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Abstract

Teacher evaluation represents a great challenge encountered by school
leadership. The complexity of such evaluation is derived from the complex
nature of the teaching and learning process, in addition to the diversity of
definitions introduced to describe effective teaching. These challenges require a
high level of awareness by school leaderships about the need to evaluate the
multi-dimensional teaching performance through compatible evaluation systems

that are not limited to the scene inside the classroom.

This research was conducted as a case study to evaluate a multi-lateral teacher
evaluation matrix that was designed and applied by a chain of private schools in
Sharjah UAE. The researcher followed a triangulation to combine three study
phases. Both, qualitative and quantitative approaches were used during these
phases. The perspectives of school leadership and teachers were incorporated
through an interview and a questionnaire; in an approach to evaluate the matrix
against good-practice criteria extracted through literature review. Quantitative
analysis of the relationship between teachers’ performance evaluations and
students’ results was used as an additional approach to evaluate the matrix and to
support the analysis of school members’ perspectives about the targeted system.
This analysis was also conducted in an attempt to fill the gap found in previous
studies; where quantitative analysis to study the relationship between teachers’

evaluations and students’ results was lacking.

The study findings revealed a shared support of the teacher evaluation matrix
among school leadership and teachers. The diversity of the measurements
used in the matrix increased the validity and reliability of evaluation; moreover, it
facilitated evaluation-based professional development. The quantitative analysis
proved a strong positive relationship between the evaluation matrix’s results
and students’ results, indicating the efficiency of the matrix as a valid teacher

evaluation system that is related to teacher’s influence on students.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Overview

“The most effective supervision and evaluation systems empower teachers to
accurately assess their own practice and self-diagnose areas for growth.”

- Paul Mielke and Tony Frontier (2012)
The power of teacher evaluation is an evident truth to most members of the
educational society. This power can only be earned if teacher evaluation policies
are based on two substantial approaches: (1) Efficient and valid evaluation
procedures, (2) Investment in the path of professional development. When applied
efficiently, teacher evaluation does not only reflect teachers’ performance, but the
performance of the school as an entity. This assumption is derived from the fact
that the core business for schools is education, and in order to provide high-quality

education, schools are required to have high-quality teachers.

For decades, teacher evaluation had been extensively analyzed in literature
through different approaches, including its purposes (Scriven, 1981; Papay, 2012),
methodology of evaluation (Davey, 1991; Brandt, 1996; Al Bustami, 2014), the
relationship between teachers’ effectiveness and overall school effectiveness
(Ellett & Teddlie, 2003; lwanicki,1989), evaluation-based professional
development (Danielson & McGreal, 2000), and standards-based teacher
evaluation (Stufflebeam, 1988; NCLB, 2002; Milanowski, Kimball & White, 2004).
Literature also introduced numerous handbooks to guide the process of teacher
evaluation (Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Peterson,
2004; Stronge, 2005; Hinchey, 2010; Goe, Holdheide & Miller, 2014).

1.2 Statement of the problem

In 2011, a chain of schools in Sharjah-UAE has designed and started applying a
new multi-measurement teacher evaluation system. The system was named: The
multi-lateral matrix, because it measures teachers’ performance in different

areas using different tools, thus; forming a multi-lateral matrix that reflects each
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teacher’s performance individually. According to the Oxford University online
dictionary (2016), the term (multilateral) refers to an item that has many sides or
has contributions from multiple parties, and the term (Matrix) can be defined as a
structure designed by an organization to arrange responsibilities or communication
between several individuals. Both definitions apply to the targeted system which

explains its name.

An empirical study was applied to evaluate the Teachers’ evaluation matrix which
the researcher had personally designed along with other school policymakers.
Therefore; the researcher has professional and personal interest in evaluating the
policy in a form of self-evaluation especially that this policy is being applied in the
schools for almost five years now and has never been particularly evaluated by
school members or by external researchers.

The evaluation of the matrix would provide opportunities for improvement of the
current policy, and is expected to add positively to the body of teacher evaluation

research.

1.3 Research objectives

The main purpose of this research is to introduce and evaluate a new teacher
evaluation system applied by a chain of schools in the local region. The newly
developed system represents an area for analysis and critique; where this paper

aims at:

1. Introducing a new teacher evaluation system.

2. Assessing the system’s efficiency against good-practice criteria.

3. Evaluating the system’s design, implementation and role in professional
development from the perspectives of school members.

4. Validating the data obtained through the evaluation system by comparing it

with a second source of information; students’ results.
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1.4 Research questions

The objectives of this research raise four main questions:

1 Interms of design and implementation, does the teacher evaluation matrix of Al-
Shola schools possess characteristics defined by literature to describe effective
teacher evaluation?

2 What are the perspectives of school leadership and teachers about the targeted
teacher evaluation matrix and evaluation tools included within?

3 How does the school use the data obtained from the matrix?

4 s there a relationship between teachers’ evaluations resulting from the targeted

system and achievement results of their students?

1.5 Research hypothesis

For the first three research questions no hypothesis was suggested, because
these questions were set to explore unexpected perspectives and opinions of
school members; however, for the fourth question, the following hypothesis was
suggested:

» There is a proportional positive relationship between teacher evaluations

and achievement results of students taught by those teachers.

According to Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun (1993), a research hypothesis is when the
researcher predicts a certain outcome or relationship between variables to be
concluded through the study.

1.6 Background of the research

» The teachers evaluation matrix of Al-Shola Private Schools:
Al-Shola private schools are a chain of schools that were established on 1983 in
Sharjah — UAE. The beginning was modest with merely 160 students in the mother
school on the founding year, where it grew in quantity and quality until the opening
of its new branch holding the same name in 2004. Adapting with the rising demand
and convoying to its ambition; Al-Shola educational organization established its

most recent branch on 2014 with a new name: Manarat AlSharjah School.
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Today, Al-Shola private schools serve around six thousands students from
different Arabic nationalities.

The quality of education has always been a major concern for Al-Shola schools.
This was illustrated through several educational approaches including: full-time
academic supervisors, periodic on-campus training for teachers, periodical
teachers’ evaluations, internal school committees that review and audit students’
assignments periodically, in addition to multiple annual surveys to measure the
satisfaction of students and parents. However, the key step in the schools’ quality
approach was the establishment of an internal quality control department in 2008.
This proactive measurement came in coherence with the overall orientation of
UAE’s educational sector towards focusing on the quality of education. Around
that time, governmental educational organizations started to release several
policies to evaluate schools all over the country (e.g. MOE’s school accreditation,
KHDA and ADEC schools’ inspection...).

Taking in consideration the key role of teachers in introducing high quality
education, the quality control department in Al-Shola organization concentrated its
efforts on evaluating and improving teachers’ performance, where the final
outcome was the design of a new system to evaluate each teacher’s performance
in a comprehensive manner. The system was initially suggested and designed by
the organization’s leader and the head of quality control department , and was
later edited according to the feedback of schools’ educational supervisors, to be

approved and put into action in 2010.

The idea behind this new teacher evaluation system started with the question:
What are the roles required from a teacher within the school community? The

answer yielded a differentiation of three main roles:

1. An academic role.
2. A professional role.

3. A social role.
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Differentiation of these roles produced ten specific areas that represent teacher’s

performance:
1. Influence on students. 6. Personal traits.
2. Subject knowledge and 7. Social participation.
adequacy. 8. Professional commitment.
3. Planning efficiency. 9. Professional relationships.
4. Classroom management. 10.Professional development.

5. Employing resources.
The school then designed a set of tools to measure these areas. Each area could
be measured using several tools, and vice versa; each tool covers several areas
with different weights. To ensure objectivity; data collection tasks were distributed

among several school members according to specialty.
The Evaluation Matrix includes twelve evaluation tools:

1. Students' Results (150 points)
To determine the teacher’s grade for his/her influence on students’ achievement
results, the quality control department in the school calculates the average end-
year scores of the sections taught by the teacher in his/her subject.

2. Lesson Planning Evaluation (75 points)
Schools’ academic superintendants or subject coordinators use a designated

numeric-scale form to evaluate each teacher’s skills in lesson planning.

3. Classroom Visits (100 points)
After the implementation of the new teacher evaluation system, the schools’
academic supervisors redesigned the previous classroom visit form according to
the criteria included within the new evaluation system. Through the new form,
superintendants evaluate teachers’ classroom performance using a numeric scale

in addition to descriptive follow-up notes and recommendations.
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4. Students’ assignments review reports (75 points)
Al-Shola schools apply an auditing system through which students’ assignments
are reviewed periodically by academic supervisors or senior teachers. For each
teacher, the reviewer uses a designated form to evaluate and grade teacher’s
individual performance in supervising his/her students’ assignments. The average
of grades earned by each teacher in these reports is used in his/her evaluation

matrix.

5. Professional development Report (50 points)
The professional development supervisor of the school is responsible for planning

and conducting teachers’ training. Additionally, this supervisor uses an annual
form to evaluate each teacher’s efforts in training and research; considering that
all teachers are tasked by the school administration with conducting an annual

educational research or project.

6. Academic superintendant’s Report (75 points)
Academic superintendants or subjects’ coordinators are annually required to
evaluate each teacher’s overall academic performance. The designated form

follows a multi-criteria numeric grading scale.

7. Section Supervisor's Report (100 points)
According to Al-Shola schools’ functional structure, teachers of each stage (KG,
Elementary, Secondary...etc) follow a section supervisor administratively. At the
end of the year, each supervisor evaluates his/her teachers’ professional

commitment and relationships through a multi-criteria numerical form.

8. Commitment to laws and regulations Report (50 points)
The school has a list of regulations for teachers, where each teacher receives a
copy and training courses to explain its contents. Whenever a teacher violates
regulations, it is usually documented at the HR department. At the end of the year,
this data is collected, and certain grades are omitted for each teacher who violates

regulations according to the significance of his/her violation.
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9. Attendance Report (50 points)
The HR department provides monthly reports that document each teacher’s
attendance. Accordingly, each teacher earns a grade for attendance based on a
numerical scale that omits points from the teacher’s total grade for each

unexcused absence or lateness.

10.Resources & Technology Report (50 points)
The Information Technology department collects data about teachers’
incorporation of technology into teaching through records designed for this
purpose. Each time the teacher uses technology inside classroom (e.g. data show,
laptop, smart technology...) he/she documents it in the records, where the section
supervisor approves the records’ contents. For each ICT use, the teacher earns

1.5 points with a maximum of 50 points.

11.Students' Surveys (150 points)
Teacher performance evaluation surveys are distributed among a sixty students’
sample for each teacher twice per academic year. Surveys results’ analysis grants
each teacher a grade that is influenced by the ratio of positive/negative students’
responses. Surveys are only executed among students at the age of twelve and

above.

12.Participation in extracurricular activities Report (75 points)
Teachers are asked to document their participation in extra-curricular activities
(e.g. school trips, competitions, sports and cultural activities...) through an annual
form. A numeric grading scale grants each teacher certain points for his/her

efficiency in extra-curricular activities.

Within the matrix, each tool is assigned a certain weight according to what the
school leadership considers to be more important regarding teachers’
performance. Eventually, the matrix yields a grade out of 1000 for each teacher.
This process is operated for each teacher annually, were the resultant are

individual reports for teachers, and a results’ summary prepared for the purpose of
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school leadership development plans. The setup that combines all these elements
takes a form of a multi-lateral matrix (Appendix.1).

1.7 The significance of this research

The facts that the targeted policy was directly designed by the researcher and
other professionals in the same organization and has never been published
before, and that it has only been applied in the targeted schools, assure the
uniqueness of the research topic. Moreover, while most previous literature in the
area of teacher evaluation suggested the use of multi-tools evaluation systems, no
study was found to include as many and as comprehensive elements and setup as
the targeted policy. Considering all of that, the study is expected to produce the
following outputs for the targeted organization and the general educational society:
¢ Introduce a new effective teacher evaluation policy to the educational society.
e Evaluate the existing teacher evaluation system in Al-Shola Schools and
diagnose any design, implementation or employment setbacks. Thus; provide
useful feedback for improvement to the targeted organization.

1.8 The structure of this paper

In this chapter, the researcher had the chance to explain the research objectives,
questions and hypothesis, and explain how this research is expected to add to the
body of educational research. Moreover, the background of the study was

provided by explaining the targeted policy, its concepts, and components.

Chapter 2 includes review of literature related to the field of teacher evaluation. It
starts with terminology definition followed by a historical analysis to compare
teacher evaluation approaches over the years, thus; learn important lessons that
would guide this research. Following is a summary of criteria that defines effective
teacher evaluation systems. Literature review also includes an analysis of
commonly discussed teacher evaluation tools. The researcher chose to analyze

this area individually because evaluation tools represent the main components of
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the targeted evaluation matrix. The final section discusses previous literature

suggestions on using teacher evaluation data for professional development.

Explanation of the present study is provided in Chapter3. This includes
methodology, research tools, sampling, and data collection. The study findings are

discussed in Chapter 4 with interpretations of the results.

Finally, Chapter 5 offers an overall summary, conclusions, and recommendations
based on connecting all the elements of the research including literature, findings
and interpretations discussed in previous sections. In addition to the limitations
associated with this study.
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Chapter 2: Literature review

2.1 Overview

The quality of education depends on numerous factors; however, the key
contributor to this quality remains to be the teacher. If school improvement
reforms are planned, the need for qualified teachers grows, and success of
reform recommendations requires teachers who are capable of successful

implementation and practice (Clark, 1993).

Despite the shared agreement on the need for an effective, accurate, and
performance-differentiating teacher evaluation; variation in evaluation

approaches between past and recent trends is noticed.

In this chapter, early examples and recent transformations in teacher
evaluation trends will be summarized. Furthermore, the best practices
described by reviewed literature will be concluded, in addition to an analysis
of how literature discussed teacher evaluation tools. As for the final section,

evaluation-based professional development is discussed.

2.2 Teacher evaluation

Teacher evaluation was defined by Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) as a
collection of data and the use of that data in forming judgments about teaching.
Moreover, Collins English dictionary (2016) defined teacher evaluation as the
process of testing teachers against maintaining teaching standards.

2.3 Teacher evaluation systems: Lessons learned through
the evolutionary process

Differences in teacher evaluation approaches are caused by the complex nature
of what is being measured. While in other fields such as industry, products can
be precisely evaluated using simple standardized checklists, in education the
product is more complicated, and the numerous definitions introduced to identify
what constitutes good teaching added to the complexity of teacher evaluation.
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Such challenges, in addition to the infallibility character related to teachers by
society in the old days led to the delay of formal forms of evaluation (Shinkfield
& Stufflebeam, 1995). Formalization approaches were intangible until the late
1920’s; even then, the development wheel in this field remained relatively slow
until the 1970’s (Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995; Danielson & McGreal, 2000).

At the beginning of the 19" century, teachers were informally evaluated by
administrators, with no significant recorded data until the documented efforts of
Bobbitt (1912), who is considered as one of the most influential researchers in
this field at that time. His successful attempts to link theory with practice in
education represented support for schools to enhance the validity of evaluation
procedures, and his suggestions to base judgments about teachers on students’

learning outcomes are still being followed to the present day.

In the 1920’s and 1930’s supervision and evaluation were described as being
democratic by several educators of that time including Dewey (1916; 1929, in
Scherrer, 2009) who focused on calling for democratic evaluation by involving
teachers in the evaluation process rather than subjecting them to it. However,
most documented cases revealed poor practice, and evaluation depended on

personal affiliations rather than performance (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003).

2.3.1 1940’s-1950’s: Spontaneous, superficial, and inaccurate evaluation
Examining teacher evaluation in this era revealed great emphasize on

teachers’ traits as calibers to indicate performance and influence. Danielson
& McGreal (2000) described these traits as weak variables, as there was no
proved connection between teachers’ traits and students’ progress. Teacher
evaluation systems during this era were centrally based on
embracing/disgracing teachers traits (e.g., Charisma, acceptance) which

lacked validity and professionalism.
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2.3.2 1960’s-1970’s: Evaluation based on teacher effectiveness
research, the beginning of reform enactment

Danielson & McGreal (2000) detected a significant burst in teaching research

in the 1960’s which had great impact on teacher evaluation. Supervision and

evaluation skills of administrators became more advanced, and educators

began extensive attempts to define effective teaching in order to design

evaluation tools. This was later named, research on teacher effects.

Shinkfield & Stufflebeam (1995) discussed growth in framing evaluation in the
1970s, catalyzing the launch of many advanced teacher evaluation models
later in 1990s. Despite lacking certainty in many evaluation areas, a
noticeable shift towards the enactment of reform procedures at nation-level
and districts-level was recorded in the 1970s, especially in the U.S.

2.3.3 1980’s: Classroom observation dominance and dissection, The
Hunter Model, setting benchmarks
In the 1980’s, teacher evaluation was greatly relying on classroom visits as the
dominant evaluation tool; however, the orientation toward dissecting classroom
observations criteria was ascending. Classroom observation criteria suggested
by Dunkleberger (1982) included proper planning, achievable goals, resources
employment, feedback for students, students’ motivation, classroom activities,
and classroom management. However, Dunkleberger (1982) had several
setbacks; no assessment methodology was provided, in addition to the narrow
scope that limited evaluating teachers to observations implicated only during

classroom visits (Clark, 1993).

Moreover, the 1980’s witnessed a marked dominance of the Hunter (1983)
model that linked teaching to the behavioristic learning theory by emphasizing
the concepts of motivation, transmission, and learners’ tabula-rasa state of
mind. The Hunter model, which had its origins in the early 70’s, was analyzed
by Shinkfield & Stufflebeam in 1995. They acknowledged the model for being
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formative and motivational in nature, seeking excellence in teaching, and
focusing on teacher’s performance rather than personality, and on guidance
rather than admonishment. Despite Shinkfield’s and Stufflebeam’s (1995)
acknowledgments, they criticized the high time and money costs related to this
model. Furthermore, many practical cases lacked the necessary commitment by
all school community members, which is a success key in the case of the hunter

model since it requires extensive training and conferences.

The pursuit to increase the quality of teacher evaluation was translated into a
significant distinction in 1980’s, which later developed to become a universal
benchmark. That was the release of the personnel evaluation standards by The
Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, published by
committee chair Daniel Stufflebeam (1988). The committee intensified its efforts
at the late 1980’s to set standards for educational evaluation systems; such
standards were differentiated into four categories: Propriety, utility, feasibility, and
accuracy. Million (1987) also recommended standardized teacher evaluation
through his multi-strategic approach; however, he failed to establish a wider

scope at teacher’s overall role inside and outside the classroom.

Despite the dominance of classroom observations, awareness about high
dependence on such tool was raised even at that time. Scriven (1981) introduced
six possible risk factors associated with classroom observations: Unnatural
teachers’ behavior, insufficient number of samples, possible observer bias, time
cost, narrow raters’ perspectives, and evaluators’ favoring of certain teaching

styles over the others.

2.3.4 1990’s: The formal beginning of multi-dimensional evaluation
Continuation of the 1980’s conventional limited methods used in measuring
teacher competencies stimulated frustration among principals and teachers in the
early 1990’s (Brandt, 1996). Limiting the role of teachers to the minimal of

lecturing and transmission was disappointing to a large number of teachers who
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were already practicing beyond that minimal area. Furthermore, principals and
administrators were also complaining about the 1980’s limitations as they
represented obstacles to providing more comprehensive judgments about

teaching practices (Weiss & Gary, 1998).

Rebellion against traditional practices inherited from the past decade triggered
the 1990’s to become a significant reform era. New evaluation systems were
developed to reflect teachers’ performance regularly (Sclan, 1994). Researchers
focused on providing access to comprehensive systems that were not limited to
the scene inside the classroom, which came in coherent with the general
objectives of education that targeted constructivist teachers who aim to generate

long-term learners (Weiss & Gary, 1998).

One remarkable design was introduced by Davey (1991), who viewed
educational performance assessment as a testing strategy which follows
subsequent processes: (1) Defining teacher’s roles, (2) Using multiple,
systematic evaluation procedures, and (3) Employing multiple sufficiently-trained
evaluators. Davey’s approach appeared promising; however, districts that applied
his approach recorded poor outcomes. Flaws in Davey’s (1991) outline were self
admitted by Davey himself; in that the complexity of teaching and learning and
many elements that influence teachers’ performance such as knowledge, traits

and abilities, were not well-targeted by his approach.

The 1990’s also marked the early efforts of Charlotte Danielson (1996), one of
the most known pioneers in launching new trends in teacher evaluation. The
Danielson’s model (1996) suggested a formative purpose-oriented approach that
defined several teaching functions, and enlisted measurable variables to each
function, constituting a system that represents a significant reference until
present time. According to Danielson (1991), each teacher was responsible for
four main functions: Planning, classroom environment, instruction, and

professional responsibilities.
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2.3.5 2000-present: Quality standards, Focus on professional development
and students’ outcomes
The beginning of the 21 century marked remarkable progress in the field of
teacher evaluation with the focus on quality standards under the influence of The
No Child Left Behind Act development in 2002. The NCLB developed a set of
standards to ensure high quality education in schools. This in turn obligated
schools to pay extra focus on the quality of teachers they are hiring and
maintaining. As a response to NCLB legislation, many districts and schools
began to reconsider their teacher evaluation systems and apply benchmarks
inspired by NCLB standards (Scherrer, 2009).
Focus on standardized teacher evaluation which began in 1980’s gained
increased preference following the year of 2000. Milanowski, Kimball & White
(2004) discussed how standardized evaluation can have improving impacts on
instruction and accountability, and is consistent with the new trends of
standardized-learning. However, they argued about challenges attached to such
evaluations, including data collection intensity and the need for performance

evidence to enrich evaluation.

Danielson and McGreal (2000) defined two main purposes for teacher evaluation:
Quality assurance and professional development. This contemporary shift in
teacher evaluation purposes from focusing on teachers’ appraisal and incentives
decisions in the past into seeking excellence and high quality reveals major
changes in educators’ understanding. The efforts of Danielson and Mcgreal
(2000) ascended from the 20" to the 21% century to emphasize the use of
formative teacher evaluation (improvement), with the addition of summative
characteristics (Accountability, competence).

Other recent studies (Tuytens & Devos, 2010) suggested the use of job
descriptions in teacher evaluation. This was successfully applied by the Flemish

government (Belgium) in 2007. Another approach presented by the Flemish
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experience was extending the period of teacher evaluation up to four years, to
enhance teachers’ improvement.

Using evaluation in predicting teachers’ impact on students’ outcomes was
another area of interest during the recent era (Rockoff, 2004; Rivkin et al., 2005;
Harris & Sass, 2006; Aaronson et al., 2007; and Clotfelter et al., 2007; Tuytens &
Devos, 2010)

2.4 Standards of effective teacher evaluation systems

To obtain full understanding of good-practice criteria for teacher evaluation and
be able to reflect these criteria on the present research, the researcher reviewed
literature that discussed characteristics of effective teacher evaluation systems in
terms of purpose, design, implementation, and practice.

Review and summary of related literature yielded the following criteria:

1. Clear definitions of evaluation purposes and objectives
Hinchey (2010) suggested that policymakers should have clear understanding
about teachers’ assessment purposes. A combination of both, formative and

summative purposes must be considered to achieve better evaluation.

More importantly is the nature of these objectives; such objectives must be
mutual between all members of the evaluation system, including teachers
(Stronge, 2005). Scriven (1972) explained the significance of this focus: “"It is
obvious that if the goals aren't worth achieving then it is uninteresting how well
they are achieved" (1972, pp. 126-127). If teacher evaluation goals are solely
important for the institution, the targeted teachers are expected to show
resistance to the system which will lead to mass failure.

In many cases, stakeholders might succeed at achieving consensus on
evaluation goals; however, they tend to neglect the significance of relating those
goals to all the decisions and processes involved with the system (Goe,
Holdheide & Miller, 2014). Goe et al. (2014) suggested the following evaluation
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objectives: Personnel decisions, professional development, teachers’
accountability, improving students’ test scores, and approaching reform efforts.
Moreover, they insisted that these objectives must be considered by schools’
policymakers throughout all the evaluation steps, including design and weighing

of evaluation tools, and utilization of evaluation data.

2. Define effective teaching standards based on credible references
With the current educational climate focusing on standardized learning, an urging
need for standardized teaching emerges. Typically, setting teaching standards
starts with forming a proper definition for an effective teacher. This definition is
then differentiated into detailed components of specific teaching competencies
and expected outcomes (Goe, Holdheide & Miller, 2014).

In 2010, The Department of Accreditation of UAE’s ministry of education
published a manual to guide schools about accreditation standards including
standards for quality teaching. These standards covered areas related to subject
knowledge, proper objectives, interaction with students, teaching strategies and
resources, promoting learning continuity, targeting students’ needs, and
monitoring students’ progress. However, the accreditation manual did not cover
other standards such as professional commitment, professional relationships and
professional development. The provided guide enlisted these standards within
other focus areas such as school’s leadership and community, which indicates
that the Ministry of education considers professional areas to represent the

responsibility of the school’s administration rather than the teachers’.

3. Emphasis on systematic communication
Evaluation communication includes public communication to educate all teachers
about teaching standards, evaluation criteria and dimensions. In addition to
private communication established through ongoing individual follow-up and
feedback conferences (Stronge, 2005). According to Stronge (2005), many

evaluation systems perceive communication only as an end-step to deliver
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evaluation outcomes to teachers, which diminishes the fulfillment of evaluation

desired objectives in achieving high quality teaching.

According to Stronge (2005), communication expands to cover the public
community which has the right to explore teacher evaluation systems applied in
schools to benefit from the experience and recognize schools’ efforts in seeking
effective teaching. However, precautions of maintaining confidentiality and
personal information of teachers must be carefully deliberated.

4. Setting an appropriate climate for high-quality evaluation
A main challenge in any teacher evaluation is the resistance of evaluated teachers.
For teachers, evaluations are usually perceived as being personal and emotional,
which causes them to react against it, whether directly or indirectly (Stronge, 2005).
This resistance can be minimized through schools’ efforts in raising the trust level
and positive relationships between evaluators and teachers (Stronge, 2005).
Nevertheless, in certain cases of persistent weak teachers’ performance and
unresponsiveness to remedial guidance, a support-based evaluation climate can
deliver misleading messages. In such cases, school administrators are required to
establish a clear, firm and sometimes negative climate with weak teachers to

achieve meaningful evaluation, and to preserve students’ interest.

5. The use of multiple data sources
Stronge (2005) recommended the integration of multiple sources in teacher
evaluation because it creates realistic judgments about teachers’ performance;
considering that the functions and responsibilities assigned to teachers are too

diverse to be measured using a single instrument.

Multi-measurement teacher evaluation systems will not only facilitate teachers’
differentiation according to effectiveness, but will also diagnose professional
development areas and increase evaluation credibility; hence, any weakness in a
single tool is compensated by the strengths of another (Weisberg et al., 2009;
Hinchey, 2010; Glazerman et al., 2011; Dretzke, Sheldon & Lim, 2015).
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In multi-measures evaluation systems, allocation and weighing of measures
depend on various factors, including: measure’s validity, measure’s impact on
students’ achievement and progress, and the reliable and amount of information
provided by the measure (Goe, Holdheide & Miller, 2014).

6. Proper selection and training of evaluators
Goe et al. (2014) pointed out that implementing teacher evaluation systems with
fidelity and integrity requires selecting and training evaluators who can
understand the purpose of evaluation and provide reliable evaluations.
Suggested criteria for selecting evaluators included: content knowledge, subject-
experience, and evaluation-experience.
Every evaluator should receive professional training to a certain level, whether to
introduce a new evaluation system to existing evaluators, or new evaluators to
existing systems, or to ensure good practice continuity; however, the amount and
nature of training depends on the types of evaluation measures. Observational
measures require fundamental reliability training and training evaluators to invest
data in improvement. Whereas value-added measures require training related to

measurements technigues and data interpretation (Goe, Holdheide & Miller, 2014).

In the local region, Farah and Ridge (2009) criticized evaluators’ selection in
UAE. They reported that school principals tend to choose evaluators who
produce positive evaluation reports rather than improving teaching standards.
Moreover, Thorne (2015) considered that many evaluators in UAE reported
guestionable practice by depending on their own teaching conventional
transmission approach, and lacking sufficient familiarity with updated pedagogical

approaches.

7. Employing sufficient resources
Adequate resources allocation is a success key to produce high-quality
evaluation systems (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Hinchey, 2010). Such

resources include: cost, time, patience and flexibility. Availability of financial and
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human capital resources can influence the whole design of the system. Hence;
every district/school should design and implement an evaluation system that is
feasible with the available resources, where resources must be sufficient not only
to cover the evaluation processes, but also the training and professional

development plans afterwards (Goe, Holdheide & Miller, 2014).

8. Valid evaluation tools
Validity is a key consideration for any assessment, and it usually refers to
supporting any judgment with evidence. In teacher evaluation, provided evidence
must prove that the measurement tool is in fact measuring the area of teacher

effectiveness it claims to target (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008).

Measuring the validity of teacher evaluation tools can be difficult and depends on
the area covered by the tool. For instance, if a tool is claimed to measure
students’ achievement, evaluators must define whether this tool measures
students’ learning or test scores. The difference between both is that test scores’
validity might be intentionally affected by teachers through several ways that do
not improve students’ learning (e.g., teaching for the test, allow cheating). As

noted, teachers’ actions might influence evaluation validity (Papay, 2012).

2.5 Teachers evaluation tools

Screening available literature produced a set of examples on teacher evaluation

tools which will be discussed to guide this research’s present study.

2.5.1 Classroom observations
Classroom observations are considered a common tool to evaluate teaching due
to its benefits in measuring instruction, classroom environment, interactions, and
students’ participation. However, researchers admit that they are only suitable for
measuring direct teaching activities. In this context, observations are incapable of
evaluating outside-classroom activities, nor can they measure authentic feelings
and beliefs (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Little, Goe &Bell, 2009). Duke &

Stiggins (1986) suggested that evaluators should establish a balance between
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managing limited time available for evaluating many teachers, and providing

adequate time for profound observations to grasp a wide scope of teaching.

2.5.2 Teacher self-assessment
Danielson & McGreal (2000) invested large beliefs in teachers self assessment
as an evaluation instrument. Under the condition of introducing standardized
performance criteria, teachers can reflect their self performance and professional
development adding actively to their evaluation and improvement. Little, Goe &
Bell (2009) added to this argument by expressing self-assessment’s role in
measuring un-observable criteria and the uniqueness it adds to the overall
evaluation scheme. However, they insist that it must not be relied on as the sole

source of evaluation, due to its validity and reliability issues.

2.5.3 Teaching artifacts and planning documents
Teaching artifacts are documents prepared by teachers to organize students’
activities. These could include assignments, projects and worksheets. According
to Little, Goe & Bell (2009) planning documents are also considered teaching
artifacts. Danielson & McGreal (2000) suggested analyzing planning documents
independently as evaluation data sources and justified that by discussing how
teacher’s planning skills are too important to be evaluated among wide criteria;
however, they shared the same conceptions with Little, Goe & Bell (2009) on the
importance of teaching artifacts in evidencing classroom life, and reflecting
teachers’ abilities of planning and preparing assignments that satisfy students
needs. Little, Goe & Bell (2009) raised cautions regarding this tool stating that it
needs further reliability and validity research. Another issue is that research has

no definite answer for the right amount of work sample to be analyzed.

2.5.4 Students and parents surveys
Danielson and McGreal (2000) called multi-perspectives’ evaluation systems “360-
degree systems”. In schools, students and parents’ surveys can be a great source

of information about teacher’s performance, but they require high caution in design
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and application. Student’s surveys must be suitable for their age, and must raise
questions about teaching rather than the teacher as a person. As for parents’
surveys, they need to be less detailed and ask for accessible information.

Little, Goe & Bell (2009) stated that students’ surveys could reflect the
perspectives of students, who have the most experience with teachers, in
addition to their incorporation into formative teachers’ assessment. Folliman
(1992) expressed that while most studies support the use of students’ ratings,
researchers warn about using such ratings as a sole evaluative tool due to
students’ inability to evaluate teaching areas that require professional

experience, such as curriculum, adequacy, and professional relationships.

2.5.5 Teachers’ portfolios
Teachers’ portfolios are distinct from teaching artifacts in that portfolios include
materials created and collected by teachers for the purpose of evaluation, where
as teaching artifacts are samples of materials already being used in teaching and
learning (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008). Portfolios might include materials that are
invisible through any other evaluative instrument (e.g. reflective writing,
students/parents notes, teachers’ awards..), and they provide an opportunity for
teachers to demonstrate their performance and accomplishments. However,
portfolios’ reliability might be questionable. “Portfolios can offer a very
comprehensive and in-depth portrait of teaching activities; however, their
complexity can raise concerns about the ability of scorers to evaluate them
reliably” Goe, Bell, & Little (2008, pp. 33). Danielson and McGreal (2000) briefly
suggested the use of teachers portfolios in their argument to shift the passive role
of teachers in traditional evaluation systems into an active role. In this context,
the two authors emphasized the need to set standards for teachers’ portfolios,

and inform teachers of those standards.

2.5.6 Value-added models
The value-added model is one of the most recently suggested procedures

introduced for evaluating teachers. Although it is increasingly gaining popularity
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among researchers and educators, this model is highly controversial and has
been criticized for its complexity and inconsistency. According to Darling-
Hammond et al. (2012), the value-added model is mainly based on the concept
of estimating the influence of individual teachers on students’ achievement by
applying statistical operations that use students’ results of multiple years, while
considering other factors that might influence students’ achievement. These
models were criticized by Darling-Hammond (2012) along with others for their
inconsistency, being influenced by students’ nature, and their incapability to

cover all variables that affect students’ results.

2.5.7 Other teacher evaluation tools.
Some studies suggested the use of other teacher evaluation tools including:
samples of students’ work, professional responsibilities and professional

development documented activities (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).

2.6 Teachers evaluation for professional development

2.6.1 Danielson’s Three-tracks’ approach to evaluation-motivated
professional enhancement
Danielson & McGreal (2000) classified three tracks to enhance professional

practice through evaluation, depending on the category of targeted teachers:

Track 1: For beginner teachers: new teachers can enhance their practice by
learning from the evaluation process itself, including good practice criteria,
evaluation measures and steps, and the feedback they receive afterwards. This
track is not only used to enhance practice, but also for personnel decision making
about beginning teachers (e.g., retention, tenures...).

Track 2: Professional development for all tenured teachers: teachers learn
through ongoing interactions with administrators during summative evaluations.
Moreover, teachers improve their performance by designing professional growth

plans as part of a formative evaluation approach. Normally, all tenured teachers
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follow track (2), but whenever supervisors detect weaknesses in an individual
teacher’s performance, and the targeted teacher fails to respond to remedial

feedback, he/she will be transferred to the teacher assistance program.

Track 3: The teacher assistance track. This involves tenured teachers who
show declined performance in one or more effective teaching standards. The
number of involved teachers may vary according to the rigidity of district’s
standards. Direct supervisors are responsible for involving teachers in this track
according to teachers’ satisfaction of four main areas: Planning, Classroom
environment, Instruction, and Professional responsibilities. Unlike tracks (1) and
(2), track (3) targets teachers individually, and this is usually done through three
phases: An awareness phase, to identify, document and address concerns
about teacher’s performance. An assistance phase, to prepare growth plans
and review progress. And, a disciplinary phase, to discuss weaknesses or
violations with the teacher and indicate recommendations for specific remedial

plans, training, contract nonrenewal, or tenure review.

2.6.2 The influence of teacher evaluation on teachers’ preparation
programs

Darling-Hammond (2010) discussed how teachers’ performance assessment can
help to improve teaching. She supported her argument by referencing the
influence of Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT), launched
in 2002 and has been used ever since for licensing California teachers, in
improving teachers’ preparation programs. The detailed data delivered to these
programs through assessment provide explicit information about each candidate,
and reveal performance patterns that are greatly beneficial for personnel
professional development. Moreover, PACT provides state-level data which can
be used in effective teacher licensure, discovering teachers’ initiatives, and in

teacher induction and in-service training plans.
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2.6.3 The need for leadership-level policies to link evaluation to
professional development

A qualitative study conducted by Al-Bustami (2014) in AbuDhabi, UAE explored
supervisors’ and teachers’ perspectives on the relationship between teacher
evaluation and professional development. Almost all participants agreed that
teacher evaluation; if done properly can be directly linked to enhancing
professional practice; however, they raised suspicions about the possibility of
such link in the lack of supporting policies in their schools. Under such
circumstances, supervisors believed that they were limitedly encouraged to use
evaluation in improving teaching and providing recommendations for teachers to

enhance weak performance areas and amplify the strong ones.

Another study conducted by Chicago University on 2012 to examine a new
teacher evaluation system in lllinois districts revealed several challenges related to
this area (White et al., 2012). Many teachers admitted the efficacy of the
evaluation system in diagnosing performance weaknesses; however, they were
less satisfactory at facilitating the improvement of these weaknesses. Evaluators
also expressed the difficulty they faced in addressing teachers about performance
setbacks and identifying the next improvement steps (White et al., 2012).

The lllinois study discussed three leadership-level policies implemented to
promote evaluation-based professional growth: (1) Building evaluators’
capacity, (2) Relating evaluation to professional development. Districts’
administrators reportedly designed training plans based on weak areas, and build
bases of evaluation-obtained data to move beyond tracking commitment toward
improving teaching. (3) Increasing the rate of classroom observations, where
more frequent observations increase the chance of detecting problems and
addressing them early rather than rushing into judgments about teachers’

efficiency.
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2.7 Summary

Literature review provided scopes on the definition and progress of teacher
evaluation. It became clear how teacher evaluation systems evolved through past
decades, where it started with informal evaluation based on personality
judgments, and developed to questioning and defining purposes for evaluation,
with the introduction of benchmarks to frame evaluation. Basing evaluation on
effective teaching standards also grew interest over the years, in addition to the
transformation of systems that depended on a single tool (mainly classroom
observations) to incorporating multiple tools and evaluators into the evaluation
scheme. These scopes enlightened the researcher about the history and future of

teacher evaluation.

The researcher then summarized eight main characteristics of effective teacher
evaluation systems discussed by previous literature. These standards will later
be used to evaluate the evaluation system targeted by this research. Additionally,
teacher evaluation tools, which represent the main components of the targeted

system, were discussed using examples from recent literature.

Representing a main area of this research, evaluation-based professional
development was discussed through several approaches, including Danielson’s
three tracks’ approach to evaluation-motivated professional enhancement,
employment of evaluation in teacher preparation programs, and examples of

leadership policies suggested to relate evaluation to professional development.

Through literature review, the researcher detected a certain gap in previous
studies that needs to be addressed; where quantitative analysis to study the

relationship between teachers’ evaluations and students’ results was lacking.

All these scopes and discussions are expected to facilitate the design and

implementation of the present study in this research.
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Chapter 3: The present study

3.1 Overview
In a pursuit to answer the research questions, an empirical study was

conducted to evaluate the validity of the targeted teacher evaluation system by
comparing its results to another source of evaluation; students’ achievement.
Moreover, the study explored the perspectives of different stakeholders,
including schools’ leadership and teachers about the targeted teacher
evaluation matrix.

This chapter explains the phases of the present study including the case studies,

the purpose of each phase, methodology, sampling, and research tools.

3.2 Research design
3.2.1 Case studies
Three private schools in the emirate of Sharjah - UAE were targeted through
this research:
(1) Al-Shola Private School for KG, Elementary and Girls (KG to grade 12):
established in 1983, with around 3000 enrolled students and 142 teachers.
(2) Al-Shola Private School for Boys (Grades 5 to 12): established in 2004,

with around 2000 enrolled students, and 87 teachers. Separate from the
first branch with independent licensure and property.

(3) Manarat Al-Sharjah Private School (KG to grade 12): established in
2014, with around one thousand enrolled students, and sixty teachers.

All the three schools apply the national curriculum of UAE and are part of the
same organization.

These schools were selected as case studies because they share the same
teacher evaluation system, a system that was designed as an initiative by the
school leadership team. Additionally, being part of this leadership team as the
head of the quality control department that covers all the three schools, the
researcher was highly-motivated to evaluate a school-level policy in these

schools as a form of self-evaluation.
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3.2.2 Research methodology

Methodology for this study was designed and applied to cover three parallel
phases, where the methodology, sampling, research instruments, and data
collection varies between the three phases according to their purposes. This
type of triangulation between research methods is termed as ‘between-method
triangulation’ and it usually involves examining the same phenomenon by a
combination of several qualitative and quantitative approaches, which helps in
achieving collective validity (Hussein, 2015). This methodology was selected
because this study aims to evaluate a teacher evaluation system that is
complex in nature and involves several stakeholders. Therefore, it requires

multiple data sources and different perspectives.

Several advantages of concurrent mixing of quantitative and qualitative
research approaches were discussed by research experts. One important
advantage is the further explanation, augmentation; and in some cases,
contradiction provided by qualitative data to results obtained quantitatively
(Driscoll et al., 2007).

Moreover, this research was formulated as a case study. In case studies, a
current phenomenon is investigated in its context by employing multiple data
sources (Yin, 1989). The intention of case studies is to focus on a certain policy
rather than studying the entire organization which facilitates deep analysis of a
particular problem/system by individual researchers (Yin, 1989; Bell, 2014).
Additionally, case studies can differentiate between planned policies and actual

practice (Anderson, 1998).

In December of 2015, the researcher submitted the research proposal to the
British University in Dubai. Approval was obtained from the university at the
same month, and a letter asking permission to conduct a research was

submitted to the Owner/Manager of Al-Shola educational organization which

runs the three targeted school. The letter explained the objectives of the study
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and the data collection procedures. Permission to conduct the study was
granted on January of 2016 which allowed the researcher to commence with

the research phases described below.

3.2.3 The three phases of the study

The mixed methodology for this research consisted of three simultaneous phases:

(A) Phase | — A Qualitative interview: Perspectives of policymaker’s about
the teacher evaluation matrix

Q Purpose
The main objective of this phase was to explore the perspectives of the key
policymaker of the targeted teacher evaluation matrix. These perspectives will

be used to evaluate the matrix through reflection over good practice criteria.

O Methodology
A qualitative interview was selected for data collection. The qualitative approach
is usually promoted in educational research for its utility in describing personal
experience, and its interpretative nature. Additionally, it provides an opportunity
to identify the uniqueness of the case by collecting features and events that can

only be known by the person close at hand (Stake, 2010).

Q Sampling
In order to investigate all the aspects related to the targeted evaluation matrix,
the researcher selected the key policymaker of the matrix. His position as the
leader of the educational organization that runs all the targeted three schools, in
addition to being the principal of one of those schools makes him the most

suitable candidate for the interview.

Q Instrument
Selection of the interview as a part of this research’s instruments was based on
the researcher’s desire to obtain unique data and interpretations of the

interviewee and to find out about unobservable areas related to the teacher
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evaluation matrix. According to Stake (2010) these two purposes are among the

main purposes for research interviews.

Bell (2014) describes research interviews as being adaptable, where
interviewers can discover motives and feelings, and use follow-up questions to
interpret answers. On the other hand, high subjectivity and an increased risk of
bias can be associated with interviews. Therefore, Bell (2014) advices
researchers to be cautious in selecting interview questions and interpreting the

answers they receive.

Guidelines suggested by Bell (2014) for the wording of interview questions
included: considering the targeted research areas, establishing a rational
sequence for questions, and avoiding any questions that might be offensive or
led by presumptions. Consistent with Bell’s (2014) guidelines, criteria for the
interview questions were defined through literature review that identified

effective teacher evaluation.
Summary of such criteria produced eight main areas for the interview questions:

The purpose of the system.

Alignment of the system with effective teaching standards.

The nature of communication associated with the evaluation system.
The school climate established to facilitate teacher evaluation.

Data sources employed to reflect teachers’ performance.
Qualifications and credibility of evaluators and evaluation tools.

Resources employed to support the teacher evaluation system.

© N o 0o B~ Wb PE

Feedback and professional development opportunities offered through

the teacher evaluation system.

Differentiation of the eight areas yielded fifteen questions; mostly were open-
ended in addition to a few closed questions. While open questions are usually

described to cover broader variables and possibilities, closed questions can
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also be generated to provide some extent of explanation (Roulston, 2010). To
achieve such extent, any closed (Yes/No) interview questions used in this

research were followed by follow-up clarification suggestions.

The interview questions were approved by the dissertation coordinator after
providing appropriate feedback. Moreover, questions were submitted to the
interviewee prior to conducting the interview, and all questions were approved

by the candidate.

The detailed fifteen questions used during the policymaker interview are
demonstrated as (Appendix.2).

U Data collection

Two meetings were arranged with the manager of Al-Shola educational
organization to cover all the generated questions. During these meetings, the
interview was conducted in a semi-structured form. According to Roulston
(2010), in a semi-structured interview a number of questions are prepared as a
guide, which represents a starting point to initiate discussions with the
interviewee. The semi-structured approach was selected to reflect the
experience and unique perspectives of the targeted policymaker. Unlike
structured interviews that use pre-set, multiple-choice answers; semi-structured

interviews allow the interviewee to use his/her own words and perspectives.

(B) Phase Il — A Quantitative questionnaire: Perspectives of evaluated
teachers about the teacher evaluation matrix

U Purpose
The key goal of this study was to evaluate the teacher evaluation system of
Al-Shola schools; therefore, it was logical to include the perspectives of those
whom the system was designed to evaluate — the teachers. The purpose of
this phase was to recognize the perspectives of teachers on the targeted

teacher evaluation matrix through a detailed questionnaire.
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The preliminary step to initiating the design and application of the
questionnaire was setting its objectives. The questionnaire seeks teachers’
perspectives on: (1) Effectiveness of the matrix’s design and implementation.
(2) The importance and reliability of evaluation tools used in the matrix. And,
(3) Feedback and professional development opportunities offered for
teachers through evaluation.

0 Methodology
The quantitative approach was followed to facilitate data collection and
analysis from a large sample. Preliminary readings and the study plan guided
the researcher in deciding what needs to be found through the questionnaire.
Questionnaires are highly popular as a research tool due to its several merits;
they allow the researcher to target a large number of participants which in
turn increases the reliability of results. Moreover, they are associated with low
time-consumption and a decreased bias risk when compared to research
interviewing (Kothari, 2004; Stake, 2010).

O Sampling
The research questionnaire is directly related to the teacher evaluation matrix
applied in the targeted schools, and most of its sections can only be
perceived if the participant had been evaluated by the matrix. As a result, all
the teachers who were evaluated by the matrix at the latest academic year
and were still working in the school at the time of the study were selected as
the sample. The sampling was based on the research purpose and the nature
of the questionnaire; therefore, it is considered as a purposive/non-random
sample (Parfitt, 1997).

A total number of 123 teachers who were evaluated by the end of the
academic year 2014/2015 were selected. Biographic data of the sample is
demonstrated in Table 3-1.
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Table 3-1 Summary of questionnaire participants’ biographical data

Field Data
Total sample 123
Total respondents 95
Case.1 respondents (Al-Shola School-KG, 39
Elementary, Girls)
Case.2 respondents (Al-Shola School-Boys) 36
Case.3 respondents (Manarat Al-Sharjah School) 20
Gender 45 Males - 50 Females
Age Range 22 — 55 years
Educational Background Bachelors — Masters
(0 - 5) years of experience in the school 49
More than 5 years of experience in the school 46

O Instrument
A questionnaire was prepared to collect data about teachers’ perspectives on
the teacher evaluation matrix. Criteria that define effective teacher evaluation
summarized through literature review were employed to guide the wording of
statements/questions of the questionnaires. Such criteria were similar to those
used in the policymaker interview; however, criteria that include information

inaccessible to teachers were excluded.

Three main domains were targeted through the questionnaire, and three different
responding approaches were employed depending on the nature of the
investigated data. According to Bell (2014), answering options offered to survey
participants can be in a verbal form, a list, a scale, ranking, category, or quantity.

The scheme used in the teachers’ questionnaire is demonstrated in Table 3-2.
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Table 3-2 Teachers’ questionnaire scheme

. . No. Responses’
Domains Sub-domains : P
guestions | approach
Purpose of evaluation 2
Criteria for Teaching standards 3
effectwle teacher | systematic communication 3 Likert Scale
evaluation Climate for high-quality 2
systems evaluation
Qualifications of evaluators 4
Significance of evaluation i
Teachers’ J tools 1 Ranking
pelrfor,mancel Reliability of evaluation ) A multiple
evaluation tools tools choices list
Feedback and Feedback 1
professiona| _ > Likert Scale
development Professional development

The detailed questionnaire is enclosed as (Appendix.3)

Considering that all the targeted teachers were of Arabic nationalities, the
guestionnaire was translated into Arabic language by the researcher under the

guidance of the English Subject supervisor at the school (Appendix.4).

QO Validity and reliability

The questions used in the teachers’ survey were inspired by previous literature
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Peterson, 2004; Stronge, 2005; Weisberg et al.,
2009; Hinchey, 2010; Glazerman et al., 2011; Goe, Holdheide & Miller, 2014;
Dretzke, Sheldon & Lim, 2015).

To provide further validation to the survey, all questions were approved by the
dissertation supervisor after providing the required feedback. Validity and
reliability of the questionnaire were also approached through a pilot study as

described in the next section.
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O Piloting the questionnaire
Bell (2014) emphasized research instruments’ piloting to check the
appropriateness of several factors, including the time required by participants
to fill the instrument and the clearance of instructions and questions. Piloting
questionnaires and other research tools provides an opportunity for editing

and removal of ambiguous or unusable information.

For this research, the questionnaire was tested on a pilot group of twenty
teachers as a trial. All of the pilot study participants stated that the
questionnaire’s purpose, instructions, and questions were clear to them, and
that it took less than ten minutes to be answered; thus, the questionnaire was

considered ready for the distribution stage.

U Data collection
After obtaining the permission of school officials, a total number of 123
guestionnaires were distributed among the sampled teachers. Within a one
week period, the researcher received a total number of 95 responses. The
researcher was present during most of the questionnaires’ answering to

clarify any areas if required.

(C) Phase lll — Quantitative analysis and correlation coefficient: The
relationship between teachers’ performance evaluation results and
students’ results

U Purpose
The main aim of this phase was to measure the validity of the teacher
evaluation matrix applied in the targeted schools by comparing the data
obtained through the matrix with the data of a second source of evaluation;

students’ results.

U Methodology
The researcher followed a quantitative approach to analyze the relationship
between the two variables. According to Hopkins (2000), quantitative design
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is the most appropriate approach when the researcher desires to quantify a
relationship between two variables, especially if this relationship was to be
expressed in a statistical manner. Moreover, the use of quantitative

methodology in testing hypothesis was suggested by Creswell (2009).

The researcher quantitatively compared between the three targeted schools
using two factors: averages of teachers’ evaluations and averages of

students’ results for each subject.

Moreover, the statistical relationship between a sample of teachers’
evaluations and their students’ results was investigated. Considering the
bivariate nature of the population; Karl Pearson’s coefficient of correlation

was selected as the statistical tool in this study (Kothari, 2004).

QO Sampling and Data collection
The researcher contacted the targeted schools to obtain two types of information:
1. Teachers’ performance results obtained through the latest teacher
evaluation matrix of the academic year: 2014 — 2015, in the form of
numeric results out of 1000.
2. Students’ end results in the ministry of education’s formal examinations

of the same academic year.

Five subjects were selected as the sample of the research: Islamic studies,
Arabic language, English language, Mathematics, and Science. The rationale
for such sampling is that other subjects including social studies, arts, and
physical education are not included in the ministry of education standardized
examination system; therefore, reliable end-year students’ results for such

subjects cannot be obtained.

Moreover, the sample of the study was confined to data about teachers and
students of grades six up to twelve. The rationale behind this selection was

that these grades are covered by the ministry of education standardized
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examination system, while younger grades are assessed at school level.
Therefore, achievement results of higher grades represent an external and
standardized source of evaluation; thus they are considered a more reliable
and authentic reference for comparison with the targeted teacher evaluation

system.

To validate the findings of this study phase, a random sample of (40)
teachers was selected collectively from the three case studies. The
researcher collected data about the individual evaluations of these teachers
resulting from the matrix, and the average of end-year results of the sections
taught by each teacher within the sample. The purpose of this procedure was
to measure the relationship between the targeted matrix’s results and
students’ results using a statistical approach, which would provide support to
any judgments based on the averages’ comparison explained above. To
analyze the data, Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated to measure

the nature and strength of the described relationship.
3.3 Ethical consideration

Ethics are an important issue and must be highly-valued in any research. For
ethical consideration in this research, several procedures were followed. The
researcher contacted the owner/manager of the targeted educational
organization and the principals of the three targeted schools about the
research proposal. After explaining study objectives, procedures, terms of
confidentiality, and uses of study results, permission was granted by all of
them to apply the research. In addition to that, the selected candidate for the
research interview, the leader of Al-Shola educational organization, was
invited to voluntarily participate in the interview. Prior to interview conduction,
he received a copy of the questions planned for the interview, and signed an

informed consent (Appendix.5).
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An intellectual property issue was found to be related to this research. This
issue emerged from the fact that the studied teacher evaluation system was
designed internally by school members and had never been published.
Respect to intellectual property was considered by discussing the issue with
the organization leader and explaining that any data obtained through this
study will exclusively be used for educational research. The organization
leader granted permission with a request of using the name of the

organization when discussing the teacher evaluation system.

All teachers selected for the questionnaire were invited for a volunteer
participation in the study through informative circulations. The circulations
included information about the purpose of the study, confidentiality terms, and
the use of data collected during research. Informed consents were also

signed by participating teachers before filling the questionnaire (Appendix.6).
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Chapter 4: Results and interpretations

4.1 Overview
In this chapter all the data collected though different research instruments will

be analyzed and discussed. Data analysis and interpretation will focus on three
areas: (1) Analyzing the school leadership’s perspectives on the targeted
teacher evaluation matrix. (2) Analyzing teachers’ perspectives on the matrix
and the evaluation tools included within. And, (3) Comparing between the three
case studies using two factors; teachers’ evaluations resulting from the targeted
system and achievement results of students taught by those teachers. In

addition to measuring the relationship between these two factors.
4.2 Study results and interpretations

4.2.1 Phase I: Perspectives of school leadership about the teacher
evaluation matrix

» Results
To collect the most explicit data about the targeted evaluation matrix, the main
policymaker who is also the leader of the organization that runs all the targeted
schools was selected for a personal interview. During the interview he was
asked about aspects that are inaccessible to teachers or other school members.
The answers introduced during the fifteen-question interview were reported by

the researcher, and then summarized and categorized into eight main areas:

Area (1): Teacher evaluation purpose

The first two questions were related to the purpose of evaluation defined by the
school. Through the first question, the policymaker defined the school’'s main
purpose to develop and implement the current evaluation matrix, which was to
use a fair and comprehensive evaluation system. Moreover, he differentiated
other secondary purposes including: (1) Using an evaluation tool that considers
various activities and duties of the teacher instead of the traditional tools based

on classroom performance. (2) Stressing on the fact that teachers should
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practice social, cultural and ethical roles in their schools. (3) Using a tool that
covers teacher’s behaviour all over the year. (4) Covering certain areas of
interest for teachers (e.g. training, career development...). And (5) Emphasizing

the importance of students’ and parents’ role in evaluating teacher performance.

The second question was related to the nature of evaluation purposes, in
response, the policymaker described the school’s evaluation purposes as a
combination of both formative and summative, where evaluation is perceived by
the school administration as an on-going improvement process. The formative
purpose is satisfied through evaluation procedures conducted all along the
academic year, while the summative purpose is approached through a final and
comprehensive outcome in the form of a matrix or a report that reflects

teacher’s performance as a whole.

Area (2): The use of effective teaching standards in policy design

The interviewed policymaker assured that the current evaluation system was
based on effective teaching standards that were formulated through deep and
sufficient discussions between key members of the school. Moreover, these
standards were inspired by the common practice in the educational field in UAE,
in addition to various studies and practices conducted worldwide. The
policymaker’s own experience and the collective experiences of the school’'s
educational team represented the main source for such standards. The
interviewed policymaker stated: “One of the main sources of these standards
was my project for the EMBA degree titled: Developing a balanced score card
for Al-Shola Private school”.

The policymaker then described the methodology used by school to educate
teachers about these standards, where he referred to their professional training
policy that had successfully covered more than 150 topics related to teaching
standards over the past 25 years. Such training included: seminars, workshops,

guestionnaires, and worksheets. Teachers themselves were encouraged to
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conduct research about teaching standards, and were rewarded for that by the

school administration.

Area (3): Systematic communication during evaluation

The interviewee provided examples on evaluation communication at the early
stage of policy design and implementation. The school administration
communicated a selected management team to provide suggestions on
evaluation tools and the weight of each tool as well as the standards and
sources of evaluation. This communication continued for more than six months
before the first policy implementation, and various changes were introduced
based on actual practice. The head of quality control department was the leader
of this process. Communication expanded to include teachers, where many
meetings were held with all teachers to illustrate the components of the matrix

and their feedback was taken in consideration.

Area (4): The school climate established to facilitate evaluation

The school leadership attempted to promote teachers’ acceptance of the matrix
by providing individual feedback reports and sufficient classifications to
teachers. In addition, all queries and objectives were patiently addressed.
According to the experience of the school leader, these attempts had a positive

impact; he stated: “In principle, all teachers accepted the concept of the matrix”.

Area (5): Data sources employed to reflect teachers’ performance
According to the policymaker’s answers, the school referred to many data
sources to reflect teachers’ performance, including: examination department,
training and development department, educational supervisors, section
supervisors, human resources department, quality control department, and the
IT department. These sources provided the necessary information for the twelve

evaluation areas.

Moreover, he stated that most of those sources are applicable to all teachers;

however, some of the matrix tools are not applicable to certain subjects and
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levels. For instance, students’ questionnaire could not be used in the primary
stages. Certain subjects don’t have an examination process; thus, students’

results could not be used as a tool of evaluation.

Area (6): Qualification and credibility of evaluators and evaluation tools
The schools’ leader described how evaluators went through an extensive training
process over teaching standards and evaluation criteria since the beginning of
the initial policy design efforts back in 2010. By time, they developed enough
experience to deal with all issues and difficulties they faced during evaluation.
Credibility and reliability issues related to evaluators and evaluation tools were
addressed by the school administration through assigning the whole evaluation
scheme to the quality control department, which reported directly to the school
principal. This process guaranteed enough degree of credibility in general;
however, the schools’ leader admitted that certain tools still rely greatly on the
judgment of evaluators and could include a margin of personal views. The

feedback from teachers themselves could reveal any discrepancies.

Area (7). Resources employed to support the teachers’ evaluation system
In relation to the sufficiency of evaluation resources, the schools’ leader
explained how most resources already existed inside the schools. Additional
efforts were provided to support the data collection process. This was derived
from the school leadership’s belief in the significance of their evaluation policy

and its entitlement of adequate time and money allocation.

Area (8): Feedback and professional development opportunities offered
through the teachers’ evaluation system

Taking in consideration that this area represents a main research question of this
study, four questions were addressed to the schools’ leader to explore policies
and perspectives related to evaluation-based professional development.

The first two questions were related to individual performance feedback
provided for teachers and the employment of such feedback in identifying
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strengths and weaknesses. The interviewee explained the school’s policy used
to deal with evaluation results. Before granting the final approval of evaluation
results, a copy of the matrix is given to every teacher in order to be aware of
his/her grade in each area. They are given the right to express their views and
submit any supporting evidence. Necessary alterations are done and then the
final evaluation is approved and circulated among teachers. Moreover, the
policymaker expressed: “Teachers are offered the opportunity to identify strong
and weak performance areas by knowing the grade allocated for each area of

work and by referring to the standards of each point”.

Other questions were related to the schools’ efforts in employing group
evaluation results, and to school leadership policies used to link evaluation with
training and professional development.

According to the interviewee, the school administration is not only interested in
the individual evaluation of teachers; they also aim at knowing which areas
achieved high performance and which areas need to be dealt with. The average
performance grade of each field of the twelve matrix fields is studied and
compared with other fields and with grades from previous years to see whether
the school collectively did well enough.

Evaluation-based professional development policies were explained by the
schools’ leader, where the final matrix results are used in planning for training
courses and other professional development plans. Through special- purpose
surveys; teachers are encouraged to select certain areas that cover topics
revealed by the matrix such as: Building good relationships with students and
parents, classroom management, employments of technology in teaching,
teachers’ social role, and analysis of students’ results.

The training courses related to the matrix are well-documented in the school

and offered to any interested organization to benefit from.
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= Discussion and interpretations
Stake (2010) defined three main approaches to interview interpretation:
(1) Obtaining unique data from the interviewee, (2) Collecting aggregated
numerical data from multiple interviewees, or (3) Finding out about an item or
area only fully observable by the interviewee. The first and third approaches

were followed during this interview to fully-investigate the teacher evaluation

policy.

The interview answers were found to reflect a high experience level possessed by
the schools’ leader. They also reflected positive perspectives about the targeted

policy, where almost all the eight evaluated areas yielded positive responses.

In the area of evaluation purpose, interpretation of interview answers shows a
deep understanding of common teacher evaluation purposes recognized by
literature (Hinchey, 2010; Goe et al., 2014). In addition to other unique purposes
defined by the school; where teachers’ ethics and professional development
represent a great priority to the school leadership. Moreover, the school
leadership believes in the role of formative (improvement) and summative
(accountability) characteristics in forming a meaningful evaluation. However,
interview answers did not explain how the setting of these purposes was shared
between all school members including teachers; moreover, the answers implied
that these purposes were specified only according to school leadership’s vision

and objectives.

As for the area of basing evaluation on effective teaching standards, the school
leadership along with several policymakers contributed to the process. The
school used UAE educational standards and internationally recommended
standards, in addition to own experience formed over more than thirty years.
This was coherent with the suggestions of previous literature (Department of
Accreditation, MOE, 2010; Goe, Holdheide & Miller, 2014).
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The next area was evaluation systematic communication. The interviewee’s
statements reveal that communication with school members, including teachers,
was mostly evident during the policy design process. However, the continuity of
communication through later policy stages was seemingly inconsistent. This

judgment requires further investigation through teachers’ questionnaire results.

The schools’ leader described a friendly evaluation climate where the school
facilitated teachers’ acceptance of the new system by providing enough
explanations and performance feedback. However, he did not explain how a
less friendly climate was established with low performance teachers as advised
by previous educational experts (Stronge, 2005). Moreover, the overall good
acceptance rate judged by the leader’s experience requires further validation

through teachers’ perspectives expressed in the questionnaire.

At least seven examples on performance data sources were listed by the
interviewee. This can be related to one of the school’s evaluation purposes in
using multiple perspectives. Moreover, it applies to literature recommendations
(Stronge, 2005; Weisberg et al., 2009; Hinchey, 2010; Glazerman et al., 2011;
Dretzke, Sheldon & Lim, 2015). However, the school leader admitted that not all
these sources were applicable to all teachers. This indicates that teachers of
certain subjects or grades require an adjusted form of the matrix, with perhaps

different performance sources or measurements’ allocation.

In relation to the qualifications and credibility of evaluators and evaluation
measurements; the schools’ leader did not demonstrate any selection policy set
by the school in hiring supervisors and evaluators; instead, he only referred to
the extensive training devoted to existing evaluators about standards and
evaluation. The schools’ leader highly trusted in the experience of evaluators;
however, he monitored their work through the supervision of the quality control
department which is directly linked to school leadership. Teachers also

participated in evaluating the credibility and reliability of evaluators and
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evaluation tools through feedback. On the other hand, the schools’ leader was
realistic enough to admit that some tools will always be subjected to evaluators’
judgments and personalities, and this is an issue that the school attempts to

minimize under the supervision of the quality control department.

Information provided during the interview reflected adequate allocation of time
and expense resources. This interpretation was concluded based on the intense
procedures devoted to evaluation which was tangible throughout the whole
interview. Such procedures are time consuming and require a large team of

personnel to cover all the targeted teachers.

The reported answers in addition to further discussions during the interview
revealed a marked orientation of school leadership towards evaluation-based
professional development. Evaluation results were used in individual
performance improvement through comprehensive evaluation reports offered to
teachers and administrators. Moreover, the school leadership designed policies
to interpret group evaluation results and diagnose general weak areas, which
were later addressed through training courses that covered all school teachers.
To facilitate democratic professional development; teachers were allowed to
participate in selecting training topics in relation to their evaluation results.
These leadership approaches came in coherence with several literature

recommendations (White, Cowhy, Stevens & Sporte, 2012; Al-Bustami, 2014).

4.2.2 Study Phase II: Quantitative questionnaire- Perspectives of

evaluated teachers

» Results and data analysis
Since all the three schools share the same teacher evaluation system, and the
purpose of this phase was to evaluate this system rather than comparing
between schools; data analysis was performed collectively for all schools.
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The teachers’ questionnaires can be divided into four main areas with different

purposes and answering scales.
(A)Questionnaire analysis: Likert-answering scale questions

Two questionnaire areas included a Likert-answering scale:
1- Evaluating the teacher evaluation matrix according to effectiveness criteria.

2- Evaluating the use of evaluation data in teachers’ professional development.

For areas that follow a Likert-answering scale, the proportional percentage
approach was selected for analysis because the researcher is interested in
identifying teachers’ satisfaction about each character related to the evaluation
system; that would be more meaningful than measuring the overall satisfaction
of teachers about the evaluation system as a whole using other statistical
methods (Bell, 2014). For each statement, percentages of positive answers’
frequencies (Strongly agree and Agree), and negative answers’ frequencies

(Strongly disagree and disagree) were calculated to facilitate comparison.

Data analyses of likert-answering scale areas are demonstrated numerically
as Appendix.7 and Appendix.8, and proportional wise in Tables 4-1 and
Table 4-2, in addition to a demonstrative graphical data analysis through

Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2.
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Table 4-1

Teachers’ questionnaire results— Area (1): Evaluation of the targeted teacher
evaluation system according to effectiveness criteria (Proportional percentile)

+ + - -
No.| Area Statement Response | Neutral |Response
1] o School administration adequately |nfor.med 98.9% | 1.1% 0%
c S teachers about the purpose of evaluation
- C
5 = School administration has a (':Iear, justified 92.6% 5 3% 2 1%
5 purpose for teachers evaluation
3 ~ I rece.lved enough information about effective 94.7% | 2.1% 3204
2 teaching standards set by school
0
=3 Th hin ndar hool are clear
4 e e teachi g standards set by school are clea 90.3% | 5.4% 4.3%
0 and appropriate
Q . T
3 | feel that the teacher evaluation matrix is
5. ‘-é’_ highly related to good teaching standards set 71.4% | 19.8% | 8.8%
v by school
School administration/Supervisors offered
6. enough explanation to me about the new 87.2% | 9.6% 3.2%
o evaluation system
=Y — . . —
5 G | School administration/Supervisors maintained
7.1 S g effective communication with me during 59.1% | 12.9% | 28%
S & | evaluation procedures
§' © |l am encouraged to communicate with school
8. administration/supervisors about my 61.5% | 18.8% | 19.8%
performance evaluation
9. | @ g o) | feel that teacher gvaluatlon efforts by the 793% | 14.9% | 12.8%
8 = 3| school are supportive to teachers
S o
2 S @| I generall h h luation
10/2 & @ lge erq y support the teacher evaluatio 83.2% | 10.5% | 6.3%
S5 Z 9| system implemented by the school
11 My academlc superv.lsor possesses knowInge 86.2% | 11.7% | 2.1%
'9 and experience required for teacher evaluation
S . — .
12 = My academic superwsor is highly credible as a 851% | 9.6% 5 3%
o) source of evaluation
o : :
13 S My sectloh superwsqr possesses knowledgg 87.4% | 96% 3204
c and experience required for teacher evaluation
2
Q M i isor is highl ibl
14. o y section supervisor is highly credible as a 86.3% | 9.5% | 4.2%
source of evaluation
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Figure 4-1

Teachers’ questionnaire results— Area (1): Evaluation of the targeted teacher
evaluation system according to effectiveness criteria (Graphical analysis)
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Evaluation Teaching Systematic Evaluation Evaluators'
purpose standards communication Climate qualifications
B Positive response B Neutral Response Negative Response
Table 4-2

Teachers’ questionnaire results— Area (2): Evaluation of school’s use of
evaluation data in professional development of teachers (Proportional

Percentile)
No. Area Statement + +- -
Response [Neutral Response
Performance | | receive information about my
1. performance evaluation results obtained | 93.3% | 6.7% 0%
feedback . )
through the teacher evaluation matrix
2 The teacher evaluation matrix helps me 90.9% | 5.7% | 3.4%

in identifying good teaching criteria

The teacher evaluation matrix helps me
3. | Professional | in identifying strong and weak areas of 73% |14.6%| 12.4%

development | my performance

My administrator/supervisor uses my
4, performance evaluation data to enhance
my performance

72.2% |22.8%| 5.1%
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Figure 4-2

Teachers’ questionnaire results— Area (2): Evaluation of school’s use of
evaluation data in professional development of teachers (Graphical analyses)

100 1

LLLL

Performance Identifying good Identifying Enhance
feedback teaching strengths & performance
weaknesses
B Positive response  H Neutral Response Negative Response

(B)Questionnaire analysis: Teacher evaluation tools

Data analysis was performed to display the frequencies of importance ratings for
each evaluation tool. The range of importance ratings descended from (1) to (12),
with (1) being the most important and (12) the least. In order to compare the
importance of each tool, a points’ scale was designed to read the results. This
scale grants points, from 1 to 12, to each frequency of importance ratings. The
level of importance for each evaluation tool was estimated by calculating all the
points earned by each evaluation tool as demonstrated in Tables 4-3 and 4-4.

The last part of the teachers’ questionnaire was also related to teacher evaluation
tools used in the targeted matrix. Teachers were asked to evaluate the reliability
of each tool by selecting the tools that mostly succeeded in reflecting their true
performance, and the tools that failed to do so according to their own evaluation
results received post-evaluation. The researcher summarized the frequencies of

answers to identify the evaluation tools that teachers thought were most reliable
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in measuring actual performance, and the least reliable ones as displayed in
Table 4-5.

Table 4-3
Teachers’ questionnaire results— Area (3): Importance of each teacher
evaluation tool used within the matrix according to teachers (Part I)

Frequencies of teachers’ rankings

Evaluationtools R TR [R [R|IR|R|R|R|R]| R | R | R
D] @@ |GG @GO @0 (1) | (12

1. Students Results | 23| 5 4 | 7 12| 7 | 13| 4| 3 6 6 0

2. Lesson planning

) 10| 10| 18| 6 (11| 10| 4 | 5| 7| 6 | 2 | 3
evaluation

3. Classroom visits 10 12| 7 16|12 24| 3 | 10| 4 3 1 0

4, Students

. 0| 3| 4|5|6|8|10|13]11| 12 | 14 | 4
assignments reports

5. Professional
development report

6. Subject
coordinator report

7. Section supervisor
report

8. Commitment to
laws and regulations | 16 | 17 | 11 (10| 1| 6 | 11 | 5| 7 2 2 1
report

9. Attendancereport | 9 | 14 | 9 | 9 | 7 | 15| 5 7165 6 1 1

10. Resources &
Technology report

11. Students surveys| 6 2 6 | 20| 3 0 3| 6 4 21 33

12. Extra-curricular

o|1/2|1|4|1} 3|9 6|12 16 | 34
activities Report

* (R.1) to (R.12) stand for the importance rankings of each evaluation tool
according to teachers, with (R.1) being the most important and (R.12) the least.
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Table 4-4

Teachers’ questionnaire results— Area (3): Importance of each teacher

evaluation tool used within the matrix according to teachers (Part II)

Evaluation tools : Level of
importance
1. Classroom visits 825
2. Commitment to laws and regulations Report. 759
3. Subject coordinator report 729
4. Lesson planning evaluation 724
5. Students Results 719
6. Attendance report 700
7. Section supervisor report 665
8. Professional development report 494
9. Resources & Technology Report 455
10. Students assignments reports 394
11. Students surveys 319
12. Extracurricular activities Report 268

* The levels of importance in Table 4-4 were calculated by analyzing the data

of Table 4-3 using the following scale:

Teachers’ rating of the tool

Earned Points

(1)

12

2)

11

®3)

[EnN
o

(4)

(5)

(6)

()

(8)

9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

RPINWAOHO|N| | O
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Table 4-5

Teachers’ questionnaire results— Area (4): Reliability of teacher
evaluation tools from the perspectives of teachers

Teacher evaluation tools

Number of teachers who
considered the tool
reliable to measure
actual performance

Number of teachers who
considered the tool
unreliable and must be
excluded from

evaluation
1. Subject coordinator report 33 0
2. Section supervisor report 28 1
3. Laws and regulations report 26 0
4. Students Results 25 3
5. Classroom visits 16 0
6. Attendance report 14 1
7. Students surveys 13 16
8. Lesson planning evaluation 12 1
9. Extra-curricular activities Report 11 23
10. Resources & Technology report 8 6
11. Students assignments reports 7 1
12. Professional development report 6 0

= Discussion and interpretations
One of the main objectives of this research was to evaluate the teacher

evaluation matrix in Al-Shola schools. Analysis of the questionnaire results

focused on defining strong and weak aspects in the design, implementation and

use of the targeted matrix. The teachers’ questionnaire included four main areas.

Discussion and interpretations of the results will be introduced for each area

individually.

Area 1: Evaluation of the targeted teacher evaluation system according to

general effectiveness criteria

Participating teachers responded to fourteen questions related to criteria that

define effective teacher evaluation systems.

The proportional percentile analysis reveals that the highest proportion of

teachers responded positively to criteria related to the purpose of evaluation;
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with an average positive response of 95.8%. Teachers admitted to receiving
adequate information about the purpose of teachers’ evaluation from their
schools. Moreover, they justified the school’s administration purpose for

performing teacher evaluation.

Second on a raw was the area related to the qualifications of evaluators’.
Proportional percentiles for this area’s sub-domains were very approximate with
an average of 86.3% positive responses. Teachers considered their supervisors
to be highly qualified evaluators; however, an insignificant increase in negative

responses is recorded in describing evaluators’ credibility.

The teaching standards criteria came third in order of teachers’ satisfaction with
an average positive response of 85.5%. A comparison between this area’s sub-
domains reveals that most teachers agreed on being informed sufficiently about
effective teaching standards, and that they consider these standards to be clear
and appropriate. However, the level of positive responses declined for the

relation between these standards and the current evaluation system (71.4%).

The fourth area was the climate provided by school to establish high-quality
evaluation, which attracted an average of 77.8% positive responses. A
considerably high proportion of teachers (83.2%) supported the teacher
evaluation matrix in general. The proportion decreased when it came to
perceiving schools’ evaluation efforts as being supportive. Discussions between
the researcher and teachers during the questionnaire phase revealed that they
believe their schools should pay more focus to support rather than accountability
of teachers through evaluation.

The least satisfactory area of the evaluation matrix according to teachers was
reported to be the systematic communication. Although 87.2% of teachers
admitted that their schools offered explicit explanation about the teacher
evaluation system, a significant portion of teachers thought that this

communication was one-directed and inconsistent. A portion of 28% of teachers
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thought that their schools failed to communicate with them sufficiently during
evaluation procedures. Additionally, 19.8% of teachers felt discouraged to
communicate with their school’s administration and supervisors regarding their
evaluation. Overall, the percentage of positive responses in the communication

criteria was the lowest among all other areas with an average of 69.3%.

In general, positive teachers’ perceptions about the effectiveness of the matrix
were noticed through the percentile and graphical analysis; with positive

responses exceeding 50% in all evaluation criteria.

Area 2: Evaluation of school’s use of evaluation data in professional
development of teachers

A high positive response (93.3%) and a zero negative response were detected in
the area of receiving performance feedback following evaluation, which
indicates that the school administration was careful about informing teachers

about their performance results.

Similar positive responses were noticed for the second domain, where 90.9% of
teachers thought the evaluation matrix helped them identify good teaching
standards. These results came in relation with the results of questionnaire area
(1), where the information and training provided for teachers about the evaluation
matrix acquired them knowledge about effective teaching standards. The detailed
outline of teacher evaluation tools contained within the matrix could explain the

high awareness level of teachers about several unperceived teachers’ roles.

While most teachers admitted that they had received performance feedback
through evaluation, fewer teachers could relate this feedback to their own
performance diagnosis. Identification of good/weak own performance areas
through evaluation feedback achieved a portion of 73% positive responses.
Although this percentage is not considerably low, when compared to other
criteria; it could be interpreted as a low response. The gap between teachers’

agreement on receiving performance feedback and the lower satisfaction about
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using that feedback for self diagnosis could be related to teachers’ dissatisfaction
of aspects related to the teacher evaluation methodology or tools. This outcome
could not be fully explained until discussing questionnaire results related to

teachers’ perspectives on evaluation tools in the following section.

The fourth and final domain of this area was evaluating school’s efforts in
using evaluation data for teachers’ professional development. It was
noticeable that the agreement level in this domain is lower than the others within
the same area (72.2%), which indicates that the targeted schools should
reconsider their evaluation-based professional development plans. Interestingly,
the neutral responses for this domain were the highest among all questionnaire’s
domains (22.8%). This reveals that many teachers perceive professional
development as a school leadership-level policy which teachers are not fully

aware of; therefore, they were incapable of evaluating it positively nor negatively.

Area 3: Importance of each teacher evaluation tool used within the matrix
according to teachers

As mentioned earlier, the level of importance was calculated for each teacher
evaluation instrument using a points-scale that depends on teachers’ ratings of
importance. Results show that the most important tool according to teachers and
with a major level difference was the classrooms visits. This interestingly
reveals teachers’ tendencies to believe in the old school of teacher evaluation
which depended solely on classroom visits as cited previously in Chapter 2. This
implies that the level of teachers’ awareness about the benefits of other teacher

evaluation tools requires reinforcement.

The second most important evaluation tool was commitment to laws and
regulations of the school. Teachers considered professional commitment to be
more important than other roles related to academic responsibilities including,
lesson planning and students’ results. This finding could be supported by

previous studies which linked professional commitment to teachers’ attitudes
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towards teaching through a significant positive correlation (Kumar, 2011). This
indicates that professional and ethical commitment of teachers is a major

requirement for the mastery of any academic role.

Analysis of the current research questionnaire show that most teachers
considered students’ surveys and extra-curricular activities to be the least
important teacher evaluation tools. Post-questionnaire discussions with teachers
revealed that most teachers did not consider students qualified enough to
evaluate their teachers. This contradicts several literature recommendations that

supported students’ ratings of teachers as discussed in Chapter 2.

Additionally, many teachers during discussions stated that they consider any
evaluation based on participation in extra-curricular activities to be injustice. Their
rationale behind that was the inequality of teaching burdens between different
subjects, where many subjects (e.g. languages, math, science..) require more
extensive academic duties when compared to other subjects (e.g. social studies,
physical and arts education..), which in turn limits the time available for extra-

curricular activities for heavily-burdened teachers.

The importance of other evaluation tools varies as demonstrated in Table 4-4.
Justification and explanation of such variations require additional research to
explore teachers’ intentions behind their selections, which could include
unobservable reasons (e.g. dissatisfaction about the nature of the measured area

or about the design of an evaluation instrument or certain evaluators...).

Area 4: Reliability of teacher evaluation tools according to teachers

Thirty three teachers considered subject coordinators’ reports to be the most
reliable evaluation tool. Moreover, twenty eight teachers perceived section
supervisors’ reports as highly reliable. Such results indicate a high-level of trust
between teachers and their coordinators and supervisors. This does not come as

a surprise when compared with the interview interpretations and the results of
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area (1) of the questionnaire, where the majority of teachers agreed that their
coordinators and supervisors are highly qualified.

Moreover, a large number of teachers considered commitment to laws and
regulations’ reports to be reliable in reflecting actual performance. This was
similar to the answers in of questionnaire area (3), where teachers considered

these reports to be highly important.

The least number of teachers considered professional development reports a
reliable measurement. This could indicate setbacks in the design or application of
this measurement. Further discussions with teachers revealed that many of them
guestioned the reliability of these reports in their schools, because they are used
to evaluate a large number of teachers by a single professional development
supervisor; thus, comprehensive evaluation of teachers is very difficult under

such heavy burden on the supervisor.

On the other hand, the highest number of teachers considered that extra-
curricular activities participation reports and students’ surveys were the
most un-reliable tools and should be excluded from evaluation. This result is
compatible with questionnaire area (3) results, where most teachers perceived
these two tools to be the least important.

Only six teachers thought that resources and technology reports were
unreliable, and three had similar thoughts about students’ results. Almost none of
the teachers raised unreliability concerns about other tools. Overall, the evaluation
tools used in the matrix were considered as highly-reliable according to teachers,

with the exception of extra-curricular activities reports and students’ surveys.

This study phase reveals positive perspectives of teachers about most of the
evaluation matrix’s areas; however, some areas related to evaluation procedures
and measurements achieved less favoring responses by teachers. Such areas

represent a field for recommendations as will be discussed in Chapter (5).
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4.2.3 Study Phase lll: Quantitative analysis and correlation coefficient-
The relationship between teachers’ performance evaluation results

and students’ results

» Results and data analysis
To measure the validity of the targeted evaluation system, students’ results were
incorporated in this research as a second source of evaluation. Comparison

between the three targeted schools was applied using two sources of evaluation:

1. The latest teacher evaluation matrix’s results:
The teacher evaluation matrix provides a numeric grade for each teacher
out of 1000. To facilitate comparison; these grades were converted into
values out of 100 using proportionality. As a final step, the average of
teachers’ grades of the same subject was calculated. Differentiation
between the three targeted schools yielded three averages of teachers’

evaluation results for each subject in each school.

2. Students’ end-year results of the most recent academic year
According to study sampling, the calculations included results of students
from grade six to twelve. The average of students’ end-year results (out
of 100) at the same academic year for each of subject was calculated.
Once again, differentiation between the three targeted schools produced

three averages of students’ results for each subject in each school.

Calculations described above resulted in a summary of teachers’ evaluations
resulting from the evaluation matrix, and students’ end-year results of the same
subjects and grades at the same academic year. Analysis of the collected data

is demonstrated numerically in Table 4-6 and graphically in Figure 4-3.
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Table 4-6

A comparison sheet between teacher evaluations obtained through the
targeted evaluation matrix and the end-results of students taught by the

evaluated teachers at the academic year: 2014 / 2015

Targeted schools

Case Case Case
Subject Area studyl study?2 study3
Al-Shola Al-Shola Manarat
School for | School for | Al-Sharjah
girls boys School
Average of teachers
Islamic | €valuations through the matrix 91.9 82.1 8.4
studies | Average of students’ end-year
2 A A
results (grade 6 to 12) 89 86 80
Average of teachers
Arabic | €valuations through the matrix 84.9 83.6 81.5
language | Average of students’ end-year
7.1 1.1 75.
results (grade 6 to 12) 8 8 >-5
Average of teachers
: . 85.2 79.9 76.2
English evaluations through the matrix
language | Average of students’ end-year
results (grade 6 to 12) 82.8 80.4 2.8
Average of teachers
: . : 1. 4
evaluations through the matrix 86.9 81.3 83
Math ,
Average of students’ end-year
results (grade 6 to 12) 82.3 9.4 1.5
Average of teachers
. . 4 79.2 72
evaluations through the matrix 83 9
Science
Average of students’ end-year
results (grade 6 to 12) 82.8 79.2 70.6
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Figure 4-3

Graphical comparison between teacher evaluations obtained through the
targeted matrix and the end-results of students taught by the evaluated
teachers at the academic year: 2014 / 2015
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To examine the nature and strength of the relationship between teachers’

evaluation results and students’ results, the Pearson correlation coefficient of

the two variables was calculated for a random sample