter Two provi des an overvi ew of the rel evant
literature, data, and experiences. The remaining chapters
wer e dedicated to the design, nmethodol ogy, and anal ysis

of the data.
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CHAPTER TWD
Revi ew of Literature

Introduction

As society noves further into a gl obal econony and
hi gh- st akes testing becones an issue in public schools,
there is an increased enphasis on conparison of the
academ c achi evenment of students on the standardized
tests in communication arts, mathematics, and science
(MDESE, 1999). Test scores are even used to gauge the
val ue of the future econony of countries based on the
quality of their educational progranms. It is assunmed that
countries with students who score the highest are doing a
better job educationally and translates to increased
conpetition in the world econonmy. It is the
responsi bility of each public school district in the
nation to provide a quality education to each student.
School districts are seeking ways to inprove student
achi evemrent (USDE, 2000).
Accountability on the National Level

In the | ast several decades, the performnce of

United States’ students has fallen in conmmunication arts,
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mat hemati cs, and science in conparison with other world
econom es, according to the National Assessnent of
Educati onal Progress (USDE, 2000). As a result, Congress
and the President have issued an order for proficiency of
students in the areas of conmmunication arts, nathematics
and science by the year 2014. This nassive bi-partisan
| egislation, entitled No Child Left Behind, nmandated that
publ i c school s i ncrease student achi evenent |evels or
face sanctions by the federal governnent (USDE, 2004).
The No Child Left Behind | egislation called for

students in grades three through eight to test in the
areas of conmunication arts and mathematics. States were
all owed to devel op and admi nister their own tests and
deci de upon the proficiency rating for each subject area
and grade | evel. M ssouri used educators, business
| eaders, politicians, state departnment specialists, as
well as parents in this task. These groups of people net
and determ ned the | evel of proficiency for each test.
Based upon the annual test results, schools are placed on
lists as to whether they have net the requirenents of No
Child Left Behind (USDE, 2004)

The state departnents of education, in conjunction
with the federal departnment of education, annually

determne if a district has nmet Adequate Yearly Progress
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(AYP). States are nandated to i npose sanctions on the
school districts that fail to neet the standards set
forth by the legislation. There are four factors that are
considered in neeting the Adequate Yearly Progress
targets. The percent of students neeting the proficiency
target is the first factor. Schools nust also report that
ni nety-five percent of the eligible students actually are
assessed for each grade |level and subject area. M ssour

al so uses the attendance rate for all students and
graduation rate in neeting the requirenents for the

| egi sl ati on (USDE, 2004).

In Mssouri, the first factor of accountability takes
into consideration the Mssouri Assessnent Program
results. The areas of comunication arts and nat hemati cs
are assessed for all students in grades three through
eight. Until the 2008-09 school year, students in grade
ten were adm nistered the mat hematics assessnment while
students in grade el even took the conmunication arts
assessnment. Beginning with the 2008-09 school year,

M ssouri high school students are now responsible for
their performance on end-of -course exans for certain
courses. For the 2008-09 school years, students who are
enrolled in English I'l, Algebra |, and Biology will take

t he end-of -course assessnents. For the 2009-10 school
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year, the courses expand to English I, Al gebra Il
Geonetry, Integrated Mathematics Il and 111, American

H story and Governnent. Student performance on these
assessnents will determ ne whether or not a school neets
the No Child Left Behind targets (NMDESE, 2008).

States were also allowed to determ ne the increnental
percentages for neeting the targets. Since 100% of the
students must be proficient in comunication arts and
mat hematics by the year 2014, M ssouri phased in the
per cent ages for each year (INDESE, 2008).

School s that do not neet the annual targets are
identified for school or district inprovenent. Sanctions
are inposed on these schools and districts are on a
continuumthat can be as sinple as restricting the use of
the federal funds to naking naj or personnel changes or
even cl osing the school and sendi ng students to anot her
school that is neeting the targets. The sanctions for
M ssouri school s include placing school buildings and/or
districts in School |nprovenent Status (MDESE, 2008).
They i ncl ude:

1. Devel op or revise a school inprovenent plan within

three nonths after identification of status.

2. Notify parents of status with a conparison of the

acaden ¢ achi evenent with other schools in the
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district, reasons for the identification, what the

school is doing about the problem and ways parents

can becone invol ved in addressing the academ c

i Ssues.

3. Ofer Public School Choice (PSC) to all students to
transfer to another public school within the
district.

4. O fer Suppl enmental Educational Services (SES) to
t hose students eligible. Those who take advantage of
SES will have tutoring services paid by the district
fromtheir federal funds.

5. Ten percent of the Title | funds nust be spent on
pr of essi onal devel opnent. ( MDESE, 2008)

I f the school/district does not neet the Annual
Proficiency Target, additional sanctions, including
restructuring the school/district, can occur with

repl aci ng personnel or even closing a school building or
district and allowi ng the students to attend nei ghboring
districts that neet the annual targets.

The Annual Yearly Progress Report outlines whether
or not a district has nmet the expected progress |evels
for communication arts and mathematics for its third
t hrough ei ghth grade and hi gh school students. Additional

criteria for AYP include disaggregating the student
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achi evenent results to determne if subgroups of students
al so perforned at the expected | evels. Subgroups can
i ncl ude English Language Learners, special education,
di sadvant aged (free/reduced neal), race, etc. These
students are expected to performat the same |evel as
their peers. AYP al so considers attendance and graduati on
rate for public school students. AYP is reported annually
for each school district (MDESE, 2008).
Accountability on the State Level

Missouri’s accountability system, the M ssouri
School | nprovenent Program falls in line with the
requi renents of the No Child Left Behind Legislation.
This program has the responsibility of review ng and
accrediting the 524 four school districts in the state of
M ssouri within a five-year cycle. It is designed to
pronote excellence in the public schools in Mssouri. The
M ssouri School | nprovenent Program has the dua
responsi bility of ensuring all public schools neet
certain m ni num standards and strive to achieve
excellence in an increasingly conpetitive world. The goal
of the MSIP process is to guide schools in their school
i nprovenent efforts. There are three sections to the
standards for MSIP: Resource, Process, and Performance

( MDESE, 2008).
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The Resource Standards address the basic
requirenents that all districts nust neet. They are
guantitative in nature. These include program of studies
for students, class size and assignnents, professional
support staff, adm nistrative staff, and certification
and planning tinme. Mssouri districts report information
to the Departnent of Elenentary and Secondary Educati on
bi -nonthly through the Core Data coll ection system The
resource standards outline the course offerings for
el ementary, junior high, and high school students. C ass
size and enrol |l nent data include a mninum standard and a
desired standard for the nunber of students enrolled in
K-12 classes. Al schools nust neet the m ni nrum standard
but strive to neet the desired state standard.

Pr of essi onal support staff delineates the |ibrarian/nmedia
speci al i st and gui dance and counseling staff in
student/teacher ratios for these areas. The nunber of

adm nistrative staff in the central office is determ ned
by the nunber of professional staff nmenbers in the
district. The ratio of students to nunber of principals
is kept to a consistent ratio. Al professional staff
menbers (teachers) nust have the appropriate
certification to teach as well as have a m ni num of 250

m nutes a week of schedul ed planning tine. Al this data
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is collected through the Core Data coll ection system
( MDESE, 2008).

The Process standards delineate instructional design
and practices. The Process standards deal with curricul um
and assessnent. Instructional prograns, resources,
climate, and orderly and safe schools are al so
scrutinized. Data is gathered through surveys or
interviews. Professional devel opment and teacher training
is taken into consideration in this area. Differentiated
instruction, taking into consideration the disabled,
gifted/tal ented, career and preschool students, is in
this area. Parent and comrunity invol venent is studied.
Addi tional school services (nursing, transportation,
board of education, facilities, and food service) mnust
neet the standards put forth by DESE

In Standard 6.5, *“The district has created a
positive climate for |earning and established a focus on
academ c achi evenent. 2. Teachers and administrators are
accountabl e for pronoting student success and reducing
student failure” (MDESE 2008), it became apparent that
school districts hold teachers and admi nistrators
accountabl e for student achievenent. In the Fourth-Cycle
Report Witing Form (2009), districts are to provide

evi dence that student performance data is used in the
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teacher and principal evaluation process. Districts are

to provide the evaluation teamw th exanpl es of teacher

and principal evaluations wth specific criteria related
to student achi evenent. (MDESE, 2008)

The Perfornmance Standards of the MSIP process have
taken a nmuch larger role than the Resource and Process
standards in Missouri’s accountability system.
Accreditation is determ ned by the performance |evel of
the students in a school district in Mssouri. If a
school fails to neet the standards, it will becone
unaccredited with sanctions as dire as consolidation with
anot her school district (NMDESE, 2007a). The performance
standards use five years of data to determ ne whether a
school district has net that standard. These are
publ i shed by DESE in the Annual Perfornmance Report.

This accountability systemtakes into account
student achievenent at all levels in conmunication arts,
mat hemati cs, and science. Other factors considered, just
as in the federal |egislation, are graduation rates and
attendance rates of students in the public schools.
Publ i c school systems in Mssouri face these
accountability nmeasures on an annual basis in the fall of

each school year. The |ocal nedia conpare the findings of
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the local districts, touting the successes or failures of
t he public schools.

This accountability has trickled down to the | ocal
| evel s with Boards of Education hol ding superintendents
and buil ding adm nistrations responsi ble for gains or
| osses in student achievenent. This is further brought
down to the level of the classroomteacher. Mny
researchers have stated that student performance can be
directly tied to teacher performance and that in order to
see true inprovenent in student achi evenent the classroom
t eacher nust be held accountable (Toch and Rot hman,
2008) .
Quality Education Research

Research during the 1970s and 1980s brought forth
the inmportance of the classroomteacher in student
acadenm ¢ achi evenent. Brophy and Good (1970) suggested
that teachers may differentiate their behaviors toward
students based on their expectations. They suggested that
students will performto the expected |evels of the
teachers, given the right conditions. Benjanm n Bl oom
(1981) began the mastery teachi ng novenent which proposed
that ninety-five percent of the students can |earn any
subject to a high degree given sufficient tine and

appropriate instruction.
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In the 1980s the educational reform novenent began
with the Effective Schools Mvenent. Ednonds, Lezotte,
and others identified the ingredients of an effective
school . Teachers spent nore tinme teaching and students
spent nore tinme learning in these schools that were
identified as effective. There was al so maxi num
teacher/student interaction with focused | essons tail ored
to individual student needs. Levine studied effective
school s and determ ned hi gh expectations, frequent
nmoni toring of student |earning, and frequent eval uation
were essential to increased student achievenent (Marzano
2003) .

In 1983, the report A Nation at Risk: The
Imperative for Education Reform addressed the concerns of
the nation on falling standards in the public schools.
The report outlined recomrendations for inproving the
public schools, one being to inprove the teacher training
and preparation. This report held schools and teachers
account abl e for student | earning.

In the 1990s, Richard DuFour and Robert Eaker began
t he Professional Learning Comrunities novenent. Teacher
col | aboration, high expectations, and clear goals for
student achi evenent are all part of this process to

i nprove academ ¢ achi evenent of students. The basic
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prem se of the professional |earning community cones from
t he busi ness worl d regardi ng how organi zati ons | earn.

This study of good business practice and what makes a

di fference has been applied to the educational realm

Prof essi onal |earning conmunities are based upon two
assunptions. First, know edge is | earned and nust be
shared through critical reflection. Secondly, actively
engagi ng teachers in the collaborative work will result
in better student achi evenent (Vescio, Ross, Adans,

2006) .

Refl ective dialogue is essential to a professional
| earni ng conmmunity. Educators nust work together to
answer clarifying questions such as the foll ow ng:

e What do we want all students to |earn?

e How will we know when each student has nmastered the
essenti al | earning?

e How will we respond when a student experiences
initial difficulty in |earning?

e How will we deepen the learning for students who
have al ready mastered essential skills and

know edge? (DuFour, 2005)

Once this process began, educators realized the
i nportance of tine and support during the school day.

Staff needed tinme to work col |l aboratively and | earn the
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best practices to support viable instruction. Teachers
needed tine to reflect upon the student |earning. They
were al so responsible for sharing solid instructional
practices with their coll eagues.

Assessnent becane a |arge part of the professiona
| earning community. According to Rick Stiggins (1995),
the reasons for assessnent are two-fold: to gather
evi dence of student learning and to notivate student
| earni ng. Professional |learning communities help create a
culture of assessnment for |earning instead of the
traditional assessnment of |earning. Educators shift from
the summati ve assessnents to nore productive formative
assessnents. Effective use of classroom assessnents | ead
to clear and appropriate learning targets for students,
i ncreased accuracy of assessnents, continuous feedback,
and nore student invol venment (DuFour, 2005).
Student Achievement

St udent achi evenent and its nmeasure have changed
significantly since the passage of the No Child Left
Behi nd Legislation in 2002. Because of the anmount of
information avail abl e on how students | earn, students
must be taught and assessed on how to think, reason, and
apply learning, not just the sinple nenorization of

facts. Missouri’s assessment system, the Missouri
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Assessnent Program began during the 1990s. This
devel opment was in response to the Qutstanding School s
Act of 1993 which directed the M ssouri Departnent of
El ementary and Secondary Education to identify know edge,
skills, and conpetencies that M ssouri students should
acquire by the tinme they conplete high school. DESE was
al so given the task of devel opi ng an assessnent program
that outlined student progress toward those academ c
standards. The Show Me Standards were then devel oped.
These were further broken down to the Curricul um
Framewor ks to provide guidance to districts in planning
the curricula designed to ensure students were
progressing to neet the standards.
Missouri Assessment Program (MAP)

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 required al
states to annually assess student |learning in
comuni cation arts and mat hematics at grades three
t hrough eight and at a high school grade by the end of
2005. I n preparation for these assessnments, the M ssour
Department of El ementary and Secondary Education
delineated the Curricul um Frameworks to address these
assessnents to provide guidance for the teachers. G ade-
| evel expectations outlined the specific course and

grade-1 evel objectives were designed to align with the
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i ncom ng assessnments. Mssouri is currently in the second
revision of the grade |evel expectations to align with
end- of - course exans for high school students (MDESE,
2008) .

Initially, the Mssouri Assessnent Program (MAP) was
designed to assess students in the areas of communication
arts, mathematics, science, social studies, fine arts,
and physical education in bench-mark years. As the NCLB
standards were put forth, social studies, fine arts, and
physi cal education have been dropped fromthe program for
M ssouri students. In recent action by the Mssouri State
Board of Education, high school students will no |onger
be adm nistered the MAP tests at grades ten and el even
but will nove to an end-of-course exam at any grade | evel
upon conpletion of the specified courses of conmmuni cation
arts, mathematics, and science. NCLB standards al so
require all students in all grades three through eight be
assessed in comunication arts and mat hematics and two
benchmark years for science. Mssouri opted to assess
students in grades five and eight for science in the
spring of 2008 (MDESE, 2008).

The M ssouri Assessnent Program (MAP) assessnents
are conprised of three types of itens: 1) sel ected-

response, 2) constructed response, and 3) performance
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events. Selected response itens are nultiple choice which
present students with a question followed by four or five
response options. These questions are nationally-nornmed
through the McGrawHi Il Terra Nova Assessnent. The
constructed response itens require students to supply
(rather than select) an appropriate response. Students

m ght be asked to supply a one-word answer, a sentence,

or show their work in solving a problem The perfornmance
events measure students’ know edge and their abilities to
apply the know edge in problem situations. Mst of these
are nmulti-step problens requiring a higher |evel of
understanding. Wiile there is an understandi ng that
certain facts nust be understood by all students,
application and problemsolving are addressed in the
assessnment program ( MDESE, 2008).

These assessnents are scored by the CTB MG aw Hi |
Conmpany as well as M ssouri teachers and professional
scorers. The sel ected response itens are scored by CIB
McGawHi || and reported in percentiles, conparing the
student to those in the normgroup. The constructed
response and performance event itens are scored by the
pr of essi onal scorers and M ssouri teachers. Teachers

spend two weeks during the sumrer nonths training to
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score and then actually scoring itens for the state
departnment of education (NMDESE, 2008).

Two types of scores are reported to indicate a
student’s achievement on the Missouri Assessment Program
(MAP) test: (1) a scale score and (2) its associated
| evel of achievenent (MDESE, 2007a). A scale score
indicates a student’s total performance for each content
area assessed by MAP. A higher scal ed score indicates
hi gher | evels of achievenment while a | ower score
i ndi cates the opposite. There are four |evels of
achi evement on the MAP: Basic, Below Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced. Cut benchmark scores for each | evel were
identified by Mssouri citizens and teachers and refl ect
t he expectations of each group of what the students at
each | evel should know and be able to do. Studies
indicate the MAP test is closely aligned with the
Nati onal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) test.
M ssouri has conducted extensive studies on the
reliability and validity of the MAP test with annual
techni cal reports published in conjunction with CIB
MG aw H || (MDESE, 2007a).

NCLB mandates that all students test proficient by

the year 2014. M ssouri has designated a | evel of
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proficient or advanced on the MAP to determ ne the
percent of students at the NCLB proficient |evel.

Annual |y, the M ssouri Departnent of Elenentary and
Secondary Education submt a conprehensive report of the
“Top Ten Lists Based on MAP Test Results” in Missouri.
These schools are listed in order of the percent of
students in the Advanced and Proficient levels on the
conmuni cation arts and mat hemati cs MAP assessnents. The
school s are separated based upon the nunber of students
in each building. The breakdown categories are 1) |ess
t han 250 students, 2) 250 to 500 students, and 3) over
500 students (NMDESE, 2007a).

Understanding Assessment

Teachers nust understand the purpose of assessnent as
well as the instrunment that is used to obtain the
information or skills. There are normreferenced

achi evenment tests, criterion-referenced tests, and ot her
types of student assessment. Normreferenced tests are
used in schools to provide information on how well the
student conpares to other students in the same grade

| evel across the country. According to Tucker and
Stronge, normreference tests usually answer the

follow ng questions related to student | earning:
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1. Where does a student stand in a given area of
achievenent in relation to other students and
conpared to other students and conpared to the
norm group of students?

2. How does the overall achievement in one teacher’s
class compare with that of another’s?

3. How does the achi evenent in the given content
area for students in the selected school district
conpare with the national nornms or wi th another
school district? (Tucker & Stronge, 2005, p. 18)

The Terra Nova portion of the M ssouri Assessnent Program
is a normreferenced test. A percentile score reflects
how t he students performin relation to a control sanple
of other students in the nation (MDESE, 2008).

Criterion-referenced tests are al so used on the MNAP.

Criterion-referenced tests nmeasure the student
performance to indicate how nuch has been mastered by the
student. These tests are designed to determ ne whet her
students have reached an established level of learning in
an area. This is the constructed response and
performance event portions of the MAP ( MDESE, 2008).
Agai n, Tucker and Stronge explain the questions

criterion-referenced tests answer:
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1. what is the student’s level of knowledge in the
domain (e.g., what percentage of the problens of
a given type can we expect the student to solve
correctly?)
2. What are the specific strengths and weaknesses of
a given school programor curricul unf

3. What specific changes in student performance have
occurred as a result of changing the curricul um
or progranf

Teachers may al so devel op | ocal assessnents to
nmeasure student |earning. O her assessnents that teachers
can use include witing sanples, student portfolios, and
ot her performance-based assessnents. Teachers nust
under stand each type of assessnent in order to gain the
i nformati on needed for student | earning.

Research over the past thirty years has shown there
is a correlation between teacher performance and student
achi evenent. These inprovenent efforts focused on teacher
preparation, staff devel opnment, and pedagogy. Little
enphasi s has been placed on teacher evaluation in the
past .

According to Holl and and Adans (2002), eval uation
has traditionally placed teachers in a relatively passive

role. Many eval uation systens rely on annual observations
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and outdated checklists with no alignnment to the teaching
standards expected in classroons. Adm nistrators
conducted an observation, wote a review of the
observation, and conducted pre- and post- observation
conferences to provide feedback to the teacher. Tucker
and Stronge (2005) concluded that the observations were
conducted too seldomto provide suggestions that could be
tried and reeval uated by the teacher and adm ni strator.
Teacher Effectiveness and Evaluation

| neffective teacher evaluation systens are nore
costly than effective ones, according to Daniel son and
McG eal . Poor evaluation systens neither inprove the
instructional skills of teachers nor permt the dism ssal
of ineffective ones. Wen exam ning current practices and
determ ning the success of teacher eval uations systens,
Dani el son and McG eal point out a clear sense of purpose
shoul d govern the design of teacher evaluation systens. A
t eacher eval uation system shoul d screen out unqualified
people fromcertification and the sel ection process. It
shoul d al so serve to recogni ze and reinforce outstanding
servi ce.

Al t hough sone estinmate that inconpetent teachers
only constitute 2-3% of the teaching popul ation, their

presence tarnishes the reputation of the entire
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prof ession. They fail to serve the students and cause
parental dissatisfaction with the public schools. Reasons
for inconpetence are as varied as the nunber of teachers
who exhibit these traits. However, they can fall into

t hree general categories which include influences from
non-job related factors, failure of the supervisor to
provi de assi stance, and personal shortcom ngs of the
teacher. Admi nistrators are obligated to confront poor
teachi ng performance and to provide assistance with the
deficit. Poor performance can be a result of |ack of
preparation, deficiency in teaching skills, inability or
| ack of know edge of how to control student behavi or,
poor judgnent, and excessive absences (Sawa, 1995).

Adm nistrators, typically, use four different
neasures to determne the effectiveness of teachers.
Supervi sory observation is one nethod that is used to
identify inconpetent teachers. These can be both form
(schedul ed) and informal (unschedul ed). Conplaints from
parents or students can al so be an indicator of teacher
i nconpet ence. The adm ni strator nmust weigh the conplaints
to determine if there is a source of contention between
the teacher and person who files the conplaint.
Conpl ai nts from col | eagues can provide insight for

t eacher conpetence. Student test results, longitudinally
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studi ed, can be a nmeans to identify inconpetence (Sawa,
1995) .

Several studies over the past twenty years have cone
to the conclusion the purposes of teacher eval uation
systens are varied. Bolton, Denham Harris and Redfern
agree that the major purpose of evaluation is to have a
process to provide opportunity for supervisors and
teachers to work together to enhance and i nprove
cl assroominstructional practices. This process will also
al l ow for assistance to those margi nal teachers in a
structured, systematic way (Stronge 2007).

According to Sawa (1995), there are recomended
steps for confronting a teacher with accusations of
i nconpetence. The first step is to gather information;
this can be done by talking to others who can be
col | eagues, parents, or students. The adm ni strator nust
organi ze the informati on and, unfortunately, wait for a
specific incident. At that time, a neeting is schedul ed
with a followup letter sent to the teacher outlining the
di scussi on. The adm ni strator nmust next nonitor the
situation, developing a file in which specific steps are
outlined for inproving the situation. A major

responsibility on the part of the supervisor it to
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continue nmonitoring the situation, detailing whether or
not the situation inproves to the |evel of expectation.

The next step in this process is to determ ne who
the district will retain, transfer or dismss. Wth a
vari ety of conpensation packages avail able for educators,
t he teacher eval uation system may provi de gui dance on
maki ng i nformed judgnents to allow teachers to be
eligible for nmerit pay plans or career |adder plans
(Sawa, 1995).

The |l ast function of the teacher evaluation system
according to these researchers, is to provide information
to determine the extent of the inplenentation of the
prof essi onal devel opnent of the district. During the
eval uation cycle, it becones apparent which teachers have
used the acquired skills and know edge that have been
presented during the professional devel opnment activities
(Stanl ey & Popham 1988).

Ellett and Garland’s study in 1987 surveyed
superintendents fromthe 100 | argest schools and conpil ed
data on their teacher evaluation systens. Analysis of the
data indicated that nost teacher eval uations enphasized
the summative rather than the formative purpose of
eval uation. The eval uations were used to determ ne

enpl oynent status rather than how to inprove teaching
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t hrough use of professional devel opnment. Mst of the
systens did not include requirements for establishing
performance standards or include training for those who
were conducting the evaluations as well as those who were
to be evaluated. External or peer eval uation was
virtually non-existent, while superintendents found their
eval uation systens to be nore favorable than the
researchers conpiling the data (Mathers & Aiva, 2008).

Ten years later in 1997, a follow up study was
conducted to Ellett and Garland’s findings. The survey
was adapted to measure superintendents’ opinions about
the effectiveness of the teacher evaluation system The
findings included not nuch had changed fromthe earlier
study in terns of the conponents and reasoning for the
eval uation, but the viewpoints of the superintendents
had. They were not satisfied with the status quo. They
wanted to revisit the evaluation system and process and
revise the tools and procedures (Mathers & diva, 2008).
Superi ntendents were recogni zing a need for further data
fromthe eval uation systens, but no mgj or changes had
been nade in the previous ten years to address these
concerns.

In 2007, a major study rel eased by the McREL M dwest

col |l ected teacher evaluation policies fromsix states -
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II'linois, Indiana, 1owa, Mchigan, M nnesota, and
Wsconsin. A representative sanple of teacher eval uation
policies was studied fromeach of the seven states.
During the study, they found that the adm nistrators,
usual ly principals and vice-principals, were responsible
for conducting the evaluations of the staff, but fewer
than 10% of the policies required evaluator training.
These eval uation cycles usually differentiated the

eval uation frequency based upon teacher experience,

whet her the teacher was considered a tenured (pernanent)
teacher or a probationary teacher. The tinelines for

eval uation were also listed in about one-half of the
policies studied. Adm nistrators were to evaluate in the
fall and the spring with sunmati ve eval uati ons conduct ed
in the spring, usually with classroom observations, both
schedul ed and unannounced.

McREL al so reported that over half of the policies
identified the type of instrunent to be used; however,
nost of those used the sane instrunent for all staff,
regardl ess of a teacher’s years of experience or subject
area. Less than one-third of the policies identified the
procedures of how to comruni cate the eval uati on process
and procedures to teachers. The nbst commobn net hods were

including the policy in the teachers’ handbook,
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mentioning it at a group or one-on-one faculty neeting,
and even witing it on contracts. The results were
simlar when an exam nation was conducted of the conmon
practices of how to share evaluation information with
staff menbers. Mst sinply have the requirenent that both
the teacher and admnistrator will sign off on the
sunmati ve eval uation after review

The four nost quoted ways of administrators’ use of
t he eval uation information included using the eval uation
to drive personnel decisions, suggest inprovenent for the
t eacher, set professional devel opnment goals, and
determ ne renedi ati on and foll ow up procedures for
teachers with unsatisfactory evaluations. Little guidance
was found to evaluate the specific teacher behaviors and
characteristics. ther areas to consider were content and
pedagogi cal know edge, classroom managenent skills,
effective lesson planning, and fulfilling professional
responsibilities. One half of the policies included how
wel | teachers adjust instruction based upon student
assessnent results (Mathers & Aiva, 2008).

Eval uati ons should not only provi de gui dance on how
to becone a better teacher, but also comrend good work
with students by the teachers. Based upon the results,

t eacher eval uation can al so drive professional
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devel opnent for the staff. According to Toch and Rot hman
(2008), teacher evaluations are the powerful |evers that
adm ni strators should use to inprove the quality of
teaching in the classroons. Admi nistrators should use
this |l ever for school inprovenent by targeting specific
areas for each staff. Areas of concern can be addressed
t hrough training and nentoring.

St anl ey and Popham note that during the |ast twenty
years in education, there has been a clear nove fromthe
vol unteering aspect of staff devel opnent to the
requi renent of all staff to participate. This not only
i ncludes the teachers, but the adm nistrators as well.
This required participation builds consistency between
and anong the different buil dings and organi zati onal
structures in a school district. This clear |evel of
accountability for the professional devel opnent adds to
the administrator’s ability to help address areas of
concern with the margi nal teacher, while providing a
comon under standi ng of valid, research-based practices
t o enhance student achi evenent (Stanley & Popham 1988).

Mar x (2007) went further in devel opi ng guidelines
for principals to work with an effective eval uation
system He suggested, in the initial phases of devel oping

an evaluation instrunent, one nmust start with a common
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framewor k or nodel that identifies good teaching. In
Marx’s view, involving the teachers in this process to
ensure understandi ng of the nodel was inportant. Teachers
will also accept the franmework nore readily if they have
had a part in its devel opnent.

Successful eval uations and supervision depend upon
the quality of the evaluation instrunent and the nethod
of gathering the data for the instrunent. If the criteria
are clear and understood by both the teacher and
supervisor, the evaluation instrunment will be nore
accurate and neaningful. Clear, visible, and appropriate
criteria for the function of the instrunent are essenti al
to the success of the process (Stanley & Popham 1988).

Mar x (2007) recomrended that educators determ ne the
purpose of the instrument. WIIl it be to inprove practice
whi ch involves formative evaluations? WIIl it guide in
maki ng deci si ons about retention, advancenent or
di sm ssal of teachers which will involve summative
eval uation? If the purpose of the evaluation and the
met hod of addressing the accountability are understood by
both the teachers and adm ni stration, these nethods and
procedures will be in place to allow for a successful

effective tool to devel op (Marx, 2007).
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Boyd (1989) believed teacher eval uation systens
shoul d serve two purposes: to neasure teacher conpetence
and to foster professional devel opnent and growh. In
Boyd’s research, he concluded teacher eval uation systens
shoul d gi ve teachers useful feedback on classroom needs,
provi de opportunity for |earning new techni ques either
with the principal or other teachers, and provi de support
for maki ng these changes in the classroom (Boyd, 1989).

In Toch and Rothman’s (2008) research of the
nonprofit National Council on Teacher Equality (NCTQ
report of 2007 which studied the nation’s fifty largest
districts, they found that nobst union contracts dictate
t he professional requirenents for teachers. It also found
that only two-thirds of the contracts required teachers
to be evaluated at | east once a year. One-fourth of the
teachers in this study required eval uations only once
every three years (Toch & Rot hman, 2008).

The Toch and Rot hman study (2008) al so showed the
eval uations thenmselves were of little specific value
because they did not focus on the quality of teacher
instruction. These evaluation instrunents were nore of a
checklist of classroomconditions and teacher behavi ors.

Wth these conditions, it was easy for teachers to earn
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hi gh marks regardl ess of whether or not their students
wer e | ear ni ng.

Using multiple and vari able sources of data wll
enhance the quality of the teacher eval uation instrunent.
Mar x (2007) concl uded eval uation instrunments in which the
princi pal nmakes one to two classroomvisits using a
rating formor anecdotal record is inaccurate and
unreliable. He suggested wal k-through techni ques that can
produce nore reliable and useful data because they sanple
cl assroom behavior nore reliably over tinme. This nethod
is also less intrusive during ongoing instruction (Marx,
2007) .

Procedures used to gather data can provide a nore
accurate view of teacher quality. The nost conmon form of
data collection is observation of classroomactivities.
The goal is to obtain a representative sanple of a
teacher’'s performance in the classroom. This must be
done, according to Boyd, with nmultiple opportunities and
in a consistent nethod. Principals nmay al so review | esson
pl ans and cl assroomrecords to gain information on the
ef fectiveness of teachers. Lesson plans reflect how well
a teacher has thought through the instructional goal.

Looking at tests and assignnents will give the eval uator
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an idea of how the teacher has |inked | esson plans,
i nstruction, and assessnent (Boyd, 1989).

Common eval uation tools can include | esson plans,
sel f-assessnents, portfolio assessnents, classroom
observati ons, student achievenent data, and student work
sanpl es. According to Mathers and Adiva (2008), |esson
pl ans give insight to a teacher’s ability to prepare to
deliver content, scaffold student skills, and rmanage the
cl assroom environnment. Districts can use rubrics to
eval uate | esson plans. Mst districts, however, do not
require lesson plans to be used as a part of the
teacher’s evaluation (Brandt et. al, 2007).

The | evel of planning that a teacher uses to drive
instruction is one aspect of good teaching. Effective
| esson plans link the student |earning objective with the
teaching activity. There nmust be a connection with prior
student learning to the taught application or skill in
the lesson’s objective. The objective nmust have a strong
correlation to the district and state standards. Lesson
pl ans can al so describe the teaching practices to
mai ntain student interest and attention. This will help
di m ni sh potential classroom nmanagenent problens. Lastly,
| esson plans can provide guidance on how to differentiate

the instruction for students with special needs. The
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eval uator nust renmenber, however, the | esson plan is just
that - a plan for instruction. It nust only be scored
based on the rubric (Stronge, 2007).

Cl assroom observation all ows evaluators to |ink
| esson plans with actual practice. The cl assroom
observation is the nost commonly used tool for evaluating
teachers. Evaluators can capture information about
teachers’ instructional practices with classroom
observation. The limtations of this evaluation tool
i nclude poorly trained observers and brief, inconsistent
observations that create biased results (Shannon 1991).

Several researchers have concluded that student
achievenment is related to teacher conpetence in teaching.
Wttrock (1986) found that student achievenent is tied to
t he teacher and he/she has a definite inpact on student
expectations and school ability. The research found that
students achi eve nore when systematic teaching procedures
are used. Wen snall increnments are applied foll ow ng
each step, this led to greater achi evenent gains.

Research has repeatedly proved effective teachers
have nore orderly classroons. There are nore on-task
behaviors in those classroons. The cl assroom environnent
must be conducive to learning with neither too nuch

criticismnor praise. Mre effective teachers have high
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| evel s of student engagenment, cooperation, and success.

I nstructional strategies wth high expectations and high
content serve the teachers and students in the |earning
envi ronment .

Teacher expectations are reflected in student work.
Hi gh achi evers were, often tinmes, given specific and
sincere praise. The opposite was true of | ow achievers.
Hi gh achi evers were receiving nore frequent and
informative feedback, nore attention, and treated with
nore respect. Wait time is |longer for |ow achieving
st udent s.

Ef fective instructional strategies are essential to
student success. Training is necessary for the staff to
make the changes in curriculum and strategies. Teaching
is prescriptive in its nmethods and expectations.

(bservations are usually conducted by the
adm ni strator. Teachers have a high regard for eval uators
who possess a deep know edge of curriculum content and
i nstruction. These evaluators nust also be willing to
provi de suggestions for inprovenent. Researchers suggest
that nmultiple evaluators are an alternative to the
adm ni strator as the sole evaluator. These nultiple
eval uators can be peers who have an instructional

background, content know edge, and teachi ng experience
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simlar to the teacher being eval uated. These
observations would provide specific data for the teacher
on the instructional practices being used in the

cl assroom (Mathes & Aiva, 2008).

The length of time, as well as the nunber of
observations conducted, |ends thenselves to gain a nore
accurate picture of what is happening in classroons.
Research from Denner, MIler, Newsone, and Birdsong in
2002 suggested that when observations occur nore
frequently and are longer, their reliability and validity
i mproves.

Non-t enured teachers are normal |y eval uat ed
annually, while tenured may be on a three to five year
cycle for evaluations. This ultimately is not the best
way to nmeasure teacher performance if the eval uation
captures only one nonent in tine and the instrunent is
weak in its interpretation. Both should receive frequent
eval uations, according to Mathes and diva (2008), as
many as five tinmes annually.

Adm ni strators use the teacher eval uation instrunent
to gather data for both formative and sumati ve
evaluations for the staff. According to Popham (2008),
formati ve and summati ve eval uati ons focus on different

tasks. Formative evaluations, |like formati ve assessnent
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in the classroom focus on inprovenent of skills. These
are done nore often. For the principal, the focus is on
i mproving instructional skills. The summative eval uation
deals with nore of a final, summtive assessnment that
draws on formative data. It is not primarily inprovenent-
oriented since it deals with nore of a final decision
related to evaluation. Principals nust understand the
distinct difference in each type of data collection, as
t he teacher nust know the difference when adm ni stering
assessnment to the students and the reasons for each type
of assessnment (Stanley & Popham 1988).

Sel f -assessnent is another evaluation tool
adm nistrators can use to effectively evaluate teachers.
Reflection is the process in which teachers analyze their
own instruction. This can be acconplished through
prof essi onal conversations with other teachers during
grade-1l evel or subject-area neetings or even through pre-
observation and post-observation conferences with the
eval uator. Portfolio devel opnent can be used by teachers
to determine their effectiveness. This can lead to
personal professional devel opnent plans in which the
teacher and evaluator outline a plan of inprovenent in
instructional practices for the teacher (Brandt, et. al,

2007) .
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Personal reflection has its strengths and drawbacks.
The refl ection may encourage teachers to continue to
| earn and grow throughout their careers. This can be done
wi th video-taping classroom|essons and review ng them
either with coll eagues or alone. This can al so be used in
conjunction with data collection in which the teacher and
eval uator reflect about the behaviors and practices
observed. This practice does require tinme and, nore
inmportantly, a cultural normthat will support it. The
trust factor weighs nore heavily on this practice
(Mathers & Aiva, 2008).

Portfolio assessment can consi st of several types of
t eacher cl assroom performance, such as |esson pl ans,
vi deos of |essons taught, reflection and self analysis of
t eachi ng practices, exanples of student work, and
exanpl es of teacher feedback given to students. This
practice enables teachers to reflect on their own
instructional practices, enabling themto identify
i nstructional strengths and weaknesses. Focused
pr of essi onal devel opnent can be planned fromthis self-
refection. Portfolios are useful, according to Daniel son
(1996), because they allow adm nistrators/evaluators to
revi ew non-cl assroom aspects of instruction as well as

provi de teachers the opportunity to reflect on teaching
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practices, using the docunents contained in the
portfolio. Teachers beconme active participants in the
eval uati on process when portfolios are used (Daniel son,
1996) .

Research on the use of portfolios has no concl usive
findings. The reliability of this nethod has not been
consistently established, not even when the use of
portfolios actually reflects what is going on in the
cl assroons. No concl usi ve evidence exists that the
process of devel oping a portfolio and bei ng eval uated by
that system | eads to inprovenent in teaching practices
and student learning (Attinello et. al., 2006).

The | east-used nethod of collecting data for
teacher evaluation is the use of student achi evenent
data. To help determ ne the effect of teaching on student
achi evenent, some systens use a statistical technique to
anal yze the changes in standardi zed scores from one year
to the next. The proficiency standard can be used as wel |
as the growth nodel that neasures changes in student
performance over a period of tine. The use of
standardi zed student test scores enables schools to
measure the inpact of teaching on student achievenent.
This builds on the investnent in student testing. These

itens on standardi zed assessnents have been tested for
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i ssues of fairness and appropriateness. This lends to
consi stent data. The eval uator can determ ne the

rel ati onshi p between student achi evenent gains, teachers,
and school s (Braun, 2005).

The difficulty of using standardi zed assessnent data
for teacher evaluation lies in the instrunent used. These
tests only neasure a portion of the curriculum and
teachers’ effect on learning. It is difficult to
differentiate the elenents of |earning that affect
student achi evenent or determ ne which have a positive
i npact on student achi evenent. An additional concern is
that not all teachers can be assessed using standardi zed
student achi evenent. Not all grade |evels and subject
areas are tested annually (Mathers & Oiva, 2008).

An alternate method to determ ne the effectiveness
of teaching practices on student achievenent is the use
of student work sanples. This nethod provides a nore
insightful review of student |earning over a period of
time. Use of this specific data can deterni ne which
el ements of teaching relate nore directly to increasing
student achi evenent than just the standardi zed scores.
This, however, can be tinme-consuming wth the issues of
validity and reliability comng into question with work

sanpl es as opposed to standardi zed test results. The use
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of well-devel oped rubrics that clearly outline the
criteria for rating student work sanples can provide
consi stent data on student achi evenent (Mathers & Aiva,
2008) .

Leadership responsibilities play an inportant role
in the effectiveness of the teacher evaluation system
Leaders must have a strong, positive role in the
eval uati on process. The principal nust be able to
col |l aborate with teachers and provi de useful feedback.
Studi es focused on teacher perceptions of eval uation
found, according to Marx (2007), effective feedback was
the nost inportant contributor to changing teacher
behavi or. This can be challenging at the secondary | evel
wi th subject area expertise comng into play.

An eval uation instrument nust be reliable and vali d.
It is considered reliable if two or nore eval uators use
t he sane instrunent and cone to the sane concl usions.
There nust be clearly identified criteria that are as
obj ective as possible that require little interpretation.
This is acconplished by carefully devel oping the
instrunment and training the observers. Validity of the
evaluation instrunent rests with the interpretation of
the criteria. The instrunment is valid if it nmeasures what

it says it is to neasure (Mathes & Aiva, 2008).
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Ext ensi ve research in the area of inproving teacher
eval uation systens has been conducted in the |last ten
years. In the research brief from Marx (2007), it was
not ed Bradshaw and Joyner (2002) had done extensive
research of literature identifying criteria that can be
used to develop a nore effective teacher eval uation
system They suggest |inking evaluation to school goals,
gat hering and using data on student perfornance,
establ i shing feedback nmechani sns, and including ways to
meani ngful Iy invol ve teachers in the process (Mrx,
2007) .

Al'l teacher evaluation systens nust also be able to
wi t hstand professional scrutiny and stand up in a court
of law. If the evaluation is to provide evidence for
term nation of inconpetent or unproductive personnel, it
nmust be able to stand in a court of |aw.

And finally, the evaluation should unify teachers
and adm nistrators in their collective efforts to educate
students. The goals for both the adm nistrator and the
t eacher should be to increase student achievenent.
History of Teacher Evaluation

Teacher evaluation in Mssouri has been in
exi stence, to sone extent, as long as there have been

public schools in Mssouri. In the last 20 years in
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M ssouri, there has been significant progress in the
systematic way to eval uate teachers.

According to Danielson and McG eal (2000), during
the 1940s and 1950s, educators enphasi zed the traits
teachers naturally possessed to determ ne the
effectiveness of the teacher. These traits include voice,
appearance, enotional stability, warnth, truthfulness,
and ent husiasm Educators believed that those who
possessed these traits were likely to performnnore
effectively with students. There was no real evidence to
link these variables to good teaching or to inprove
student | earning (Danielson & McGeal, 2000).

A revol utionary novenent of educational practices
occurred during the 1960s and 1970s. Researchers began
taking a serious |ook at teaching and student | earning.
Clinical evaluation processes were devel oped with
observation and rating instruments used to determ ne what
was occurring in classroons (Danielson & McGeal, 2000).

In 1987, the National Board for Professional
Teachi ng St andards devel oped a perfornmance- based
eval uation systemto recogni ze advanced conpetence anong
experienced teachers. This cane about through di scussions
with adm nistrators and teachers on nore neani ngf ul

standards. These standards were used in thirty-three
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states. These standards were noving fromthe traits
teachers shoul d possess to nore in-depth views of
teaching and | earning. Teachers’ commtnent to students
and | earni ng, know edge of subject matter and how to
teach it, nmanagi ng student behavior, and | earning from
experience were all standards reconmended fromthe
Nat i onal Board (Wiss & Weiss, 1998).

Over the past twenty-five years, different teacher
organi zati ons and research groups have created core
standards for beginning teachers and experienced
teachers. This delineation in expectations evol ved
t hrough research and practical application of teacher
eval uation systens (Wiss & Weiss, 1998).

Updated in 1983, M ssouri Statute Section 168.128
outlines the rules and regul ati ons regardi ng teacher
eval uation for the public school teachers in Mssouri.
The I ength of enploynment is included in the records that
nmust be retained on each enpl oyee. The | ocal Board of
Education is al so responsi ble for devel oping a
performance- based teacher evaluation. The only criteria
related to this statue include the ongoing nature of the
eval uation system The district nust determ ne the
st andards, frequency, and interpretation of the standards

(MDESE, 1999). This law outlined the requirenments of al



Teacher Eval uati on 57

M ssouri public school districts to provide teacher
evaluation for all staff nenbers. It did not specify the
nunber of tinmes, the specific criteria to use, or howto
i nprove the process. It did give the State Departnent of
El ementary and Secondary Education the responsibility to
provi de suggested procedures for teacher evaluation. The
specifics of the evaluation systemand instrunment were
left to the discretion of the individual boards of
education (NDESE, 1999).

Migsouri’s teacher evaluation program, recommended
by the Departnment of Elenmentary and Secondary Educati on,
identified the criteria districts should use to evaluate
prof essional staff. Mandated by legislation in 1993, the
per f or mance- based teacher eval uati on process was
devel oped as a guide for school districts. Finalized in
1998, the Guidelines for Performance-Based Teacher
Evaluation provided twenty standards and criteria used in
evaluating a teacher’s performance. The standards are
related to the teacher behaviors. The criteria for
teacher eval uation was rated based upon adm ni strator
observation and docunentations. The standards and
criteria for performance-based teacher eval uation

identified the actions of the teacher.
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School districts in Mssouri have the flexibility to
use this recomended system or devel op one of their own.
This systemdid not directly tie increases in student
achi evement to teacher evaluation. It outlined criteria
for effective teaching practices that are linked to
i ncreasing student achievenment. M ssouri Revised Statute,
Chapter 168.128 (1983) mandated a conprehensi ve,
per f or mance- based eval uation for each teacher in the
school district. The only stipulations of this statute
were that the evaluation nust be on-going and specific to
denonstrate standards of conpetency and academ c ability.
There was no guidance as to the specific criteria or how
to interpret the criteria for consistency.

M ssouri statute also defines the status of teachers
in public school gystems. A “permanent” teacher ig any
t eacher who has been enpl oyed and who is thereafter
enpl oyed in the sane school district for five successive
years (M ssouri Statute 168.104). This tenured teacher
has an indefinite contract with the school district. A
probati onary teacher is any teacher who has been enpl oyed
in the sane successive school district five years or
| ess. The probationary teacher nust receive notification
of re-enploynent annually until tenure is attained. The

Guidelines for Performance-Based Teacher Evaluation
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delineate the increnents of the teacher eval uation cycle
for tenured teachers as every five years and probationary
teachers on an annual basis.
Summary

This chapter involved a thorough exam nation of the
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) mandate and its effect on
public school accountability. Teacher eval uation systens
and instrunent recomrendations were studied to provide
gui dance for school districts. The historical aspects of
teacher evaluation were outlined to get a perspective on
the changes in criteria for the evaluation instrunment and
the role of the teacher and administrator in the process.
The next chapter outlines the design of the study and its

participants.
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CHAPTER THREE
Desi gn and Met hodol ogy
Introduction

As a result of No Child Left Behind and the
i ncreased accountability on | ocal school districts, it is
i mportant to understand how teacher evaluation can |ead
to increased student achi evenent. This study was desi gned
to exam ne the rel ationship between teacher eval uation
and student achi evenent.

Several factors presented a rationale for this
study. The first was to determ ne the effectiveness of
per f or mance- based teacher evaluation. Districts mnust
deternm ne to what extent the teacher eval uation process
is affecting student achi evenent. Mich district tinme and
noney are spent on training teachers and adm nistrators
in current, research-based practices. There nust be sone
way to determne the effectiveness of this investnent in
terns of student achievenent. By exam ning the current
practices of the teacher eval uation system of high-

perform ng school districts, other school districts may
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be able to glean practices that will benefit their
children and staff.

Secondly, high-stakes testing |eads to greater
accountability with the public. Schools nust show growth
in student achievenent on the state tests. Wth the
increasing targets for No Child Left Behind, student
achi evenent gains are paranount in keeping districts
i ntact and providing viable options for famlies and
conmuni ties.

And lastly, an exam nation of the law related to
teacher evaluation will provide insight into current
practices. School districts can make i nforned deci sions
to determ ne the best nethod of tying student achi evenent
to teacher evaluation. The | egal prem se of teacher
eval uation lends itself to interpretation.

Research Question
There was one question addressed in this study to
concl usively answer the hypot hesi s.
1. Wat is the inpact, if any, of using student
achi evenent data to eval uate teacher perfornmance on
a performance-based teacher eval uation?
Subjects
The subjects used in this study were M ssouri public

school districts that were naned on the Departnent of
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Elementary and Secondary Education’s “Top Ten Lists Based
on MAP Test Results”. The lists were retrieved fromthe
Department of El ementary and Secondary Education’s
website and are normally accessible to the public. This
list identified school buildings and districts whose
performance ranked in the top ten based upon their

per cent ages of students in the proficient and advanced
| evel s on the M ssouri Assessnent Program The subject
areas of mathematics and conmuni cation arts were used.
The lists used were fromthe 2005-06 and 2006-07 school
year.

The school buildings and districts were ranked
according to the nunber of tines that they were listed in
the “Top Ten” for those years. The buildings were also
ranked by the nunber of students. The buil dings were
categori zed as having 1) |ess than 250 students, 2)
bet ween 250 and 500 students, and 3) over 500 students.
There were 133 school buildings identified in the “Top
Ten” in the first category of less than 250 students. In
the next category of 250 to 500 students, there were 131
school buildings identified on the list. For buildings
with over 500 students, there were 88 buil dings

identified. For all three categories, there were 354
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school buildings identified on the list. These buil di ngs
represented 181 different school districts.

Upon exam nation of the categories and the school
bui |l di ngs, there were nany that were identified only one
year for one subject area. The buildings identified nore
t han one year and with nore than one subject area or
grade |l evel were given preference in the study.

Sampling Procedure

Once the lists were conpiled of the school districts
and school buildings and the “Top Ten” were ranked in
order of number of tines each building was identified on
the list, the top ten percent of the buildings were then
identified for the study. A total of 45 school buil dings
were identified for the study. Buildings in different
school districts were given preference in the study to
allow for a |arger nunber of districts to be included in
t he study.

Research Setting

The research setting included all schools that
ranked on the Top Ten List for the MAP. The test
adm nistration of the M ssouri Assessnment Program subj ect
areas is done with strict guidelines for all districts in
the state of Mssouri to follow This lends to a

standardi zed testing environnment for the students. These
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tests are adm nistered by certified teachers or trained
par aprof essionals within the given tinme constraints of

the test adm nistration. This setting is conparable in

all districts in Mssouri.

These assessnents are scored by CTB-MGaw H Il and
by trained scorers in Mssouri. The sel ected response
itens are scored by CTB-McGraw HiIl. Scoring sites are
set up each sunmer to score the constructed response and
performance event itenms fromthe M ssouri Assessnent
Program assessnents. The scorers nmust pass a rigorous
training and scoring practice before they are allowed to
score these assessnents. All scores from CIB-MG aw Hil |
and the Mssouri scorers are then sent to the M ssour
Department of Elementary and Secondary Educati on where
they are conpiled for each student.

These results are then provided to each school
district and parents of tested students in the fal
annual ly. The school building and district- |evel scores
are then ranked and published annually on the M ssour
DESE website.

Research Design Procedure

This study examined the “Top Ten” schools ranked by

the Departnent of Elenentary and Secondary Educati on.

These identified schools were surveyed, using a |locally-
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devel oped survey. The questions on the survey were asked
by the researcher in an interview by tel ephone in the
same manner and in the sane order to each respondent to
provi de standardi zed conditions for the collection of

dat a.

The primary purpose of this study was to determ ne
if there is a relationship between the criteria specific
to i nproving student achi evenent as one of the indicators
on the teacher evaluation instrunent to status on the Top
Ten ranking. This can involve a discussion of student
achi evenent during the eval uation process.

The dependent variable in this study included
student results on the MAP test as indicated by the
ranki ng of the schools on DESE’s Top Ten list. The
i ndependent variable is the use of criteria on the
per f or mance- based teacher evaluation instrunment that is
specific to inproving student achi evenent.

Data Analysis

Using the information obtained fromthe public
website fromthe Departnent of Elenmentary and Secondary
Education, http://ww. dese. no. gov/ di vi nprove/ assess/
TopTen/, the researcher conbined the Top Ten lists by
size of schools for the 2005-06 and 2006-07 school years.

The schools were then ranked based upon the possible
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nunber of times that the building could be on the Top Ten
list for conmmunication arts and mat hemati cs. For exanpl e,
a school building that contains students in grades K-5
wi |l have the opportunity to be on the Top Ten list for
each of the two years in communication arts and

mat hematics for the third, fourth, and fifth grade

| evel s. This means there are twelve opportunities for
that school building to be listed on the Top Ten for
those two years. A percent was calculated to determ ne
how often the school building was identified in the Top
Ten.

School buildings were al so categorized by size. On
the Top Ten lists, the Departnent of Elenentary and
Secondary Education group school buil dings by nunber of
students who attend the facility. The groupings include
| ess than 250 students, between 250 and 500 students, and
over 500 students.

A survey was conducted to determ ne whether or not a
student achievenent criterion was used in the teacher
eval uation instrunment. The principals responded to a
series of five questions related to use of student
achi evenent, observation, and any specific criterion
related to student achievenent. The results were tallied

based upon the principals’ responses and grouped
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according to whether the response indicated a use of
student achievenent data in the teacher eval uation
process.

Statistical Treatment of Data

Spearman' s rank-order correlationcoefficient is a
measure of the linear relationship between two vari abl es.
It differs from Pearson's correlation only in that the
conput ati ons are done after the nunbers are converted to
ranks. The data was converted to a table with the ranked-
data values entered in a Spearman’s test. This test is
performed on data when there is a one wthin-subjects
i ndependent variable with two or nore |levels and a
dependent variable that is not interval and normally
distributed (but at least ordinal). This test is used to
determne if there is a difference in the ranking of the
scores. The null hypothesis in this test is that the
di stribution of the ranks of each type of score (i.e.,
comuni cation arts and nath on MAP) are the sane.

The p val ue was neasured to determ ne the
reliability of the Spearman. This value indicated if the
degree of statistical significance is valid. The results
of the relationship between variables in the sanple were

considered less reliable the higher the p val ue.


http://davidmlane.com/hyperstat/A60229.html
http://davidmlane.com/hyperstat/A34739.html

Teacher Eval uati on 68

Ethical and Political Considerations of the Study

Wil e all DESE information was available to the
general public through it website, the data gai ned from
t he tel ephone survey will remain confidential to the
researcher and to the individual respondent. As a result,
no personally-identifiable student information appears in
this study. The results were shared with the respondents
of the tel ephone survey through a sunmary sent via email
Summary

Research concl udes student achi evenent should be a
topi ¢ of discussion during the performnce-based teacher
eval uation process. Data needed for this study was
obtained fromthe M ssouri Departnment of Elenentary and
Secondary Education website. The school s were ranked
based upon the nunber of tines they were in the Top Ten
lists. The high-performng schools in Mssouri were
surveyed to determne if student achievenent was a factor
in teacher eval uations.

Great care was taken to ensure the confidentiality
and reliability of the responses fromthe building
admnistrators. District and school building nanes were

renmoved fromthe data. In the follow ng chapter, the
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researcher will present the data gathered and anal yze the

results.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Resul ts

Introduction

This study investigated the relationship between
current teacher eval uation practices and ranki ng of
school buildings in the Top Ten list for M ssour
school s. The researcher analyzed the ranking of those
school buildings that used student achievenent data as
part of the teacher evaluation systemw th those that did
not. This chapter presents the data relevant to teacher
eval uation practices and increased student achi evenent.

Several factors were considered before the results
of this study were exam ned. The data was taken from
ranki ng the school buildings that were considered high-
perform ng on the M ssouri Assessnent Program for the
2005- 06 and 2006-07 school years. The school buil dings
were ranked according to the percentage of tines that
they could be ranked in the Top Ten for the subjects of
communi cation arts and mat hemati cs. The hi ghest ranking

bui | di ngs were considered in the study.
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Results

Two years’ worth of data was collected with school
bui | di ngs ranked according to the percentage of tines
listed in the Top Ten ranking on the M ssouri Assessnent
Program for comunication arts and nmat hematics. The
principals fromthe Top Ten schools responded to the
guestion of using student achievenent data during the
t eacher eval uation process. The ranking of the schools
t hat responded positively were conpared to the ranking of
t hose that did not use student achievenent data in the
t eacher eval uation process. The Spear man Rank order
correlation coefficient was used to determ ne the
significance of the rel ationship.

Tabl e 1 depicts the rankings of the Top Ten with X
representing the percent rank order of those schools that
do use student achievenent data in the teacher eval uation
process and Y representing the rank order of those
school s that do not use student achi evenent data in the
t eacher eval uation process. Table 2 depicts the rankings
of the Top Ten schools. The X colum represents those
t hat use student achi evenent data and Y represents those
that do not use student achi evenent data. There were ten

schools in each category. The one- and two-tailed p val ue



Teacher Eval uati on 72

was conducted to determne the reliability of the

anal ysis of data.
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Table 1

Spearman Rank Order Correlation Coefficient - Raw Data
(Percent Top Ten) Ranking Used

Per cent age

pairs X Y

1 83 75

2 81 75

3 75 60

4 75 42

5 70 42

6 63 42

7 58 33

8 42 33

9 42 25

19 33 25

n rs t df

10 0.9596 9.65 8
P
val ue

1-tailed 0. 000006

2-tailed 0. 000011
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Table 2

Spearman Rank Order Correlation Coefficient - Ranking
Data Used

Ranki ng
pairs X Y
1 1 4
2 2 6
3 3 9
4 5 13
5 7 14
6 8 15
7 11 25
8 16 26
9 18 36
19 27 37
n rs t df
10 0.9591 9.59 8
P
val ue
1-tailed 0. 000006

2-tailed 0. 000012
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Figure 1 - Average Ranking in Top Ten for Schools Using
Student Data vs. School Not Using Student Data in Teacher
Evaluation Process
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Analysis of Data
1. Research Question Number One: What i1s the impact,
1T any, of using student achievement data to
evaluate teacher performance during the
performance-based teacher evaluation process?

The Spearman was used to determne if a relationship
exi sts between using student achievenent data and ranking
on the Top Ten in student perfornmance. Table 1 results
indicate there is a strong relationship with the Spearman
correlation at .9596. This indicates a very strong
relationship between the percent of tines a school
building is ranked in the Top Ten of student achi evenent
and the use of student achievenment data during the
per f or mance- based teacher eval uation process. This result
is very valid with the p val ue being .000006.

The data was then converted to rankings and, again,

t he Spearman was used to determine if a relationship

exi sts between the two factors - student achi evenent and
ranki ng on the Top Ten of student achi evenent. Table 2

i ndi cates anot her strong rel ationship using the Spearnman
with a .9591. The p value also indicates this is a strong
relationship with .00006 on the one-tailed test.

Figure 1 depicts the average ranking on the Top Ten

for student performance for each of the two categories,
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t hose buil dings that use student achi evenent and those
that do not. There is an inverse relationship with the
| oner the nunber, the higher the ranking. The school s
t hat use student achi evenent data during the teacher
eval uati on process had an average ranking of 9.8, while
those that did not were ranked at 18.5. This, again,
woul d i ndicate a strong rel ationship between using
student achi evenent data during the perfornmance-based
t eacher eval uation process and ranking on the Top Ten for
student performance on the state assessnent.
Deductive Conclusions

The results of this study reveal ed a significant
correl ati on between usi ng student achi evenent data on the
per f or mance- based teacher evaluation instrunent and the
ranki ng of those buildings on the Top Ten list for
hi ghest student perfornmance on the state assessnents. The
| evel of the correlation is such that a strong
rel ati onship exists between the two factors. The
literature review al so provi ded studi es over the past
twenty years that would indicate the need to use student
achi evenment data as part of the criteria to determne the
ef fecti veness of teachers. These two, in conjunction with
one another, lead a very strong argunent for using

student achi evenent data in teacher eval uati on.
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The null hypot hesi s:
1. There is no effect on student achi evenent when
t he performance-based teacher eval uation process
specifically identifies and uses criteria related
to i nprovi ng student achi evenent.
The null hypot hesis nust be rejected based upon the
results of the Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation
Coefficient. The results indicate a very strong
rel ati onshi p between using student achi evenent data and
ranki ng on the Top Ten on the state assessnent.

The statue in Mssouri allows school districts to
use the data by providing little guidance for school
districts on the specific criteria that is to be used for
teacher eval uation. These are left to the discretion of
t he school districts and Boards of Educati on.

Summary

The findings in this study were presented in this
chapter. Chapter 5 will outline inplications for school
districts, as well as topics for further review and
study. Recommendati ons for performance-based teacher
eval uation processes will be discussed in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER FI VE
Di scussi on

Introduction

Shoul d teacher evaluation be tied to student
achi evenent ? How do public school s determ ne how
effective a teacher is in the classroon? Those are two
guestions that all building principals nust answer on a
daily basis, especially in today’s high-stakes world of
education. This study was conducted to determne if a
rel ati onship exi sts between using student achi evenent
data during the performance-based teacher eval uation
process and the ranking on the Top Ten list for high
student achi evenent. The specific criteria used on the
t eacher eval uation instrument can have an effect on
student achi evenent. The findings fromthis study may
all ow adm ni strators to re-evaluate the perfornmance-based
teacher evaluation criteria to determ ne which of those
has the greatest inpact on student achi evenent.

The foll ow ng research question was exam ned to

determne a relationship between using student
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achi evenent data and ranking on the Top Ten in student
performance on the state assessnents.

1. What is the inpact, if any, of using student

achi evenent data to eval uate teacher perfornmance
during the performance-based teacher eval uation?
The rankings on the Top Ten in student performance on the
state assessnents were used to determne if a
rel ationship exists between the process for teacher
eval uation and increasing student achi evenent. This was
done using the Spearman Rank Order Correlation
Coefficient. The p-value was used to determ ne the
strength of the validity of the rel ationship.
Implication for Effective Schools

The results of this study indicate a need to include
student achi evenent data in the perfornance-based teacher
eval uation process. This strong correlation indicated
that using this data can strengthen the educationa
program for all students. The literature study further
outlined the need and direction for this to occur.

School districts nmust be willing to do what is in
the best interests of their students. Schools exist to
educate children, not to provide enploynent for adults.
By taking the results of this study and putting theminto

practice, schools can provide a quality education for
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their students, as well as provide guidance for teachers
i n maki ng good deci sions for students.
Recommendations

The concl usions of this study provide several
recommendations for further study. A larger popul ation
can be used to determne the strength of the study. This
study was limted to the Top Ten schools that currently
use student achievenent data in the teacher eval uation
process and match paired to those who do not that are in
the Top Ten.

School s can use the findings of this study as a
nodel for inproving student achievenent in areas of
concern. By focusing on student achi evenent data, school
districts can provide an intensive nmeasure to increase
the areas of deficit for students. Teachers can then
concentrate their efforts on the areas necessary for
student success.

This study did not consider the wealth of the school
district, in terns of assessed val uation or resources
avai l able to the educational staff. Further study can be
done to break down the denographic data on the Top Ten
schools to determine if wealth does nake a difference in

providing quality education for students.
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The | egal inplications of using student achi evenent
data are unwarranted and are used by different groups as
reasoni ng not to use the student achi evenent data in the
t eacher eval uation process. Since this should not be a
concern, districts can use the data to inprove teacher
effectiveness without |egal ramfications.

Usi ng best practices should provide a solid basis
for inmproving student learning. The literature review
provi ded case studies of student achi evenent success for
others to emulate. Schools nust find ways to increase
student achi evenent that are research-based and provide
good gui dance for the students and staff.

Summary

School districts nmust be willing to step outside the
hi storical restraints of teacher evaluation and determ ne
what actually does nmake a difference for the students in
their care. This study provides a conprehensive
literature review on using student achi evenent data in
t he teacher eval uation process. Studies have been
conducted and there are schools that use this data,
successfully, when evaluating teachers. Wth the
i ncreasi ng accountability of public schools, the Boards

of Education and educational conmmunity, as a whole, nust
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be willing to do whatever it takes to ensure the success

of all students.
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Appendi x A
Missouri Statute Section 168.128:
Teacher records, how maintained-evaluations, how
performed and maintained.
-The board of education of each school district
shall maintain records showing periods of service,
dates of appointment, and other necessary
information for the enforcement of section
168.102 to 168.130. In addition, the board of
education of each school district shall cause a
comprehensive performance-based evaluation for each
teacher employed by the district. Such evaluation
shall be ongoing and of sufficient specificity and
frequency to provide for demonstrated standards of
competency and academic ability. All evaluations
shall be maintained in the teacher’s personnel file
at the office of the board of education. A copy of
each evaluation shall be provided to the teacher and
appropriate administrator. The State Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education shall provide
suggested procedures for such an evaluation.

(L. 1969 p.2758168.114, A_.L. 1983 H.B. 38 & 783)



Teacher Eval uati on 93

Appendi x B
M ssouri Performance- Based Teacher Evaluation Criteria:

Standard 1: The teacher causes students to actively
partici pate and be successful in the |earning process.

Criteria for Standard 1: The teacher..

1. causes students to acquire the knowl edge and skills
to gather, analyze and apply infornmation and i deas.

2. causes students to acquire the know edge and skills
to communi cation effectively within and beyond the
cl assroom

3. causes students to acquire the knowl edge and skills
to recogni ze and sol ve probl ens.

4. causes the students to acquire the know edge and
skills to nmake decisions and act as responsible
menbers of society.

St andard 2: The teacher uses various forns of assessment
to nmonitor and nmanage student | earning.

Criteria for Standard 2: The teacher..

1. causes various ongoi ng assessnent to nonitor the
effectiveness of instruction.

2. provides continuous feedback to students and
famly.

3. assists students in the devel opnent of self-
assessnent skills.

4. aligns the assessnents with the goals, objectives,
and instructional strategies of the district
curricul um gui des.

5. uses assessnent techniques that are appropriate to
the varied characteristics and devel opnental needs
of students.

Standard 3: The teacher is prepared and know edgeabl e of
the content and effectively maintains students’ on-task
behavi or.

Criteria for Standard 3: The teacher..
1. denonstrates appropriate preparation for
i nstruction.
2. chooses and i npl enents appropri ate nethodol ogy and
varied instructional strategies that address the
diversity of |earners.
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3. creates a positive |earning environnent.
4. effectively manages student behavi ors.

St andard 4: The teacher comrunicates and interacts in a
prof essi onal manner with the school comunity.

Criteria for Standard 4: The teacher..
1. communi cates appropriately with students, parents,
comunity and staff.
2. engages in appropriate interpersonal rel ationships
W th students, parents, conmmunity, and staff.

Standard 5: The teacher keeps current on instructional
know edge and seeks and expl ores changes in teaching
behaviors that will inprove student perfornance.

Criteria for Standard 5: The teacher..

1. engages in professional devel opnent activities
consistent with the goals and objectives of the
buil ding, district and state.

2. engages in professional grow h.

Standard 6: The teacher acts as a responsible
prof essional in addressing the overall mssion of the
school district.

Criteria for Standard 6: The teacher..

1. adheres to all the policies, procedures, and
regul ations of the building and district.

2. assists in maintaining a safe and orderly
envi ronment .

3. col l aborated in the devel opnent and/ or
implementation of the district’s vision, mission,
and goal s.
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Tabl e Al

Timeline of the Study

Dat e Event

Spring 2006 M ssouri MAP tests admnistered to
all 3-8, 10, and 11 grade students

March 2007 Top Ten List published for 2005-06
scores

Spring 2007 M ssouri MAP tests administered to
all 3-8, 10, and 11 grade students

March 2008 Top Ten List published for 2006-07
scores

Fall 2008 Top Ten Lists conpiled

Wnter 2008 Dat a gat hered and anal yzed for the
pur pose of the study.
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Tabl e A2

Ranking of Buildings by Percentage for Top Ten

School Enrollment 2006 2007 Total Percentage Yes/No

1 Al 774 5 5 10 83% | Yes
2 A2 641 3 5 8 81% | Yes
3 A3 555 6 3 9 75% | Yes
4

5

6

7

8

11 A8 537 5 3 8 50% | Yes
12 Cc2 137 5 6 11 46% | No
13

14

15

16 B5 284 2 3 5 42% | Yes
17 B6 351 1 4 5 42% | No
18 c3 108 3 2 5 42% | Yes
19 ca 120 2 3 5 42% | No
20 B7 256 3 3 6 38% | No
21 B8 334 2 1 3 38% | No
22 C5 118 2 4 6 38% | No
23 C6 106 2 4 6 38% | No
24 c7 75 3 3 6 38% | No
25

26

27 Al12 723 1 2 3 33% | Yes
28 B9 373 2 6 8 33% | No
29 B10 258 3 1 4 33% | No
30 B11 265 2 2 4 33% | No
31 B12 256 2 2 4 33% | No
32 B13 453 2 2 33% | No
33 C8 188 2 2 4 33% | No
34 C9 131 1 3 4 33% | No
35 C10 166 4 1 5 31% | No

36| m3 | sl 2] af 3] asw[No |
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vl me | sl a a] o] aswlne |

38 B14 292 1 1 2 25% | No
39 Cl11 116 1 4 5 25% | No
40 C12 75 1 3 4 25% | No
41 C13 189 2 2 4 25% | No
42 C14 129 2 2 4 25% | No
43 C15 165 1 3 4 25% | No
44 C16 137 2 2 4 25% | No
45 C17 129 2 3 5 21% | No
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Tabl e A3

Top Ten Buildings Ranked by & Possibility in Top Ten
School Buildings with Enrollment over 500

School Enrollment 2006 2007 Total Percentage
Al 774 5 5 10 83%
A2 641 3 5 8 81%
A3 555 6 3 9 75%
A4 598 5 3 8 75%
A5 1096 6 8 14 70%
A6 1548 6 6 12 60%
A7 532 4 3 7 58%
A8 537 5 3 8 50%
A9 569 1 4 5 42%
Al10 525 4 4 33%
All 677 1 2 3 33%
Al12 723 1 2 3 33%
Al3 534 2 1 3 25%
Al4 559 1 1 2 25%

School Buildings with Enroliment between 250 and 500

School Enrollment 2006 2007 Total Percentage
Bl 297 6 6 12 75%
B2 338 6 4 10 63%
B3 282 3 2 5 42%
B4 299 2 3 5 42%
B5 284 2 3 5 42%
B6 351 1 4 5 42%
B7 256 3 3 6 38%
B8 334 2 1 3 38%
B9 373 2 6 8 33%
B10 258 3 1 4 33%
B11 265 2 2 4 33%
B12 256 2 2 4 33%
B13 453 2 2 33%
B14 292 1 1 2 25%
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School Buildings with Enrollment Less than 250

School Enrollment 2006 2007 Total Percentage
Cc1 108 6 3 9 75%
Cc2 137 5 6 11 46%
c3 108 3 2 5 42%
ca 120 2 3 5 42%
C5 118 2 4 6 38%
Cé 106 2 4 6 38%
c7 75 3 3 6 38%
C8 188 2 2 4 33%
c9 131 1 3 4 33%
C10 166 4 1 5 31%
Cl1 116 1 4 5 25%
C12 75 1 3 4 25%
C13 189 2 2 4 25%
C14 129 2 2 4 25%
C15 165 1 3 4 25%
Cle6 137 2 2 4 25%
C17 129 2 3 5 21%
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Appendi x C

Survey
School Building/District:
Cont act Person:

Hello, this is Lucy Lyon. I amcurrently a doctoral
student with Li ndenwood University in St. Charles. | am
gathering ny statistical data for ny dissertation. My
topic is Teacher Evaluation and Student Achievenent. Your
school was chosen to participate due to its status
ranking in the Top Ten Perform ng schools on the MAP
tests for 2006 and 2007. | woul d appreciate a few m nutes
of your tinme to gather information regarding your teacher
eval uation practices and its relationship to the high
performance of your students on the MAP.

1. On your Teacher Evaluation Instrunment, is student
achi evenent a formal part of the process? Is there a
specific criterion tied to student achievenent on
st andardi zed tests/commpn assessnents?

2. If so, how data does a teacher show that this
criterion has been net?

3. What is the exact wording on your instrunment for the
criteria related to increasing student achi evenent?

4. Are there a specific nunber of formal observations
requi red annual ly? (A formal observation is one that
creates a docunent after the observation) If so, how
many?

5. Are there a specific nunber of informal observations
requi red annually for each teacher? (Wl k-t hrough
with no docunentation)? If so, how many?

6. Wuld it be possible to get copy of your Teacher
Eval uation Instrunment? Email or fax or website?
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7. Wuld you |ike a copy of the results of this survey?
Ermai | address?
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Appendi x D
L INDENWOOD UNIVERSITY

Application for IRB Review of
Research Proposal Involving Human Subjects

1. Title of Project: Project #
(To be filled out by IRB chairman)

TEACHER EVALUATI ON PRACTI CES AND STUDENT ACHI EVEMENT

2. Faculty Advisor: Depart nent :
Dr. Terry Reid Educati on
Ext ensi on: Emai | :
417-881-0009 trei d@i ndenwood. edu
3. Primary I nvestigator(s): Depart nment :
Lucy Lyon
Local Phone: Emai | :
417-678-4918 | I yon@dnet . k12. no. us

4. Anticipated starting date for this project:
Fall 2008

5. Anticipated ending date for this project:
April 2009

6. State the hypothesis of the proposed project:

1. Is there an effect on student achi evenent when
t he teacher eval uation systemspecifically
identifies criteria related to inproving student
achievenent? |Is there discussion of student
achi evenment during the teacher eval uation
process?

7. State the purpose (objectives) and rationale of the
proposed project. Include any questions to be
i nvesti gat ed.

The purpose of this study is to determ ne the
ef fect of teacher evaluation systens on student
achi evenment. Wen school personnel are held accountable
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for student achi evenent through an eval uati on system
does student achi evenent increase? Teacher accountability
can focus the efforts on actual teaching perfornmance and
provide a structure to inprove the teaching abilities of
staff. Effective teaching nust be defined, neasured, and
related to student achievenent. The foll ow ng research
guestions will be addressed:
1. What is the inpact, if any, of using student

achi evenent data to eval uate teacher perfornmance

during the performance-based teacher eval uation

process?

8. Has the research project been reviewed or is it
currently being reviewed by an I RB at anot her
institution? If so, please state when, where and
di sposi ti on (approval / non-approval / pendi ng) .

The research project has not or is not currently
being reviewed by an IRB at another institution.

9. Participants involved in the study:
a. Indicate how many persons will be recruited as
potential participants in this study.

LU participants 0 Under gr aduat e
0 Graduat e
0 Faculty and/or staff
Non LU participants
0 Chi l dren
0 Adol escent s
20 Adul ts
0 Seni or s
0 Persons in institutional

settrngs (e.g. nursing hones,
correctional facilities)
O her (specify):

b. From what source will the potential participants be
recruited? NVA

LU under graduat e and/ or graduate cl asses
LU Human Subj ect Pool (LUHSP)

X _ School boards (districts)
G eater St. Charles conmunity
Agenci es (please |ist)
Busi nesses (pl ease list)
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___ Health care settings, nursing hones, etc.(please
list)

O her (specify):

Department of El ementary and Secondary Education
website

c. If any persons within the sel ected group(s) are being
excl uded, please explain who is being excluded and why.
(Note: According to the Ofice of LUHSP, all students

wi thin the LU Human Subj ect Pool nust be allowed to
partici pate, although exclusion of certain subjects may
be made when anal yzi ng data.)

School districts that are not in the Top Ten
perform ng schools of the state based upon their M ssour
Assessnent Program scores will not be considered for this
st udy.

d. Describe how and by whom the potential participants
will be recruitnent (e.g. poster, flyers, advertisenents,
| etters, tel ephone and ot her verbal scripts).

School districts that score in the Top Ten
perform ng schools of the state based upon the M ssour
Assessnent Programw || be recruited for the study by
emai | and tel ephone.

e. Wiere will the study take pl ace?
_____ On Canmpus - Explain:
_X _ Of Canpus- Expl ain:

Sout hwest M ssouri, Lindenwood University

10. Met hodol ogy/ pr ocedur es
a. Provide a sequential description of the

procedures to be used in this study.

1. Determne the school districts that are in
the Top Ten of scoring on the M ssouri Assessnent Program

2. Gather the Teacher Eval uation Docunent from
each of these districts

3. Through either tel ephone interview or enai
guestionnaire, determne if the Teacher Eval uation
I nstrunent neets the selected criteria for the study.

4. Conduct a Spearman’s Rank Order Correl ation
Coef fi ci ent
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b. Wiich of the follow ng procedures will be used?
Provide a copy of all materials to be used in the study.
______Surveys or questionnaires (mail back)- Are they
st andar di zed?

_X__ Surveys or questionnaires (in person)- Are they
st andar di zed? No
____ Conputer adm nistered task or survey- Are they
st andar di zed?
_Interviews (in person)
X __Interviews (by tel ephone)

Focus groups
Audi ot api ng
_____Video Taping
_X _ Analysis of secondary data (no involvenent with
human parti ci pants)

____Invasive physiol ogical neasurenent (e.g.
veni punture, catheter insertion, nuscle biopsy,
collection of other tissues, etc.) Explain:

_ O her (Specify)

11. Howwi Il the results of this research be nade
accessible to participants? Explain and attach a copy of
any forms used.

Results of the study will be shared with
partici pants upon request via email.

12. Potential Benefits and Conpensation for the Study:
a. ldentify and describe anticipated benefits

(heal th, psychol ogi cal or social benefits) to the

participants fromtheir involvenent in the project.

Results of the study will be shared with the
partici pants

b. Identify and descri be any known or antici pated
benefits to society fromthis study.

The results of this study can be duplicated within
school districts to determine if use of specific criteria
related to student achi evenent on the Teacher Eval uation
i nstrunment increases student achi evenent.

c. Describe any anticipated conpensation (nonetary,
grades, extra credit, other) to participants.
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There is no anticipated conpensation to

participants.

13. Potential Risks fromthe Study:

a. ldentify and describe any known or antici pated
risks to participants involved in this study.

| ncl ude physi ol ogi cal, enotional, social, economc,
legal, etc. risks/stressors. A study specific

nmedi cal screening formnmust be included when
physi ol ogi cal assessnents are used and associ at ed
risks to participants are greater than what woul d be
expected in normal daily activities.

There are no anticipated risks to participants
involved in this study.

b. WII deception be used in study? If so explain

rati onal e.

14.

Deception will not be used in this study.

c. Does this project involve infornmation about
sensitive behavior, such as sexual behavior,
drug/ al cohol abuse, or illegal behavior? If so
expl ai n

Thi s study does not involve information about
sensitive behavi or.

| nf ormed Consent Process:
a. What process will be used to informthe potenti al

partici pants about the study details and to obtain their
consent for participation?

_X_Information letter with witten consent formfor
participants or their legally authorized agents;
provi de a copy (via emil).

_  Information letter with witten or verba

consent fromdirector of institutions involved,
provi de a copy.

__Information letter with witten or verbal
consent fromteachers in classroons or daycare;
provi de a copy

Q her (specify):
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b. What special provisions have been nmade for
i nfornmed consent for non-English speaki ng persons,
mental |y di sabl ed or other populations for whomthere may
be difficulty in providing informed consent?

| f necessary, special provisions (interpreters,
nati ve | anguage docunents, etc.) will be nmade for
i nfornmed consent for non-English speaki ng persons,
mental |y di sabl ed or other popul ations for whomthere may
be difficulty in providing infornmed consent.

15. Anonymty of Participants and Confidentiality of
Dat a:

a. Explain the procedures to be used to ensure
anonymty of participants and confidentiality of
data both during the research and in the rel ease
of the findings.

No nanmes or identifying information will be used
in the analysis or results of the study.
Participants will be assigned random nunbers for
i nclusion in the study.

b. How will confidentiality be explained to the
partici pants?

Confidentiality will be explained to the
participants through the letter of consent and
emai | .

c. Indicate the duration and | ocation of secure data
storage and the nethod to be used for final
di sposition of the data.

Data will be stored in a |ocked filing cabinet
and shredded after three years.

Paper Records

X Confidential shredding after _3 years
Data will be retained indefinitely in a

secure | ocation.

Data w Il be retai ned upon conpl etion of

specific course and then destroyed.
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Audi o/ vi deo Recor di ngs
Erasi ng of audi o/video tapes after

years

_____ Data will be retained indefinitely in a
secure | ocation.

Data will be retained upon conpl etion of

specific course and then destroyed.

El ectroni c Data
erasi ng of audi o/video tapes after

years
Data will be retained indefinitely in a
secure | ocation.
Data will be retained upon conpl etion of
speci fic course and then destroyed.

O her:

Specify Locati on:

16. Researchers nust ensure that all supporting

mat eri al s/ docunentation for their applications are
submtted with the signed, hard copies of the IRB
Research Proposal Form Please check bel ow all appendi ces
that are attached as part of your application package.
Submi ssion of an inconplete application package w ||

i ncrease the duration of the I RB revi ew process.

Recruitnment materials: A copy of any
posters, fliers, advertisenent, letters,

t el ephone or other verbal scripts used to
recruit/gain access to participants (see
9d) .

Mat erial s: A copy of all surveys,
guestionnaires, interview questions,

i ntervi ew t henes/ sanpl e questions for
open-ended i nterviews, focus group
guestions, or any standardi zed tests used
to collect data (see 10b).

X Feedback letter (see 11). - Via Emai

Medi cal screening form Mist be included
for all psychol ogi cal neasurenents

i nvol ving greater than mninmal risk, and
tailored for each study (see 13 a).
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Information | etter and consent forns used
In studies involving interaction with
participants (see l1l4a).

| nformati on/ cover |etter used in studies

I nvol vi ng surveys or questionnaires (see
14a.)

Parent information letters used in studies
I nvol vi ng surveys or questionnaires (see
1l4a) .

O her:
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Lucy K. Lyon was born April 14, 1961 in Aurora,

M ssouri. She graduated from Aurora H gh School in 1979.
After this, she earned her bachel or of science degree in
el enentary education from M ssouri State University
(1982), a master of science in education degree from

M ssouri State University (1988), an educati onal
speci al i st degree from Li ndenwood Uni versity (2008), and
doctorate degree in educational |eadership from

Li ndenwood (2009) .

Lucy served as a teacher for the Aurora R-VIII
School District, Aurora, Mssouri, for eleven years and
as an elenmentary principal for the Crane R-111 Schoo
District, Crane, Mssouri, for ten years. She has then
served as assistant superintendent for the Aurora R-VIII
School District, Aurora, Mssouri for the past five
years.

Lucy has two daughters, Regina and Erin.
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