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Abstract of Dissertation

The Influence of Principal and School Characteristics on Principal Ratings of Teachers
Using the North Carolina Teacher Evaluation Instrument

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the influence of principal and school
characteristics on principal mean ratings of teachers using the North Carolina teacher
evaluation instrument. A review of recent literature identified principal, teacher,
evaluation process, and school characteristics possibly influencing principal ratings of
teachers, but the studies found explicitly addressing these relationships focused
specifically on the relationship between principal ratings and teacher effectiveness as
measured by value-added data. A series of simple and multiple regression tests were
used in this study to examine the influence of principal characteristics and school
characteristics on the distribution of principal ratings for Standards 1 through 5 of the
North Carolina evaluation instrument. The predictor variables were principal years’
experience as a principal, principal implicit person theory, principal number of dominant
leadership orientation frames, school grade span, and school growth status. Principal
years’ experience as an administrator and teacher were also collected. Exploratory
variables included were school Title I status, teacher turnover rate, and the percent of
teachers with less than three years’ experience.

To evaluate the influence of principal and school characteristics, a stratified,
proportional sample of 399 principals were invited to participate in an online survey.
Only 73 principals responded with only 68 of the responses meeting the criteria of

completion to be used in the study. Principal years’ experience as an administrator,

v



school teacher turnover rate, and school percent of teachers with less than three years’
experience significantly influenced principal mean ratings of teachers. The more years’
experience as an administrator, the higher the principal mean rating assigned. The higher
teacher turnover rate and percent beginning teachers, the lower principal mean rating
assigned. This was an exploratory study revealing further opportunities for study on the

influence of factors other than teacher effectiveness influencing principal ratings.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

From the 1800s until the end of the twentieth century, teacher evaluations evolved
from simple checklists of basic requirements to a combination of checklists and anecdotal
records focusing on minimal requirements for teaching proficiency (Danielson, 2000;
Peterson, 2004; St. Maurice & Cook, 2005). These traditional assessments, both the
checklists and anecdotal records, were only loosely coupled with student learning,
teacher growth, and school improvement (Aseltine, Faryniarz, & Rigazio-Digilio, 2006;
Darling-Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 2004). As the context of educational accountability
evolved through initiatives associated with the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act
(2001), the Race to the Top (RTTT) initiative (American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act, 2009), and other state and national policies, the demands for instructional leadership
and evaluation systems connected to teacher effectiveness and student achievement
increased. With these reforms, the focus shifted from teaching—the process—to the
importance of student learning—the outcome (Brown, 2010; National Governors
Association, 2011).

The mission of the North Carolina State Board of Education (NCSBOE) adopted
in 2007 stated, “Every public school student will graduate from high school, globally
competitive for work and postsecondary education and prepared for life in the 21st
Century” (North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards Commission, 2007, n.p.).
The NCSBOE charged the North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards Commission
(NCPTS), a committee of 16 educators, with considering, “what teachers need to know
and be able to do in 21* Century schools” (NCPTS, n.p.). The NCSBOE subsequently
adopted the standards developed by this commission as the foundation for the North

1



Table 1

Ratings of Teachers on the North Carolina Teacher Evaluation Instrument

Rating Definition

Distinguished Teacher consistently and significantly exceeded basic competence on standard(s)
of performance.

Accomplished Teacher exceeded basic competence on standard(s) of performance most of the
time.

Proficient Teacher demonstrated basic competence on standard(s) of performance.

Developing Teacher demonstrated adequate growth toward achieving standard(s) during the
period of performance, but did not demonstrate competence on standard(s) of
performance.

Not Demonstrated Teacher did not demonstrate competence on or adequate growth toward achieving

standard(s) of performance.

Note: From “North Carolina Teacher Evaluation Process” by the North Carolina Public Schools, 2012, p.
20.

Carolina teacher evaluation process (North Carolina Public Schools, 2010). The new
instrument contained five standards to be rated by the principal: “Teachers demonstrate
leadership” (North Carolina Public Schools, 2012, p. 8); “Teachers establish a respectful
environment for a diverse population of students” (North Carolina Public Schools, p. 9);
“Teachers know the content they teach” (North Carolina Public Schools, p. 10);
“Teachers facilitate learning for their students” (North Carolina Public Schools, p. 10);
and “Teachers reflect on their practice” (North Carolina Public Schools, p. 12). On these
five standards, teachers can be rated as not demonstrated, developing, proficient,
accomplished, and distinguished. These ratings are defined in Table 1 above.

North Carolina implemented the new evaluation process in three phases: 13
districts in the summer of 2008, 39 districts in 2009, and 65 districts in 2010 (North

Carolina Public Schools, 2008a). A policy brief presented to the NCSBOE after the final



phase of rollout described a discrepancy between the percent of teachers in a school
receiving the two highest ratings, accomplished and distinguished, and the school’s
aggregate student growth (North Carolina Public School, 2011). There was no
statistically significant difference in teacher ratings between schools making expected
growth and schools not making expected growth based on criteria established by the
NCSBOE. See Table 2 for the distribution of ratings. Based on this lack of statistically
significant difference, the conclusion of the brief supported, “a need for more training on
the teacher evaluation instrument and a more explicit inclusion of student growth data”
(North Carolina Public Schools, 2011, p.1).

A sixth standard, “Teachers contribute to the academic success of students”
(North Carolina Public Schools, 2012, p. 12) was added to the evaluation instrument in
2012 with the following ratings: does not meet expected growth, meets expected growth,
and exceeds expected growth (North Carolina Public Schools). For 2011-2012, teachers
with available value-added data received ratings with 70% of the measure based on the
teacher individual data and 30% based on the school data; teachers with no available data
received ratings solely based on school data (North Carolina Public Schools).
For 2012-2013, only teachers with available value-added data received ratings; the
ratings were based solely on individual data (North Carolina Public Schools, 2013).

Research exploring principal characteristics influencing principal ratings of
teachers is limited. Most empirical studies of evaluation processes since 2000 have been
case studies focusing on district-wide implementation of evaluation processes. Many of

these case studies compared principal ratings of teachers to student achievement data. A



Table 2

Percent of Teachers Rated as Accomplished or Distinguished

Standard Percent of Teachers in Schools Percent of Teachers in Schools
not Making Growth Rated as Making Growth Rated as
Accomplished or Distinguished Accomplished or Distinguished

Standard One 67.39 64.06

Standard Two 67.21 66.87

Standard Three 55.17 60.99

Standard Four 63.79 63.93

Standard Five 72.00 63.80

Note: From “Briefing on Educator Effectiveness Policies (Prepared for the Members of the Governor’s
Education Transformation Commission)” by the North Carolina Public Schools, 2011, p. 2.

review of these studies produced five potential concerns when comparing principal
ratings to teacher effectiveness data: (a) Principals can be inconsistent in their abilities to
identify effective teachers; (b) Principal ratings can be more strongly correlated to student
achievement levels than value-added data; (c) Value-added data based on a single year of
data are not as reliable as data collected over multiple years; (d) Students of various
backgrounds and achievement levels are not distributed randomly among teachers; and
(e) Differences in strength of correlation have been found in most studies across content
areas and grade levels (Borman & Kimball, 2005; Eady & Zepeda, 2007; Holtzapple,
2005; Kane & Staiger, 2012; Jacob & Lefgren, 2006; Jacob & Lefgren, 2008; Kimball,
White, Milanowski, & Borman, 2004; Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009). A
limited number of case studies have addressed principal or teacher reactions to and

perceptions of evaluation processes (Conley, Muncey, & You, 2005: Kane, Taylor, Tyler,



& Wooten, 2011; Kimball, 2002; Larsen, 2009; Painter, 2000; Rowe, 2004; Sawyer,
2001; Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, & Berstein, 1985).

A recent, more comprehensive study published by the New Teacher Project
surveyed 15,000 teachers and 1,300 administrators from 12 districts of varying size,
location, and evaluation processes in Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, and Ohio. This study
led to the conclusion evaluation systems do not clearly differentiate between effective
and ineffective teachers, a phenomenon described as the widget effect:

The failure of evaluation systems to provide accurate and credible information

about individual teachers’ instructional performance sustains and reinforces a

phenomenon that we have come to call the Widget Effect. The Widget Effect

describes the tendency of school districts to assume classroom effectiveness is the

same from teacher to teacher. (Weisberg et al., 2009, p. 9)

Weisberg et al. focused on evaluation process characteristics including the frequency and
duration of observations; the differentiation of the process for veteran, novice, and
struggling teachers; the distribution of rewards as a result of the process; and failure of
the process to identify professional development needs.

The review of the literature led to the question: If teacher effectiveness is not the
only determining factor in principal ratings of teachers, what other factors influence these
ratings? Principals observe and provide feedback to teachers to facilitate teacher growth,
but factors outside teacher effectiveness can influence principal ratings of teachers
including principal training, expertise, and experience (Bryant & Currin, 1995; Kerrins &
Cushing, 2000; Sartain et al., 2011; Wise et al., 1985); instructional leadership decisions

and leadership style (Davis, Ellett, & Annunziata, 2002; Kimball, 2002; Ovando &

Ramirez, 2007; Tuyten, 2009); and professional relationships with teachers (Piggot-



Irvine, 2003; Wise et al). The literature suggests the characteristics of the following as
categories of potential factors influencing principal ratings: teachers, students, evaluation
systems, and principals.

This study focused on the following principal factors possibly influencing
principal ratings of teachers: principal number of dominant leadership frames as
measured by Bolman and Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self,
Section [; principal beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal characteristics and
abilities as measured by the Kind of Person Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995); and
principal years’ experience as principal. School grade span and school growth status
were also included.

This study addressed gaps in the literature. Limited research analyzed factors
influencing principal ratings of teachers. Although substantial literature existed in
psychology examining the influence of implicit person theories on reactions to failure and
selection of goals, implicit person theories and judgments of others, implicit person
theories in non-educational evaluation settings, limited research explored the relationship
between implicit person theories and evaluation processes in education (Dweck, 2000).
Although studies were found examining the relationship between leadership orientation
and educational leadership, no empirical studies were found in searches of ERIC, JSTOR,
and PROQUEST databases addressing the influence of Bolman and Deal’s (1990, 2003)

leadership orientation frames on principal evaluations of teachers.



Problem Statement

The failure of over 30% of North Carolina students to graduate with their cohort
in 2008 suggested almost one-third of North Carolina’s students were being left behind
for academic, social, or other reasons (North Carolina Public Schools, 2008b). The result
of a mandate to improve graduation rates, the North Carolina Professional Teaching
Standards encouraged teachers to grow professionally and become more adept at meeting
the needs of all learners. Evidence of the intention to meet the needs of all learners can
be found in the indicator found in the instrument that every teacher, K-12, take
“responsibility for the progress of students to ensure that they graduate from high school”
(North Carolina Public Schools, 2010, p. 21), and requirements for all teachers to
integrate global awareness, differentiate instruction, display knowledge of diverse
cultures, and use multiple literacy strategies (North Carolina Public Schools, 2010).
Despite efforts to link student learning outcomes to the evaluation process while
continuing to capture other aspects of teacher quality, initial results did not demonstrate a
significant correlation between principal ratings of teachers and aggregate teacher value-
added data (North Carolina Public Schools, 2011) suggesting a need to analyze factors
beyond teacher value-added data influencing principal ratings of teachers.

Research Questions

The research questions were addressed through a survey of a stratified,
proportional sample of 226 elementary, 88 middle, and 85 high school principals in North
Carolina. The following overarching question guided this study: Do principal and school

characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher



evaluation instrument? These analytic questions were used to answer the overarching
question:
1. Do principal characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the

North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

a. Do principal implicit person theories as measured by the Kind of Person
Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995) influence principal ratings of teachers on
the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

b. Does principal use of dominant leadership frames as measured by Bolman
and Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations Instrument influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

c. Does principal total years’ experience as a principal influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

2. Do school characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the North

Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

a. Does the school value-added composite measured by EVAAS data
influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher
evaluation instrument?

b. Does school grade span as reported by the principal influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

Purpose of the Study
This study investigated factors influencing principal ratings of teachers on the

North Carolina teacher evaluation process using a nonexperimental design and a web-



based survey instrument to collect data. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize
overall characteristics of participants, and a series of multiple regression tests were
applied to analyze the relationships between the predictor and criterion variables. The
following were the predictor variables: (a) the number of dominant leadership frames
used by the principal in the evaluation process as reported by the principal and measured
by Bolman and Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations Instrument; (b) the dominant
implicit person theory of the principal as measured by the Kind of Person Instrument
(Dweck et al., 1995); (¢) principal total years’ experience as a principal; (d) the grade
span of students served by the school as reported by the principal; and (e) the school
growth status as measured by EVAAS composite. The criterion variables were the
principal mean ratings of teachers on each of Standards 1 through 5 with ratings assigned
a point value of 0 (not demonstrated) to 4 (distinguished). Because North Carolina does
not calculate mean overall ratings of teachers, this study addressed each standard’s mean
rating as a separate criterion variable.
Statement of Potential Significance

This quantitative study used multiple regression techniques to determine the
influence of principal and school characteristics on principal ratings of teachers. This
study is important because no studies could be found analyzing the influence of principal
characteristics on their ratings of teachers. The study conducted by the New Teacher
Project recognized the failure of evaluation processes to identify effective teachers but

focused on evaluation processes and outcomes (Weisberg et al., 2009).



Varying strengths of correlation between principal ratings and value-added data
have been found in studies, but no studies were found explicitly exploring the
relationships between principal and school characteristics and principal ratings of
teachers. Researchers have examined perceptions of evaluation processes, described the
evaluation process, and identified problems associated with the process, but they have not
focused on a key player in the process, the principal. Data collected through this research
could be useful to policy makers, departments of education, and institutions of higher
education in providing a better understanding of the principal’s role in the evaluation
process.

Summary of Methodology

This research was grounded in the premise principal, school, and teacher
characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher
evaluation process. This quantitative study employed a nonexperimental, cross-sectional
survey and simple and multiple regression techniques to evaluate the relationships among
factors possibly influencing principal ratings of teachers using the North Carolina teacher
evaluation process. The survey included frequency rating scale items, agreement rating
scale items, and questions related to demographic and school information. The survey
included the first section from Bolman and Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations
Instrument—Self, the three entity theory items from the Kind of Person Instrument
(Dweck et al., 1995), and basic demographic questions about the principals and their

education backgrounds. The survey items from the Leadership Orientations Instrument
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(Bolman & Deal) and the implicit person theory survey (Dweck et al., 1995; Dweck,
2000) were validated in previous studies. These studies are addressed in Chapter 3.

A stratified, proportional sampling technique was used to select 226 elementary,
88 middle, and 85 high school principals in schools with value-added data for a sample
frame of 399. Only principals participating in the summative evaluation process at the
school during the previous year were included in the study. Participation in the study was
voluntary. Principals received an email describing the study and providing the URL to
the survey. The survey was administered online using the Survey Monkey online survey
service, and the responses were downloaded into IBM SPSS (Statistical Product and
Service Solutions) Statistics GradPack for Windows for analysis.

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework for Forthcoming Study

Previous research focused on identifying teacher characteristics explaining
principal ratings of teachers. Kane and Staiger found teacher practice explained only .14
to .37 of variability in principal ratings of teachers. They also found differences among
observers. This study explored possible internal characteristics of evaluators in the role
of principal and external characteristics of the school setting to identify factors not
directly related to teacher practices influencing principal ratings of teachers. Social
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) was used as the overarching theoretical framework for
this study to explore the influence of personal characteristics and environmental factors
on the rating process. For this study, personal characteristics focused on characteristics
of the principal, and environmental factors addressed characteristics of the school. The

conceptual framework for this study incorporated these additional theories and
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constructs: (a) implicit person theory (Dweck, 2000); (b) leadership orientation frames
(Bolman & Deal, 1990, 2003); and (c) the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument.
Review of the literature indicated the potential influence of internal and external factors
including principal leadership style and principal beliefs about the malleability of others’
personal characteristics and abilities on their ratings of teachers.

Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory provides a framework for analyzing reciprocal causal
relationships among personal characteristics, environmental factors, and human
motivation and action as illustrated in Figure 1. This theory is rooted in the premise
human behavior cannot be separated from the characteristics of the individuals involved
and the characteristics of the environmental context. “What people think, believe, and
feel affects how they behave,” (Bandura, 1986, p. 25). Internal forces, external forces,
and human behavior interact with each other:

In the social cognitive view people are neither driven by inner forces nor
automatically shaped and controlled by external stimuli. Rather, human
functioning is explained in terms of a model of triadic reciprocality in which
behavior, cognitive and other personal factors, and environmental events all operate
as interacting determinants of each other. (Bandura, p. 18)

An examination of the literature yielded the following as possible internal factors
influencing principal ratings of teachers: (a) principal leadership style; (b) principal
expertise and competence in supervision; (¢) principal background prior to educational
administration; and (d) principal implicit person theory beliefs. Environmental or

external factors potentially influencing a principal’s ratings were (a) the evaluation

process itself; (b) teacher characteristics including teacher effectiveness as measured by
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Figure 1

Personal Characteristics > Environmental Factors

— —

Human Motivation and Action

Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1986)

Note: An illustration of Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory’s bidirectional interactions among
personal characteristics, environmental factors, and human motivation and action. Based on theory
published in Social Foundations of Thought and Actions: A Social Cognitive Theory by Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

value-added data, grade level, and content area; (c) barriers and problems encountered in
the evaluation process; (d) resources including time and support; and (e) school
characteristics such as grade span and accountability designation.

The literature also supported the hypothesis that the interactions of external and
internal factors influence principal ratings; for example, principal relationships with
teachers influence principal ratings of teachers (Bryant & Currin, 1995; Piggot-Irvine,
2003). Another example of interaction of factors is the influence of principal satisfaction
with the evaluation process on their implementation of the process. Limited research was
found addressing the influence of teacher and supervisor satisfaction but no empirical
studies were found addressing the influence of principal satisfaction (Conley et al., 2005;
Kimball, 2002). Figure 2 adapts the basic graphic provided in Figure 1 of social
cognitive theory to provide a visual outline of factors possibly influencing principal
ratings of teachers focusing on principal characteristics as “internal characteristics” and

school characteristics as “external characteristics” as they are external to the principal.
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Figure 2

Principal Characteristics Principal- External Factors
e  Leadership style teacher e  Characteristics of the
e Expertise and competence in relationships evaluation process
supervision P e  Teacher characteristics
e Background prior to - including teacher
becoming an administrator Principal effectiveness, grade level,
e Beliefs about the malleability satisfaction and content area
of personal characteristics and with the e Available resources
ability evaluation e School characteristics
process

Principal Ratings of Teachers

Possible Factors Influencing Principal Ratings of Teachers

Note: Factors extrapolated from review of literature with potential for influencing principal ratings of
teachers.

Implicit Person Theory

Implicit person theories influence actions in a variety of ways including how
individuals address complex academic problems, interact with others, react to successful
and unsuccessful outcomes, and perceive themselves (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).
Individual beliefs about the malleability of personal characteristics and ability can be
described as entity or incremental theories (Dweck, 2000). Entity theorists believe
personal attributes such as intelligence, personality, and social skills are fixed.
Incremental theorists believe individual traits such as intelligence, personality, and social
skills can grow and develop over time (Dweck, 1986). Early implicit person theory

research focused on self-perceptions related to intelligence. When faced with complex
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problems in academic settings, entity theorists focused on how much intellectual ability
they believed they possessed and attributed failure to lack of intellectual ability.
Incremental theorists focused on developing their ability and improving performance by
exerting effort and applying problem-solving strategies (Dweck & Leggett).

Individuals can hold both incremental and entity theories as they do not typically
systematically search for discrepancies among beliefs, but studies show about 85% of
individuals hold a dominant implicit theory (Dweck et al., 1995). After excluding the
15% of individuals who typically do not fall clearly into either category, participants
were evenly distributed as entity and incremental theorists unrelated to level of education,
cognitive ability, self-esteem, or optimism (Dweck et al., 1995).

Implicit person theories affect social interactions including reactions to rejection
and perceptions of others (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997). Entity theorists are more likely
than incremental theorists to attribute long-term negative traits to oneself when rejected,
stereotype others, agree more strongly with stereotypes, more closely associate groups
with stereotypes, attribute traits to members of groups based on group identity, use
stereotypes to reflect group differences, group individuals based on stereotypes, and use
more extreme qualifiers to describe traits of groups. This tendency to stereotype and use
traits as the primary measure in evaluating others is attributed to entity theorist beliefs
that traits are inherent. Entity theorists more quickly make judgments of groups because
they believe a person demonstrating trait-related behavior in one situation means the
person was more likely to demonstrate trait-related behavior in subsequent situations

(Chiu et al., 1997; Levy, Plaks, Hong, Chiu, & Dwek, 2001; Levy, Stroessner, & Dweck,
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1998). Individuals with incremental theories were more likely to request additional
information before making judgments (Gervey, Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1999).
Leadership Orientation Frames

Bolman and Deal (1990, 2003) provided leaders four lenses for framing
organizations and recommended all four frames be used for successful leadership.

Leaders operating in the structural frame work to, “achieve established goals and

99 CCs 99 <6

objectives,” “increase efficiency and enhance performance,” “align goals of organization
and individuals,” “design structures to meet organizational needs,” and “address
problems through careful analysis and restructuring” (Bolman & Deal, p. 45). Leaders
operating in the human resource frame work to “meet human needs within the
organization” and “ensure a good fit between individuals and the organization” (Bolman
& Deal, p. 115). Leaders operating in the political frame must be able to “manage
conflict,” “develop coalitions,” and “allocate scarce resources” (Bolman & Deal, p. 115).
Finally, leaders operating in the symbolic frame “make meaning within the organization,”
“unite the organization around shared values and beliefs,” and “create symbols to guide
the organization” (Bolman & Deal, p. 123-124). Bolman and Deal (2003) described the
following interpretations of evaluation processes through the four frames: Evaluating in
the structural frame is a “way to distribute rewards or penalties and control performance”
(Bolman & Deal, p. 306); evaluating in the human resource frame is a “process for

helping individuals grow and improve” (Bolman & Deal, p. 306); evaluating in the

political frame is an “opportunity to exercise power” (Bolman & Deal, p. 306); and
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evaluating in the symbolic frame is an “occasion to play roles in shared drama” (Bolman
& Deal, p. 306).
North Carolina Teacher Evaluation Instrument

A commission of 16 educators developed five standards aligned with the mission
of the North Carolina State Board of Education adopted in 2007, “Every public school
student will graduate from high school, globally competitive for work and postsecondary
education and prepared for life in the 21st Century” (North Carolina Professional
Teaching Standards Commission, 2007). The standards are: (a) Teachers demonstrate
leadership; (b) Teachers establish a respectful environment for a diverse population of
students; (c) Teachers know the content they teach; (d) Teachers facilitate learning for
their students; and (e) Teachers reflect on their practice (North Carolina Professional
Teaching Standards Commission). This instrument was implemented in three phases
from 2008 to 2011 (North Carolina Public Schools, 2008a).

The initial purposes of the new evaluation system were to assess teacher
performance and guide the development of professional growth plans. The process relied
on data from teacher self-assessment, reflection, collected artifacts, and classroom
observations. Teachers were classified as (a) beginning teachers during their first three
years; (b) probationary teachers if they were teachers with more than three years’
experience without career status; and (c) career-status teachers if granted this status by
their current school district. The North Carolina teacher evaluation process required nine
components for beginning teachers annually, probationary teachers annually, and career

status teachers in their licensure renewal year: training, orientation, teacher self-
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assessment, pre-observation conference, observation, post-observation conference,
summary evaluation conference and scoring the teacher’s summary ratings. These
components are outlined in Figure 3. This study focused on the ratings assigned during
the summary evaluation conference. The evaluation requirements for career-status
teacher evaluations during nonrenewal years could be met through an abbreviated
evaluation process. For abbreviated evaluations, the evaluator rated the teachers only on
Standards One, Four, and Six with a minimum of two twenty-minute informal
observations (North Carolina State Board of Education, TCP-C-004, 2011).
The eight purposes of the North Carolina teacher evaluation process as stated by

North Carolina Public Schools (2008b) include the following:

Serve as a measurement of performance for individual teachers; serve as a guide for

teachers as they reflect upon and improve their effectiveness; serve as the basis for

instructional improvement; focus the goals and objectives of schools and districts

as they support, monitor, and evaluate their teachers; guide professional

development programs for teachers; serve as a tool in developing coaching and

mentoring programs for teachers; enhance the implementation of the approved

curriculum; and inform higher education institutions as they develop the content

and requirements for teacher training programs. (North Carolina Public Schools, p.

1-2)
Synthesis of Theories and Construct into a Conceptual Framework

There are numerous possible factors influencing principal ratings of teachers.

This study focused on the following principal characteristics: (a) principal leadership
styles as measured by Bolman and Deal’s (1990, 2003) Leadership Orientation Frames;
(b) principal implicit person theories as measured by the Kind of Person Instrument

(Dweck et al., 1995); and (c) principal total years’ experience as a principal. The

following teacher and school characteristics were included: (a) school growth status

18



Figure 3

Teacher Evaluation Process

Component 3: Teacher Self-Assessment
Using the Rubric, the teacher shall rate his/her performance and

Within two weeks of teachers’ first day, the principal will provide: X
reflect on his or her performance throughout the year.

Component 2: Orientation ‘
A. The Rubric for Evaluating North Carolina Teachers;

B. Teacher Evaluation Policy ID Number: TCP-C-004 ; and

C. A schedule for completing evaluation process. Component 4: Pre-Observation Conference

4 STEP 1: STEP 2: Before the first formal observation,
the principal meets with the teacher

Cof nen? 1 Tr_aini.n h - " Training and Self-Assessment, \ROL TR assessment, professional
Before participating in the evaluation process, Orlentation Goal Setting and growihplan & weten ficscrfpiion

all teachers, principals and peer evaluators
must complete training on the
evaluation process.

Pre-Conference of the lesson(s) to be observed. Goal:
To prepare principal for the observation.

STEP 3:

f‘:i' = dne;l(t;&ml::alans “Proficient” or betb L Component 5: Observations
O el Rt Summary A. Formal observation:

M.onitared Growth Plans-At least 1 “Developing” Evaluation and (Administrative 45 min. or entire class period
?:rected f;rowthAPIans-'not Demc?nstrated” or Goal Setting and B. Probationary Teachers:

Developing” roting for 2 sequentiol yrs. 3 formal by principal and 1 formal by peer
C. Career Status Teachers: Evaluated annually.

During the renewal year: 3 total- 1 must be formal
Observations shall be noted using the Rubric.

Observation Cycle

Peer)

Component 7: Summary Evaluation Conference and
Scoring the Teacher Summary Rating Form- Prior to end of school

Principal conducts summary evaluation conference with teacher to
discuss components of the evaluation. At the conclusion:
A. Give rating for each Element in Rubric B. Comment on “Not

Demonstrated” C. Give overall rating of each Standard Component 6: Post-Observation Conference

D. Provide teacher with opportunity to add comments to the Summary The principal shall conduct a post-observation conference no later
Rating Form E. Review completed Teacher Summary Rating Form with than ten school days after each formal observation.

teacher and F. Secure the teacher’s signature on the Record of Teacher Discuss and document strengths and weaknesses on the Rubric.

Evaluation Activities and Teacher Summary Rating Form.

Components of the North Carolina Teacher Evaluation Process

Note. Description of the nine components and the four steps of the North Carolina Teacher Evaluation
Process by North Carolina Public Schools. Retrieved from http://ncees.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/NC+Teachers
on April 6, 2013.

based on teacher value-added data and (b) grade span of the school. Figure 4 illustrates
these relationships. There were possible factors that were not addressed in the study.
Their omission is described in the following section, “Delimitations.” The original
design of this study examined the influence of principal implicit person theories,
principal leadership orientation frames, principal years’ experience as a principal, school

grade span, and school growth status on principal ratings of teachers on Standards 1
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Figure 4

Principal Characteristics School Characteristics

e  Use of leadership orientations e  School composite value-

as measured by Leadership - added data

. . Principal-

Orientations Instrument—Self teacher e School grade span

(Bolman & Deal, 1990) relationships
e Beliefs about malleability of | -

others’ personal D 7

characteristics and abilities as Principal

measured by Kind of Person satisfaction

Instrument—Others (Dweck with the

et al., 1995) evaluation
e Years’ experience as a process

principal

Principal Ratings of Teachers

Conceptual Framework of Principal and School Characteristics Influencing Principal Ratings of Teachers

Note: Conceptual framework illustrating the relationships among social cognitive theory, principal
leadership orientation, principal implicit person theory, and the North Carolina teacher evaluation
instrument.

through 5 and used simple and multiple regression analysis to determine the factors
which best predicted principal ratings of teachers. Because separate tests were conducted
for each standard, all available ratings were used. Standards 1 and 4 include ratings for
all teachers. Standards 2, 3, and 5 include ratings for beginning teachers, teachers
without career status, career status teachers during their licensure renewal year, and
possibly career status teachers selected by the principal to receive ratings on all standards.
Delimitations
This study was limited to principals in North Carolina who have used the North

Carolina teacher evaluation process to assign teachers their most recent summative rating.
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Ratings were assigned at the end of the 2012-2013 school year, but the survey was not
conducted until January 2014. Principals in their first school year as principal or in their
first school year as principal of that school were not included in this study. The findings
may not be generalizable to principals in other states or schools with different evaluation
processes. Only principals were surveyed in this study, so the findings were not
generalizable to others participating in evaluation processes including teacher leaders,
mentors, assistant principals, curriculum coaches, and central office personnel.

An Excel pivot table of the schools and grade levels in North Carolina generated
57 grade level configurations. For the purposes of this study, elementary schools were
limited to schools with Grade 4 and/or Grade 5 students because value-added data were
only available for Grade 4 through high school. Elementary schools did not include
schools serving students beyond Grade 6. Middle schools only included schools serving
students in Grades 6, 7, and/or 8. High schools only included schools serving students in
Grades 9-12. Schools designated as early colleges and serving students in Grades 9-13
were not included. Schools serving multiple grade spans such as 7-12 schools with both
middle school and high school students were not included.

Numerous factors with potential for influencing principal ratings of teachers were
not included in this study. The evaluation process was not addressed as the process was
mandated by the North Carolina State Board of Education. Individual teacher value-
added data, grade levels, and content areas were not addressed because this study only
examined aggregate teacher data. Because each district and regional education services
agency received Race to the Top funds and services from Department of Public

Instruction consultants to provide similar regional professional development and support,
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barriers, problems, and available resources were not addressed as districts were
implementing the same process with similar regional professional development and
support. School characteristics were collected in the survey, but only grade span was
included as a research question as there were no empirical studies related to Title I status
and teacher evaluations or accountability designation and teacher evaluation. Only
student achievement related to school growth status as designated by accountability
standards based on value-added data were included; other student characteristics were not
included. This information was collected from the school report cards. Although social
cognitive theory focuses on the interaction of personal characteristics, environmental
factors, and motivation and action, interaction of factors including teacher-principal
relationships and principal perceptions of the process were not addressed. This study
only examined interaction between principal characteristics and principal mean ratings
and school characteristics and principal mean ratings.
Limitations

There are limitations to this study associated with the use of self-reported data, the
principal as the unit of study, and multiple regression techniques. Principal leadership
orientation and implicit person theory were based on self-reported data. The following
limitations are associated with the use of self-reported data: (a) Principal dominant
leadership orientations were based on principal perceptions of their own leadership not on
teacher perceptions; (b) Only using self-evaluations decreased the validity of the
Leadership Orientations Instrument; and (c) Principals possibly reported their implicit
person theory based on their perceptions of the correct answer not their true theory.

Focusing on the principal as the unit of study instead of the student or teacher meant
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student characteristics such as socioeconomic status and prior achievement or teacher
characteristics such as content area, grade level, or career status were not included.
Finally, the design of this study only determined if predictive relationships, not causal
relationships, existed. Regression techniques can identify relationships but not the
underlying causes. Because the independent variables could not be manipulated for this
study, causal relationships could not be identified. Due to the size of the study and
confidentiality of teacher evaluations, this study only examined principal aggregate
ratings of teachers, not their ratings of individual teachers. Not including individual
teacher ratings also limited this study’s ability to identify if principal ratings of teachers
within their building correlated to individual teacher value-added data.

Definition of Terms

Beginning teachers are teachers with less than three years’ teaching experience in
North Carolina. Beginning teachers are required to participate in all components of the
evaluation process each year including a self-evaluation, three observations by principal,
one observation by peer, and other components described previously in Figure 3 (North
Carolina Public Schools, 2010).

Student growth “is the change in student achievement for an individual student
between two points in time” (NCDPI, 2013, p. 2). In North Carolina student growth is
measured by Education Value-Added Assessment System (EVAAS) value-added models
(VAM).

Value-added models (VAM) in North Carolina use univariate and multivariate
response models to project student performance using prior performance. Student

observed scores are then compared to predicted scores; the difference between these two

23



scores is the teacher’s value-added data (Wright, White, Sanders, & Rivers, 2010).

Expected growth for schools in North Carolina is a formula developed by the
North Carolina Public Schools and adopted by the North Carolina State Board of
Education based on prior performance of students within the school; statewide
performance of students with similar abilities; and statistical adjustments to account for
differences across subjects and grade levels. Expected growth is the amount of growth
reasonably expected over the course of the year and is predicted using EVAAS value-
added models with student prior achievement. Models are created for each subject and
grade level. These models apply previously available data to multivariate models when
possible. Univariate response models are used when data is not available to use
multivariate response models.

Growth index is a standardized measure of effectiveness calculated by dividing
the school’s value-added composite by the standard error of measure (SAS, n.d.).

Meets expected growth is a status assigned by North Carolina to schools with a
growth index between -2 and +2 (SAS, n.d.).

Exceeds expected growth is a status assigned by North Carolina to schools with a
growth index greater than +2 (SAS, n.d.).

Does not meet expected growth 1s a status assigned by North Carolina to schools
with a growth index less than -2 (SAS, n.d.).

The Rubric for Evaluating North Carolina Teachers is the evaluation instrument
for completing the self-assessments, administrative observations, peer observations, and
summative evaluations, it is a matrix of standards, elements, and descriptors based on the

North Carolina teacher evaluation process (North Carolina Public Schools).
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Social cognitive theory provides a framework for analyzing the bidirectional
causal relationships among personal characteristics, environmental factors, and human
motivation and action (Bandura, 1986).

Implicit person theories are beliefs held by individuals about the potential for
themselves and others to change that are difficult to articulate. This study focuses
specifically on implicit person theories about the malleability of others’ personal
characteristics and abilities (Dweck et al., 1995).

Incremental theorists believe in the malleability of others’ personal characteristics
and abilities. They believe a person’s characteristics and abilities can grow and change
over time (Dweck et al., 1995).

Entity theorists believe that a person’s characteristics and abilities are fixed and

do not develop much over time (Dweck et al., 1995).
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature

There are significant differences in teacher effect on student achievement: the
adjusted standard deviation for teacher effect on ninth grade math scores was 1.75
percentile points (Aaronson, Barrow, & Sander, 2007), and differences of 50 percentile
points were found among students having a series of effective teachers versus ineffective
teachers for three years (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Although goals of teacher evaluations
include the improvement of teaching and learning, there is only a loose coupling between
teacher evaluations and teacher professional growth. Evaluation processes most effective
in improving student achievement connect evaluations to school improvement and
teacher professional development: “Meaningful teacher evaluation in schools can be an
important catalyst for organizational learning and school improvement when it is linked
to broader conceptions of leadership in school” (Davis et al., 2002, p. 289). To
strengthen the connection between teacher evaluation processes and student achievement,
the focus of evaluation systems has shifted over the last decade from the process and
pedagogy of teaching to the desired outcome of teaching: student achievement.

To better capture teacher effectiveness, multiple data sources should be used in
evaluations, and effective evaluators consider multiple data sources and are willing to
vary data sources collected from teacher to teacher (Peterson, 2004; Piggot-Irvine, 2003).
These data sources can be objective or subjective with the most common subjective data
being teacher evaluation rating scales and the most common objective data being some
measure of student achievement, but these data do not always correlate (Bommer et al.,
1995; Morsh & Wilder, 1954; Sartain et al., 2011). For example, 91% of Chicago Public

School teachers received superior and excellent ratings in 2007-2008, but 66% of
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Chicago Public Schools failed to meet state accountability standards (New Teacher
Project, 2009, in Sartain et al., 2011).

As a result of the perceived ineffectiveness of teacher evaluation processes to
accurately measure teacher effectiveness and impact student learning, states began
enacting legislation to require multiple measures of teacher performance: student
achievement data and principal ratings. Among the Southern Regional Education Board
(SREB) states, 7 of 16 passed legislation linking teacher evaluations to student
achievement through value-added growth models and expanding performance rating
systems in 2010-2011. These 16 states include Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia (SREB, n.d.). States weighted
value-added data as the following percent of the overall evaluation model: Arkansas,
Florida, and Maryland, 50%; Oklahoma and Tennessee, 35%; and Virginia, 40% (Dixon,
2011). North Carolina State Board of Education policy TCP-C-004 (2011) adopted a
model of six standards for teachers with ratings on five standards assigned by the
principal and the rating on one standard calculated based on student growth and eight
standards for principals with ratings on seven standards assigned by the superintendent
and the rating on one standard calculated based on student growth, but did not develop a
formula for assigning an overall rating.

Although numerous studies were found examining the relationship between
value-added data and teacher evaluation ratings, limited research examined other factors
possibly influencing this relationship. Most research examining other factors focused on

evaluation process (Tuyten, 2009), the nature of feedback given (Bryant & Currin, 1995;
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Chow, Wong, Yeung, & Mo, 2002; Kerrins & Cushing, 2000; Kimball, 2002), and
decisions to implement with fidelity and rate accurately (Sagona, 2012; Sartain et al.,
2011; Tziner, Murphy, & Cleveland, 2002).

The online databases of The George Washington University’s Gelman Library
were used to search for most of the research in this literature review. Electronic
databases searched included ERIC and JSTOR. These databases were searched between
June 13, 2010, and July 22, 2013, for the key term “teacher evaluation.” The search for
“teacher evaluation” on eric.gov returned 82,370 articles. The list was narrowed using
thesaurus descriptor selection, “teacher evaluation,” and education level, “elementary and
secondary education.” Narrowing the list using the descriptor selections eliminated
higher education studies, program evaluations, teacher evaluations of students, and other
studies not related to K-12 teacher evaluations and provided a list of 572 studies since
2000 and 737 from 1990-1999. JSTOR was searched for “teacher evaluation” and
produced 118,958 sources. Beta search was used to narrow research articles from 1997-
2013 to produce a list of 3,130 articles. The researcher used study descriptions and
abstracts when available to eliminate studies related to evaluation of students, evaluations
of teacher candidates, student evaluations of teachers, and parent evaluations of teachers.
Study dates were used to identify studies from the last 15 years. Studies included were
the most cited recent and seminal studies, the most relevant to addressing principal
ratings of teachers, and the most comprehensive studies on teacher evaluation. For the
literature related to the theoretical frameworks, “implicit person theory” and “leadership
frame” were used on eric.gov and JSTOR to search for articles related to evaluation

processes. A search of ERIC database for Bolman and Deal found 71 sources. Limiting
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the results to ERIC documents and academic journals for the last 15 years (1997-2012)
reduced the number of articles to 46. A search for “leadership frame” on the ERIC
database produced 303 hits. These studies were further filtered using the abstracts to
identify studies most relevant to this project.

The organization of the literature review originated in the theoretical and
conceptual frameworks described in Chapter 1. Social cognitive theory (Bandura,
1986)—rooted in reciprocal interactions among internal characteristics, external factors,
and motivations and actions—provided the overarching framework for analyzing the
literature. In reviewing the literature for external factors possibly influencing principal
ratings of teachers, the following three categories emerged: teacher, student, and school
characteristics. Internal characteristics, limited in this study to internal characteristics of
the principal, include leadership decisions, expertise, leadership frames, and beliefs about
the malleability of others’ personal characteristics and abilities. Motivation and action in
this study focused on the motivations and actions of the principal in rating teachers. The
literature review is organized into the following sections: (a) a review of literature
suggesting teacher characteristics related to principal ratings of teachers; (b) a review of
literature suggesting student characteristics related to principal ratings of teachers; (c) a
review of literature suggesting evaluation characteristics related to principal ratings of
teachers; and (d) a review of literature suggesting principal characteristics related to
principal ratings of teachers. The section on principal characteristics includes research
related to leadership orientations (Bolman & Deal, 1990) and implicit person theories

(Dweck et al., 1995).
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Teacher Factors Related to Evaluation Ratings

Recent empirical research addressing evaluation processes has been dominated by
case studies examining the relationship between teacher evaluation ratings and teacher
value-added data. These studies found mixed results regarding the relationship between
principal ratings and teacher value-added data in Chicago, Illinois; Washoe County,
Nevada; and Cincinnati, Ohio, and identified potential teacher factors precipitating these
inconsistent relationships (Holtzapple, 2005; Kane et al., 2011; Kimball et al., 2004;
Milanowski, 2004). This section of the literature review is organized around the
following teacher factors suggested by recent literature to influence principal ratings of
teachers: teacher effectiveness, teacher ability, teacher experience, and teacher content
area and grade level.
Teacher Effectiveness

Recent studies regarding teacher effectiveness used value-added data as a measure
of teacher effectiveness. A limited number of studies used other measures such as
student and/or parent surveys (Kane & Staiger, 2012; Peterson, Wahlquist, & Bone,
2000), but this review of literature focused on teacher effectiveness as measured by
value-added data. This section of the literature review briefly examines concerns related
to the validity and reliability of value-added measures, temporal effects on teacher value-
added data, and the relationships among teacher ability, teacher experience, teacher
value-added data, and principal ratings of teachers.

Statistical concerns with value-added models. Three areas of concern were
identified with the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (Ballou, 2008a, 2008b):

bias, imprecision, and inadequate models. Theoretical concerns with value-added models
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include the nonrandom assignment of students to teachers may contribute to bias and
imprecision. Parents’ decisions on where to live and administrators’ decisions on how to
place students in teacher classrooms do not create random distributions of students across
all classrooms or schools. Test measurement errors including alignment with curriculum,
ceiling and floor effects, measurement errors, and timing of tests contribute to
imprecision. Finally, value-added models do not adequately capture the complex
relationships among current year schooling inputs, nonschooling inputs, and past
schooling inputs (Ballou, 2008a, 2008b). There are also concerns with other measures of
teacher effectiveness including observation data, surveys, and samples of students work
(Ballou, 2008a).

Assumptions of statistical testing apply to value-added models. A simulation was
conducted by Reardon and Raudenbush (2009) to test the assumptions of value-added
models. This study attempted to control for the following assumptions not met with
value-added models: (a) Every student could be potentially assigned to every school; (b)
The assignment of other children to a school does not affect the impact of attending a
school; and (c¢) A school’s effect is the same for all subpopulations. This study simulated
500 schools with 500 students in each school by comparing the results of four models.
Models A and B assumed each school’s effect was homogeneous for all subpopulations.
Model A assumed a linear relationship between potential outcomes and school effect, and
Model B assumed a quadratic relationship between potential outcomes and school effect.
Models C and D allowed heterogeneity of school effects. Model C assumed a random
relationship between potential outcomes and school effect, and Model D assumed both

linear and quadratic relationships between potential outcomes and school effects. Models
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C and D more accurately estimated true school effects suggesting the importance of
modeling the heterogeneity of school effects (Reardon & Raudenbush).

Temporal variability of teacher effectiveness. When using value-added models
to measure teacher value-added effect, the temporal variability in teacher effectiveness
should be considered. Teacher effectiveness varies from year to year, and teacher effect
based on low-stakes tests is more accurate when measured over a period of years
according to a longitudinal study in Florida (McCaffrey, Sass, Lockwood, & Mihaley,
2009). Florida has two types of achievement tests: the Sunshine State Standards Florida
Comprehensive Achievement Test which is a high-stakes test and Florida Comprehensive
Achievement Test Norm-Referenced Test (FCAT-NRT), a low-stakes test. To determine
teacher effect on student achievement, data were used from the Florida Education Data
Warehouse associated with teachers in five large school districts (n = 6,303, 3,512, 4,421,
4,025, and 3,801). Achievement tests were administered in third through tenth grades to
allow observations of lagged achievement in fourth through tenth grades. One-third of
teachers in the top quintile of class achievement on the FCAT-NRT remained in the top
quintile the next year. Ten percent of the teachers in the top quintile one year fell to the
bottom quintile the next year (McCaffrey et al.). The stability coefficients for elementary
teachers increased from .157 to .442 with a single-year estimate to .268 to .612 with a
two-year estimate. Three years of data produced stability coefficients of .55 in middle
schools and .66 in high schools (McCaffrey et al.). Although teacher effectiveness varies
from year to year, the results of a study addressed under “Principal Characteristics
Influencing Principal Ratings of Teachers” suggest principals may not lower ratings to

reflect weaker performance to build relationships (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Studies

32



addressed under "Implicit Person Theories” suggest evaluators holding an entity theory
may not raise ratings to reflect improved performance (Heslin, 2003; Heslin,
VandeWalle, & Latham, 2006).

Teacher ability. Three aspects of teacher ability possibly influencing principal
ratings of teachers emerged from recent research. First, principals are able to most
accurately rate the most and least effective teachers, but have more trouble accurately
rating the 60-80% of teachers in the middle (Jacob & Lefgren, 2008). Second, principals
may allow perceptions of overall teacher ability to influence ratings on all indicators
(Harris & Sass, 2009). Third, principals may perceive veteran teachers as having more
ability than novice teachers (Holtzapple, 2005: Sartain et al., 2011).

Principals are not consistently competent in evaluating teacher ability. Principals
can more easily identify the top and bottom 10-20% of teachers but are far less able to
discern differences in the effectiveness of the 60-80% of teachers in the middle.
Principals based their judgments of teachers on three types of data: (a) data collected
from formal and informal observations of teacher working with students and colleagues;
(b) feedback from parents; and (c) student test scores. Elementary principals and teachers
in a midsize district were participants in this study (Nprincipats = 13, Deeachers = 201). When
asked to identify the most effective teachers based on their abilities to raise student
achievement scores, principals were able to identify their most effective reading teachers
55% (SE = .18, p = .02) of the time and their most effective math teachers 70% (SE =
.13, p=.01) of the time. They were able to identify their least effective reading teachers
38% (SE = .22, p = .19) of the time and their least effective math teachers 61% (SE = .14,

p =.01) of the time. Principals were able to identify reading teachers who were above
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the median according to value-added measures 62% (SE = .12, p = .01) of the time and
math teachers who were above the median according to value-added measures 59% (SE =
.14, p =.02) of the time. Principals were able to identify reading teachers who were
below the median according to value-added measures 51% (SE = .11, p =.16) of the time
and math teachers who were below the median according to value-added measures 53%
(SE = .13, p =.03) of the time (Jacob & Lefgren, 2008).

Teachers perceived by the principal as effective may be rated higher on all
indicators. In a study described in the section, “Teacher Content Area and Grade Level,”
positive and significant pairwise correlations were found among all teacher
characteristics (p <.05). Correlation coefficients among principal ratings of teachers on
overall ability, teacher ability to raise test scores, interpersonal skills,
motivation/enthusiasm, works well with others, and knowledge/teaching
skills/intelligence ranged from .550 to .856. Harris and Sass (2009) suggested a possible
“halo effect” for teachers considered to be effective by the principal:

It is also noteworthy that the teacher-characteristics factors are all positively

correlated with one another and are often highly correlated. It is not obvious that

this should be the case—for example, that teachers who are more knowledgeable
would also tend to have better interpersonal skills. It is possible there is a “halo
effect” whereby teachers who are rated by the principal overall are automatically

given high marks on all the individual characteristics. . . (Harris & Sass, p. 18)

Finally, principals possibly perceive the ability of novice and veteran teachers
differently or approach the rating of these groups of teachers differently. When
Cincinnati Public Schools implemented a new evaluation process, the mean and median
evaluation scores were lower for 2001-2002 than for 2000-2001 with n = 80 and n = 166.

The percentage of teachers receiving a distinguished rating fell from 31 to 12 % resulting

in an increase in the number of basic and proficient ratings. Some of these differences
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could be attributed to an increase in the number for novice teachers, from 14% in 2000-
2001 to 34% in 2001-2002 (Holtzapple, 2005). Two studies using mixed methods found
some principals approached the rating of novice and veteran teachers differently. A study
using mixed methods including interviews of principals (n = 7) as a follow-up to surveys
(n =98) and interviews with teachers (n = 21) found three administrators specifically
referred to differences in implementing the evaluation process with veteran and novice
teachers (Rowe, 2004). A second study discussed further in the subsection “Leniency in
ratings” concluded principals are not likely to rate veteran teachers lower than they were
rated in previous evaluations citing possible damage to principal-teacher relationships as
the reason (Sartain et al., 2011). These findings are not generalizable but suggest
possible factors to be considered in future studies.
Teacher Content Area and Grade Level

Valid evaluation instruments are, “those that include all criteria considered
essential for effective performance, exclude criteria considered extraneous to effective
performance, and weight relevant criteria in proportion to their importance” (Glickman,
Gordon, & Gordon, 2010, p. 275). If effective performance is to be measured by student
achievement, what other criteria should be considered as influencing the strength of
correlation between teacher evaluation ratings and teacher value-added effects? Case
studies of evaluation systems in Cincinnati, Ohio; Washoe County, Nevada; a Los
Angeles, California, Charter School; and mid-size school districts in Florida suggest
grade level and content area should be considered as variables influencing principal

ratings of teachers.
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Cincinnati Public Schools. Three studies of the Cincinnati Public Schools
evaluation system published since 2003 identified different strengths of correlation
between principal ratings and teacher value-added effect based on content area and grade
level. In the first study, composite evaluation ratings by principals correlated to mean
classroom gains in the four core content areas over two years, 2000-2001 and 2001-2002.
The strength of the correlation varied based on content area. The highest correlation was
between principal ratings and math classroom gains (r, = .383 and », = .379, p = .001).
The weakest correlation was between principal ratings and science classroom gains (7, =
271 and r, - .260, p = .008 and p = .003). Only teachers of basic content areas in Grades
3 through 8 (n = 80 teachers in Year 1, n = 166 teachers in Year 2) were included
(Holtzapple, 2005).

A second study of Cincinnati Public Schools controlled for student factors
possibly influencing test scores and did not find a significant relationship between teacher
evaluation ratings and student achievement at every grade level. Teachers and students in
Grades 3 to 8 were included in this study. A two-level hierarchical linear model was
used to control for the effect of factors possibly influencing test scores: students’ prior
achievement, gender, race, poverty level, and days enrolled in school. Although
Cincinnati Public Schools had 3,000 teachers, only 212 teachers taught third through
eighth grade, had the necessary evaluation scores, taught tested subjects, and had the
necessary test scores. For this study, the measure of average student performance was
calculated using Empirical Bayes Intercept Residuals. Some findings were not
significant. This lack of significance could be caused by the small number of teachers

who could be included (i.e., for eighth grade math » = 16.). Correlations between teacher
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evaluation ratings and mean student performance ranged from .03 in fourth grade reading
to .45 in third grade reading, from .20 in seventh grade math to .57 in seventh grade math,
and from -.01 in seventh grade science to .43 in sixth grade science. Milanowski (2004)
combined grades and found moderate correlations with a moderate to large effect size
between Empirical Bayes Intercept Residuals measure of student achievement and total
teacher evaluation system scores to be .32 for reading (d = .68, p <.001), .43 for math (d
=.95, p <.001), and .27 for science (d = .56, p =.003.)

In a third study of Cincinnati Public Schools’ teacher evaluation system, there
was a correlation between nonprincipal evaluator ratings and student achievement but the
strength of the correlation varied from reading to math. Using evaluation data for
Cincinnati from 2000-2001 to 2008-2009, researchers used evaluator rankings on each
specific element to calculate a score for the eight teacher effectiveness standards. Mean
scores were then calculated for each teacher’s overall classroom practices, classroom
management versus instructional practice, and questions/discussion versus
standard/content. In this sample of 365 reading and 200 math teachers, a one point
increase in Overall Classroom Practices score created an increase of 1/7 of a standard
deviation in student reading achievement and 1/10 of a standard deviation in student math
achievement. In this study, external observers were used, trained, and assessed in their
ability to score (Kane et al., 2011).

Washoe County School District. The next study found differences in the
strength of the correlation between teacher evaluation rating and student achievement
data based on grade and content area taught. The Washoe County School District

implemented a standards-based evaluation system designed to promote discussion,
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feedback, and reflection and to serve administrative purposes including contract renewal
and tenure decisions. Kimball et al. (2004) used multilevel statistical modeling to
estimate random effects of classrooms on student achievement and hierarchical linear
modeling (HLM) to predict student posttest scores based on demographics and pretest
scores and to estimate the effect of teachers with higher or lower evaluation scores. The
results were mixed. In third grade (n = 123), the relationships between teacher
evaluation scores and student achievement in reading, math, and reading and math were
not significant with p = .287 in reading, p = .254 in math, and p = .289 in combined
reading and math. In fourth grade (n = 87), only the correlation between teacher
evaluation scores and fourth grade reading achievement was significant with a 5.41
increase in reading achievement for every one-point increase in evaluation score (p =
.01). There were statistically significant relationships between teacher evaluation scores
and reading, math, and combined student achievement in fifth grade (» = 118). For every
one point increase in teacher evaluation scores, student performance increased 12.7
points in reading, 20.1 points in math, and 16.3 points for combined reading and math (p
=.001, p <.001, and p <.001). Kimball et al. (2004) suggested the following reasons for
the weakness of some relationships: only 7 of 23 components, the performance
composite, of the evaluation system were used; a potential lack of alignment between
curriculum, assessments, and evaluation standards; the second grade test used to measure
third grade achievement had a nonnormal distribution; and the evaluation system was a
low stakes system.

Vaughn Elementary School. Vaughn Elementary School, now Vaughn Next

Century Learning Center, a charter school in the Los Angeles Unified School District,
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implemented an innovative teacher evaluation system with subject-specific standards in
1998-1999 at the same time they implemented a pay for knowledge and skills plan.
There were statistically significant classroom effects in each content area with the
following effect sizes: reading (p = .18), math (p = .23), language arts (p =.22), and
composite (p = .27) (Gallagher, 2004). Although the classroom effect in reading was
smaller, the correlation between classroom effect in reading and teacher evaluation score
was .50 (p = .01, two-tailed.) The correlation between composite classroom effect and
teacher evaluation score was .36 (p = .05, two-tailed). The relationships between
classroom effect/math and classroom effect/language arts were not significant. Gallagher
suggested the reading standards might be better aligned to reading achievement
expectations than the math and language arts standards. Gallagher used hierarchical
linear modeling to predict the relationship between teacher evaluation scores and value-
added data and found teacher composite evaluation scores explained 13% of classroom
effect on student composite achievement (= 2.19, p <.05). Teacher evaluation scores in
literacy explained 34% of the classroom effect on student achievement (¢ =3.71, p <
.001). Relationships for math and language arts achievement were not significant.
Florida school district. In a midsize Florida school district, principal ratings of
elementary teachers were significantly and positively correlated to teacher value-added
effects on student achievement in math and reading, but a one-point difference in
principal rating was correlated with two times the value-added effect in math as in
reading. In middle schools and high schools, there was no significant relationship
between principal ratings and teacher value-added effects on student achievement.

Principal experience in administration and in working with a particular group of teachers
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was significantly related to the principal’s ability to accurately rate teachers. The sample
size of principals was relatively small with n =25 for overall rating and n = 23 for ability
to raise test scores (Harris & Sass, 2009).

There were correlations between principal ratings of teachers and teachers’ value-
added data. A teacher with an overall rating one point higher raised student math test
scores 2.374 scale score points per year more than the average teacher (¢ = 4.50; p < .01,
two-tailed test; R’ = .34) and raised student reading scores 0.858 scale score points (7 =
3.26; p < .01, two-tailed test; R® = .06). A teacher with a rating for ability to raise test
scores one point higher raised student math tests scores 2.199 scale score points per year
more than the average teacher and raised student reading test scores 0.845 points per year
more than the average teacher (¢ = 3.83 and 7 = .845; p < .01, two-tailed test; R’= .13 and
R*=.06). There was a stronger correlation between overall ratings and teacher ability to
raise test scores than principal ratings of teacher ability to improve test scores and their
actual ability to raise test scores with a stronger effect size for overall rating than ability
to raise test scores rating. Differences in significance of correlation and strength of
correlation were found across grade spans and content areas. Excluding elementary
teachers, the ordinary least squares were greater for teacher ability to raise test scores
rating. For elementary teachers who were rated one point higher overall, the ordinary
least squares estimate of the determinants of teacher effects was 2.956 for math and 1.072
for reading (¢ =4.91 and ¢ = 3.53; p < .01, two-tailed test; R* = .13 and R’ = .07). For
elementary teachers who were rated one point higher for “ability to raise test scores” the
ordinary least squares estimate of the determinants of teacher effects is 2.967 for math

and 1.21 for reading (1 =4.51 and ¢ = 3.52, p < .01, two-tailed test, R* = .15 and R’ = .08).
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For middle and high school teachers none of the ¢ tests were significant. There was a
high correlation (.70) between principal ratings of teachers and principal ratings of
teacher ability to improve student test scores (Harris & Sass, 2009).
Summary

Principal ratings of teachers are influenced by characteristics of the teacher and
characteristics associated with the teacher because of the students they teach. Value-
added models are being incorporated into teacher evaluation instruments based on the
belief that coupling student gains with the evaluation process will create teachers who are
more effective. Although there are statistical concerns with value-added models,
prevailing policy makers believe the data yielded by value-added models outweigh these
statistical concerns. One concern that has been explicitly addressed in evaluation models
is the temporal variability in teacher effectiveness. McCaffrey et al. (2009) found that
using three years’ data versus one years’ data greatly increased the stability coefficient
from as low as .157 to as high as .66. This variability in ratings coupled with a tendency
for principals to not assign lower ratings to veteran teachers than they had previously
received (Holtzapple, 2005; Rowe, 2004; Sartain et al., 2011) would result in higher
mean ratings of teachers. Because this study used the principal as the unit of study, the
percent of teacher with less than three years’ experience and the school teach turnover
rate were included as exploratory variables.

Principals are able to more easily identify the top and bottom 10-20% of their
teachers. They are less able to distinguish among the middle 60-80% of teachers (Jacob
& Lefgren, 2008). When they identify a teacher as a “good” teacher, they are more likely

to assign these teachers higher ratings on all standards (Harris & Sass, 2009). Choosing
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to rate “good” teachers higher on all standards results in a higher mean rating and could
result in less variability in ratings.

Finally, the grade level and content area of the teacher influence principal ratings
of teachers with different correlations between teacher evaluation ratings and student
gains in math, reading, and science across third through eighth grades. Although most
studies found statistically significant relationships across grade levels and content areas,
R’ statistics ranged from -.01 to .43. Although this study used the principal as the unit of
study and did not address grade level and subject area, future studies should include
nested models to examine this phenomenon. Because this study used the principal as the
unit of study, only grade span of the school was included.

Student Factors Influencing Evaluation Ratings

Student characteristics cause statistical concerns in measuring teacher
effectiveness. As described earlier in this literature, the nonrandom distribution of
students across schools and districts creates difficulties in developing models able to
account for schooling inputs, nonschooling inputs, and past schooling inputs (Ballou,
2008a; Ballou, 2008b). This section of the literature review examines research
surrounding the influence of student demographics and prior achievement on principal
ratings of teachers.

Kimball et al. (2004) found mixed results in Washoe County School District when
controlling for student demographics and pretest scores among third, fourth, and fifth
grade teachers (n = 123, 87, and 118). In this study the relationships between teacher
evaluation scores and student achievement were not significant for any third grade test,

but were significant for fifth grade reading, math, and combined reading and math (p =
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.001, p <.001, and p < .001). In fourth grade, the only significant relationship was
between teacher evaluation score and reading achievement (p = .01). In Harris and Sass’s
(2009) study discussed in the previous section, the correlation between principal ratings
of teachers and teachers’ value-added effect was significant, but for middle and high
school the relationships were not significant. The results of these studies suggest student
demographics and pretest scores or prior achievement moderate the correlations between
principal evaluation ratings and teacher effect on student achievement. These two studies
were also addressed under “Teacher Factors Influencing Evaluation Ratings.”

Studies suggest principals can interpret high student achievement levels as teacher
effectiveness. Because there is not a normal distribution of students among teachers or
among schools, teachers with higher concentrations of lower achieving and economically
disadvantaged students can be rated as less effective than teachers with lower
concentrations of lower achieving and economically disadvantaged students with the
same value-added effect (Borman & Kimball, 2005; Jacob & Lefgren, 2008). Principal
ratings can be more closely correlated to student achievement levels than to teacher
value-added effect (Jacob & Lefgren). When principals in a mid-size school district in
the western United States were asked to rate teachers’ abilities to raise student
achievement, there was a higher correlation between their ratings and student
achievement levels than between their ratings and value-added measures. After adjusting
for estimation errors, the correlations of principal ratings of teachers’ effectiveness at
raising student achievement to value-added data were .29 for reading and .32 for math (p
<.05). The correlation of principal ratings to average student achievement after adjusting

for estimation errors was .55 for reading and .37 for math (p <.05) (Jacob & Lefgren).
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This study also found differences in principal ability to discern the effectiveness of
teachers in the middle 60-80% as described in the section, “Teacher Ability.”

In a study comparing 400 teacher evaluation ratings to the concentration of
students of poverty, minority students, and students with lower pretest scores, teachers
with lower ratings were assigned higher concentrations of students of poverty, minority
students, and students with lower pretest scores. Classrooms were separated into classes
with concentrations of students of poverty above and below the sample mean as well as
into classes with concentrations of minority students above and below the sample mean.
Evaluation ratings of teachers with low concentrations of children of poverty (n =214, M
=2.71, SD = .39) were higher than ratings of teachers with high concentrations of
children of poverty (n = 158, M = 2.48, SD = .48) at a significant level, 370 = 5.07, p <
.001. Evaluation ratings of teachers with low concentrations of minority children (n =
206, M =2.74, SD = .37) were higher than teachers with high concentrations of minority
children (n = 166, M = 2.47, SD = .49) at a significant level (370 = 6.13, p <.001.)
Evaluation ratings of teachers with higher concentrations of students with low reading or
math pretest scores (n = 178, Reading M = 2.48, Reading SD = .48; Math M = 2.49, Math
SD = .49) were lower than teachers of students with higher concentrations of students
with high pretest scores (N =191, Reading M = 2.74, Reading SD = .37; Math M =2.74,
Math SD = .37) at a significant level (Reading t367 = -5.78, Math t347 = -5.46, p <.001.)
Teachers with higher ratings were assigned classes with higher achieving students, but
there was no evidence teachers with higher evaluation ratings closed achievement gaps
(Borman & Kimball, 2005). Borman and Kimball suggested possible explanations could

be the influence of student attributes in the classroom on evaluator perceptions, the
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limited diversity of students within classes, and school attributes such as organizational
capacity and professional cultures.

Principals are not consistently integrating situational factors influencing teacher
and student actions in the classroom into their ratings. When controlling for student
demographics and student prior achievement, the relationships between teacher value-
added effect and principal ratings of teacher are mixed (Kimball, 2004). Teachers with
the same value-added effect but higher concentrations of low achieving or economically
disadvantaged students are rated lower than teachers with lower concentrations of low
achieving or economically disadvantaged students (Borman & Kimball, 2005; Jacob &
Lefgren, 2008). Implicit person theory research described later in this literature review
suggest principals holding an entity theory will be less likely to consider situational
factors in rating teachers (Molden, Plaks, & Dweck, 2006). When operating under
cognitive load, entity theorists will be even less likely to consider the situational factors
(Molden et al., 2006).

Evaluation Process Factors Influencing Evaluation Ratings

Factors associated with the evaluation process can influence the correlation of
principal ratings of teachers and teacher value-added effects. A phenomenon called the
widget effect was termed after studying the ineffectiveness of evaluation processes in
distinguishing between effective and ineffective teachers (Weisberg et al., 2009). This
section of the literature review examines three factors associated with evaluation
processes potentially influencing principal ratings of teachers: (a) the purpose of the

evaluation; (b) the standards and instrument; and (c) the available resources.

45



Purpose

Data collected through the evaluation process are used for different purposes.
Some theoretical literature attributes two purposes to teacher evaluation processes:
accountability and professional development; others describe these purposes as
summative and formative (Duke & Stiggins, 1990; Wise et al., 1985); and other literature
adds role definition as a third function (Peterson & Peterson, 2006; Youngcourt, Leiva, &
Jones, 2007). This section of the literature will examine the expansion of evaluations to
include formative purposes, empirical literature examining the influence of summative
and formative purposes on evaluation, and the influence of competing purposes on
evaluations.

Historical shift to include formative purposes in theoretical literature. The
earliest teacher evaluations in the United States were simple checklists completed by
community members with explicit criteria such as if the school had a building with a
teacher and desks (St. Maurice & Cook, 2005). By the mid-19" Century, supervision
began to focus on instruction as illustrated by the following statement in the Annual
Report of the Superintendent of Common Schools of the State of New York (1845),
“Instruction is the primary object of visitation” (as cited in Marzano, Waters, & McNulty,
2005, The early days of supervision section, para. 5). These early evaluation systems
focused on summative purposes. Cubberley (1916) described a differentiated, formative
supervisory model with a supervisor who builds positive relationships with teachers and
provides constructive feedback:

If the schools in any city are to render good service, there must be plenty of close,

personal, and helpful supervision of the instruction corps. . . Even the reasonably

well-trained normal-school graduate requires much help at first to adjust herself
properly to the work of a city school system, and to enable her to, in the course of
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four or five years, to reach a maximum of efficiency with a minimum of mistakes
and struggles. (Cubberley, 1916, p. 240)

Despite Cubberley’s recommendations that supervision include a formative purpose
particularly for novice teachers, the checklists and ratings scales that dominated
evaluation processes for half a century, according to the literature review completed by
Morsh and Wilder (1954), were not successful in meeting formative purposes.
A movement toward using clinical supervision models in teacher evaluation started

in the 1950s culminating in a five-phase process developed by Goldhammer (1969) and a
set of objective criteria and seven-step lesson plan developed by Hunter (1984). The
purpose of the clinical supervision model was for supervisors to visit classrooms and
provide feedback to help teachers improve their instruction (Sergiovanni, 2002). Hunter
provided a description of expected outcomes to supervisory conferences with a focus on
formative purposes: apply research to observed instructional behaviors, encourage
teachers to consider new approaches, help teachers identify ineffective or less effective
aspects of teaching, base evaluations on evidence not opinion, and promote teacher
growth (Hunter, 1984; Marzano et al., 2005). The reforms of the 1980s and 1990s
focused on teacher professionalism with more complex developmental or reflective
models. These reformed instruments called for differentiation within the evaluation
systems to promote teacher growth (Darling-Hammond, 1990; Marzano et al., 2005;
Milanowski, 2004).

The economic crisis beginning in 2008 allowed the federal government to step in
and encourage additional reforms to education systems through the investment of $787
billion. Race to the Top (2009) called for teacher evaluation systems incorporating

multiple rating categories and taking student growth data into account, and flexibility

47



requests related to No Child Left Behind Act’s (2001) all or nothing requirements
required evaluation systems that supported effective teachers and leaders. Evaluation
systems were required to integrate formative purposes including promoting continual
improvement of instruction and providing clear, timely, and useful feedback guiding
professional development.

In the policy brief, Generating Teaching Effectiveness: The Role of Job
Embedded Professional Learning in Teacher Evaluation, the view of teacher evaluation
as a professional development tool is described,

Although the federal and state policies and associated guidance continue to refer

to teacher learning as “professional development” rather than “job-embedded

professional learning,” the spirit of the policies is clearly directed toward
harnessing teacher evaluation for the continuous improvement of teaching
effectiveness through the provision of evidence-based feedback to teachers.

(Coggshall et al., 2012, p. 2)

Empirical research. The historical shift to use evaluation for formative purposes
and the necessity for evaluation systems to continue to fulfill summative purposes
sometimes come into conflict. This section of the literature review will examine
empirical research related to summative purposes, formative purposes, the dissonance
between the two purposes, and the potential for formative purposes to influence principal
ratings of teachers.

Summative purposes. Data collected on summative purposes of evaluation
instruments have focused on descriptive statistics related to the distribution of ratings,
comparative studies of different evaluation systems, and frequency of use of instruments
for varying purposes. Although teachers are seldom dismissed for poor performance,

evaluations are at times used for this administrative function. Based on school

administrators’ responses to the Schools and Staffing Survey, by 2003-2004, public
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school districts dismissed a mean of 1.2 teachers with less than three years’ experience
and 1.9 teachers with more than three years’ experience (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2004). In 2007-2008, data was reported by tenured versus nontenured, and the
mean number of non-tenured teachers dismissed based on poor performance was 1.4, but
the mean number of tenured teachers dismissed based on poor performance was 3.0. In
North Carolina, the mean number of non-tenured teachers dismissed was 1.5 and the
mean number of tenured teachers dismissed was 3.0 (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2009). In 2011-2012, a mean of 1.0 tenured teaches and a mean of 0.2
nontenured teachers were dismissed (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012).
Despite concerns with teacher quality, the number of teachers actually dismissed per
district has been a relatively small percent of the mean number of teachers per district (M
= 187, SD not reported) (NCES, 2012).

Among 12 districts across four states, all districts used teacher performance for
remediation and dismissal. Only 3 of the 12 districts used teacher performance in making
other decisions: Denver, Colorado, used performance in compensation; Cincinnati,
Ohio, used performance in hiring and placement; and Toledo, Ohio, used performance for
granting tenure (Weisberg et al., 2009). This study was based on surveys of 15,000
teachers and 1,300 administrators and termed the indifference to teacher effectiveness the
“widget effect” and suggested the following concerns with evaluation systems: (a) 99%
of teachers received satisfactory ratings; (b) Effective teachers were not recognized and
rewarded; (c) There was only a loose coupling between evaluations and professional

development with 73% of teachers responding no areas of improvement were identified
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in their evaluations; (d) Instruments do not adequately capture novice teacher
performance; and (e) Poor performing teachers are not dismissed (Weisberg et al., 2009).

Formative purposes. The idea of using evaluations to improve instruction is not
new. Literature in the mid-19™ century described classroom visits by supervisors with
instruction as the primary purpose of the visit (Marzano et al., 2005). Cubberly (1916)
described the need for a differentiated model of supervision that recognized the need for
teacher growth among teachers in their first four to five years of teaching. Whitehead
(1952) examined teacher perceptions of evaluation purposes through surveys of 115
teachers at African American schools representing 69 of the 100 counties in North
Carolina regarding their perceptions of the evaluation process. Among the teachers
surveyed, 80% of the teachers believed the primary purpose of administrator evaluations
was to improve instruction, and 20% believed the primary purpose for administrator
evaluations was to rate teachers and inspect the physical environment. No tests were
used to determine the significance of the findings; no effort was made to address
representative sampling. These findings are included due to historical significance. Most
recent studies have examined the roles of formative and summative purposes in teacher
evaluation.

Formative versus summative purposes. Most empirical research related to
formative and summative purposes of teacher evaluations has focused on the influence of
formative versus summative nature of the process on the teacher or principals. The
section will look at empirical literature related to formative and summative purposes and
different models, lack of alignment of purposes, and dual purposes in using evaluation

Instruments.
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Formative versus summative models. Teachers perceive some models of standards
more appropriate for formative evaluations and others as more appropriate for summative
evaluations (Kyriakides, Demetriou, & Charalambous, 2006). Forty-two standards for
teacher evaluations were gleaned from teacher effectiveness research and combined into
seven models for evaluating teachers. These seven models were implemented and
studied in Cyprus based on teacher perceptions of each model’s primary purpose
(Kyriakides et al., 2006): (a) the Goals and Tasks Model; (b) the Resource Utilization
Model; (c) the Working Process Model; (d) School Constituencies Satisfaction Model;
(e) the Accountability Model; (f) the Absence of Problems Model; (g) the Continuous
Learning Model; and (h) the School Constituencies Model. Teachers (N = 237) were
asked to rate the appropriateness of each model for formative and summative purposes.
The paired t-test was used to determine if the Cypriot teachers did or did not consider the
models equally important for summative and formative purposes. Teachers ranked four
models as significantly more important for formative evaluations than for summative
purposes: (a) Working process model (¢t = 7.1, df =231, p <.001); (b) Goal and task
model (¢ = 6.32, df =231, p <.001); (c) Partners’ and employers’ satisfaction model (¢ =
4.60, df =231, p <.001); and (d) Resource utilization model (¢ = 3.98, df = 231, p <.001).
For the remaining models, there was not a statistically significant difference in teacher
perceptions of appropriateness for summative or formative purposes. This study supports
the ability of teachers to distinguish the appropriateness of various models for formative
and summative purposes and suggests teachers might rank evaluation processes with

which they are comfortable higher (Kyriakides et al., 2006). Although this study does
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not examine principal perceptions of different models, the findings suggest characteristics
of the evaluation instrument might encourage the use of one purpose over the other.

Negative impact of lack of alignment. Lack of alignment among purposes for
evaluations can impede the effectiveness of evaluation processes (Bosetti, 1994). Bosetti
examined espoused theory versus theory in action in Alberta, Canada, and found the
evaluation policy tried to meet too many political, bureaucratic, and administrative goals.
Data were collected from surveys of 29 teachers from two schools. Although the stated
purposes of the evaluation system were formative, professional growth for teachers and
improved student performance, the evaluation system was used primarily for summative
tasks: teacher certification, personnel decision-making, and contractual decisions. There
was little connection between the professional growth goals intended by the policy and
the actual goals of the evaluation system as implemented except among new teachers
(Bosetti).

Dual purposes of instruments. Although teachers have expressed concern with
assigning dual purposes to single instruments (Bradshaw, 2002; Kimball, 2002), Piggot-
Irvine (2002) recommended an approach integrating formative and summative purposes.
Using the same instrument for formative and summative purposes might impede the
effectiveness of evaluations for formative purposes. Bradshaw (2002) conducted a
quantitative study of 21 northeastern North Carolina school districts regarding the
implementation of the Teacher Performance Appraisal System. Surveys based on
Stiggins and Duke’s (1988) teacher evaluation profile were returned by 4,092 teachers
and 177 evaluators, a responses rate of approximately 60%. Most respondents believed

the evaluation process positively impacted school improvement goals, school climates,
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teacher quality, and student achievement, but few teachers believed the evaluation
process had any impact on their own teaching. Concerns with the process included the
use of one instrument for formative and summative purposes (Bradshaw, 2002).

Administrators use evaluation processes to provide feedback to teachers on
performance (Kimball, 2002). Kimball studied the implementation of standards-based
evaluation systems in three districts through interviews of six evaluators in each district,
19 teachers in one district, and 18 teachers in two other districts. Two of the districts
attempted to separate formative and summative purposes in their evaluation systems, but
these functions could overlap. For example, teacher portfolios used in their self-appraisal
process could also be used as evidence in their evaluations. In interviews, teachers in this
district expressed concerns about the different purposes of the evaluation. The third
district did not attempt to separate the processes but created a dual purpose system, but
teacher responses reflected an acceptance of the dual purposes, “I felt it was for growth, |
guess for accountability too, but more for growth...” (Kimball, p. 258). Teachers
recognized formative purposes in the instruments and received feedback on instruction.
Teachers perceived the feedback as generally affirmative in nature and lacking specific
suggestions to improve instruction. Administrators were able to apply provide feedback
on teacher practices including pointing out suggestions regarding classroom management,
student grouping, student engagement, and record keeping. According to teachers,
administrators evaluating teachers in unfamiliar content areas can limit the depth and
quality of feedback.

Effective evaluation systems integrate formative and summative approaches

(Piggot-Irvine, 2003). In a synthesis of data from three previous parallel studies, Piggot-
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Irvine (2003) concluded the following characteristics related to purpose were necessary
for effective evaluation systems: an integrated formative and summative approach
highlighting areas for future development as well as strengths and weaknesses; and
separation of disciplinary and formative evaluation processes. The three studies included
a four-year study involving an average of 70 appraisers each year to monitor the effects
of requirements and training for evaluation processes in New Zealand; an analysis of the
training components for 219 evaluators from 25 schools; and an evaluation of eight
meetings regarding action research.

This section focused on formative and summative purposes of the evaluation
instrument. Literature examining the influence of principal use of these purposes is
examined further under “Principal Characteristics Influencing Principal Ratings of
Teachers.”

Standards and Instruments

In her book Teacher Evaluation to Enhance Professional Practice, Danielson
(2000) wrote that standards should (a) provide clear criteria based on effective teaching
research; (b) define inputs or acceptable teacher tasks; and (c) define outputs or teacher
effects particularly on student learning. Limited empirical research has been completed
in the last 15 years addressing Danielson’s premise. This gap could be due to an
assumption in teacher evaluation literature that criteria, standards, or expectation are clear
and relevant (Kyriakides, et al., 2006; Piggot-Irvine, 2003; Weisberg et al., 2009; Ovando
& Ramirez, 2007; Kimball, 2002). The validity and reliability of the evaluation standards
influence the validity and reliability of the evaluation process. Glickman et al. (2010)

described reliable instruments as instruments using low-inference indicators such as “uses
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examples when explaining” (p. 275), not high-inference indicators such as “teacher
clarity” (p. 275). Indicators can be more or less valid depending on the level of inference
required by the evaluation (Glickman et al.)

The content of standards affect principal ratings of teachers, but sometimes
principals feel the standards do not accurately capture what makes effective teachers
(Glickman et al., 2010; Sangora, 2012; Weisberg et al., 2009). Standards can fail to
capture the soft skills principals agree are necessary for effective teachers or fail to
capture skills needed for particular grade levels or subjects. In interviews of six middle
school principals, the principals all agreed evaluation instruments did not adequately
capture student-teacher relationships. Their comments included the following: “Being an
effective teacher is some amalgamation of building a personal relationship with kids that
centers on their learning and mastery of whatever it is that they’re assigned to master”
(Sangora, p. 93), and “You have to love kids first to be a great teacher” (Sangora, p. 93).
Principals described the difficulties in quantifying relationships, attitude, and with-it-ness
(Sangora).

Not only do standards fail to capture soft skills, standards can also fail to capture
the skills needed across all grade levels and content areas. In studies examined in other
sections of this literature review, standards were perceived by teachers and administrators
as more valid for certain grade levels or content areas and showed stronger correlation
with student achievement in certain grade levels or content areas (Gallagher, 2004;
Kimball et al., 2004; McCaffrey et al., 2009; Medley & Coker, 1987). Standards also
affect evaluators’ attitudes. In a study of supervisors from numerous fields including

academic, business, and industrial, supervisor opinions toward the evaluation instrument
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affected the variability of their ratings across ratees and across dimensions suggesting
principals’ attitudes toward the standards might affect their ratings of teachers (Tziner, et
al., 2002). This study is addressed further under “Principal Factors Influencing
Evaluation Ratings.”

Available Resources

Organizations need resources to survive and grow. Morgan’s (2006) image of
organizations as organisms stressed the importance of the relationship between an
organism and its environment. This relationship includes recognizing the needs of the
organization, acquiring the resources to meet these needs, and adapting to changes in the
environment. Evaluation processes within an organization need resources to be effective.
The Personnel Evaluation Standards address the following standards related to resources
and teacher evaluations: appropriate policies and procedures; clear, timely, accurate, and
germane reports; professional development for users with the ultimate goal of meeting
the needs of students; efficient use of time and resources; and adequate funding (Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2014).

Most empirical studies related to available resources in implementing an
evaluation system have focused on the principals’ perspective regarding the lack of
available resources necessary to successfully implement the process. Studies previously
addressed in the literature review have identified time and training as resources needed to
implement new evaluation processes (Kimball, 2002; Piggot-Irvine, 2003; Weisberg et
al., 2009; Wise et al., 1985). In Kimball’s case study of three districts, the new
evaluation system required more observations and evaluation conferences than had

previously been required. Piggot-Irvine, Kimball, and Weisberg et al. concluded
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sufficient time for training should be provided in implementing a new evaluation system.
Wise et al. concluded for evaluation systems to be successful sufficient resources
including time and training must be provided (Wise et al.).

Barriers to effective evaluation processes include the lack of the following
resources: time, training, and teacher support and readiness (Painter, 2000; Rowe, 2004).
Painter (2000) surveyed elementary and middle school principals (N = 781) and identified
two barriers to the successful implementation of a teacher evaluation system clearly
related to lack of available resources: 56.8% of principals identified lack of time, and
27.0% of principals identified lack of sufficient training and resources. Two other
barriers had implications for principal ratings of teachers: staff morale (18.9%) and
emotional strain and principal isolation (18.9 %). These barriers are addressed further
under the section, “Principal Factors Influencing Evaluation Ratings of Teachers.”

Rowe (2004) conducted a four-part study by collecting data from 90 teacher
surveys, 21 teacher interviews, 7 principal interviews framed by the themes of the teacher
interviews, and 4 school vignettes. All individuals worked in the same Northwest School
District in Canada. The results of this study identified the following possible barriers to
implementing effective teacher evaluation systems: lack of participant readiness, limited
time and opportunities for professional development, lack of administrator accountability,
other administrative demands, individual differences such as teacher comfort levels with
being evaluated, teacher ability to understand the process itself, and teacher trust and
rapport with the evaluator (Rowe). This study included similar barriers to the Painter
(2000) study: time and training. Differences in other top barriers could be due to a

difference in teacher perspective (Rowe) and principal perspective (Painter) as well as the
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focus in the Painter study on using the evaluation process specifically for low performing
teachers.

Another study surveyed principals in Wyoming (N = 143). One part of the
instrument asked principals to identify their frustrations with the evaluation process in
Wyoming. The researchers applied quantitative methods and coded the responses for
themes. The following frustrations emerged: principals in Wyoming were frustrated with
lack of time, outdated instruments, and teacher willingness to change (Range, Sherz,
Holt, & Young, 2011). Although no empirical research was found directly addressing
available resources and principal ratings of teachers, studies on interrater reliability
suggest training increases the reliability of principal ratings of teachers (Sartain et al.,
2011). Studies on evaluation system implementation suggest available resources affect
principals’ attitudes toward the evaluation system, and principal attitude affects principal
ratings (Painter, 2000; Range et al., 2011; Rowe, 2004). This relationship is addressed
further under the subheading “Training” in the following section on “Principal Factors
Influencing Evaluation Ratings.”

Summary

Evaluation instrument and system characteristics influencing the rating process
include competing formative and summative purposes, perceptions that some
instruments are more relevant for one purpose over the other, and standards considered
by some participants to better reflect effective teaching than others (Glickman et al.,
2010; Sangora, 2012; Weisberg et al., 2009). Although this study only examines one
evaluation system, the North Carolina teacher evaluation process, the instrument and

principal perceptions of the instrument could influence principal ratings. The next
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section “Principal Factors Influencing Evaluation Ratings” addresses the potential for
characteristics of the evaluation system to influence principals in rating teachers.
Principal Factors Influencing Evaluation Ratings

The individuals involved in the evaluation process influence the effectiveness of
the process. “Although considerable attention has been paid to the need to evaluate
teachers to determine their effectiveness, far less attention has been paid to ensuring
principals are prepared to conduct the evaluations” (National Governors Association,
2011, p. 1). Principal effect on the evaluation process can be influenced by principal
leadership decisions and behaviors, previous experiences and competence, leadership
frame, and perceptions of others abilities (Bryant & Currin, 1995; Chow et al., 2002;
Kerrins & Cushing, 2000; Kimball, 2002; Wise et al., 1985).
Leadership Behaviors

Although numerous models for instructional leadership exist including those
models developed by Hallinger (1983), Leithwood (1992), and Marzano, Walters, and
McNulty (2005), the core of instructional leadership is making decisions focused on
improving teaching and learning. These decisions influence the effectiveness of teacher
evaluation processes (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). Although no
empirical studies were found addressing leadership style and principal ratings of teachers,
studies have addressed the influence of principal leadership style on their behaviors
related to teacher evaluations. This section of the literature review focuses on specific
decisions made by leaders in implementing evaluation processes that influence the
outcomes of the process and the professional relationships established by the principal

with teachers. Principals decide if they will implement the evaluation process with
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fidelity, if they will rate more or less leniently, or if they will use evaluation processes
primarily for summative or formative purpose.

Implement with fidelity. The beliefs, attitudes, and commitment of evaluators
from a variety of settings influenced their rating levels, discrimination among ratees, and
discrimination among dimensions (Tziner, et al., 2002). This study included the
following samples: 70 military cadets, United States; 40 utility workers, United States;
121 academics, Canada; 36 managers, Canada; 30 manufacturing evaluators, Canada; 40
managers, Israel; and 40 bankers, Israel. Three dimensions of the ratings were examined:
rating levels, discrimination among ratees, and discrimination among dimensions. Rating
level was the mean rating for each rater; discrimination among ratees was the standard
deviation of ratings for each rater; and discrimination among dimensions was the
variance in the standard deviation on each rater’s mean rating for each dimension.
Structural equation modeling was used to create models for rating level, discrimination
among ratees, and discrimination among dimensions using the following variables as the
coefficients: attitudes toward the organization including organizational commitment;
beliefs about the appraisal system including purpose and freedom from political
influence; and orientation to the appraisal process including comfort level and self-
efficacy. The first model found positive relationships among rating level, attitudes
toward the organization, and beliefs about the appraisal process but found a negative
relationship between rating level and orientation to the appraisal process. The second
model found negative relationships among discrimination among ratees, attitudes toward

the organization, and orientation to the evaluation process, but found a positive
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Table 3

Structural Coefficients Linking Attitudes, Beliefs, and Orientation to Ratings

Rating Level Discrimination Discrimination
Among Ratees Among Dimensions
Attitudes toward the organization .16 -31 15
Beliefs about the appraisal process .20 46 -40
Orientation to the appraisal process =27 -21 .50
R’ for the structural model .07 12 22

Note: From “Relationships between Attitudes toward Organizations and Performance Appraisal Systems
and Rating Behavior” by Tziner, et al., 2002, p. 235.

relationship between discrimination among ratees and beliefs about the appraisal process.
See Table 3 above for structural equation coefficients and R” of each model.

Leniency in ratings. The concern over discrimination among ratees and
discrimination among dimensions has been addressed in limited studies related to
educational leadership. Sartain et al. (2011) described the tendency of principals to rate
all teachers higher or lower. Some principals rated all teachers within their building
higher or lower, but their ratings agreed with external observers on who were the best and
who were the worst teachers.

Principals can rate leniently to preserve or build relationships with teachers.
Sartain et al. (2011) interviewed principals involved in implementing the new evaluation
system in Chicago Public Schools. The study included observations to address reliability
(Mteachers = 257) and validity (neachers = 501); relationship between evaluation ratings and
value-added models in math (7 (eachers = 340); a pilot group and control group each with n
= 37, interviews of principals (n = 39) and teachers (n = 26); principal focus groups (n =
23); and case studies of eight schools that included 8 principal interviews, 8 assistant

principal interviews, and focus groups involving 18 teachers. In this mixed methods
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study, 52% of teachers received at least one distinguished rating, the highest rating, from
the principal. In interviews, principals recognized they rated teachers who had previously
received distinguished ratings as distinguished to “preserve relationships” (Sartain et al.,
p. 15). One principal stated, “I am not going to get in a big fight between these two
things (Proficient versus Distinguished) because what good does it do? You just ruin
your relationship with the teacher. It is much better to coach them. . .” (Sartain et al., p.
14-15).

In the dissertation, An Examination of Principal Consistency in Evaluating
Teachers (Sagona, 2012), interviews of six middle school principals found concerns
similar to Sartain et al. (2011) regarding the influence of principal-teacher relationships
on teacher ratings. Some principals struggled with discussing unsatisfactory ratings with
teachers and separating their personal feelings from their professional responsibilities.
Principals agreed teachers did not view unsatisfactory ratings as an opportunity for
professional growth but viewed low ratings as failure (Sagona). Principal purpose in
evaluating teachers can influence leniency in ratings. Principals who wish to build
relationships in order to coach teachers tend to be more lenient, but these lenient ratings
tend to have weaker correlations to student achievement data (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).

Formative or summative purposes. Principals’ decisions to use evaluation
processes for formative versus summative purposes, to distinguish among teachers, and
as a multiyear growth tool can influence principal ratings of teachers. Cleveland,
Murphy, and Williams (1989) described some principals’ (N = 106) use of ratings
systems as a tool to identify individual teacher strengths and weaknesses instead of

identifying the best and worst teachers. Some principals used evaluation processes to
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identify which standards are the strengths and weaknesses of individual teachers. In this
case higher and lower ratings were relative to the teacher and not comparable to other
staff members. Principals varied in the degree they used evaluations to distinguish
between teachers versus the degree they use evaluations to identify strengths and
weaknesses of each teacher (Cleveland, et al.).

Building grade span can influence principal instructional leadership decisions
related to using evaluations for formative or summative purposes. A multiple case study
approach was used to identify common principal instructional leadership practices in
implementing a teacher evaluation system in schools with ratings of recognized and
exemplary by state accountability measures. Different themes were found at different
grade levels (N = 6). Elementary and middle school administrators adopted multiyear
appraisal processes. Middle and high school administrators provided assistance to
struggling teachers and used the evaluation system as a summative tool. Elementary
principals tended to focus more on using the evaluation system as an on-going process
and focused on instructional strategies aligned with the instrument. Middle school
administrators developed instructional plans based on data and established professional
development goals that supported classroom instruction; again these decisions were based
on data. High school administrators selected specific instructional strategies and used the
evaluation system as a summative tool (Ovando & Ramirez, 2007). Although the study
involved only six administrators from a single district, the findings from this study
suggest that instructional leadership practices involved in the implementation of teacher

evaluation systems can differ from grade level to grade level.
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The purpose as perceived by administrators affects how the administrator
implements and conducts the evaluation:

How evaluators actually conduct teacher evaluations is contingent upon their
values, attitudes and beliefs with regard to teaching and education, and how they
define their role as evaluator and educational leader. Administrators who view
teacher evaluation as an administrative task that fulfills a provincial mandate and
discharges legal responsibilities will probably treat the process in an instrumental
fashion. However, administrators who view teacher evaluation as an integral part of
a plan for school improvement, or as an ongoing process in the maintenance of an
effective school, are more likely to incorporate the evaluation process into a
continuing professional development plan for teachers to enable them to be more
effective in the classroom. Teacher evaluation is then aimed at a specific goal--
instructional effectiveness to enhance student learning. In schools where teachers
and administrators work collaboratively it would be a natural part of an ongoing
review of practice by teachers and administrators to assess the attainment of school
improvement goals, to ensure that instructional practices continue to be effective,
and to provide input into the refinement of policies and practices in the school.
(Bosetti, 1994, p. 54-55)

Expertise
The previous section described principal decisions and leadership behaviors

related to teacher ratings. The following section summarizes literature related to
principal characteristics possibly connected to principal decisions and leadership
behaviors regarding evaluation processes. These characteristics include expertise,
leadership frame, and perceptions of others’ abilities. Theoretical literature exists
espousing the importance of evaluator training and expertise in implementing a teacher
evaluation system, but limited attention has been devoted to this relationship in empirical
literature. Danielson and McGreal (2000) wrote,

Many teachers are more expert regarding their work than the administrators who

“supervise” them—more knowledgeable about their discipline, current pedagogical
approaches, or the developmental characteristics of the students they teach. (p. 6)

This section examines three factors related to principal expertise: training, competence,

and experience.
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Training. In studies addressed previously in this literature review, Kimball
(2002) and Weisberg et al. (2009) concluded sufficient time for training should be
provided in implementing a new evaluation instrument. Kimball’s conclusion was based
on qualitative teacher responses in a multiple district case study. Weisberg et al.’s
conclusion was based on background data indicating most principals received only an
initial training on teacher evaluation and survey data indicating only 51% of principals
felt they received extensive or very extensive training on the evaluation system. Other
empirical studies have also found the lack of sufficient training to be a barrier to
successful evaluations (Piggot-Irvine, 2003; Sartain et al., 2011; Wise et al, 1985) and
found specific needs for evaluator training regarding interactions with teacher (Piggot-
Irvine, 2003) and interrater reliability (Sartain et al, 2011).

As part of a larger mixed methods study of 32 school districts, a case study of four
districts examined the evaluation process through multiple lenses. The following were
three of the most frequently cited problems related to principal implementation of teacher
evaluation systems: (a) principal lack of resolve and competence to evaluate accurately;
(b) lack of uniformity and consistency; and (c¢) inadequate training for evaluators (Wise et
al., 1985). Each of these barriers is related to the training, experience, and competence of
the principal. Wise et al. (1985) found districts varied in the frequency and intensity of
training provided to evaluators when implementing a new evaluation system from no
training to frequent and intense training, but concluded inadequate training for the
evaluator and difficulty in evaluating highly specialized teachers inhibited the

effectiveness of evaluation systems. This finding is in agreement with other literature
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that states not providing adequate training leads to ineffective evaluation systems and
cultures of distrust (Danielson, 2000; Hassan, 2007).

A series of three studies were conducted in New Zealand regarding training and
implementation of a teacher appraisal system. The first study included data from an
average of 70 appraisers each year from 1996-1999, the second study included data from
45 appraisers, and the final study was an action research study. From these studies,
Piggot-Irvine (2003) concluded training should include self-evaluations, nondefensive
reactions to problem solving, models for promoting educative interactions, and
movement from espoused theory to theory in action. The training should be intensive
and ongoing.

In the study of Chicago Public Schools previously addressed in this literature
review (Sartain et al., 2011), the influence of training on interrater reliability was
examined. Principals and experts were trained in using the Danielson Framework to
evaluate teachers in Chicago Public Schools; those participating in the training applied
the rating scale consistently. This study of initial implementation, 2008-2009, of the
Excellence in Teaching Project included quantitative data from 277 matched observations
and qualitative data from interviews of 39 principals and 25 teachers. Principals received
50 hours of training before rating teachers. The principals and external evaluators were
consistent in who received higher and lower marks, but some principals (30%) gave
lower ratings to all of their teachers and some principals (16%) gave higher marks to all
of their teachers (Sartain et al., 2011).

Differences in observers, students, and lessons taught influence ratings, but

multiple evaluations by trained observers can reduce the volatility of ratings (Kane &
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Staiger, 2012). The Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) Project (Kane & Staiger)
found the proportion of variance due to differences in teacher practice as opposed to
variations attributable to differences in observers, students, or the lesson taught ranged
from .14 to .37 for single observations by trained observers. When four observations by
different trained observers were used, the proportion of variance due to differences in
teacher practice ranged from .55 t0.67 in math classes and from .51 to .54 in English
language arts classes. The findings were based on ratings of 7,491 lesson videos created
by 1,333 teachers from fourth to eighth grade using two cross-subject instruments and
two subject-specific instruments for math classes and one subject-specific instrument for
English language arts classes. Evaluators were trained outsiders with no relationship to
the teachers.

Competence. Evaluators must be able to recognize, correctly interpret, and link
performance to prescribed levels of performance when a teacher meets established
criteria through teacher observation, analysis of data, or examination of artifacts
(Danielson, 2000). Teachers judge a principal’s competence in conducting evaluations
based on the principal’s ability to recognize effective teacher practices and make
appropriate recommendations. Competence influences principals’ ability to correctly rate
teachers and provide meaningful feedback (Danielson, 2000; Wise et al., 1985), and
teacher perceptions of principal competence influences their reactions to the feedback
and their relationship to the observer (Ing, 2010; Wise et al.).

Although these studies support the importance of evaluator competence, and Wise
et al. (1985) identified competence as one of the four factors distinguishing meaningful

evaluations from rituals, a 32-district survey found at least one teacher in every district
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believed their principals lacked the competence to recognize good teaching and
recommend appropriate strategies (Wise et al.). These findings were based on a RAND
study prepared for the National Institute of Education examining teacher evaluation
operations in school including the instruments, procedures, and school context (Wise et
al.). In a later study on informal observations (N = 15,818), only 42% of teachers
responded positively to the statement their principal had the expertise to work with
teachers on instruction (Ing, 2010).

Experience. Principal experience measured by their number of years of prior
experience as a supervisor and their background before becoming an educational
supervisor influenced the evaluation process and the nature of feedback given through the
evaluation process (Bryant & Currin, 1995; Chow et al., 2002; Kerrins & Cushing, 2000;
Kimball, 2002). Experience affects the focus of evaluations, the credibility of feedback
given, and the relationship between the evaluator with the teacher (Bryant & Currin,
1995; Kerrins & Cushing, 2000). Expert (n = 6) and novice (n = 6) evaluators observed a
teacher performance and interpreted the data collected. The expert and novice evaluators
differed in their focus of attention, recording of data, suspension of judgment, and
definitions of teacher-evaluator relationships. Experts focused more on the teacher’s
actions by recording more data related to teacher practices, delayed judgments until the
postconference, and defined their relationships more as partners than as monitors (Bryant
& Currin, 1995).

In a similar study, expert (n = 5) and novice (n = 6) evaluators were asked to
watch a 45-minute video of a seventh grade math lesson twice and respond to questions

after the first viewing and provide comments regarding their impressions during the
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second viewing. Expert evaluators were principals with five years or more experience
and novice evaluators were principal candidates or principals with less than one year of
experience. An analysis of their comments yielded the following results: (a) Expert
evaluators provided more interpretive comments (28%), evaluations (16%), and qualifiers
(8%) about the teacher’s behavior than novice evaluators (24%, 10% and 3%); (b) Novice
evaluators provided more descriptive comments (55%) about the teacher’s behavior than
expert evaluators (39%); (c) Expert evaluators commented on the lesson as a whole, but
novice evaluators failed to question the sequencing and coherence of the lesson as a
whole; (d) Expert evaluators were more likely to provide qualifiers and supporting
statements to their comments; and (e) Expert evaluators provided recommendations (9%
of comments) to a question regarding classroom management, but novice evaluators
provided no recommendations. This study was a qualitative study with a small
nonrepresentative sample of participants conducted in a laboratory setting, but the results
suggest that expert evaluators and novice evaluators might implement evaluation
processes differently (Kerrins & Cushing, 2000).

Limited research has examined the influence of type of previous experience on
principal evaluations of teachers. Wise et al. (1984) identified the issue of generalist
evaluators, principals, evaluating specialist teachers particularly at the secondary level.
For example, high school principals with no experience in the content area must evaluate
physics, calculus, art, and foreign language teachers. This study consisted of preliminary
interviews and site visits of 32 districts followed by more in-depth interviews and study
of four districts. In a study that included interviews of teachers from three districts (n =

19, 18, and 18), some teachers noted administrators from a nonteaching background such
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as school counselor or from another content background, particularly at the high school
level, lacked specificity in feedback (Kimball, 2002). Although this study did not address
principal ratings of teachers, feedback from the principal to the teacher should support
ratings given.

Leadership Frames

In their book, Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice, and Leadership,
Bolman and Deal (2003) presented a theoretical framework capturing four frames used
by leaders and managers to make meaning in organizations: the human resource,
structural, political, and symbolic frames. They identified how leaders can use each of
the four frames in addressing organizational processes. One of the processes addressed is
evaluating. In the structural frame, evaluating is a process for distributing rewards and
sanctions and controlling performance; in the human resource frame, evaluating is a
process for providing feedback to individuals and helping individuals grow; in the
political frame, evaluating is a process for exercising power; and in the symbolic frame,
evaluating is a process of individuals playing roles in shared rituals.

After addressing each of the four frames, Bolman and Deal examined the
multiframe approach to leadership. Bolman and Deal wrote successful leaders must be
able to reframe, break their frames and use another frame, and use multiple frames. Fluid
frames result in rapid cognition (Gladwell, 2005) and provide leaders a sense of
confidence regarding their understanding of situations, but using a single frame can
provide leaders a false sense of confidence regarding their understanding and actions

(Bolman & Deal).
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Empirical research related to Bolman and Deal’s (2003) leadership frames and
educational leadership have focused on multiframe approaches. In a mixed methods
study of principals in Florida and Singapore, principals were asked to type a description
of a challenging leadership incident with which they had been involved. Most responses
were one to two-pages long with some as short as a paragraph and others several pages
long. The responses were analyzed for the four leadership frames and the number of
frames used in the case. This study found principals typically used two frames when
dealing with challenging situations with 58% of the principals in Florida and 55% of the
principals in Singapore describing their cases using two frames. The frames referenced
most frequently by the Florida school administrators were human resource frame by 86%,
structural by 58%, and political by 50%. The frames referenced most frequently by
Singapore principals were human resources 98%, structural 62%, and political 21%
(Bolman & Deal, 1992).

A quantitative study (Bolman & Deal, 1992) demonstrated that the leadership
frames were able to capture actions of school administrators in the United States and
Singapore, and found a stronger correlation between principals who were dominant in the
use of multiple frames and both effectiveness as a leader and manager in the United
States and Singapore with R’ values ranging from .54 to .68. For dominance in
individual frames, R* values ranged from .15 to .58. The strongest correlations were
between symbolic frame and effectiveness as a leader in Singapore (R° = .58) and
structural frame and effectiveness as a manager in the United States (R’ = .47). A similar
study (Bolman & Deal, 1991) found correlations among United States and Singapore

administrators’ ratings on individual frames and perceptions of effectiveness as a
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Table 4

The Four Frames’ Relationship to Effectiveness as Leader and Manager

Structural Frame Corporate Higher U.S. Schools Singapore
Middle Education Administrators Schools
Managers Administrators Administrators
Effectiveness as Manager
Structural Frame 17 50" 40" 26"
Human Resource Frame 307 19" .05 -.13
Political Frame 40 307 14 15
Symbolic Frame 12 .04 32" 647
Multiple Frames a7 697 a1 597
N 90 187 205 274
Effectiveness as a Leader
Structural Frame -28° 12" 01 .08
Human Resource Frame 317 18" .10 -.06
Political Frame 36 28" 24" 50"
Symbolic Frame a3 447 53" 30°
Multiple Frames 877 3 72 62"
N 90 187 205 274

Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. From “Leadership and Management Effectiveness: A Multi-
Frame, Multi-Sector Analysis” by Bolman and Deal (1991, p. 583).

manager and leader ranging from -.13 to .64. The strongest relationships were found
among symbolic frame rating and effectiveness as a manager rating among Singapore
administrators (r = .64) and symbolic rating and effectiveness as a leader rating among
United States administrators (» = .53). The relationships among multiple frames and
perceptions of effectiveness as a manager and leader for school administrators ranged
from .59 to .72. A summary of results of this study including data on education leaders
and non-education leaders can be found in Table 4 above.

Numerous doctoral dissertations have been based on Bolman and Deal’s
leadership frames. Among the 52 dissertations posted by Bolman (2013), there are 21
studies related to higher education, 4 studies related to nursing, 2 studies related to
extension workers, and 1 study related to each of the following: clergy, military, and

journalism. Studies related to K-12 educational leadership include eight studies related to
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principals, three studies related to superintendents, two studies related to school board
chairpersons, and two studies related to special education administrators. The eight
studies related to principal leadership style include studies related to principal leadership
in alternative school settings (Coles, 2005), elementary principal leadership frames
(Martinez, 1996), secondary principal leadership frames based on participation in the
California School Leadership Academy (Meade, 1992), a comparison of leadership
frames for Asian-American principals in California compared to other principals (Suzuki,
1994), leadership orientations of national recognized administrators (Durocher, 1995),
and leadership orientations and teacher empowerment (Eckley, 1997).

Among the eight studies related to principal leadership, most studies focused on
the use of the four frames but did not specify function (Durocher, 1995; Meade, 1992;
Suzuki, 1994). Meade compared the leadership frames of principals who had participated
in the California School Leadership Academy (CSLA) (n = 156) to principals who had
not (n = 190). For principals who had completed the CSLA, 56% used a single
orientation, 24% used two orientations, and 20% used three or more orientations. For
principals who had not completed the CSLA, 60% used a single orientation, 19% used
two orientations, and 21% used three or more orientations. The differences between the
two groups were not statistically significant. In another dissertation, Suzuki found gender
to be a significant factor with female principals using the human resource frame more
than males (£ (1) =5.31, p < .05, N = 124, effect size not given). Suzuki also found
nationality to be significant with principals born outside the United States using the

structural frame more than principals born in the United States (N = 124). Suzuki
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compared the use of multiple frames by Asian-American principals to other principals in
previous studies by Meade (1992).

Durocher (1995) examined the use of the four frames among nationally
recognized principals (N = 70). Fewer principals operated in a single frame than in
Suzuki’s (1994) study. In this study, 20% of principals operated in one frame often or
always, 21.4% operated in two frames often or always, 21.4% operated in three frames
often or always, 24.3% operated in four frames often or always. The human resource
frame was the frame most frequently identified as dominant based on principal responses.
Among principals using one frame, 71.4% operated in the human resource frame often or
always; among principals using two frames, 80.0% operated in the human resource frame
often or always; and among principals using three frames, 100% operated in the human
resource frame offen or always. There were significant relationships between self-ratings
on effectiveness as a manager and structural frame orientation (r = .42, p <.05) and self-
ratings on effectiveness as a manager and political frame orientation (r = .29, p <.05).
Female administrators demonstrated a higher use of the structural and human resource
frame than male administrators using a two-tailed #-test (¢ = -2.42 and -2.67, p <.05).
The data from this study are compared to findings from eight previous studies, but only
descriptive statistics were reported in these comparisons (Durocher).

Martinez (1996) focused on comparing self-perceptions to administrative
designee perceptions and did not address principal behavior in rating teachers. This study
compared the leadership orientation ratings of principals who had participated in
California School Leadership Academy to principals who had not participated. Eckley

(1997) focused on teacher empowerment. Teachers (N = 525) who perceived principals

74



to be operating in the human resource frame felt more empowered than teachers who did
not perceive principals to be operating in the human resource frame at a statistically
significant level (¢=6.72, p <.001). They also felt more empowered when they
perceived the principal to be operating in the structural frame (¢ =2.17, p = .04). This
study used hierarchical linear modeling which showed only the human resource frame to
be significant at the teacher level with a coefficient of 1.38 (p < .01).

The only study to explicitly address teacher evaluations examined three first year
principals at an alternative school. This study examined the challenges faced by first year
principals associated with each frame (Coles, 2005). These three principals focused on
using evaluations to hold staff accountable, terminate the worst staff, and build
instructional capacity among the rest of the staff. The only references to evaluation
processes were among the human resource and structural frame suggesting principal
ratings on human resource and structural frames might be more important than ratings on
symbolic and political frames in predicting principal mean ratings of teachers.

Implicit Person Theories

Implicit person theory research has examined how individuals’ views of their own
and others’ intelligence, personal characteristics, abilities, and morality influence their
judgments of others, selection of goals, and responses to failure (Chiu et al., 1997,
Dweck, et al., 1995). Earlier implicit theory research reviewed by Chiu et al (1997)
focused on how individuals' self-theories related to intelligence influenced their
responses to complex problems, failure, and meeting or not meeting goals. Entity
theorists focused on how much intellectual ability they believed they possessed and

attributed failure to their intellectual ability. Incremental theorists focused on developing
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their ability and improving performance through exerting effort and applying problem-
solving strategies (Chiu et al.). This lens was expanded to examine the influence of
implicit person theories of others on judgments, stereotypes, and other reactions to
others’ behaviors and traits. This section of the literature will focus on how theories of
others influence judgments. The first section will present research related to the
instrument with subsequent sections examining literature related to judgments and
evaluations of others.

Implicit person theory instruments. Dweck, Chiu, and Hong (1995) published
the results of six studies (n = 69, 184, 139, 121, 93, and 32) measuring the validity and
reliability of their measures of implicit theories. These studies examined three
instruments measuring implicit theories about kind of person, morality, and intelligence.
The first study included a retest (N = 62). Internal reliability of these studies ranged from
.90 to .98 with means ranging from 3.11 to 3.96 and standard deviations ranging from
0.95 to 1.49. Test-retest reliability over a two-week period ranged from .80 to .82 in
Study 1. Levy and Dweck (1996) also compared the use of only the expanded
incremental items to the use of both incremental and entity items. Participants (N = 101)
completed the survey using both types of items and using only the expanded incremental
items with a delay of a week or less between the first and second surveys. There was a
correlation of classifying individuals as incremental or entity theorists of .83.

Further tests examined the relationship between implicit person theory and the
following factors: age, sex, self-presentation concerns, cognitive abilities, confidence
and optimism, and political attitudes (Dweck et al., 1995). Implicit person theory was a

distinct factor. None of the correlations were significant; » values ranged from -.16 to .15
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with the highest absolute values for » found using the Referent Scale (Kerlinger, 1984), r
=.16; Right-Wing Authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1981), » = -.16; Social Desirability
Scale (Paulhus, 1984), » = .15; and Social Attitude Scale (Kerlinger, 1984), » = -.15.
This study used implicit person theory rating as a continuous variable instead of
classifying individuals as holding an incremental theory, entity theory, or undetermined.
Factor analysis was also used to investigate if responses could be the results of
acquiescence. Participants in the first five studies (n = 69, 184, 139, 121, and 93)
responded to items related to views of the world, intelligence, and morality. Factor
analysis confirmed that the three views were distinct factors supporting the premise that
ratings were not the result of acquiescence.

Although individuals can theoretically hold both incremental and entity beliefs,
one belief is generally more dominant than the other (Dweck et al., 1995). Dweck et al.
wrote in a peer-reviewed journal article discussing implicit person theory and previous
research that after excluding 15% of individuals who typically do not fall clearly into
either category, participants were evenly distributed across entity and incremental
theories unrelated to level of education, cognitive ability, self-esteem, or optimism.
Dweck et al. did not provide further data in this particular article. To verify the
distribution of incremental and entity theories, distributions of individuals holding
incremental and entity theories for articles reviewed in this literature review were
collected, the number of individuals holding each theory were used to calculate the
overall percent of individuals holding each theory. The data are displayed in Table 5. An
analysis of the participants in these studies found 44% of participants held an incremental

theory, 40% held an entity theory, and 15% were undetermined.
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Table 5.

Distribution of Incremental and Entity Theorists

Author Year Participants N Incremental Entity Undetermined
Levy, 1988 Study 1—Students 78 53% 38% 10%
Stroessner, &
Dweck Study 2—Students 114 30% 50% 20%
Study 3—Students 121 49% 51% 0%
Hong et al. 1997 Students 124 37% 44% 19%
Chiu, Hong, 1997 Study 1—Students 40 38% 38% 25%
& Dweck
Study 2—Students 50 22% 42% 36%
Study 3—Students 37 54% 27% 19%
Chiu, Hong, 1999 General 37 54% 27% 10%
& Dweck
Levy & 1999 Study 1— 78 36% 38% 26%
Dweck Elementary Students
Study 2— 44 39% 43% 18%
Elementary Students
Heslin 2003  Study 1—Managers 84 29% 39% 32%
Study 2—Managers 43 30% 53% 7%
Study 3—Managers 115 46% 54% 0%
Gutshall 2013 Teachers 238 62% 26% 12%
Overall 1,203 44% 40% 15%

Gutshall (2013) found 61.8% of teachers held an incremental or growth mindset,
26.1% held an entity or fixed mindset, and 12.2% did not clearly hold either mindset.
Gender, years’ experience, special education versus regular education, and school type
did not significantly influence teacher theory (p > .05): gender, y*(1, n = 134) = .274;

years of experience, y°(1, n = 218) = .530; special education/regular education, y’(1, n =
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206) = .260; and school type, y*(1, n = 238) = .494. This study also referenced two
unpublished dissertations examining teacher implicit person theory with the first
dissertation (N = 142) finding 73.6% of teachers held an incremental theory, 24.6% of
teachers held an entity theory, and 9.2% of teachers were undetermined (Strosher, 2003,
as cited in Gutshall, 2013) . The second dissertation (N = 63) found 50% of teachers held
an incremental theory, 18% of teachers held an entity theory, and 32% of teachers were
undetermined (Subert, 2006, as cited in Gutshall, 2013).

Behaviors and traits of others. According to previous literature reviews and
theoretical literature, individuals who hold an entity theory stereotype others more
frequently, agree more strongly with stereotypes, more closely associate groups with
stereotypes, attribute traits to members of groups based on group identity, use stereotypes
to reflect group differences, group individuals based on stereotypes, and use more
extreme qualifiers to describe traits of groups. This tendency to stereotype and use traits
as the primary measure in evaluating others is attributed to entity theorists’ beliefs that
traits are inherent. Entity theorists more quickly make judgments of groups because they
believe a person demonstrating trait-related behavior in one situation meant the person
was more likely to demonstrate trait-related behavior in subsequent situations (Levy et
al., 1998; Levy et al., 2001; Chiu et al., 1997). This section addresses empirical
literature related to the influence of implicit person theories on judgments of others.

College students participated in a series of studies that analyzed the influence of
their implicit person theory on their evaluations of others based on trait-related behaviors.
A series of five studies (n = 40, 50, 37, 310, and 46) examined the influence of implicit

person theory and trait-related behaviors on student judgments of others (Chiu, et al.,
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1997). In Study 1 individuals were given a situation and asked to indicate on a
probability scale of 0 to 1 the likelihood that if they met one of the people described in
the situation the person would act differently. Individual ratings on entity theory items
were treated as a continuous variable. Entity theory and ratings of future behavior
correlated significantly in the social domain (» = .61, p <.001) and the ability domain (»
= .45, p = .01). Entity theorists made stronger predictions (M = .57) about future
behavior in the social domain than incremental theorists (M = 42), ¢ (28) = 4.03, p <.001.
They also made stronger predictions (M = .55) about future behavior in the social domain
than incremental theorists (M = 44), ¢ (28) = 2.70, p = .01. In Study 2, participants were
given 10-items describing a trait of a person and asked to predict the person’s behavior in
a future situation using a probability scale. The items included positive and negative
traits. There was a positive correlation between agreement with entity theory items and
participant predicted probability that the individual would display behavior associated
with that trait in the future ( = .38, p < .05).

In Study 3, participants were given descriptions of trait-related behaviors and
asked to rate on a scale of 1 to 5 the extent to which the single behavior revealed a
person’s character. Entity theorists were more likely than incremental theorists to believe
a single behavior could reveal a person’s character (M = 3.62, M =2.96, t (28) =3.09, p
<.005). Study 4 compared the extent to which students in Hong Kong and the United
States believed behaviors indicated a person’s character. For both groups of students,
entity theory influenced judgments (United States, » = .24; Hong Kong, » =.22; p <.01).
Study 5 examined the influence of reading materials supporting implicit person theory

worldview versus reading materials supporting entity theory worldview (n = 46).
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Students assigned to read entity materials allowed traits to more strongly influence
judgments (M = 3.72 versus M = 3.27) at a significant level, F' (1, 44) =4.27, p <.05
(Chiu et al., 1997).

A second group of studies examined the influence of student implicit person
theories on their judgments of schools; their willingness to interact with others; and their
attributing behaviors to traits, psychological processes, or external factors. Two sets of
sixth grade students were asked to rate behaviors of students on a 9-point scale with -4
being very, very mean and 4 being very, very nice. For the first part of the study,
researchers asked sixth grade students (N = 78) to complete a survey related to their
beliefs about the malleability of others’ personality. Students were classified as entity
theorists (n = 30), incremental theorists (n = 28), and undetermined (n = 20). The 20
students who were not clearly entity or incremental theorists were not included in the
remaining activities in the study because the goal of the study was to compare judgments
of students holding an entity theory to judgments of students holding an incremental
theory. The remaining students (n = 58) were asked to read negative and neutral
behaviors of nine students in a simulated school and rate the behaviors on a 9-point scale.
The researchers hypothesized that entity theorists would assign more extreme ratings.
Students were then asked to rate the school based on the behaviors of the nine students.
Students holding an entity theory rated the school lower (M = -2.03) than students
holding an incremental theory (M = -1.21) at a significant level (F(1, 57) = 5.95, p <.05).
Students holding an entity theory made a greater number of extreme responses (M =
2.63) than students holding an incremental theory (M = 1.18) at a significant level (F(1,

57)=4.50, p < .05). Students were also asked to rate their willingness to interact with
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the students from this school associated with students with negative and neutral
behaviors. A 5-point scale with 1 being not at all to 5 being very, very much was used.
Entity theorists wanted to interact less (M = 1.51) with these students than incremental
theorists (M = 1.96) at a significant level (F(1, 57) = 5.39, p <.05). Effect size was not
reported (Levy & Dweck, 1999).

Students were asked to respond to an open-ended question describing the
behaviors of the nine students, “Why do you think the students at the school acted the
way they did?” (Levy & Dweck, 1999, p. 1168). These responses were then coded as
attributing behavior to traits such as “they are mean” or “they are dishonest,” (Levy &
Dweck, p. 1170), psychological processes such as “to get attention” or “they wanted to be
mean,” (Levy & Dweck, p. 1170), and external factors such as “others were acting that
way,” or “the teacher doesn’t teach them right or their parents don’t teach them right”
(Levy & Dweck, p. 1170). Among students holding an entity theory, 64% attributed
behavior to traits, 25% attributed behavior to external factors, and 11% attributed
behavior to psychological processes. Among students holding an incremental theory,
68% attributed behavior to external factors, 16% attributed behavior to psychological
processes, and 16% attributed behavior to traits. Students holding an entity theory and
students holding an incremental theory differed significantly in their explanations (x* (2,
N =53) =19.22, p <.05) when comparing the number of children expressing either of
the three explanations with the explanation acting as the dependent variable and their
theory acting as the independent variable (Levy & Dweck).

This study also asked a group of sixth grade students (n = 44) to read descriptions

of nine students from a fictitious school with negative and neutral behaviors and nine
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description of students from another fictitious school with positive and neutral behaviors.
Entity theorists were more likely to rate the school of students with positive behaviors
higher (M = 3.19) than incremental theorists (M = 2.76) at a significant level (F(1, 35) =
4.13, p = .05). They were also more likely to rate the school of students with negative
behaviors lower (M = -2.43) than incremental theorists (M = -1.46) at a significant level,
F(1,34)=7.90, p < .01 (Levy & Dweck).

Situational differences. University students (N = 238) were asked to watch a
video of a woman demonstrating anxious behavior. Some students were described a
stressful situational context and other students were provided a mundane situation
context. Some students were also given a cognitive load and asked to press the spacebar
each time the number 16 appeared on the screen. The number was spliced into the video
at random times. Students were asked to rate the anxiousness of the woman by
answering the following items on a scale of 1 to 9 with 1 representing not at all and 9
representing extremely: (a) “How anxious a person is the woman in the video?”, (b)
“How anxiously did the woman appear to be acting in the video?”, and (c) How anxious
do you think the woman would be if she were asked to give an impromptu presentation in
a seminar?” (Molden, et al., 2006). Of the responses, 220 were analyzed. Other
responses did not correctly report the topic, did not complete the task, or did not follow
directions. Responses were centered and hierarchical regression was conducted with the
following levels: (a) implicit person theory, (b) stressful or mundane situation, and (c) all
interactions. Implicit person theory did not influence their rating of behaviors as anxious
(M = 6.0, SD not reported). The topic (stressful or mundane) had a significant effect

(f=-.24,1t(215)=13.70, p <.001) on students’ ratings of the woman’s behavior. The
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topic x cognitive load interaction (f = .13, 7 (212) = 1.98, p <.05) and the predicted
theory X topic X load interaction (f = —.44, ¢t (211) = 1.95, p = .05) were also significant.
Simple slope analyses indicated that entity theorists decreased their ratings of the
woman’s behavior when they were not experiencing cognitive load
(f=—-46,1(211)=3.7, p <.001) as compared to entity theorists who were

experiencing cognitive load (= .06, ¢ (211) = .46, p = .65). For incremental theorists
information about the situation influenced their ratings both when they were experiencing
cognitive load (f =—.26, 1 (211) = 1.97, p = .05) and when they were not experiencing
cognitive load, f =—.26, ¢ (211) = 1.98, p < .05 (Molden et al., 2006).

In Study 2, participants with valid responses (n = 214) were given information
about the woman’s calm or anxious disposition. Members of the group given information
categorizing the woman as a calm person categorized her actions as less anxious (M =
5.5) than members of the group given information about the woman’s anxious disposition
(M = 6.6) at a significant level, (8 =.32,¢(210)=4.9, p <.001). Implicit person theory
rating was treated as a continuous variable. There was a significant effect of disposition
and implicit person theory. For individuals with higher ratings (incremental theorists),
information about the woman’s disposition affected their ratings of her anxiety when they
were not experiencing cognitive load (f = -.23, ¢ (205) = 2.29, p <.05) but did not
influence their ratings of her anxiety when they were experiencing cognitive load (f =
A1, 1(205) =1.0, p = .33). For individuals with lower ratings (entity theorists),
information about the woman’s disposition influenced ratings of anxiety when
experiencing or not experiencing cognitive load, f =-.19, ¢ (205) = 1.96, p = .05, and, S

=.10, £ (205) = .92, p = .36 (Molden et al., 2006).
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Study 3 addressed the manipulation of a person’s implicit person theory.
Participants (N = 174) received either an incremental or entity theory induction. Only
157 of responses were usable in analysis due to protocols in place. For example, 2% of
participants guessed that the articles used in the induction were not real, so they were
excluded from analysis. Participants in the incremental induction group were influenced
by the situation in rating the woman’s anxiety level, F (1, 68) =10.9, p <.01.
Participants in the entity induction group were not significantly influenced by the
situation in rating the woman, F (1, 68) = .11, p = .83 (Molden et al., 2006).

Evaluating performance. Heslin (2003) presented the results of three studies in
the dissertation, The Effects of Prior Judgment and Implicit Person Theories on
Performance Appraisals. These three studies included 82 managers, 42 managers, and
62 individuals holding entity theories. In Study 1, hierarchical regression tests were used
to analyze the influence of implicit person theory on the variability in two ratings of
individual performance over time. Study 1 used a first video of poor performance
followed by a second video of good performance. For Study 2, participants rated a first
video of good performance followed by a second video of poor performance. In the first
study (measuring poor to good performance), there was a significant relationship between
Rating 1 and Rating 2 (R* = .10, p < .01), but implicit person theory also significantly
influenced the mean ratings on the second evaluation after controlling for initial ratings
(adj. R’ = .32, B = .35, p <.001). In the second study using an initial video of good
performance followed by a video of poor performance, there was not a statistically

significant difference between Rating 1 and Rating 2 (R*= .08, p >.05). There was a
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statistically significant difference in Rating 2 after controlling for Rating 1, (adj. R°= .16,
=-.19,p <.01).

In the third study, only individuals holding an entity theory were chosen to
participate in the study (n = 62). One group of entity theorists participated in an
incremental workshop condition and one group participated in a placebo condition. On
the first rating of poor performance, there was not a significant difference in the means of
the treatment and control groups (M = 1.72 and M = 1.75), but there was a significant
difference in the mean ratings for the second groups with the treatment group rating
performance higher (M = 4.32) than the placebo group (M = 3.47) at a significant level (F'
(58) =21.54, p < .001, partial 5> = .12). Not only did the treatment influence mean
ratings, the treatment also affected willingness to coach, number of suggestions given,
and quality of suggestions. Using a Likert scale of 1 to 5, the treatment group (M =
4.04, SD = 0.78) rated their willingness to coach higher than the control group (M = 3.33,
SD = 1.15) at a significant level, F (1, 58) = 7.59, p < .01, partial 5> = .12. The treatment
group (M =3.38, SD = 1.74) gave more suggestions than the control group (M = 2.19,
SD = 1.67) at a significant level (F (1, 58) =7.55, p <.01). The quality of coaching was
rated by two independent raters on a scale of 1 to 5. The quality of coaching of the
treatment group (M = 3.10, SD = 1.39) was rated higher than the control group (M =
1.88, SD = 1.33) at a significant level (F (1, 58) = 12.80, p < .01, partial n> = .19)
(Heslin, 2003).

Another series of three studies following similar procedures to Heslin’s (2003)
procedures examined the influence of implicit person theory on manager evaluations of

and feedback to employees. In Study 1, employees were asked to rate the coaching
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behaviors of their supervisors. After controlling for manager years’ experience and
supervisor age, supervisor implicit person theory significantly explained 14% of the
variability in employees’ ratings of supervisors’ coaching behaviors (N =45). The
hierarchical regression model was statistically significant (F (3, 42) = 3.06, f = .38, p <
.01). Study 2 used a larger sample (N = 92). After controlling for manager years’
experience and supervisor age, supervisor implicit person theory significantly explained
21% of the variability in employees’ ratings of supervisors’ coaching behaviors. The
hierarchical regression model was statistically significant (F (3, 88) =8.93, f = .48, p <
.01. The third study used incremental theory induction and a control group to manipulate
the beliefs of entity theorists (n = 62). The incremental theory induction had a moderate
effect on supervisors’ willingness to coach (M = 4.04, SD = .78) when compared to the
control group (M = 3.33, SD = 1.15) at a significant level (¥ (1, 58) =7.67, p < .01,
partial n° = .12). The treatment also had a moderate effect on the number of suggestions
offered (M = 3.38, SD = 1.74) when compared to the control group (M =2.19, SD =
1.67) at a significant level (F (1, 58) = 7.23, p < .01, partial n”” = .11). The treatment had
a moderate effect on the quality of coaching as measured by independent raters with
incremental theory induction group (M = 3.10, SD = 1.39) receiving higher scores than
the control group (M = 1.88, SD = 1.33) at a significant level (F (1, 58) =11.93, p <.01,
partial n>= .17 (Heslin, VandeWalle, & Latham, 2006).

Summary. Implicit person theory was used as part of the theoretical framework
for this study because of its potential to explain implicit beliefs of principals possibly
influencing their ratings of teachers. Implicit person theories influenced students’

predictions of others’ future behavior based on previous trait-related behavior (Chiu et
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al., 1997). Entity theorists are more likely to make more extreme judgments based on
single behaviors, they are less likely to reflect changes in performance over time, and
they are less likely to consider external factors in assigning ratings. Entity theorists made
more extreme judgments of future behavior than incremental theorists (Chiu et al.) and
assigned more extreme judgments, both positive and negative, to schools based on nine
examples of student behaviors (Levy & Dweck, 1999). Entity theorists believed more
strongly that a single behavior revealed a person’s true character (Chiu et al.). Students
holding entity theories were more likely to interpret personal traits as the cause of
behavior, but students holding incremental theories were more likely interpret external
factors as the cause of behavior (Levy & Dweck; Molden et al., 2006). Cognitive load of
the evaluator influenced their integration of situational factors in assigning ratings
(Molden et al.). Evaluators with an incremental theory were more likely to assign higher
second rating when performance improved than evaluators with an entity theory (Heslin,
2003). Implicit person theories of evaluators influenced the quality of coaching, the
number of suggestions, and the quality of feedback (Heslin, 2003; Heslin, VandeWalle,
& Latham, 2006). Incremental theory induction can influence judgments (Chiu et al.,
1997; Heslin, 2003; Levy & Dweck, 1999) suggesting that providing incremental theory
induction during training on the evaluation instrument could create evaluators who adopt
a more growth-oriented approach to evaluation processes.
Inferences for Forthcoming Study

Limited research has studied factors influencing principal ratings of teachers, but

this literature review suggests teacher, student, evaluation process, and principal

characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers. No empirical studies were found
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addressing the influence of principal dominant leadership frames on principal ratings of
teachers, but the literature suggests that principals operating in the human resource frame
might be more lenient in order to focus more on a formative approach, build positive
relationships with teachers, and protect staff morale (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Painter,
2000; Sagona, 2012; Sartain et al., 2011). Implicit person theories have the potential to
explain actions and reactions to evaluation processes. Implicit person theories influence
principal responses to complex problems encountered during implementation (Chiu et al.,
1997), interactions with teachers, judgment of teachers, and investments in professional
development (Dweck, 1995; Heslin et al., 2005; Hong et al., 1999; Levy et al., 1998;
Levy et al., 2001).
Gaps in the Research

There are numerous studies on evaluation systems; many exploring reactions to
and perceptions of evaluation systems. Some studies have examined the relationships
between principal ratings of teachers and student achievement data but have not explicitly
explored the factors moderating or influencing these relationships. There are numerous
studies regarding implicit person theories in the psychology investigating academic
pursuits and social interactions of K-12 and postsecondary students. These studies
explored responses to complex problems, judgment of others, and judgment of self.
There are limited studies on implicit theories and evaluation processes. No studies were
found directly examining the relationship between implicit theories and implementation
of a professional teacher evaluation system. No studies were found examining the
relationship between principal ratings of teachers and principal dominant leadership

frame.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

With high school graduation rates below 70%, the North Carolina State Board of
Education commissioned 16 representatives from the North Carolina Department of
Public Instruction, 11 school districts, institutions of higher education, and the North
Carolina Association of Educators to revise the North Carolina teacher evaluation
standards. The resulting North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards laid the
foundation for a new teacher evaluation process (North Carolina Public Schools, 2006;
2008). Despite the new evaluation process’s goal to focus on student learning, no
correlation was found between student growth and teacher evaluation ratings after the
first year of statewide implementation (North Carolina Public Schools, 2011). The North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction staff concluded the data indicated there were
needs for additional professional development on the instrument and the explicit
inclusion of student growth through a sixth standard based on Education Value-Added
Assessment System (EVAAS) measurements (North Carolina Public Schools, 2011).
Incorporating student achievement in the teacher evaluation process was also a
component of North Carolina’s Race to the Top application (North Carolina Public
Schools, 2013). Empirical research suggests factors other than teacher effectiveness
influence principal ratings of teachers and should be considered including characteristics
of teachers, schools, and principals (Holtzapple, 2005; Jacob & Lefgren, 2008; Kimball et
al., 2004; Milanowski, 2004; Sartain et al., 2011).

The overarching framework of this study is social cognitive theory (Bandura,
1986) as described in Chapters 1 and 2. The literature review, found in Chapter 2,

focused on three categories of external factors: teacher, student, and evaluation process
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characteristics. Instead of using these three categories, this study focused on school
characteristics as external factors for the following reasons: (a) The unit of the study was
the principal, and aggregate teacher and student characteristics were treated as school
characteristics; and (b) Differences in the evaluation process were difficult to quantify
because the evaluation process used the same or similar instruments, policies, and
training statewide. School characteristics included the grade span of the building as
reported by the principal and the school composite value-added data as measured by
EVAAS data and reported by North Carolina Public Schools. Internal characteristics
were limited to principal characteristics and included the following: (a) Use of leadership
frames as measured by Bolman and Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations Instrument—
Self, Section I; beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal characteristics and
abilities as measured by the Kind of Person Instrument—Others (Dweck et al., 1995);
and principal total years’ experience as principal. The third aspect of social cognitive
theory, motivation and action, was limited to principal mean ratings of teachers on each
of Standards 1 through 5. The predictor variables were selected based on a review of the
literature related to teacher evaluations for their potential to explain variability in
principal ratings of teachers and the fit of the factors to quantitative research with the
principal as the unit of study. An illustration of the suggested interactions can be found
in Figure 4 in Chapter 1.
Research Questions

The research questions were addressed through a survey of 399 North Carolina

principals with stratified, proportional sampling techniques used to select 226 elementary,

88 middle, and 85 high school principals of schools with value-added data. The
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following overarching question guided this study: Do principal and school characteristics
influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation
instrument? These analytic questions were used to answer the overarching question:

1. Do principal characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the

North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

a. Do principal implicit person theories as measured by the Kind of Person
Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995) influence principal ratings of teachers on
the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

b. Does principal use of dominant leadership frames as measured by Bolman
and Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations Instrument influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

c. Does principal total years’ experience as a principal influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

2. Do school characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the North

Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

a. Does the school value-added composite measured by EVAAS data
influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher
evaluation instrument?

b. Does school grade span as reported by the principal influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

Research Design
This research was grounded in the premise principal, teacher, and school factors

influence principal subjective ratings of teachers. This study used simple and multiple
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regression techniques to examine the extent to which the following factors contribute to
principal ratings of teachers: the overall teacher effectiveness as measured by EVAAS
value-added data, the grade span of the school, principal years’ experience as a principal,
principal dominant leadership frames as measured by Bolman and Deal’s (1990)
Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self, Section I, and beliefs about the malleability of
others’ personal characteristics and abilities as measured by the Kind of Person
Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995). The Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self, Section
I, (Bolman & Deal) was chosen because it provides a measure of principal leadership
style. The Kind of Person Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995) was chosen as a measure of
principal beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal characteristics and abilities.
Predictor and Criterion Variables

The predictor variables of this study included external factors—school grade span
and overall teacher effectiveness as measured by EVAAS value-added data—and
principal factors—principal leadership style as measured by Bolman and Deal’s (1990)
Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self, Section I, principal beliefs about the
malleability of others’ personal characteristics and abilities as measured by Kind of
Person Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995), and years’ experience as a principal. The
criterion variables were the principal mean ratings of teachers on each of Standards 1
through 5; Standard 6 is based on EVAAS value-added data not principal ratings. North
Carolina’s teacher evaluation process does not include an overall teacher rating, so
separate regression tests were conducted for each standard and for each question.

Principal ratings were assigned a numerical value with not demonstrated, developing,
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proficient, accomplished, and distinguished assigned values of 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4
respectively.
Delimitations

This study was limited to principals in North Carolina who assigned teachers in
their school their most recent summative evaluation ratings. The findings may not be
generalizable to first year principals who were nonrenewed, evaluation processes in other
states, and nonprincipal evaluators including peer observers, mentors, curriculum
coaches, assistant principals, and central office personnel. North Carolina public schools
were configured into 57 different grade spans. Because 2012-2013 value-added data
were only available for fourth grade through high school, only elementary schools with
fourth and/or fifth grade students were included in the study. Because school grade span
was a predictor variable, schools not distinctly elementary, middle, or high schools were
not included. Elementary schools spanning beyond sixth grade were not included.
Middle schools only included schools serving students in sixth, seventh, and/or eighth
grades. High schools only included schools serving students in ninth through twelfth
grades. Schools designated as early colleges and serving students in Grades 9-13 were
not included.

The focus of this study was the influence of principal characteristics on principal
ratings of teachers. Factors not addressed but with potential to influence principal ratings
include characteristics of the evaluation process; teacher characteristics; barriers,
problems, and resources; teacher-principal relationships; and principal perceptions of the
standards. Characteristics of the evaluation process and barriers, problems, and resources

were not addressed because all districts in North Carolina implemented the same process

94



with similar resources provided through Race to the Top funds and regional training.
Teacher-principal relationships and principal perceptions of the standards were not
addressed as the design did not support inclusion of these variables.
Limitations

Limitations of this study included limitations associated with surveying only
principals, choosing the principal instead of the teacher as the unit of analysis, and using
regression techniques to answer research questions. There were two limitations
associated with surveying only principals. Principal dominant leadership orientation
frames were based on principal perceptions of their own leadership not on teacher
perceptions; only using self-evaluations decreased the validity of the Leadership
Orientations Instrument (Bolman, 2000). Principals may choose to report their implicit
person theory based on their perceptions of the correct answer not their true theory. The
second area of limitation, using the principal as the unit of analysis, was chosen due to
the confidentiality of teacher evaluations and the desire to focus on the principal in the
evaluation process. Because the principal was chosen as the unit of study, this research
was not able to address teacher-principal relationships or examine differences in ratings
among teachers and across standards. Being able to examine within school ratings would
allow the researcher to identify if principal ratings of a teacher as compared to other
teachers in the building were an accurate reflection of teacher value-added data. Because
of the research design, the researcher was only able to draw conclusions regarding school
mean ratings. Finally, using regression techniques allowed the researcher to identify
relationships but not the underlying causes. The design of this study only allowed the

researcher to determine if predictive relationships, not causal relationships, existed.
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Because the independent variables cannot be manipulated for this study, causal
relationships could not be identified.
Participants

The sampling frame of a study is, “those people who have a chance of being
included” (Fowler, 2009, p. 20). The sampling frame for this study was based on an
Educational Directory and Demographical Information Exchange (EDDIE) custom
report. North Carolina had 2,489 public schools with 56 grade span configurations
(North Carolina Public Schools, 2013). The custom report from EDDIE was filtered to
include only public school principals for schools that included grades 4-12 because value-
added data were not available for K-3. This report included school number, school name,
grade span, principal names, principal email addresses, and other descriptive indicators
related to the school characteristics. A comparison of the 2013-2014 report to the 2012-
2013 report was used to identify principals returning to the same school. Because data
released in the fall reflects performance and evaluation ratings from the previous year,
only principals remaining in the same school were included in the sample.

Because this study addressed a research question related to school grade span,
only principals of schools that were distinctly elementary, middle, or high schools were
included in the sampling frame. For example, K-8 and 7-12 schools were not included in
this study. These configurations were not included because K-8 schools included ratings
for elementary and middle school teachers, and 7-12 schools included ratings for middle
and high school teachers. For the purposes of this study, elementary schools were limited
to schools containing fourth and fifth grade students but no students above sixth grade.

Middle schools included schools serving sixth, seventh, and/or eighth grade students.
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High schools included only traditional high schools serving students in ninth through
twelfth grades. The grade span configurations of North Carolina public schools are
included in Table 6 with school grade spans included and school grade spans not included
in the sampling frame indicated.

The sample size for this study was obtained using G*Power 3.7.1 for “multiple
regression, fixed model R’ increased” (Soper, 2013). Significance criterion was set at ¢ =
.05, and a moderate effect size of £ =.15 was selected. The number of test predictors was
set at 5 and “a priori” type of power analysis was chosen. The results of the calculation
were a noncentrality parameter of A = 20.7; a critical F value of 2.28, and df =5, 132.
The G*Power calculator recommended a sample size of 138 with an actual power of
.9508. A second calculation for sample size was run using 4-Priori Sample Size
Calculator for Multiple Regression (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009). The same
parameters of a = .05, F = .95, fg =.15, and K = 5 were used. This calculator also
recommended a sample size of 138.

This study used stratified, proportional sampling with three strata—elementary,
middle, and high school principals—to address the research question, “Does school grade
span influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation
instrument?” Stratified sampling techniques were used because they can produce lower
sampling errors than simple random sampling techniques (Fowler, 2009). A meta-
analysis of response rates for 56 online surveys reported in 39 studies yielded a mean

response rate of 34.6%, SD = 15.7% (Cook, Heath, & Thomson, 2000). Using 34.6% as
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Table 6

North Carolina Public Schools Grade Span Configurations

School Grade Number of Included in Included in Included in
Span Schools Elementary Middle School  High School Not Included
K-3 6 X
K-4 18 X
K-5 591 X
K-6 28 X
K-7 3 X
K-8 75 X
K-10 4 X
K-12 32 X
PK-3 13 X
PK-4 38 X
PK-5 487 X
PK-6 39 X
PK-7 1 X
PK-8 40 X
PK-12 6 X
PK-13 2 X
1-5 4 X
1-12 1 X
2-3 2 X
2-4 1 X
2-5 4 X
2-6 1 X
2-12 1 X
3-5 22 X
3-8 1 X
3-10 1 X
3-12 3 X
4-5 11 X
4-6 6 X
4-8 3 X
4-12 1 X
5-6 8 X
5-12 2 X
5-13 1 X
6 1 X
6-7 1 X
6-8 432 X
6-9 1 X
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6-10 2 X
6-12 55 X
6-13 1 X
7-8 25 X
7-9 2 X
7-12 8 X
7-13 2 X
8 1 X
8-12 3 X
8-13 1 X
9 3 X
9-10 1 X
9-11 7 X

9-12 418 X
9-13 47 X
10-12 2 X
11-12 2 X
SP-ED 18 X
2.489 1,112 432 418 527

Note: A description of grade span configurations in North Carolina public schools indicating those
configurations included in the sampling frame of this study. Adapted from Performance of All Schools by
North Carolina Public Schools (2012).

the estimated response rate for this study and a desired response from at least 138
principals gave an initial sample size of 399 (138/34.6%).

Because the sample was a stratified, proportional sample with three strata, the
proportion of each school level was found by dividing the possible schools at each level
by the total number of possible schools: elementary, 1,112/1,962 = 56.7%; middle school,
432/1,962 = 22.0%; and high school, 418/1,962 = 21.3%. These percentages were
multiplied by the desired sample size of 399 to find the number of schools to sample at
each level: 226 elementary, 88 middle schools, and 85 high schools. The Performance of
All Schools file was downloaded from North Carolina Public Schools accountability
page. This file included all schools in North Carolina, their school codes, their grade

spans, their system name, and their accountability status. A pivot table was used to group
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schools by grade span and filter school grade spans that were not addressed. The interval
for sampling is the inverse of the sampling fraction which is the sample size divided by
population or the population divided by the sample size. A randomly selected nth term
was the starting point with every kth term selected; the data were addressed as circular,
returning to the top of the list until the sample was complete. If a school was selected
and the principal was not a returning principal, the next school on the list was selected.
Instrumentation

The instrument for this study was an online survey administered through Survey
Monkey. The survey included three sections. The first section included 32 items with
frequency rating scales of 1 (never) to 5 (always) from Section I of the Leadership
Orientations Instrument (Bolman & Deal, 1990). The second section included three
items with Likert rating scales of 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree) from the
Kind of Person Instrument—Others (Dweck et al., 1995). The final section collected
information on the professional and demographic characteristics of the respondent.

Leadership Orientations Instrument. The first section of the survey included
the 32 items from Section I of the Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self (Bolman &
Deal, 1990). The Leadership Orientations Instrument (Bolman & Deal) items were used
to collect data related to principal dominant leadership frames. Principals were asked to
rate the frequency of their behaviors associated with the four leadership frames in
implementing the North Carolina teacher evaluation process. This instrument was chosen
because of the potential relationships of each of the four frames—structural, human
resource, political, and symbolic—to evaluation processes. For example, structural

leaders develop effective management systems to manage the requirements related to the
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evaluation process; human resource leaders coach, develop, and empower teachers
through the evaluation process; political leaders deal comfortably with conflicts that may
arise in the evaluation process; and symbolic leaders provide inspiration and motivate
individuals to commit to the organizational mission through the evaluation process
theoretically (Bolman & Deal). There are two versions to the Leadership Orientations
Instrument: a self-survey and a survey to be completed by others. This study used only
Section I of the self-survey which also includes two additional sections on leadership plus
another section collecting personal data.

In the first section, principals were asked to rate their use of certain behaviors in
implementing the teacher evaluation process on a 5-point frequency rating scale with a
range of 1 (never) to 5 (always). The instructions asked principals to rate their use of
behaviors specifically in the implementation of the evaluation process. The items were
not altered. This section included 32 actions with eight actions related to each of the four
frames. “Show high levels of support and concern for others” is an example of a human
resource action. “Am able to be an inspiration to others” is an example of a symbolic
action. “Develop alliances to build a strong base of support” is an example of a political
action. “Set specific, measurable goals and hold individuals accountable for results” is an
example of a structural action (Bolman & Deal, 1990).

The reliability of Section I of Bolman and Deal’s Leadership Orientations
Instrument had been previously established using 1,309 colleague ratings of managers of
multiple sectors of business and education. Test score statistics are described in Table 7.

High reliability had been established using Cronbach’s alpha and the Spearman Brown
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Table 7

Test Score Statistics for Section I of Leadership Orientations Instrument

Frame Mean Standard Standard Cronbach’s  Spearman Total
Deviation Error Alpha Brown Cases

Coefficient
Structural 32.493 5.703 0.158 .92 .93 1,309
Human resource 32.458 6.303 0.173 .93 .92 1,331
Political 31.391 5.739 0.161 91 91 1,268
Symbolic 31.382 6.325 0.174 93 93 1,315

Note: Test score statistics for reliability of Bolman and Deal’s Leadership Orientations Instrument.
Adapted from Research Using Leadership Orientations Instrument by Bolman (2013).

coefficient. Cronbach’s alpha for the four frames ranged from .91 to .93, and Spearman
Brown coefficient for the four frames ranged from .91 to .93 (Bolman, 2010). The
Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self (Bolman & Deal, 1990) had been used in
research related to elementary and secondary schools supporting its validity as a measure
of principal leadership approach (Goodall, 2008; Henrikson, 2007; Penix, 2009;
Williams, 2008).

Previous dissertations have examined the relationships between school climate and
principal leadership frames, successful principal succession and leadership frames, and
school performance and leadership frames (Goodall, 2008; Henrikson, 2007; Penix,
2009). In a survey of principals and teachers from 35 schools, the Pearson correlations
between teachers perceptions of principal leadership frames and school climate ratings
were significant at the .01 level (two-tailed): structural, » = .748; human resource, r =
.796; political, » = .729; and symbolic, » = .790 (Goodall). Goodall’s study suggests that
there is a correlation among teacher ratings of principal leadership orientations and their

ratings of the school.
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Another study examined the issue of principal succession using the four frames.
Among principals surveyed (N = 302), beginning principals and second year principals
used significantly fewer frames than principals with 10 or more years’ experience (p =
.03; p=.02). This study also found significant relationships (p <.0005) among the use of
the four frames, the use of multiple frames, meeting challenges, and composite versatility
with effect size ranging from .39 to .88. The greatest effect size, .88, was found between
political frame and composite versatility; and composite versatility and number of frames
used (Henrikson, 2007).

A third study of principals and teachers in West Virginia elementary schools
(Mprincipals = 42, Nicachers = 247) compared leadership frames of principals in high
performing schools to principals in low performing schools. Teachers from the high
performing schools perceived their principals as using each of the four frames more
frequently (structural frame, ¢t = 4.76, p <.001; human resource, ¢t = 2.78, p <.01;
political frame, t = 3.58, p <.001; symbolic frame, ¢ = 2.23, p <.05) than did teachers
from low performing schools (Penix, 2009). Although empirical research examining the
influence of leadership orientation frames on principal mean ratings of teachers was not
found, this research suggest that the Leadership Orientations Instrument is an appropriate
measure of principal leadership style. Leadership orientation frames have been used to
capture relationships between principal characteristics and school climate, teacher
perceptions of leadership and school achievement level, and principal experience and use
of multiple frames (Goodall, 2008; Henrikson, 2007; Penix).

Regression analysis was used to validate the instrument. A gender analysis of

preferences for the four frames was also conducted with no significant differences found
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among males and females in the higher education and Singapore samples on other and
self-ratings. Among American school administrators the only significant differences
were the rating of women significantly higher than men on the structural, political, and
symbolic frames by others and the rating of women significantly lower on the political
frame by self with p <.05, two-tailed test (Bolman & Deal, 1991).

Ordinal data was treated as interval data, and using standard practices
recommended by Bolman and Deal (1991), the mean of principal self-ratings on the eight
items related to each frame were used to determine the dominance of the frame. The
rating scale was 1 to 5 with the highest ratings being often and always. Structural frame
items were 1, 5,9, 13, 17, 21, 25, and 29; human resource frame items were 2, 6, 10, 14,
18, 22, 26, and 30; political frame items were 3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, and 31; and
symbolic frame items were 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28, and 32. The number of dominant
leadership frames was determined by standardizing the mean rating for principals on each
subscale. Ratings meeting the criteria M + .255D were coded as dominant. SPSS was
used to calculate the number of dominant frames and recode into new variable.

Kind of Person Instrument. The second section of the survey used the three-
item Kind of Person Instrument, a universal implicit person theory survey (Dweck et al.,
1995). This theory measures individual beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal
characteristics and abilities. Individuals who believe personal characteristics of others
are malleable possess an incremental theory, but individuals who believe personal
characteristics of others are not malleable possess an entity theory. Individual beliefs are
measured on a continuum. These beliefs are referred to as implicit person theories

because they are usually difficult for individuals to articulate (Dweck et al., 1995).
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This study used three entity theory items from the instrument, “The kind of person
someone is is something very basic about them and it can’t be changed much;” “People
can do things differently but the important parts of who are can’t be really be changed;”
“Everyone is a certain kind of person and there is not much that can be done to really
change that.” Only entity theory items were used to minimize the length of the survey.
Levy and Dweck (1996) compared the use of only the incremental items to the use of
both incremental and entity items. Participants (N = 101) completed the survey using
both types of items and using only the incremental items with a delay of a week or less
between the first and second surveys. There was a correlation of classifying individuals
as incremental or entity theorists of .83.

Self-theory research originally addressed theories of intelligence but evolved to
also address the following question: Do self-theories influence judgments of others?
Specifically, “Would entity theorists, make more extreme judgments about others’ traits
from a small sample of behavior in the same way that they made global inferences about
themselves?” (Levy, et al., 1988, p. 1425). Entity theorists were more likely to make trait
judgments without considering the context and less likely to adjust ratings over time
(Erdley & Dweck, 1993). Incremental theorists were less likely to use traits to predict
behavior (Chiu, et al., 1997). The Kind of Person Instrument was chosen to measure how
principal beliefs about others influence their actions because of previous literature
demonstrating the influence of implicit person theories on judgments of others. Dweck et
al. developed domain-specific surveys regarding morality and intelligence as well as the
cross-domain, universal Kind of Person Instrument. In this study the Kind of Person

Instrument was chosen because of its potential to capture principal beliefs about the
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malleability of others’ personal characteristics and abilities. The Kind of Person
Instrument uses only three questions, potentially affecting reliability, but the instrument
has high internal reliability. Six studies with a total sample size of 638 (n = 69, 184, 139,
121, 93, and 32) were used to test the reliability and validity of the implicit person theory
instruments and to compare ratings on measures of implicit person theories related to
intelligence, kind of person, and morality. Only four of the studies (n = 69, 184, 93, and
32) used the Kind of Person instrument. No information was provided on the selection of
participants for these studies. The Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .90 to .96 for the Kind
of Person Instrument. Test-retest reliability was weakened by only a two-week interval,
but the result was .82 (Dweck et al., 1995).

Locus of control, a theory also emerging from social cognitive theory and self-
efficacy, was considered for this study. In selecting the Kind of Person Instrument, the
following factors were considered. Locus of control instruments have been more widely
used and tested for validity and reliability in research across many fields including health
sciences and education. The Kind of Person Instrument used in educational research has
been limited with much of the available research focused on student behaviors. The
locus of control instrument most closely aligned to purposes of this study was the teacher
locus of control instrument developed by Rose and Medway (1981). This instrument
includes items such as: “When the grades of your students improve, it is more likely: a.
because you found a way to motivate the students, or because the students were trying
really hard” (Rose & Medway, p. 181). For purposes of this study, the Kind of Person
Instrument items better captured principal attitudes related to the potential for teachers to

improve. Additionally, the Kind of Person Instrument required only three items, and
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Rose and Medway’s instrument consisted of 11 items. The Kind of Person Instrument
was chosen because of its potential to better capture principal attitude toward others’
abilities and its length.

To measure discriminant validity, Dweck et al. (1995) compared individual
responses to other individual characteristics to determine variables other than implicit
person theory possibly explaining responses to the Kind of Person Instrument.
According to the researchers, none of the tested variables demonstrated a significant
relationship to individual responses: gender; age; self-presentation concerns as measured
by the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) and the Social Desirability Scale (Paulhus,
1984); cognitive ability as measured by Scholastic Aptitude Test scores; confidence in
intellectual ability as measured by author-created measure; self-esteem (Coopersmith,
1967); view of others and the world (Chiu & Dweck, 1994); and political attitudes
(Altemeyer, 1981; Kerlinger, 1984). The value of » ranged from .16 to .18, but the
significance criteria were not given (Dweck et al.)

The survey only included questions addressing the entity theory. Questions
addressing the incremental theory directly were not included because they were found to
be “highly compelling” (Dweck et al., 1995, p. 270) and were not necessary. Although
revisions to the incremental theory questions increased the reliability of using both
incremental and entity theory statements, the instrument can be used with only the
statements directly related to entity theory or with statements related to both. Using only
the entity theory items, individuals with ratings below 3.0 are considered to hold an
incremental theory, and individuals with ratings above 4.0 are considered to hold an

entity theory (Dweck, 2000).
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Demographic and professional information. For Question 1, principals were
asked to provide their North Carolina six-digit school code. For questions 37-41, they
were asked to respond to multiple choice and open-ended items asking for their school
grade span; growth status; years’ experience as a principal, administrator, and teacher;
growth status; gender; and ethnicity.

School code. The first question of the survey asked the principals to enter their
six-digit school code. Providing this code allowed the researcher to match information
regarding teacher ratings from the North Carolina School Report Card and EDDIE to the
principal survey responses. Other information available on school report cards included
the number of teachers receiving not demonstrated, developing, proficient, accomplished,
and distinguished ratings on each of Standards 1 through 5. Each rating was assigned a
value from 0 to 4 with not demonstrated being 0 and distinguished being 4. The mean
rating of each standard was then calculated and used as the criterion variable.

School grade span. Principals were asked to provide their school grade span and
classify the school as either an elementary, middle, or high school. Data on grade span
were reported using descriptive statistics. Grade span categories of elementary, middle,
and high school were a predictor variable coded as dummy variables. Grade level and
grade span had influenced value-added data in multiple studies as described in the
literature review (Kane & Staiger, 2012; Borman & Kimball, 2005; Eady & Zepeda,
2007; Holtzapple, 2005; Jacob & Lefgren, 2006; Jacob & Lefgren, 2008; Kimball et al.,
2004; New Teacher Project, 2009).

Value-added composite. Principals were asked to provide their school value-

added composite, or growth status, based on EVAAS value-added models. The value-
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added composite is based on SAS EVAAS statistical models used to predict student
performance and compare the predicted performance to the actual performance.
Statistical concerns with value-added models are described in Chapter 2. WestEd (2010)
evaluated value-added models and recommended the EVAAS Univariate Response
Model (URM) and the EVAAS Multivariate Response Model (MRM). One advantage of
the MRM was multiple teachers could be assigned to a single student (WestEd). The
multivariate response model (MRM) is used when possible. When sufficient data to use
MRM are not available, univariate response model (URM) is used (Wright et al., 2010).
To reduce potential bias with the URM, at least three prior scores must be available
(Wright et al.) Test scores are compared using Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE) with
the mean for each grade and subject equal to 50. The growth standard for expected
growth is zero (Wright et al.). Although these data are now a component of teacher and
principal summative evaluations, SAS recommended, “The use of value-added measures
as one component of accountability systems is important, but in our view, the diagnostic
information is of greater importance” (Sanders, Wright, Rivers, & Leandro, 2009, p. 9).
Growth status—did not meet expected growth, met expected growth, and exceeded
expected growth—were posted on school report cards and public data. The actual school
value-added composite was not publicly available information for 2012-2013.
Experience. In 2011-2012, the mean total years’ experience for public school
principals in the United States was 7.2 years and the mean years at current school was 4.2
years compared to a mean total years’ experience of 5.4 years and a mean years at current
school of 2.7 years in North Carolina. Standard deviation was not provided. Among

public school principals in the United States, 34% were in their first two years as
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principals at their current school (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012).
Principals were asked to provide the length of their experience as a principal at any
school, as an administrator, and as a teacher rounded to the nearest year. Other studies
examined the types of experience prior to becoming an administrator and competence as
perceived by the teachers (Ing, 2010; Kimball, 2002: Wise et al., 1984), but type of
previous experience was not addressed because the studies suggesting a possible
influence on the evaluation process focused on the influence of these previous
experiences on teacher reactions. This study focused on the principal as the unit of
analysis not the teacher.

Gender and race. Principals were asked to identify their gender, ethnicity, and
race. Descriptive data were used to summarize the demographics of the sample. The
gender item was dichotomous with choices of male and female. In the United States,
49% of school principals were male and 51% were female, but among elementary
principals 41% were male and 59% were female, among secondary schools 72% were
male and 29% were female, and among combined grade level schools 60% were male
and 40% were female (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008b). Although no
studies suggested gender influenced the evaluation process, there were mixed results
regarding the influence of gender on leadership orientation. Two studies described
earlier in the literature review suggested a relationship between gender and orientation to
certain frames with female principals demonstrating a stronger orientation toward human
resource (Meade, 1992; Suzuki, 1994) and symbolic frames (Meade). Although these
studies suggested a relationship between gender and the human resource frame, a gender

analysis conducted by Bolman and Deal (1991) found no significant differences among
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leadership orientations of males and females in higher education and among Singapore
school administrators. Among the sample of American school administrators women
were ranked significantly higher than men by others on three of the frames, and the
women rated themselves significantly lower than men on the political frame (p < .05,
two-tailed test).

Items addressing ethnicity and race used categorical responses based on the
minimum categories of race and ethnicity established by the U.S. Office of Management
and Budget. These categories are based on social categories and were self-identified.
The five racial categories were (a) White; (b) Black or African American; (¢) American
Indian or Alaska Native; (d) Asian; and (e) Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). Individuals were allowed to check multiple races. The
required categories for ethnicity, Hispanic or Latino and not Hispanic or Latino, were
included as a separate item. The U.S. government, “considers race and Hispanic origin to
be two separate and distinct concepts” (U.S. Census Bureau, n.d., heading “Ethnic
groups,” para. 2).

Procedures

This crosssectional nonexperimental survey design study examined the
relationships among principal internal characteristics, contextual or external
characteristics, and principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation
instrument. This section describes procedures for collecting data, handling data, storing

data, cleaning and entering data, transforming data, and analyzing data.
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Data Collection

Because data were collected from principals during the 2013-2014 school year
based on data for the year 2012-2013, only principals who participated in the summative
evaluation process the previous year were included in the sampling frame. The database
of principals was created from North Carolina’s Education Directory and Demographical
Information Exchange (EDDIE). A spreadsheet was created using the “Create Custom
Reports—Schools” with the following columns included: school number, school name,
grade level current, principal first name, principal middle name, principal last name, and
principal email address. Schools were organized in this list by school number. The
spreadsheet from 2013-2014 was compared to the spreadsheet for 2012-2013. Only
2013-2014 principals who were principals of the same school in 2012-2013 were
included in the study. The spreadsheet was sorted by the six-digit school number. The
following intervals were used for sampling: elementary schools, £ = 8.36; middle
schools, k = 3.25; and high schools, £ = 3.14. Randomly selected nth terms were the
starting points with every kth term selected; the data were addressed as circular, returning
to the top of the list until each sample was complete.

Principals were emailed a pre-notification. This letter included the purpose of the
study, the relevance of the study, and the importance of their participation in the study.
The email met requirements as set forth by The George Washington University’s
Institutional Review Board. The email described the methods for maintaining
confidentiality and provided contact information for recipients to ask further questions.
The email explained the school code would only be used to (a) monitor the return surveys

and avoid sending reminders to those individuals quickly returning the survey, (b) match
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survey responses with data from the school report card, and (c) provide participants with
summary results upon completion of the study. Participants were directed to a survey
link created through SurveyMonkey. The email requested principals provide their 6-digit
school code to facilitate the matching of public data to the principal survey responses and
to identify principals not yet responding. Participants were informed the survey was
voluntary and the responses were confidential. Once data were matched based on the
school code, the school codes were deleted from the database, the principals of the school
were removed from a list to receive a follow-up reminder, and they were added to a list to
receive a thank you e-mail.
In a meta-analysis of electronic survey research, Cook, Heath, and Thompson
(2000) concluded the number of precontacts, number of contacts, personalized contacts,
salience, and sponsorship were strategies most related to higher response rates. The
following steps were taken to increase return rates:
(1) Precontact was made by email to participants. A paper prenotification is not
associated with higher return rates on electronic surveys. Schaefer and
Dillman (1998) suggested this might be caused by the failure of participants to
associate a paper prenotification with an electronic survey.
(2) All contacts to principals were personalized using cut-and-paste functionality.
(3) Two follow-up contacts were made at two week intervals to individuals not
responding.
(4) The salience of this study, prominence and importance, were described in the
e-mail.

Data was collected in January and February of 2014.

113



Data Handling

Storage. Data were collected from www.surveymonkey.com with built-in
security measures. Survey Monkey requires unique user names and passwords be entered
each time a user logs in; session cookies do not include user names and passwords; and
Secure Sockets Layer (SSL) technology authenticates servers and encrypts data.
Network security is protected through firewalls, intrusion detection systems, and McAfee
programs. Data security is guarded by storage facilities located in the United States; data
backups occur hourly and are encrypted. Further information on security of data stored
through Survey Monkey can be found at
http://www.surveymonkey.com/mp/policy/security/. The data were downloaded into an
Excel spreadsheet and stored in a password protected document on a single computer and
on a secure external hard drive. Data were analyzed using IBM SPSS (Statistical Product
and Service Solutions) Statistics GradPack for Windows.

Cleaning and entry. Of the 73 responses to the survey, 5 were deleted due to
either a missing school code preventing the matching of principal data to school data or a
response rate less than 80%. Among the other 68 responses, there were no missing data
from Section 1 (leadership orientation) and Section 2 (implicit person theory). Two
principals provided incorrect responses to principal years’ experience—adding years’
experience as administrator to years’ experience as teacher. Listwise deletion was used
to deal with these two cases on regression tests using these variables. Five participants
did not respond to questions related to years’ experience as administrator and four
participants did not respond to questions related to years’ experience as a principal.

Listwise deletion was used to deal with these cases on tests using these variables. Data
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were entered in Excel spreadsheet downloaded from Survey Monkey. The district and
school name were used to locate the percent of teachers receiving each rating on each
standard using the North Carolina educator effectiveness data available from
http://apps.schools.nc.gov/pls/apex/f?p=155:4:0::NO. North Carolina policy prohibits
the publishing of data on evaluation standards when less than five teachers in the school
were rated on that standard. Policy also requires the ratings of all teachers on Standards 1
and 4. Principals are required to rate career status teachers on Standards 2, 3, and 5
during licensure renewal years. Three principals in this study were associated with
schools with less than five teachers receiving ratings on Standards 2, 3, and 5. Listwise
deletion was used to handle these cases.

Publicly available data related to school context were matched using the school
code. The following data were collected related to school context: Title I status, school
size, percent of teacher who were fully licensed, percent of classes taught by highly
qualified teachers, percent of teachers with advanced degrees, percent of teachers with
less than three years’ experience, and teacher turnover. Prior research had not addressed
these school characteristics as influencing principal ratings of teachers, but the data were
collected to provide a deeper understanding of school context.

Data transformation. Item 1 was used to identify distribution of school ratings
from http://apps.schools.nc.gov/pls/apex/f?p=155:4:723532860027701::NO::P4
SCHOOL:010303 using an Excel spreadsheet. North Carolina publishes the number of
teachers rated at each level for each standard. The number of ratings at each level was
multiplied by the following values: not demonstrated, 0; developing, 1; proficient, 2;

accomplished, 3; distinguished, 4. The mean rating was calculated by dividing the sum
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Table 8

Distribution of North Carolina Teacher Evaluation Instrument Ratings 2011-2012

Not Developing  Proficient ~ Accomplished Distinguished Mean
Demonstrated

Standard 1 54 1512 33,208 44305 (48.4%) 12396 M =274
(0.1%) (1.7%) (36.3% (13.6%) SD=.78
Standard 2 113 1,292 21,212 26,478 5673 M =2.66
(0.2%) (2.4%) (38.7%) (48.3%) (10.4%) SD=.79
Standard 3 105 1,406 25,509 22,427 4,684 M =2.56
(0.2%) (2.6%) (47.1%) (41.4%) (8.7%) SD = .80
Standard 4 45 1,967 34,423 47,015 7,998 M=2.67
(0%) 2.1%) (37.6%) (51.4%) (8.7%) SD =77
Standard 5 97 1,431 25,966 21,488 5,035 M =255
(0.2%) (2.6%) (48.1%) (39.8%) (9.3%) SD = .80

Note: Distribution of ratings on North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument 2011-2012 with mean. Raw
data retrieved from http://apps.schools.nc.gov/pls/apex/f?p=155:5:0::NO on August 3, 2013.

of the products described by the number of ratings on the standard. The 2011-2012
distribution of ratings for North Carolina is provided in Table 8 above. The means of
each standard were used because North Carolina does not have a formula for assigning an
overall rating.

Principal self-ratings on items 2 through 33 were transformed by recoding into a
new variable and using the computing function to calculate the standardized mean of item
ratings related to each leadership frame: structural frame items were 1, 5,9, 13, 17, 21,
25, and 29; human resource frame items were 2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26, and 30; political
frame items were 3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, and 31; and symbolic frame items were 4, 8, 12,
16, 20, 24, 28, and 32. Frames were identified as dominant using the criterion M +
.258D.

The mean ratings of items 33-35, scale of 1 to 6, were used to identify the
principal implicit person theory regarding the malleability of others’ personal
characteristics and abilities following procedures previously established in research

addressed in the literature review (Chiu et al., 1997; Chiu et al., 1999; Gutshall, 2003;
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Heslin, 2003; Hong et al., 1997; Levy et al., 1988; Levy & Dweck, 1999). If the mean
rating was greater than 4.0, SPSS was used to transform the variable into a new variable
identifying the principal as an entity theorist with a dummy code of 1. If the mean rating
was less than 3.0, SPSS was used to transform the variable identifying incremental
theorists with a dummy code of 1. Respondents with a mean scale between 3.0 and 4.0
were considered neither entity nor incremental theorists and received a dummy code of 0
for both variables.
Data Analysis

The unit of analysis for this study was the principal. Descriptive statistics were
used to provide each principal’s mean rating for Standards 1 through 5, a demographic
profile of principals participating in the survey, a leadership profile of principals
participating in the survey, and a profile of the schools represented by the principals
participating in the survey. Principal personal characteristics including ethnicity, gender,
experience, and content background were collected. Principal number of dominant
leadership orientation frames, principal dominant implicit person theory, principal years’
experience, school growth status, and school grade span served as predictor variables.
Principal mean ratings of teachers on each standard served as the criterion variables.
Simple and multiple regression techniques were used to identify the factors significantly
predicting principal ratings of teachers.

Multiple Regression/Correlation Analysis (MRC) is “a highly general and
therefore very flexible data-analytic system that may be used whenever a quantitative
variable (the dependent variable) is to be studied as a function of, or in relationship to,

any factors of interest (expressed as independent variables)” (Cohen, Cohen, West, &
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Aiken, 2003, p. 3). Regression techniques were chosen because they do not limit the
types of variables to be used (Cohen et al.). The variables may be the result of an
experiment or naturally occurring (Cohen et al.). The dependent, or criterion, variables
of this study were principal dominant leadership frames as measured by Bolman and
Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations Instrument; principal dominant implicit person
theories as measured by the three-item universal implicit person theory Kind of Person
Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995); principal years’ experience as a principal; school grade
span; and the growth status based on aggregate teacher value-added data for the school.
Other data collected for exploratory reasons were also tested: principal years’ experience
as an administrator, school Title I status, the percent of teachers in the school with less
than three years’ experience, and school teacher turnover rate. The criterion variables
were the principal mean ratings of teachers on Standards 1 through 5. Simple regression
techniques were used to analyze the relationship between principal years’ experience as a
principal and as an administrator, principal number of dominant leadership orientation
frames, percent of teachers with less than three years’ experience, and school teacher
turnover rate. The use of dummy variables with more than two levels caused multiple
regression techniques to be required to analyze the influence of the following variables:
implicit person theory, school growth status, and school grade span. Multiple regression
techniques were also used to analyze the influence of multiple predictor variables on
principal mean ratings of teachers.

Multiple regression techniques require a dependent variable that is measured on a
continuous scale (Cohen et al., 2003). For this study, the principal mean rating on each

standard were treated as a continuous variable. Five independent variables served as
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predictor variables. Linearity of relationships between each predictor variable and
criterion variable as well as among all predictor variables and the criterion variable were
tested using scatterplots and partial regression plots. Independence and normality were
supported by random selection of principals from a pool of principals from all school
districts, and independence of observations was tested using SPSS’s Durbin-Watson
statistic. Normality assumptions were tested by using SPSS to calculate skew and
kurtosis, examining histograms, and verifying SPSS tests of normality.

Descriptive statistics were used to compare the demographics of the sample to the
demographics of the population of North Carolina principals as contained in EDDIE. Chi
square goodness-of-fit tests were used where possible to compare the observed
distribution to the expected distribution. The chi square value was calculated using
SPSS. The standardized residual for each variable was calculated separately because
SPSS does not calculate the standardized residuals for chi square goodness-of-fit tests.
Scatterplots of each predictor and criterion variable, residuals and histograms, and partial
regression plots were used to identify potential outliers and influential points. Residual
versus fitted plots were used to determine homoscedasticity. Tolerance and Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF) were used to test for collinearity.

Reliability of instruments was determined using SPSS results. Cronbach’s alpha
measured the internal reliability of the scales used in the survey. The following
parameters were used for reliability analysis: descriptive statistics for item, scale, scale if
item deleted, and interitem correlations. Regression tests were conducted using SPSS.
The model summary table data, », R, and adjusted R’ were used to identify the goodness-

of-fit of the model; the F ratios in the ANOVA table were used to determine the
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significance of the model; and 7 tests determined the significance of the relationship

between each predictor and criterion variable.
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Chapter 4: Presentation of Results

This chapter presents the results of this study and provides an analysis of the
influence of principal and school characteristics on principal ratings of teachers. The
predictor variables in the original study design included principal years’ experience,
principal use of multiple leadership orientation frames, principal beliefs about the
malleability of others’ personal characteristics and abilities, school grade span, and
school growth status. The criterion variables were the mean principal rating of teachers
on each of the five teacher evaluation standards with ratings assigned by the principal.
Participants in this study consisted of North Carolina principals who assigned teachers
their most recent summative evaluation rating; they were selected using stratified,
proportional sampling techniques. This chapter presents descriptive statistics related to
the population and sample, the predictor variables, and the criterion variables followed by
sections summarizing inferential statistics related to each of the research questions.
The following overarching question guided this study: Do principal and school
characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher
evaluation instrument? These analytic questions were used to answer the overarching
question:

1. Do principal characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the
North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?
a. Do principal implicit person theories as measured by the Kind of Person
Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995) influence principal ratings of teachers on

the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?
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b. Does principal use of dominant leadership frames as measured by Bolman
and Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations Instrument influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

c. Does principal total years’ experience as a principal influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

2. Do school characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the North

Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

a. Does the school value-added composite measured by EVAAS data
influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher
evaluation instrument?

b. Does school grade span as reported by the principal influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?

Descriptive Statistics

The data analyzed in this study were collected through an online survey
distributed to a stratified, proportional sample of 399 North Carolina public school
principals: 226 elementary, 88 middle school, and 85 high school principals. A response
rate of 35% was expected based on a meta-analysis conducted by Cook, Heath, and
Thompson (2000) of 56 online surveys reported in 39 studies. Although 399 principals
were invited to participate in the survey and two follow-up emails were sent to
nonrespondents, only 73 principals chose to participate in the survey. Listwise deletion
was used to remove five cases because the participants either did not provide a usable
school code or did not respond to 80% of the items. Listwise deletion was used to handle

missing data for each series of tests as needed. Although a return rate of 35% was
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expected, the return rate for this survey was 21% with only 17% responses meeting
criteria to be used in data analysis. This section reports frequencies and descriptive
statistics related to demographic, predictor, and criterion variables.

Demographic Variables

All demographic information was not completed by all participants.
Demographic information collected included gender; race; ethnicity; years’ experience as
principal, administrator, and teacher; and school grade span. School board region,
location type, teacher turnover rate, percent of teachers with less than three years’
experience, and Title I status were collected by matching school code to publicly
available data.

Among principals responding to the survey, 38 (56%) were from Title I schools.
Respondents represented all eight state board of education regions with between 8 and 12
respondents from each region. Respondents were from schools located in cities (19%),
suburbs (9%), and towns (10%), but most respondents were from rural schools (62%).
This was not statistically significantly different than the expected distribution of 32%
city, 51% rural, 9% suburban, and 8% town, x2 =(5.521, N=68), p=.137.

Not all respondents chose to respond to questions regarding race (3%), but the
majority of respondents were White (81%) followed by Black/African American (10%).
More females (56%) than males (43%) responded. The ethnicity and gender of the
population of principals was not available through EDDIE. Respondents represented
schools varying greatly in size (M = 664, SD = 426) compared to a mean of 576 and

standard deviation of 383 for all schools in North Carolina.
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Predictor Variables

The predictor variables in this study included grade span, school growth status,
principal implicit person theory, number of dominant leadership orientation frames, and
principal years’ experience. Grade span, school growth status, and principal implicit
person theory were coded as dummy variables; number of dominant leadership
orientation frames and principal years’ experience were continuous variables. The
following sections provide summaries of descriptive statistics related to each predictor
variable.

School grade span. Stratified, proportional sampling was used to select the
principals to receive the surveys: 226 elementary, 88 middle, and 85 high school
principals of North Carolina public schools responsible for assigning teachers their most
recent summative ratings. A chi-square goodness-of-fit test was used to determine if the
distribution of principals by grade span followed the hypothesized distribution of 57%
elementary, 22% middle school, and 21% high school. The chi-square goodness-of-fit
test indicated that the distribution of principals by grade span choosing to participate in
this study was not statistically significantly different from the hypothesized distribution,
v (2)=3.73, p = .155, with 31 (46%) elementary, 18 (27%) middle school, and 19 (28%)
high school principals participating.

School growth status. In North Carolina, value-added data are used to classify
schools into three categories based on their growth index: did not meet expected growth,
met expected growth, and exceeded expected growth. To standardize growth measures
across different grade levels and subject areas, SAS calculates the school’s growth index

by dividing the school’s composite value-added by the standard error of measure (SAS,
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n.d.). North Carolina classifies schools with a growth index between -2 and +2 as
meeting expected growth, schools with a growth index less than -2 as not meeting
expected growth, and schools with a growth index greater than +2 as exceeding expected
growth. Statewide, 29% of schools exceeded expected growth, 43% of schools met
expected growth, and 29% of schools did not meet expected growth. A chi-square
goodness-of-fit test indicated that the distribution of principals choosing to participate in
this study by school growth status was statistically significantly different from the
hypothesized distribution, y* (2) =9.11, p = .011, with 44% (n = 30, standardized
residual = 2.38) of principals representing schools that exceeded growth. The percent of
principals representing schools exceeding growth, 28%, was not statistically significantly
different, and the percent of principals representing schools not meeting growth, 28%,
was not statistically significantly different.

Implicit person theory. Principals were asked to respond to three items related
to their beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal characteristics and abilities.
These items, used with permission from the Kind of Person Instrument (Dweck et al.,
1995), were Likert rating scales of 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree). Individuals
were classified into three categories based on their mean rating on these three items:
mean ratings greater than or equal to 4, incremental theorist; mean ratings less than or
equal to 3, entity theorists; and mean ratings between 3 and 4, undetermined. Dweck et
al. found that approximately 40-45% of individuals held entity theories, 40-45% held
incremental theories, and approximately 10-15% of participants were undetermined. A
chi-square goodness-of-fit test using expected distributions of 45% entity, 45%

incremental, and 10% undetermined was conducted using SPSS nonparametric testing.
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This test indicated that the distribution of principals choosing to participate in this study
by implicit person theory was not statistically significantly different from the
hypothesized distribution, x* (2) = 0.42, p = .813, with 49% (n = 33) of principals
identified as holding an incremental theory, 41% (n = 28) identified as holding an entity
theory, and 10% (n = 7) identified as undetermined.

Mean years’ experience. Two principals incorrectly responded to the question
related to years’ experience as a principal. For this question, they added their years’
experience as an administrator and their years’ experience as a teacher. Their reported
years’ experience as a principal were greater than their years’ experience as an
administrator. Listwise deletion was used to deal with these two cases and the five
principals who did not respond to this question. In this study, 36% (n =21) of
responding principals (N = 61) had 10 or more years’ experience (M = 8.31, SD = 5.74).
According to the Schools and Staffing Survey (National Center for Education Statistics,
2009), the mean years’ experience of principals in North Carolina was 5.4 years with
only 4% of principals having more than 10 years’ experience. A ¢-test was conducted to
determine if there was a statistically significant difference between years’ experience as a
principal of the participants compared to all public school principals in North Carolina.
The mean years’ experience of participants was greater (M = 8.31, SD = 5.74) than the
population (i = 5.4, ¢ not available) with a mean difference of 2.91 and a 95% CI [1.44,
4.38].

Dominant leadership frames. Participants responded to the 32-item Leadership
Orientations Instrument—Self, Section I, rating their frequency of leadership behaviors

(Bolman & Deal, 1990). This scale consists of four subscales that measure participant
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Table 9

Criteria Used to Identify Frames as Dominant or Nondominant

Frame Mean SD 25*SD Mean + .25*SD
Structural 4.17 0.43 0.11 4.28
Human Resource 4.19 0.45 0.11 4.30
Political 3.78 0.47 0.12 3.90
Symbolic 3.74 0.52 0.13 3.87

frequency of behaviors related to structural, human resource, political, and symbolic
leadership frames. To identify dominant leadership frames, principal mean ratings on
each subscale were standardized using SPSS. Principals with a mean self-rating on
leadership frame subscales .25SD above the mean were identified as dominant in that
frame. Others were identified as nondominant. The SPSS function “recode into a
different variable” was used to assign a value of 1 to dominant frames and a value of 0 to
nondominant frames. The means, standard deviations, and ratings used to classify
principal leadership orientation frame are provided in Table 9 above. The compute
variable function in SPSS was used to calculate the number of dominant frames by
adding the values of 0 or 1 assigned to the four frames. Among the principals
responding, 23 (34%) had no dominant leadership orientation frame, 12 (18%) had one
dominant leadership orientation frame, 13 (20%) had two dominant leadership orientation
frames, 14 (21%) had three dominant leadership orientation frames, and 6 (9%) met the
criteria to be identified as dominant in all four frames. Frequencies of each dominant
frame and combination of dominant frames are displayed in Table 10.

Internal reliability analyses of the Leadership Orientation—Self, Section I,

(Bolman & Deal, 2000) for this study and the pilot were conducted using SPSS. The
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Table 10

Frequency of Dominant Frames

Dominant Frames Frequency Percent
No Frames 23 34%
One Frame 12 18%
Human Resource 5 7%
Political 4 6%
Symbolic 3 4%
Two Frames 13 20%
Political, Symbolic 4 6%
Human Resource, Political 3 4%
Human Resource, Symbolic 2 3%
Human Resource, Structural 2 3%
Structural, Political 2 3%
Three Frames 14 21%
Human Resource, Political, Symbolic 9 13%
Structural, Political, Symbolic 3 4%
Structural, Human Resource, Political 1 2%
Structural, Human Resource, Symbolic 1 2%
Four Frames 6 9%

findings were compared to results published by Bolman (2013). Bolman analyzed the
internal reliability of each subscale and found Cronbach’s alpha values between .91 and
.93 for total cases ranging from 1,268 and 1,331. The observed values in this study were
Cronbach’s alpha between .75 and .80. Details are provided in Table 11. Bolman and
Deal’s data included participants from education, business, and industry. Some
indicators might appear to be more relevant to groups outside of education. For example,
the survey item with the lowest mean rating (M = 3.52, SD = .91) was “am highly
imaginative and creative.” The survey item with the highest mean rating (M = 4.38, SD
=.49) was “think very clearly and logically.” Principals could perceive some items more
relevant to their leadership especially in the context of evaluations. Other studies using
the Leadership Orientations Instrument have found similar Cronbach’s alpha values to
both Bolman and Deal’s data and observed data in this study: .943 to .951 (Penix, 2009),

247 teacher ratings of 42 principals; .75 to .93 (King, 2009), teacher and community
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Table 11.

Bolman and Observed Test Score Statistics for Section I of Leadership Orientations Instrument

Frame Cronbach’s o Total Cases Items

Bolman (2013)

Structural .92 1,309 1,5,9,13,17,21, 25,29

Human Resource .93 1,331 2,6,10, 14, 18,22, 26, 30
Political 91 1,268 3,7,11, 15,19, 23, 27, 31

Symbolic 93 1,315 4,8,12, 16, 20, 24, 28, 32
Observed

Structural 75 68 3,7,11, 15,19, 23, 27, 31

Human Resource .79 68 4,8,12,16, 20, 24, 28, 32
Political .80 68 5,9,13,17,21, 25,29, 33
Symbolic .80 68 6,10, 14, 18, 22, 26, 30, 34

Note: Test score statistics for reliability of Bolman and Deal’s Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self,
Section 1, from Bolman (2013) and data observed in this study in 2014.

member ratings of principals; and .83 to .86 (Suzuki, 1994) included 124 principals.
DeVellis (2003) described values between .70 and .80 as respectable, values between .80
and .90 as very good, and values much higher than .90 as indicating the scale might be
too long. DeVellis acknowledges the ranges are “personal and subjective” (DeVellis, pp.
95-96).
Criterion Variables

The criterion variables for this study were principal mean ratings of teachers on
Standards 1 through 5 of the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument. Principals
rated teachers on the following scale: not demonstrated, developing, proficient,
accomplished, and distinguished. For this study, the ratings were assigned values of 0, 1,
2, 3, and 4, respectively. The principal mean rating for each standard was then found by
multiplying the number of developing ratings by 1, the number of proficient ratings by 2,
the number of accomplished ratings by 3, and the number of distinguished ratings by 4
and dividing by the number of teachers receiving a rating on that standard. Principals

were required to rate beginning teachers and probationary teachers on Standards 1
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through 5 each year, but tenured teachers were only required to be observed on Standards
1 and 4 in nonrenewal years of their licensure cycle. North Carolina only reported data
when five or more teachers received ratings for a standard. Due to fewer teachers being
rated on Standards 2, 3, and 5, and state policy prohibiting the publication of data for less
than five teachers, ratings for three schools were not published for Standards 2, 3, and 5.
For these cases, listwise deletion was used to deal with missing mean ratings. There were
no missing data for Standards 1 and 4.

Data were examined using the SPSS explore function. Histograms were used to
examine mean ratings for each standard for normality. Box and whisper plots were used
to identify outliers. Only one outlier was identified, the maximum value for Standard 5:
mean rating (3.94). The next highest value was 3.77. The outlying value was not
modified. On each standard, at least 97.83% of teachers received the three highest
ratings: proficient, accomplished, or distinguished. One principal in the sample assigned
one teacher a rating of not demonstrated on Standard 5. On each standard, between
1.34% and 2.17% of teachers were assigned a rating of developing. Distribution of
principal ratings can be seen in Table 12.

Inferential Statistics

Regression tests were conducted to analyze the amount of variability in principal
ratings of teachers explained by principal and school characteristics. A combination of
simple and multiple regression tests were applied to answer the research questions. For
each question, separate regression analyses were conducted for each of the first five

standards of the evaluation instrument.
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Table 12

Distribution of Population Sample Ratings on the North Carolina Evaluation Instrument 2013-2014

Rating N. D. Developing  Proficient Accomplished  Distinguished
Assigned value 0 1 2 3 4
Standard N % N % N % N % N %
1" (M=2.84, SD = 42) 0 0% 38 1% 921 32% 1376 49% 499 18%
2" (M =2.73, SD = .46) 0 0% 30 2% 621  39% 721 45% 238  15%
3" (M =2.60, SD = .46) 0 0% 35 2% 750 47% 634 39% 191 12%
4" (M =271, SD = 44) 0 0% 48 2% 1044 37% 1427 50% 315 11%
57(M =265 SD=.48) 1 0% 29 2% 715 44% 621  39% 244 15%

Note. *N =68. **N =65. N. D. represents not demonstrated

Assumptions for Linear Regression Models

Each series of simple regression tests started by verifying that the data met the
assumptions for linear regression: linearity of relationships, no significant outliers,
independence of residuals, homoscedasticity of residuals, and normality of residuals.
Multiple regression tests included the verification of these assumptions as well as
noncollinearity of points (Lund & Lund, 2012). The first assumption, variables should be
interval or ratio, was met through the design of the study including the creation of
dummy variables for variables that started as nominal for school growth status, school
grade span, principal implicit person theory, and Title I status. The criterion variables
were the means of ordinal evaluation ratings of teaches treated as interval variables. The
second assumption, a linear relationship exists between the variables, was verified by
plotting the dependent variables against the independent variables using SPSS and by
plotting the studentized residual against the unstandardized predicted values. Most
scatterplots were either approximately linear or somewhat linear except as described in
the results examining the relationship between principal ratings of teachers and principal
number of dominant leadership frames. The third assumption, no significant outliers,

was examined using SPSS’s casewise diagnostics with 3 SD entered as the criterion for
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identifying outliers. For multiple regression tests, influential statistics were identified
using Cook’s statistics and examined. Independence of residuals was checked using the
Durbin-Watson statistics. Durbin-Watson statistics values ranged from 1.80 and 2.00
indicating independence of residuals. Homoscedasticity of residuals was verified using
the scatterplots graphing the studentized residual against the unstandardized predicted
variables. For multiple regression tests, noncollinearity of dependent variables was
verified using correlations of less than .70 and tolerance values of less than 0.10.
Normality of residuals was verified by inspecting histograms and P-P plots.

Influence of Principal Characteristics on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

The influence of principal implicit person theory, the number of dominant
leadership frame, and previous experience on principal mean ratings of teachers were
examined through three subquestions to answer Question 1, “Do principal characteristics
influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation
instrument?” A series of separate simple and multiple regression tests were conducted to
answer these questions. This section presents the findings of the statistical tests for each
subquestion.

Implicit person theory. Question 1a examined the influence of principal implicit
person theory related to principal beliefs about the malleability of personal characteristics
and ability: “Do principal implicit person theories as measured by the Kind of Person
Instrument (Dweck et al., 1995) influence principal ratings of teachers on the North
Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?” To answer research question 1a, a series of
separate multiple regression tests were conducted to address the percent of variability in

principal ratings of teachers on Standards 1 through 5 explained by principal implicit

132



person theory related to their beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal
characteristics and abilities. The mean of each principal’s self-ratings on the three items
from the Kind of Person Instrument (Dweck et al.) was recoded into dummy variables
based on the ranges established by Dweck et al. for identifying individuals with entity (<
3) and incremental (> 4) beliefs about others. Mean ratings between 3 and 4 were
recoded as undetermined. Dummy variables were created and multiple regression tests
were conducted using SPSS. Principal beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal
characteristics and abilities did not significantly influence their mean ratings of teachers
on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument. A summary of results is found in
Table 13. F statistics for Standards 1, 2, 4, and 5 were less than 1. See Appendix 7 for
implicit person theory scatterplots for each standard.

Dominant leadership orientation frames. Principal responses to the 32 items
from the Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self, Section I (Bolman & Deal, 1990)
were analyzed to answer Question 1b: “Does principal use of dominant leadership frames
as measured by Bolman and Deal’s (1990) Leadership Orientations Instrument influence
principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?”
Principals responded to the 32 items from the Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self,
Part [ (Bolman & Deal, 1990). The standardized means of the 8 items associated with the
four subscales were calculated using SPSS. Respondents with a standardized mean
greater than .255D above the subscales mean rating were coded as dominant. SPSS was
used to calculate the total number dominant frames to examine the influence of number

of dominant frames on principal mean ratings of teachers. Scatterplots graphing the
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Table 13

Regression Results Analyzing Influence of Principal Implicit Person Theory on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5

Variable B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B
Cases (N =68, df=2,65) (N=65,df=2,62) (N=65,df=2,62) (N =68, df=2,65) (N =65,df=2, 62)
Entity 20 18 24 28 20 29 27 20 29 17 19 19 27 21 27
Incremental 15 18 18 24 20 26 16 19 18 .08 19 10 26 21 26
R’ .02 .03 .03 .02 .03

Adj. R’ -01 -.01 <01 -.01 -01

F .65 97 1.08 54 88

p 527 384 345 588 421

Note: No results were significant at the .05 level.
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Table 14.

Regression Results Analyzing Influence of Number of Dominant Leadership .Orientation Frames on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5

Variable B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE
(N=68,df=1, 66)

# of frames 01 .04 .04 -.01 .04 .02 .02 .04 .07 01 .04 .05 -.004 ,94
R’ <01 <01 <01 <.01 <01
Adj. R’ -01 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.02
F .08 .04 28 14 01
P 77 850 .600 ,706 ,921

Note: No results were significant at the .05 level.
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principal mean ratings of teachers against the number of dominant leadership frames did
not depict a linear trend. See Table 14 on previous page for a summary of results and
Appendix 8 for scatterplots. Nonlinear tests were also conducted but did not improve the
fit. No statistically significant relationships were found.

Principal years’ experience. Data collected on principal years’ experience as a
principal and principal years’ experience as an administrator were analyzed to answer
Question lc: “Does principal total years’ experience as a principal influence principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?” Regression
models were used to explore the influence of principal years’ experience on principal
mean ratings of teachers on the five standards of the teacher evaluation instrument. Two
principals provided incorrect responses for years’ experience as a principal; they added
their years’ experience as an administrator and their years’ experience as a teacher.
Listwise deletion was used to handle these two cases, five cases where principals did not
provide their years’ experience, and three cases on Standards 2, 3, and 5 where principal
mean ratings of teachers was not available yielding n = 61 for Standards 1 and 4, and n =
58 for Standards 2, 3, and 5. Principal years’ experience significantly influenced
principal ratings of teachers on Standard 1, F (1, 59) = 4.77, p = .033, adj. R° = .06. For
Standards 2 through 5 the principal years’ experience as a principal did not significantly
predict principal mean ratings of teachers.

Although the original design of the study considered principal years’ experience
as a principal, experience as an administrator was also collected and more strongly
predicted principal mean ratings. A separate series of tests were conducted to analyze the

influence of years’ experience as an administrator on principal mean years’ experience.
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Four principals did not provide their years’ experience as an administrator. Listwise
deletion was used to handle these four cases. Experience as an administrator significantly
influenced principal ratings of teachers on Standard 1, 2, and 4 with adj. R” values of .18,
.06, and .09. See Table 15 for a summary of data related to principal years’ experience as
a principal and as an administrator.

Influence of School Characteristics on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

The second question of this study examined the influence of school characteristics
on principal mean ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation
instrument: “Do school characteristics influence principal ratings of teachers on the North
Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?” This question consisted of two subquestions
exploring the influence of school growth status and school grade span influencing
principal mean ratings of teachers on evaluation instrument.

School growth status. To answer question 2a “Does the school value-added
composite measured by EVAAS data influence principal ratings of teachers on the North
Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?” principals were asked to respond to an item
asking for school growth status as determined by state accountability standards. (Raw
composite data were not released publicly for the 2012-2013 school year.) North
Carolina classified schools into three categories based on their distance above or below
the state mean: met expected growth, exceeded expected growth, or did not meet
expected growth. Schools with an index of +2 or greater were classified as exceeded
expected growth, schools with an index of -2 or less were classified as did not meet
expected growth, and all other schools were classified as met expected growth based on

North Carolina’s policies for reporting school growth. Only growth status, not growth
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Table 15.

Regression Results Analyzing Influence of Principal Years’ Experience on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5
Variable B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B
Years’ Experience as Principal
Cases (N=61,df=1,59) (N=58,df =1, 56) (N=58,df =1, 56) (N=61,df=1,59) (N=58,df =1, 56)
Exp._Princ. .02 01 27 .02 01 23 01 01 16 .02 01 25 .02 01 17
R’ .08 .05 .02 .06 .03
Adj. R’ .06 .04 01 .04 01
F 4.77* 3.04 1.38 3.95 1.67
p 033 087 246 051 202
Years’ Experience as an Administrator
Cases (N=64,df =1, 62) (N=61,df=1,59) (N=61,df=1,59) (N=64,df =1, 62) (N=61,df=1,59)
Exp Admin .03 <.01 36 02 01 27 .02 01 19 .03 01 33 .02 01 24
R’ 13 07 .04 11 .06
Adj. R’ 11 .06 .02 .09 .04
F 9.01°7 473" 2.17 7.46" 3.70
p 004 034 146 .008 059

Note: *Significant at the .05 level.
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index, was publicly available. Dummy variables were created and SPSS multiple
regression tests were conducted to analyze the influence of school growth status on
principal ratings of teachers. Met expected growth was used as the reference variable
using one strategy for identifying the reference variable: select the middle variable as
reference variables and use extreme variables in model (Garson, 2006). School growth
status did not significantly predict principal mean ratings of teachers on any standard.
Complete results are located in Table 16.

School grade span. Question 2b asked, “Does school grade span as reported by
the principal influence principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher
evaluation instrument?” To answer this question, schools were classified as elementary,
middle, or high school. Dummy variables were created and multiple regression tests
were applied using SPSS. Middle school was selected as the reference variable using one
strategy for identifying the reference variable when the study does not have a control
group: use the middle category for comparisons rather than the extremes (Garson, 2006).
School grade span did not significantly predict principal mean ratings of teachers on any
standard. A summary of results is located in Table 17. All F values were less than 1
which can be the result of lack of fit or a potential violation of assumptions. Scatterplots
depicting the relationship between principal mean ratings and school grade span are
displayed in Appendix 9.

Additional school characteristics as exploratory factors. In addition to school
grade span and growth status, data were matched to Title I status, school turnover rate,
and the percent of beginning teachers in the school. A series of regression tests were

conducted to analyze the influence of Title I status on principal ratings of teachers. Title
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Table 16.

Regression Results Analyzing Influence of School Growth Status on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5

Variable B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B

(N = 68, df = 2, 65) (N =65,df =2, 62) (N =65,df=2,62) (N =68, df =2, 65) (N =65,df=2,62)
Did not meet -.07 .14 -.08 -.15 .16 -.15 -.06 15 -.06 -.07 15 -.07 -.07 17 -.06
Exceeded -.10 12 -12 -.16 .14 -.17 =22 .14 -24 -.16 13 -.18 -13 15 -13
R’ 01 .02 .05 .02 01
Adj. R’ -.02 -.01 .02 -.01 -.02
F 0.33 0.74 1.54 0.78 0.37
p 719 481 223 463 .693

Note: " Significant at p < .05.
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Table 17.

Regression Results Analyzing Influence of School Grade Span on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5

Variable B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B

(N =68, df =2, 65) (N=65,df =2, 62) (N=65,df =2, 62) (N =68, df =2, 65) (N=65,df =2, 62)
Elementary .04 13 .05 07 15 07 .01 14 01 -.01 13 -.01 14 15 14
High school -.06 14 -.06 -.08 16 -.07 .06 16 .06 -.03 15 -.03 -.04 16 -.04
R’ 01 .02 < .01 <. 01 .03
Adj. R’ -.02 -.02 -.03 -.03 >-.01
F 0.31 0.52 0.10 0.02 0.86
p 738 596 907 976 429

Note: " Significant at p < .05.
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I status was not a significant predictor of principal ratings of teachers on any standard.
All F values were less than 1. The assumption of linearity was not clearly met.
Scatterplots graphing principal mean ratings against Title I status are depicted in
Appendix 10.

A series of regression tests were also conducted to analyze the influence of
teacher turnover rate on principal ratings of teachers. School teacher turnover rate
significantly predicted principal ratings of teachers on all standards with adjusted R’
values of .11, .14, .12, .17, and .06. A third series of regression tests were conducted to
explore the influence of the percent of beginning teachers (teachers with less than three
years’ experience) on principal mean rating of teachers. Results were significant on
Standards 1, 2, and 4 with adjusted R? values of .05, .09, and .08. See Table 18 for a
summary of results.

Influence of Principal and School Characteristics on Principal Ratings of Teachers

The overarching question “Do principal and school characteristics influence
principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?” was
answered using the criterion variables demonstrating a statistically significant influence
on principal mean ratings of teachers: principal years’ experience as an administrator,
teacher turnover rate, and percent beginning teachers. Principal years’ experience as an
administrator was chosen instead of years’ experience as a principal because of greater
statistically significant influence on principal mean ratings. The models were statistically
significant for Standards 1 through 4 with adjusted R’ values of .15 ,.20, .13, and .23, but
only the variable teacher turnover rate was significant at the .05 level for each model as

indicated by the #-tests A summary of results are in Table 19.
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Table 18.

Regression Results Analyzing Influence of Exploratory School Characteristics on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5
Variable B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B
Influence of Title I Status
Cases (N=68,df =1, 66) (N=65,df =1, 63) (N=65,df =1, 63) (N=68,df =1, 66) (N=65,df =1, 63)
Title I=Y .06 .10 .07 .09 12 .09 <.01 12 <.01 .06 11 .07 .08 12 .08
R’ <.01 <.01 < .01 < .01 01
Adj. R’ -01 -.01 -.02 -.01 -.01
F 0.31 0.53 <0.01 0.31 0.40
p 581 469 985 .580 .530
Influence of Teacher Turnover Rate
Cases (N=68, df =1, 66) (N=65,df =1, 63) (N=65,df =1, 63) (N=68,df =1, 66) (N=65,df =1, 63)
TTO Rate -.02 .01 -36 -.02 .01 -40 -.02 01 -37 -.02 .01 -43 -.02 01 =27
R’ 13 .16 13 18 07
Adj. R’ A1 14 12 17 .06
F 9.12% 11.23% 9.31* 14.10% 4.55%
p .004 .001 .003 <.001 .037
Influence of % Beginning Teachers
Cases (N=68,df =1, 66) (N=65,df =1, 63) (N=65,df =1, 63) (N=68,df =1, 66) (N=65,df =1, 63)
% BT -.01 <.01 -25 -.01 .01 -33 -.01 01 =22 -.01 < .01 -30 -.01 01 =22
R’ .06 11 .05 .09 .05
Adj. R’ .05 .09 .03 .08 .03
F 4.15% 7.32% 3.05 6.32% 2.94
p 046 .009 .086 014 092

Note: " Significant at p < .05.
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Table 19.

Regression Results Analyzing Influence of Principal and School Characteristics on Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5

Variable B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B

(N=61,df=3,57) (N=738,df =3, 54) (N=358,df =3, 54) (N=61,df=3,57) (N=38,df =3, 54)
Teacher Turnover >-01 <.01 -.11 -.01 .01 =21 >-01 .01 -11 -.01 <.01 -17 -.01 .01 -11
% Beginning Teachers  -.02 .01 -31 -.02 .01 -.37 -.02 .01 -.37 -.02 .01 -.40 -.01 .01 -25
Experience as Admin. .02 .01 .20 .01 .01 .07 <.01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .14 .01 .01 .09
R’ 19 24 17 -27 A1
Adj. R’ 15 20 13 23 .06
F 4.54% 5.71% 3.729% 6.89* 2.23
P .006 .002 .016 <.001 .095

Note: Results significant at the .05 level.
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Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of principal and school
characteristics on principal mean ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher
evaluation system. The original design of the study addressed five predictor variables
selected based on the literature review: principal years’ experience as a principal,
principal use of dominant leadership frames, principal implicit person theory, school
growth status, and school grade span. Other variables collected included school teacher
turnover rate, the percent of teachers in the school who were beginning teachers,
principals years’ experience as an administrator, and school Title I status. Of the 399
principals invited to participate in the survey, only 68 usable responses were returned.

For principal characteristics, principal years’ experience as an administrator
showed a significant relationship to principal ratings. The results of this series of
regression tests indicates principal experience as a principal was a predictor of a small
amount (6%) of the variability in principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina
teacher evaluation instrument for Standard 1, ' (1, 59) =4.77, p = .033. Experience as an
administrator was a predictor of a small amount (4-10%) of the variability in principal
ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument significant at the
.05 level with adj. R? values on Standards 1,2,and 4 of .13, .06, and .11. More years’
experience as an administrator resulted in higher mean ratings of teachers. The number
of dominant leadership orientation frames and principal implicit person theory were not
predictors of principal mean ratings of teachers on the North Carolina Teacher evaluation

instrument at the .05 level.



For school characteristics, the predictor variables in the original model—school
grade span and growth status—were not significant predictors of principal ratings of
teachers at the .05 level. Factors collected by matching school data with significant
relationships to principal ratings of teachers were teacher turnover rate and the percent of
teachers with less than three years’ experience. Title I status did not influence principal
ratings of teachers at the .05 level. Teacher turnover rate and the percent of teachers who
were beginning teachers influenced principal ratings of teachers at the .05 level. Teacher
turnover rate significantly influenced principal mean ratings of teachers on Standards 1
through 5: Standard 1, F (1, 63) =9.18, p = .004; Standard 2, F (1, 60) = 11.23, p = .001;
Standard 3, F (1, 60) =9.31, p = .003; Standard 4, F (1, 63) = 14.10, p < .001; and
Standard 5, F (1, 60) = 4.55, p = .037. Higher teacher turnover rates led to lower mean
ratings. The percent of teachers in a school who were beginning teachers significantly
influenced principal mean ratings of teachers on Standards 1, 2, and 4: Standard 1, F (1,
63)=4.15, p = .046; Standard 2, F' (1, 60) = 7.32, p = .009; and Standard 4, F' (1, 63) =
6.32, p = .014. A higher percent of beginning teachers resulted in lower mean ratings.

This was an exploratory study and identifying significance at .05 instead of a
more restrictive value increased the potential for Type I errors. There were F' values of
less than 1 which can indicate a violation of assumptions. Scatterplots are provided in

Appendixes 7-10 for tests with F values of less than 1.

146



Chapter 5: Interpretations, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Limited research has examined the influence of principal and school
characteristics on principal ratings of teachers. Most research examining factors
influencing principal ratings of teachers has focused on student characteristics such as
socioeconomic status and prior achievement (Borman & Kimball, 2005; Jacob &
Lefgren, 2008; Kimball, 2002) or teacher characteristics such as content area, grade level,
or career status (Gallagher, 2004; Harris & Sass, 2009; Holtzapple, 2005; Kane et al.,
2011; Wise et al., 1984). The purpose of this study was to analyze the influence of
school and principal characteristics on principal mean ratings of teachers on the North
Carolina teacher evaluation instrument.

The conceptual framework for this study integrated social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986), implicit person theory (Dweck et al., 1995), leadership orientation
frames (Bolman & Deal, 1990), and the North Carolina teacher evaluation system. The
overarching framework for this study was social cognitive theory and Bandura’s (1986)
premise that human behavior (principal ratings of teachers) cannot be separated from
personal characteristics of the individuals involved (the principals) and the environmental
characteristics of the context (the school). Two theoretical frameworks were
incorporated to explore specific principal characteristics: implicit person theories to
examine the influence of principal beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal
characteristics and abilities (Dweck et al., 1995) and dominant leadership orientation
frames (Bolman & Deal, 1990) to examine the influence of principal leadership behaviors
particularly the use of a multi-frame approach. The North Carolina teacher evaluation

instrument provided the dependent variables of the study. The evaluation instrument
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contains six standards with ratings on the first five standards assigned by the principal
and ratings on the sixth standard based on teacher value-added data (North Carolina
Public Schools, 2012).

Predictor variables included principal years’ experience as a principal, principal
number of dominant leadership orientation frames, principal implicit person theory
related to the malleability of others’ personal characteristics and abilities, school grade
span, and school growth status. Other data were collected related to school
characteristics and explored in Chapter 4 of this study. These data included school Title I
status, school teacher turnover rate, principal years’ experience as an administrator, and
the percent of teachers in a school with less than three years’ experience. Participants
were selected for this study using a stratified, proportional sample of principals who
assigned teachers their most recent summative ratings on the North Carolina teacher
evaluation instrument. Although 399 principals were invited to participate in the survey,
only 68 usable responses were received and not all of these cases contained needed
information for all regression tests. The participants were asked to complete a survey
that included 32 items from the Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self, Section I
(Bolman & Deal, 1990), 3 items from the Kind of Person Instrument—Others (Dweck et
al., 1995), 3 items related to years’ experience, 1 item related to grade span, 1 item
related to growth status, and 3 items related to demographics. They were also asked to
provide their school codes which were used to match school data available from North
Carolina school report cards and the Educational Directory and Demographical
Information Exchange (EDDIE). Data were collected in January and February 2014

using SurveyMonkey’s online survey.
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This chapter provides a contextual interpretation of the findings related to the
research questions addressed in Chapter 4. The theoretical and conceptual frameworks
were used as the basis for interpreting these findings. Potential policy implications and
considerations, limitations of this study, and suggestions for further research are
presented.

Findings and Interpretations

This section examines the critical findings of the study and interprets findings
based on the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 and the theoretical and conceptual
frameworks for the study. Critical findings related to the study sample, principal
characteristics, school characteristics, and exploratory factors are discussed in the
following section.

Study Sample

The response rate for this survey, 17%, was lower than expected when compared
to an expected response rate of 35% (Cook, Heath, & Thomson, 2000). Several factors
possibly contributed to the lower than expected response rate. Three large, urban districts
in North Carolina held policies limiting access to personnel for research projects possibly
contributing to the lower than expected response. Among those responding, 62% of
respondents represented rural schools. Race to the Top and North Carolina’s
Accountability and Curriculum Reform Effort led to simultaneous changes in math,
science, social studies, language arts, healthful living, world languages, and arts
education curricula; teacher, principal, and support staff evaluation processes; and state
accountability requirements. The changes were accompanied by budget cuts and loss of

personnel due to the recession. The weather possibly contributed to lower response rates
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with higher than normal snowfall rates and districts across the state missing days each
week of the window for holidays, teacher workdays, or snow days. Other reasons
possibly limiting response rates included the request that principals provide their school
codes to allow for matching of their responses to public data. Although school codes
were deleted once data were matched, some principals might have held reservations
regarding anonymity. Finally, emails inviting principals to participate were from The
George Washington University. Principals might have felt more comfortable responding
especially as related to providing their school codes if the invitation to participate had
been from a North Carolina school. Restricted access to principals in larger districts,
sweeping changes, reduced resources, weather, concerns about anonymity, and invitation
from out-of-state source possibly contributed to the lower than expected response rate.
Principal mean years’ experience was higher than expected when compared to
mean years’ experience for all principals in North Carolina. This study only included
principals responsible for assigning the most recent summative ratings to teachers. The
assignment of ratings occurred in May and June of 2013. Data collection procedures did
not begin until January 2014. This gap in time meant principals who left at the end of the
2012-2013 school year or during first semester of the 2013-2014 school year were not
included in this study. The time lapse eliminated principals in their first year as
principals or in their first year at their schools from the sample possibly explaining some
of this discrepancy. The percent of principals from schools exceeding expected growth
was statistically significantly higher than expected as described possibly affecting the

results of the study.
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Principal Characteristics

The influence of principal implicit person theory, principal use of dominant
leadership orientation frames, and principal years’ experience on principal mean ratings
of teachers was explored in this study. The first two principal characteristics tested did
not significantly influence principal mean ratings. The first characteristic examined
principal beliefs about the malleability of others’ personal characteristics and abilities.
Principals responded to three items from the Kind of Person Instrument—Others (Dweck
et al., 1995). Dweck et al.’s procedures for classifying individuals as having an entity
theory or incremental theory were used. Entity theorists believe a person’s characteristics
and ability cannot be changed much, but incremental theorists believe a person’s
characteristics and ability can be changed over time (Dweck et al.). The distribution of
principals choosing to participate in this study by implicit person theory was not
statistically significantly different from the hypothesized distribution with 49% holding
an incremental theory, 41% holding an entity theory, and 10% identified as
undetermined. Distribution of implicit person theories among principals revealed a
pattern of beliefs similar to the general population unlike earlier implicit person theory
research with teachers as participants with a higher percent of teachers holding
incremental theories (Gutshall, 2013).

The influence of principal implicit person theory on principal mean ratings of
teachers was not statistically significant on any standard. The literature suggested entity
theorists and incremental theorists would evaluate others differently with entity theorists
more likely to stereotype others, assign more extreme ratings, and incremental theorists

more likely to change judgments of others over time (Levy et al., 1998; Levy et al., 2001;
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Chiu et al., 1997). Other data related to principal ratings of teachers could be examined
for influences particularly differences in ratings of individual teachers over time.
Dispersion statistics such as standard deviation and interquartile ranges could be
examined in future studies to analyze the influence of implicit person theories on the
dispersion of ratings.

The second series of tests explored the influence of principal self-reported
leadership behaviors. Bolman and Deal (1990) identified four leadership frames—
structural, human resource, symbolic, and political—used by leaders to make meaning of
data. Bolman and Deal wrote successful leaders must be able to use multiple frames
(Gladwell, 2005; Bolman & Deal, 2003). Bolman and Deal (1991) found significant
correlations at the .001 level between effectiveness as a manager and the use of multiple
frames, R’ = .71, and effectiveness as a leader and the use of multiple frames, R*=72.
Principals responded to 32 items from the Leadership Orientations Instrument—Self,
Section I (Bolman & Deal, 1990). Total number of dominant frames was calculated for
each principal using standardized means with 38% of principals holding no dominant
frame, 18% of principals of holding one dominant frame, 20% of principals holding two
dominant frames, 21% of principals holding three dominant frames, and 9% of principals
holding four dominant frames. Principal mean ratings of teachers were plotted against
the number of dominant frames used. No linear trend was observed. Nonlinear tests
were also conducted with no significant findings. Principal beliefs about the malleability
of others’ personal characteristics and abilities and their use of leadership behaviors from
multiple frames could influence principal ratings in other ways including the dispersion

of ratings across standards and among teachers.
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The final two series of tests examining the influence of principal characteristics
explored the influence of principal experience on principal mean ratings. Principals were
asked to provide their years’ experience as a principal and administrator. Participant
years’ experience as a principal (M = 8.31, SD = 5.74) predicted a small amount (6%) of
variability in principal ratings on Standard 1, but did not significantly influence principal
ratings on Standards 2 through 5. Participant years’ experience as an administrator (M =
12.55, SD = 5.53) predicted 13% of the variability in principal mean ratings of teachers
on Standard 1, 6% of the variability in principal ratings on Standard 2, 11% of the
variability in principal ratings on Standard 4, and 6% of the variability in principal ratings
on Standard 5. Other explanations of these relationships could be that principals with
more experience could be at schools with more effective teachers, principals with more
experience might create schools with more effective teachers, or principals might stay
longer at schools with better teachers.

Previous studies suggested three reasons for this influence: (a) different purposes
among veteran versus novice evaluators (Bryan & Currin, 1995); (b) more lenient ratings
when evaluator is focused on formative purposes and building relationships (Piggot-
Irvine, 2003; Rowe, 2000; Sartain et al., 2011); and (c) different attitudes toward the
evaluation system (Tziner, et al., 2002). Bryant and Currin found differences in how
experienced and novice evaluators rated teachers. Experienced evaluators focused more
on providing formative feedback and building partnerships with teachers, but novice
evaluators focused more on acting as a monitor. Other studies from the literature review
suggested principals would rate more leniently when motivated by improving teaching

and preserving relationships (Piggot-Irvine; Rowe; Sartain et al.). Veteran North
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Carolina administrators would have used the Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument-
Revised (TPAI-R) from 2000 to 2011 (NC Public Schools, n.d.), and principals
comfortable with the TPAI-R instrument might approach the new evaluation system
differently. Tziner, et al. (2002) concluded that evaluator attitudes toward evaluation
instruments can influence their ratings of employees. This finding suggests veteran
principals who were comfortable with the previous instrument might perceive the new
instrument differently than novice principals influencing their ratings of teachers.
School Characteristics

The influence of school growth status and school grade span on principal mean
ratings of teachers was examined in this study. The first school characteristic explored in
this study was school growth status based on school value-added composite. School
growth status did not significantly predict principal mean ratings of teachers, but possibly
influenced who chose to participate in the study. A higher percentage of principals from
schools labeled as exceeding expected growth by North Carolina responded than
expected with 44% of principals representing schools that exceeded growth, 28%
representing schools that met growth, and 28% representing schools that did not meet
growth. Although school growth status as determined by EVAAS value-added models
did not significantly influence principal mean ratings of teachers, this study did not
examine the influence of the percent of students scoring a Level 3 (proficient) or higher.
Jacob and Lefgren (2008) found the percent of students scoring proficient or higher had a
stronger relationship to principal ratings of teachers than growth based on value-added

data.
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Although prior research suggested principals rated teachers in different grade
levels differently, school grade span did not significantly predict principal mean ratings
of teachers on any standard. Earlier studies found differences in correlation between
principal rating and teacher effect at different grade levels. Because only school data
were collected, only comparisons among school grade spans could be made. Teacher
evaluation data is only published by school. Grade level data was not available. The
distribution of principals by grade span participating in this study was not statistically
significantly different from the hypothesized distribution, with 31 elementary, 18 middle
school, and 19 high school principals participating. In 2014, 57% of public schools in
North Carolina were elementary, 22% were middle, and 21% were high schools.
Exploratory Factors

Additional tests were conducted to explore the influence of school Title I status,
school teacher turnover rate, and the percent of teachers in a school with less than three
years’ experience. Title I status was not a significant predictor of principal ratings of
teachers on any standard, but school teacher turnover rate and the percent of teachers
with less than three years’ experience in a school did produce statistically significant
results. School teacher turnover rate significantly predicted between 11% and 17% of the
variability in ratings for Standards 1 to 4, but only 6% of the variability in Standard 5
ratings. Standard 5 addresses teacher reflection and no indicators are considered
observable. Standards 1 to 4 each contain some observable indicators related to leading
in their classrooms, establishing a welcoming environment, knowing their content, and
facilitating learning. The instrument can be found at http://www.ncpublicschools.org

/docs/effectiveness-model/ncees/instruments/teach-eval-manual.pdf.
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The percent of teachers with less than three years’ experience significantly
influenced principal mean ratings of teachers on Standards 1, 2, and 4 with adjusted R’
values of .04, .09, and .03. Although there was not a statistically significant correlation
between teacher turnover rates and percent beginning teachers, schools with higher
turnover rates and higher percent beginning teachers have more teachers new to the
school. Principals may perceive veteran teachers as having more ability than novice
teachers (Holtzapple, 2005; Sartain et al., 2011), assign higher ratings on all standards to
veteran teachers they consider to be good teachers (Harris & Sass, 2009), and allow
teacher performance from previous years to influence their current ratings (Whitehurst,
Chingos, and Lindquist, 2014). Whitehurst et al. found observation scores had a higher
correlation (.65) from Year 1 to Year 2 than value-added scores (.38).

The literature review described theoretical literature calling for differentiated
models for evaluating teachers (Darling-Hammond, 1990; Marzano et al., 2011). In this
study, teacher years’ experience in general and years’ experience at the school were
significant influences on principal mean ratings. These findings suggest principal could
be de facto differentiating by ratings new teachers, whether to teaching or to their
schools, differently than veteran teachers.

Principal and School Characteristics

The overarching question, “Do principal and school characteristics influence
principal ratings of teachers on the North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument?” was
answered using variables demonstrating a statistically significant influence on principal
mean ratings of teachers: principal years’ experience as an administrator, teacher turnover

rate, and percent beginning teachers. The models were statistically significant for
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Standards 1 through 4 predicting a small amount of variability, but only the variable
teacher turnover rate was significant at the .05 level for each model. The smaller than
expected response rate reduced the statistical power of the research model and could
explain the lack of statistical significance for models based on multiple criterion
variables. The model for Standard 5 was not significant. Standard 5 addresses teacher
reflection, and no indicators are considered observable. Standards 1 through 4 each
contain some observable indicators.

Limitations

This study examined the influence of principal and school characteristics on
principal mean ratings of teachers, but limitations included those associated with
quantitative studies, regression design, sampling frames, the principal as unit of study,
self-reported measures, and lower than expected response rate.

Quantitative design and regression. This study was limited by the overall
regression design. This quantitative study did not address principal motivation and
processes that might be better considered in a qualitative study. The study used multiple
regression tests to answer the research questions which allowed the researcher only to
examine predictive, not causal, relationships. Some relationships between criterion and
predictor variables were not linear. This study only examined principal mean ratings of
teachers and did not consider dispersion of ratings across standards or among teachers.

Exploratory study. This study was an exploratory study with five predictor
variables in the original study design and three exploratory factors. For each of these
eight variables, a separate series of regression tests were conducted for Standards 1

through 5 resulting in 40 separate series of tests. An additional 5 tests were conducted
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exploring a model that included multiple predictor variables. Because this was an
exploratory study, a significance level of .05 was used increasing the likelihood of Type I
errors.

Principal as unit of study. This study was limited by the unit of study. Using
the principal as the unit of study meant teacher evaluation data were collected in the
aggregate. One reason the principal was chosen as the unit of study was because
aggregate rating data are public information, but individual teacher ratings are protected
data. The aggregate data allowed the researcher to examine the influence of the predictor
variables on principal mean ratings of teachers, but did not allow the researcher to
examine the influence of predictor variables on principal ratings of teachers as related to
individual teacher factors such as content area and grade level. For example, this study
did not distinguish among principal ratings of English language arts, mathematics,
science, and nontested content area teachers. Case studies described in Chapter 2 in
Cincinnati Public Schools, Washoe County School District, Vaughn Elementary School,
and a Florida School district found different strengths of correlation between principal
ratings of teachers and teacher value-added data across content areas and grade levels
(Gallagher, 2004; Harris & Sass, 2009; Holtzapple, 2005; Kimball et al., 2004;
Milanowski, 2004). Student classroom characteristics were not considered due to the
principal as the unit of study. These characteristics, shown in previous studies to
correlate to principal ratings, include student prior achievement levels and socioeconomic
status (Jacob & Lefgren, 2008; Borman & Kimball, 2005).

Sampling frame and response rate. Another limitation of this study was the

sampling frame and response rate. To participate in this study, principals had to be the
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principal who assigned teachers their most recent summative evaluation ratings. This
criterion meant principals who had assigned the summative ratings and then chose to
leave or were reassigned were not included in the sampling frame. Among the principals
meeting the criteria and randomly selected to participate in the study, a lower-than-
expected response rate of only 17% of the principals emailed met the completion criteria
to be included in the study.

Self-reported measures. Because this study used a survey, validity of the results
depend on the accuracy of principal responses. Self-reported measures were used to
capture information related to principal implicit person theory and dominant leadership
orientation frames. A review of data indicated two principals responded inaccurately to
the question related to their previous years’ experience.

Generalizability of Study

The generalizability of this study is limited by the parameters of the study. This
study only addressed principal ratings on the North Carolina teacher evaluation
instrument. This instrument is not based on a more universal instrument such as
Danielson’s (2013) Framework for Teaching. Principals who were responded tended to
have more experience than the population, were predominantly white, were from small to
midsize districts, and more were from schools exceeding growth than would be expected
based on the population. Principals did represent different grade spans, Title I versus

non-Title I schools, and state board of education regions.
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Recommendations for Further Study

This exploratory study indicated potential for further research. Recommendations
include future studies designed to address temporal effects, rating dispersion, teacher
factors, proficiency data, and qualitative data.

Temporal effects. Implicit person theory suggests that entity theorists are more
likely to stereotype individuals and less likely to change ratings over time, and
incremental theorists are more likely to change ratings over time particularly to reflect
improvement (Molden et al., 2006). This study only examined one year’s summative
data and did not compare changes in teacher ratings over time. A quantitative study
using hierarchical linear modeling to examine the change in teacher rating over time as
the criterion variable and principal implicit person theory as the predictor variable should
be conducted.

Rating dispersion. This study only examined principal mean ratings, but did not
consider the dispersion of ratings by the principal. Implicit person theory research
suggests entity theorists would assign more extreme ratings (Chiu et al., 1997). A
quantitative study should be conducted examining the influence of principal leadership
frames on dispersion of ratings across standards and among teachers using standard
deviation, interquartile range, or other measure of statistical dispersion.

Principal and teacher factors. Principal previous type of experience as
described by content area and grade level has been shown to influence the evaluation
process. A quantitative study should be conducted to examine the influence of principal

previous instructional experience on principal ratings of individual teachers comparing
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principal ratings of teachers of similar content areas and subject areas to ratings of
teachers from different content areas and subject areas than the principal.

Proficiency data. This study included only school growth status as determined
by EVAAS value-added models. School proficiency composites based on the percent of
students at Level 3 or higher were not included in this study. Whitehurst et al. (2014)
found 38% of teachers with a mean incoming achievement level of students in the top
quintile were rated in the top quintile, and 9% of teachers with a mean incoming
achievement level of students in the bottom quintile were rated in the bottom quintile.
Implicit person theory research suggests entity theorists under cognitive load are not
likely to consider situational factors when making judgments of others (Levy et al., 1998;
Levy et al., 2001; Chiu et al., 1997). A quantitative study should be could be conducted
comparing the predictive power of school growth status to school proficiency composite
on principal mean ratings of teachers.

Qualitative data. This quantitative study only captured self-reported principal
characteristics and compared to raw data captured from public sources. The study was
not designed to collect data on principal motivation or provide a voice to principals
related to the implementation of the evaluation system. This study did not triangulate
data related to principal reported behaviors, principal observed behaviors, and teacher
perceptions of principal behavior. A qualitative study examining principal purposes in
evaluating teachers should be conducted to capture principal voice and better capture the
factors influencing principal ratings of teachers. This study addressed a largely

unexplored area of research.
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Implications of Research

Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) suggests reciprocal interactions exist
among personal characteristics, external factors, and motivations and actions. This study
investigated an area mostly neglected in existing empirical literature—the role of
principal and school characteristics in principal ratings of teachers—and should be
considered exploratory in nature. Implications of this research include a new lens for
exploring teacher evaluations, policy improvements, and professional development and
resources for principals.

New lens for exploring teacher evaluations. This quantitative study used
simple and multiple regression techniques to determine the influence of principal and
school characteristics on principal ratings of teachers. This study is important because no
studies were found analyzing the influence of principal characteristics on their ratings of
teachers. Previous studies focused on finding the correct teacher factors to create a
model explaining evaluation ratings. Varying strengths of correlation between principal
ratings and value-added data have been found in studies, but no studies explicitly
explored the relationships between principal and school characteristics and principal
ratings of teachers. Researchers have examined perceptions of evaluation processes,
described the evaluation process, and identified problems associated with the process, but
they have not focused on a key player in the process, the principal.

Policy implications. The National Council on Teacher Quality (2013) reported
20 states connect tenure to evaluation ratings, 19 states design professional development
around evaluation results, 8 states connect teacher evaluation to licensure advancement,

and 6 states connect evaluation data to teacher salaries. With the implementation of more
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rigorous evaluation practices and higher stakes connected to evaluations, data collected
through this research could be useful to policy makers in amending evaluation processes,
departments of education in developing professional development for principals related to
teacher evaluation, and institutions of higher education in preparing future principals.

As aresult of the Race to the Top grant, North Carolina now publishes the percent
of teachers assigned each rating for each standard as part of each school’s report card.
Providing this information without fully understanding factors beyond teacher
instructional performance offers a misleading snapshot of schools. A school’s
distribution of teacher ratings does not adequately capture the quality of teachers in the
school. A better understanding of factors influencing principal ratings of teachers should
help policy makers in developing and revising evaluation processes, informing
communities about the quality of teachers in their schools, and adopting policies in some
way connected to teacher ratings such as awarding tenure, offering multi-year contracts,
and developing merit pay systems. The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction
and local education authorities can benefit from a better understanding of factors
influencing principal ratings of teachers in developing future professional development
related to evaluation processes, particularly efforts aimed to improve interrater reliability.
Higher education principal administration programs can benefit from a better
understanding of the principal’s role in the evaluation process to better prepare future
principals.

Recommendations for policy and practice. School context, teacher factors
other than effectiveness, and principal factors influence principal ratings of teachers. If

evaluation systems are to have stakes attached including contracts and merit pay or if
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evaluation ratings or to be published as a measure of teachers or schools, then policies
and processes should be in place ensuring that evaluation ratings are reliably measuring
what is intended.

Recommendations for policy. In studies described in the literature review,
teachers expressed concern with using one evaluation instrument for both formative and
summative purposes (Bradshaw, 2002; Kimball, 2002; Piggot-Irvine, 2002). Bosetti
(1994) described lack of alignment among purposes for evaluations as impeding the
effectiveness of evaluation processes. To promote effective evaluation processes,
evaluation instruments should be developed with a clear purpose, and instruments should
clearly measure what is intended. Components of evaluation processes serving both
formative and summative purposes should be clearly identified and aligned to both sets of
purposes.

Evaluator attitudes toward evaluation instruments can influence their ratings
(Tziner et al., 2002). Principals may consider some standards more clearly related to
teacher effectiveness (Glickman et al., 2010; Sangora, 2012; Weisberg et al., 2009).
Glickman et al. recommended low-inference standards for more effective evaluation
processes. Some principals may perceive some standards as less relevant indicators of
teacher quality. For example, third grade teachers demonstrating how they are preparing
their students to graduate from high school, or teachers teaching lessons that integrate
national and professional standards when they will be measured based on their
effectiveness in teaching state standards. Evaluation processes should be simplified with
“power standards” best capturing teacher qualities impacting student learning. North

Carolina’s standards can be complex and inferential. Support materials clearly defining
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what each level of each indicator might look like should be developed for principals to
better interpret different levels of performance.

States should provide timelines for implementation and resources for training that
promote interrater reliability before the evaluation instrument is implemented statewide.
Some organizations and schools districts including Memphis City Schools, Tennessee;
Princie George County Schools, Mayland; and Partnerships to Uplift Communities
Schools require a form of initial and/or ongoing certification process of evaluator rating
accuracy (Jerald, 2012). Resources should be provided to allow this work to be ongoing
with inside and outside observers comparing and discussing ratings. Statisticians and
researchers at the state level should look at principal years’ experience and teacher years’
experience when examining the validity and reliability of principal ratings of teachers.
Evaluation processes should be differentiated to allow principals time to coach and
develop struggling teachers.

Recommendations for practice. Recommendations for practice focus on
recommendations for professional development, audits, and professional development
that includes reflection on audit results. The literature review included studies that found
differing correlations among principal ratings and teacher effectiveness at different grade
levels and content areas with some teachers perceiving principals as unable to provide
adequate feedback in their content areas (Gallagher, 2004; Harris & Sass, 2009;
Holtzapple, 2005; Kane et al., 2011; Kimball, 2004; Milanowski, 2004). Principals need
training that will allow them to confidently and competently evaluate and provide
feedback to all teachers in their schools. Principals do not rate teachers with same

teacher effect equally (Borman & Kimball, 2005; Jacob & Lefgren, 2008), and they need
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a better understanding of factors possibly influencing their ratings of teachers of the same
effect differently. For example, principals, particularly those with an entity theory,
should understand the tendency to not consider situational factors when evaluating others
especially when experiencing cognitive load. The online evaluation system should
provide the capacity to compare principal ratings of teachers to student achievement data.
Sartain et al. (2011) identified a tendency of some principals to rate all teachers
higher when compared to ratings assigned by outside observers. A component of
professional development for principals should include calibrating principal evaluation
ratings with outside observer ratings. Because principal years’ experience as an
administrator influence principal ratings of teaches at a statistically significant level,
ongoing professional development for principals should include reflections in
heterogeneous groups that include veteran evaluators, novice evaluators, internal
evaluators such as principals and assistant principals, and external evaluators such as
central office staff on teacher ratings. To further improve calibration of ratings, resources
clearly defining what each level of an indicator might look like in classrooms of different
content areas and grade levels should be provided to evaluators. Four current practices
are being used to provide ongoing calibration of ratings:
Deep-dive training for groups of observers focused on specific dimensions of the
observation instrument; one-on-one coaching provided by school system leaders
or expert consultants; paired observations of live or video-recorded lessons; and
group calibration sessions based on live or video-recorded lessons, sometimes
using videoconferencing, to allow large groups to view, score, and discuss a live
lesson together. (Jerald, 2012, p. 4)
Finally, processes and products should be developed that promote principal self-

reflection on their ratings. Principals and superintendents should be provided with audit

data each year describing the dispersion of ratings, comparing ratings to teacher
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effectiveness data, and providing longitudinal trends in principal ratings and teacher
effectiveness at the teacher level. Principal ratings of teachers tend to be more stable than
teacher effectiveness because principals tend to avoid assigning teachers lower ratings
than they have received in the past to protect relationships with these teachers (Kluger &
DeNisi, 1996). Longitudinal reports for principals detailing the stability of their ratings
of teachers over time and comparing these ratings to teacher effectiveness over time
should be provided. Principals can rate teachers based on each teacher’s strengths and
weaknesses; ratings do not indicate differences in performance of different teachers
(Cleveland et al., 1989). Dispersion statistics of principal ratings and comparisons of
dispersions of principal ratings and teacher value-added data should be provided to
principals. Finally, evaluator attitudes can influence the rating process (Tziner et al.,
2002). Principal reflections should address the potential influence of their attitude toward
the evaluation system or even toward certain indicators on their ratings of teachers.
Conclusion

The findings of this study suggest that experience matters. Principal years’
experience as an administrator, teacher turnover rate, and the percent of beginning
teachers in a school predict a small amount of variability in principal mean ratings of
teachers. Principals with more years’ experience tended to rate teachers higher. This
relationship could be attributed to principal purpose in evaluation and attitude toward the
evaluation instrument. Principals with more experience tend to adopt a more formative
approach to teacher evaluation and are more concerned with principal-teacher
relationships than with a more summative approach focused strictly on monitoring

teacher performance (Piggot-Irvine, 2003; Rowe, 2000; Sartain et al., 2011). Principals
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in schools with higher turnover rates and higher beginning teacher concentrations tended
to rate teachers lower. Although not direct measures of teacher years’ experience, higher
ratios of beginning teachers and higher teacher turnover rates indicate schools with more
teachers who are either new to the school or new to teaching.

This study was an exploratory study that has revealed opportunities for future
research. Future studies should examine other predictor variables as well as consider
other criterion variables that better capture the dispersion of principal ratings. There are
other principal and school factors not tested such as principal teaching certification areas
and school overall percent proficient that could predict principal mean ratings, but there
are also other data to be examined describing principal ratings including statistics related
to the dispersion of ratings and change in ratings over time. Finally, this study focused
inherently on evaluators in the role of principal. Future research should consider the
influence of other evaluator roles including assistant principal, central office staff, or
instructional coach. A better understanding of these relationships should lead to

improved policy and practices related to teacher evaluation.
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LiasT M AME: | LEGCGETT | FIRST M AME: | STACY

Fecommessdution:

O Smdy Ropvend 2 Exanp. Camgary:

O AHPAY waies of mesarch wbject achorranon is justified for this smdy undar 45 CFR. 46 164 512 based on the

following ot

1. Tho propoaed e and dischamres of protecied beaith mitemation (PHI) ool no moss them miziom] risk bo the
ey of mdnviduad
1. The ressarch could mot practicably be condnried withon the wanwer
3. T ressarch could mot practcably be comdncted withow access o and s of the PRI
Plesse obvtain permiz@on from e privacy officer of dee health core organizstion iz which voe will access
procecied health informaton before beginnins your resesrch

O This mesarch doss NOT mest S regdainry msttatonal ¢ for eemption froes [RE rovew. To condect this
messarch yon emst conypless an [RE wohosission packagze for reiow. For mors information on complating a ressarch
wohoission, contact OEIR. at 202-894-171 5

Authorred Deaimnes St Larg

T Exempr Kopivrndon dees mod expine ner does if roguire renewel
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CaniPus Appress: | 1103 W, AMars STREFT, WILLtanmsToN, NC 17502

PHONE:

IR 3AT-T4R2 SELE G GCWAMATL. GWT . FINT

Select the cavepery thar devoriber far propored research acmin:

The cxempdlorer purfined bekow do noy oy to ANT research Imoddag prisoners. Kescarck fmvoddng ohildren moy be cxemor wich
specifie redtricnons. See below.

O

Basearch comducted mn aszblished or commonly accepied edncational witzgs, imohing normeal edncational practicas,
such a; mesearch on Eaimciional .m.nmdl.mﬂnm of or the comparison amnmy ixsmmtional
sechnignes, aurriceh, or chismoons mana gement methods

&

Rassarch imnhring Se wee of eduratioml test {oognittre, diagoestic, aptimds, ackdevament], morvey procedmes,
mbaraiew procedumes o otearation of pablic bahnvior, imless:
The irgormasion obexined 5 recovaled i suck 0 maormer tal s sadjecrs oo be idemifed, direcrly or
rivroscph o fers fnked s the sabjeers,; g
Arey dsciosure of the Famon sebfects’ resporties ouirkde the researeh could reasomably ploce the subjecrs ar
Fiak of crmilral oF civll Babiling oF be gavtging ko s saldecns” Daamscial seovdieg, emplowabdiing or
PN o

‘Thiz category may not be applied to childres encept in the sboermben of peblic behavdor.

Eoscorch imophing the we of cdoafond e (pognitte, diagnostic, apbimds, o achiovemont et} wvey
Eocedins, iEaniew procedmes o chsanation of poblic beharior:
(0 desmeri dach s el o addetind o appedesad pad e ool oF aandfidees i pad e afflon; ar

Conduenad wider a Federal siase regquiring tha s oot fdenniodiny of the persoselly ldennifob i brmanion b
mi-ui-rd’a'-'m&u:ur Plar F e ool ah R eE

a

e
FLIHF

3.
s

CLLENHE

Bassarch irohving So collection or sindy of pre-sodsting data sefs, mm-ﬂmmmmﬁm
wnuross e publich: svailable or if the informmaton is recerded by the irvest g in such 3 oewmar that sohiecs
o idansificd, aithar dimectly or Sroagh identificn linked to watjects [La through me of 2 key]. It'mnmhmd:m
ot s, view or landle identfiable onfpine! source ding af amy point, sy meny b “not e sobject nessamch™
(e Hink above to dessrmmne])
Basiegrel drevohing o of FoRd OF Madse EEAERE JONT SO0 A AR guine ol 00 olaadle, BEIOF R SRR G o
aiseheoivg o fokile health Mfwmarion froie the exingig gk ser, cltleer FTPAA research sadjiet authorisation
ritegFanid ik thar couthenl fom (e CRIPAA T recdom of Medioad! Conserit (eddorod ) oF g waler of 0 redearel
Fubict SlaFEINGH Fraed by the O ARM

a

A

Bassarch'damomsration projects congdnoied by other foder] departmanty desigmed to simdy or evainae public programs,
procedums for obtaining benafits or warices undar those progrems, podtlke changes o abematives to thowe programs,
or poatibles changes in methods or levals of prymant oo banadits £M [ICETRnS.

O

T and food qeality and @raletion | commmeor accapancs vadics, 35 long a5 wfs, normal fnods am baing consmed .
and federa] mridelig: rugardng accep@ible lovals of apdmilomal cheemical or amrommaenl contarsmamts e adhared
=3

Ilm-c-&.mn (Flease see Fxengpt Innssenions s ensee oll reguired infreanion s incudea in appiioarion

Resrarch Prrpose The prrposs of this siudy & to ealee the infleemcs of princpal and school camcenstio m

il mtngs of teachers nsing the Nord Camling seacher evahption isfuman.  Smdies
hmvﬁmd.ﬂj.m:m@hsuf:mdmhrmpmﬂpﬁ]mg mﬂnhn-udﬂhht

will examing the mfinencs of charpciaristics af baliafs abo
el s o ﬁmmmmm ik
charachumistes {grade span and 2yt 12ine-added dats) on principal mimgs of teachar: oo
Soandands 1 froush § of the Nork Camiing sachar ealhztion msirma .

Saudy Populsdon mp{hﬁ%mﬂmﬂ ruill b a siatiSed, i smpls of Morth Caroline schoel

e will be i e no one will be swchded based on.
nﬂn.l.ut:.cu'm Becams this smdy is conparing principal ratings of achars in alemmry,
esiddle, amed high schools, principals of uildngs that servs sdents Soms a combmation of
thess made spems will be excluded. School valne-added dat will be mchnded 25 a aisroa

werishlo. w0 schools without vahw-added das will not be inchuded In Morth Carolma. vahse-
Basscomch Frxomption Rogaost Forms 08152012 2aof5
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added da is ety mailable for machars of smdans: in Grade 4 through bigh school.

Fizalhy, norw principals who did not assiem sachars the most recamt smmotive ratisgs will not
ba in the stady.

Thnnnnu:ﬂ:..;#ﬂﬂ.ﬁhni.m%tmlm 255 of e schools lnve a
idemtified i Narth Carolim's Eﬂmﬂnm]DmmuT;dIhm:nﬂlmlIuhrmﬁ'Eun
Among thesa schools, thare ame 1,112 elemantary schools, 432 middls schools, and 416 high
schools. A sample of 359 principals will be mndomby saleced..

lam wizg the Edurasozal Dimectory 2nd Do raphical [nfoomacion Exchangs danbass o
Meooth Carolim. o fhar and wort schools by gade span. T will me statifiad,
propartozal to identify 359 principals mesting the paametan: desaibed m “Smdy
Population ™ Imﬂsnd.mminh-:h.haﬂa:hﬁd.pmﬂm:atmnfﬂmmpnmafﬁnmdj
inclading parpos and naln. The Ent page of the oolins stmewy will be 2 “Waloome and
Inforeed Consent™ pags describing the prarposs, banafi, and mks of the smdy.

Reorvmdeor eredls will b sant 2t e and of Wesk | amd Woak 2. The text of thess smils am
ached.

Medhodalogy Suep-fv-nep 12,3

JEFCFIDNoH oy sy aherd prel

The oljectve of this smdy & to betier mderstend the: infleance of principal and school
chayractorisiics on principal mings of macker nang $o North Carclina sachar erainartion
mstremene [ am going bo admizister an onlme sarvey io principak who b sszmed sachars
thisir Mot Tecsal rRings on seEtve eaabetions. The survey will @i approxinssly 15
poimres b e, Princpal eomils will bo collockd Sroes the database mailable pebichy at the
Edacational Directary and Dersegrapiical Information Pxchange. Besponsss will be collected
USINE A weoms, Web-based wermy progam

Tha sy willl collect e scheol's wx-digit code. The six-St school codo will be wsed to
ntch tha school’s snahmation mting mailabls in the Fducatnr Fffactivanass
Emﬂuammmhhnchchm:mpmplmmw Tt following data will
be collecid by meiching #o school code to pobichy mailable data: Tite I safus, school sim,
parcazt of teachar who ang fally Ecansed, parcont of clxses tareght by h.:hl}'l;mll.ﬁnd.'ha:hn‘:

pn.'mnaﬁnn:'hnr with sdvanced degress, parant of machars with lews them 3
axpazienes, and wacher nmmevar. Prior ressarch o not addresed mﬁch:mcs

& infmancing priscimal mtings of teachers, et o et will be collecied o proncds & deapar
undarstanding of wchool conte. Uneg the dafa & meviched, the six-digit school code will be
dalated.

The prizcipal’s toml year” experisncs ¥ A principal, adminismator, ad sachor will bs
collected The tofl yan expericncs 35 a principal will ba med in the regression medial
Schocl walueeadded compesin, gade sem, principal racs, 2xd principal sender will s
collected as wall a5 principal responses to 32 Segency rating fems fom Bolman and Deal's
(1990h Leadarsbip Crismvition Insfromant—5alf, Part L and 3 Likat scale foums from Dweck,
Chin, and Hong's {1997) Kind of Parvon Instnmment

Consant will be obained online. Principak will be given am ovenview of the sudy, the prarposs:
of the stady, the procedimes of the study, the potential risks and bemefit, comtact informarion if
they b fithor questions, and a svemant of comsent with the opticn o wiop completion of
the survey af amy time. Thay will comant by procesding to the next page of the mmey. The
ot of the "Waloons and Enfrooed Consent™ page is arached.

Chata will be collecid ovar a thres wesk paricd  Data will be meched diring that three weak
pariod bt oo lator than one week affer collection is conplets.

Infromeartion comtinimg e schonl cods will only be accassed by e smdant
Immstmeorresearch cocndinator. Tam will ot be reporied at the mdividml vl The smdam
mmmmnﬂm%mum@n FEivan compraier to amalbyze daoy
using rysitipls miEwdon Rchmqms. Deaoiptve safisocs and Exdings from a saries of
emiltiplo regression tests will be mported. Ry dats will mot ba reporsed bt peust be shared
wiith S Leadenibip Orientiation Invtnoment’s damlopen: if requested. Mo sensitive mitemation
will he shared in the data fila. Onby dat relavied o the Leaderhip Criantrion Insmiment will
be shared, and this will onky be shared vpon request.

Al datz will be colleciked from an caling servey instrazeet and from publicky auailablo dxa
Mo Protected Heald Information (PHL) will be colleched.

Fazsarch Exeption Foquest Form 0B 162012 Jof]
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Research Specific Risks

Therz are oo phvsical risks associated with this snudy, I there &5 2 mmining] nizk of koss of
privacy to parbcipants. These risks are precipated by the collaction of the school code and the
1z2 of an online survey instmament. The sperific procedures for maintaining confidentdaliry and
privacy are ouilined below in that section.

Bemgfits o rulyert and sociely)

characteristics and principal ratings of zachers. Thes study will benefit the aubject and socsty
by prowiding an anatysis of the factors inffuencing principal rangs of teachers The fndimes of
this stady ooald be wsefil to policy makers m amending evabhmarion processes, deparmments of
education in developing ssnal development for principals related to teacher evalnation,
mm&m@%mmmmﬁ. If sabpects choose fo remain
principals, they could potentially benafit from any nressed wderstanding of the evaluation

Data Analysiz and Jusificaion of
Sample Snr

[CTOCEss.

The sanmle @ze for hes STUAY Was o0Rmed IEInE L Bower 37 1 f0f DIEp[e [earession
Sigmificance critemon was set at o= 03, the desired power for F test was setat 95, anda
moderate effect size of |15 was selectad. The mumber of test pradictors was set at 5 and a priod
type of power analysis was chosen. The G*Power calolator recommended a sammpls size of
138 wrth an achual power of 9508, A second caloulation for sanple size was nm uang A-
Priomi Samyple Size Caloalator for Mulitple Fepression a product of S@tstcs Calodators. This
program also recommendesd a sanmple size of 138

This shady will use 32.6°% 25 the estimarted resporse rate based on a mets-amalysiz of response
rates for 36 anline sumveys repomted m 39 smadies that vielded a mean resporss rate of 34.6%
(30 =15.7%) (Cook, Heath, & Thomson, 200 Using 34.6%; a5 the estimated mesporss rae
for this stody and a desired response from at least 138 prmcipals pave an instial sanmple size of
390 (13834.6%). Becauss the sampls will be a siratified, proportonal sanple with thres sirata,
the proporton fo be salected fom each level was fund by dividing the possible schools at each
level by the total mumber of possible schools: elemertary, 1,112/ 962=58 794 middls.
4311,862=21 0%, and high school, 418/1.962=11.3%:. Thess percentape:s were iplied by
the desied sapple size of 359 to And the mumber of schools to sapple at each level: 215
elementary, 88 middle. and 85 hizh schools.

Conffdemdniiy and Privacy (Tnchude
Pl for deea srovage.
demaenficaton, and desruction)

The ooline sarvey pro 1uses Sequre Sockets Layer and T Secumty
encrypiion, tﬂswmnﬂ, bolds ammﬁ.{ﬁﬁmﬁtm&
access todata

Famdemly selacting principals from across the state, rather than from a singls region or dismice,
will redfure the risks of veolations of condidenfialiy or privacy.

Deeleting the school cods when data is matched with publichy available school data will redocs
the nizk of los= of pivacy. The matched data will be stared en the student mvestipatorTeseanch
coordinacor's comgater and will be password protected. The nanched data will not inchude amy
direct idemfifiors, codes, ar links to the sobject’s identfication Dnlvtha]mn:qlalmm
methodokogist, and studert irvest pator Tesearch coordinator will have access to the

dafa unless requested by the nstnument developer. The memment developer would not receive
data that includes amy direct identifiers, codes, or links to the subject's enhification. Data
mchading direct identifiers, codes, or links to the subject’s idennfication will mot be saved

Use of renltsfindings (plan for

o individm] resules will be conmmmicated froms this data. Diata will be presented at
conferences and simEted o publications for dissenvinaton, ut all dat will be

INVESTIGATIVE TEAM SIGHATURES: My siznatore indicates that [ will respect and protect the mights and welfare of
mdividuals enrelled in this ressarch project. I will alse camy eut noy responsibilitizs as Principal Imvestipator as is outlined
in Federal-wide Assurance of Protection for Human Subjects, for which GWU is registered with OHEP/DHHS, and as
detailed in GWU HEPP policies & procedures. T will be zuided by the principles contained in the Belmont Beport and The
Code of Federal Eegulations powerning research with homan subjects (45 CFE 46). I have queried all members of the
ressarch team to determine if they hawe an economic miersst in this shady as defined by GWU policies. These signafures
muss be erigimaly and are reguired for submivsion.

LK S

=
Principal Investigator (Print/ Type) Dr. Jennifer Clayion Sigmaggfe & = Diate

Fizsearch Exengption Fequest Form 08162002 i3
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Sub-Imvestigator (Print Type)

Sub-Investigator (Print Type)

Student InvestizatorFessarch Coordinater (Print/Type) Stcy Legeeit

DEPARTMENT CHAIR/DEAN SIGNATURE: My signamure indicates that this project has been reviewed by the appropriate
deparmental parties, who have judzed that 1) there is a scholarly and a scientific justification for the protoecel, that the
study is feazible, and that the proposed methods are scientifically valid, ) that the department has made the space and tfime
Commitment necessary to Ccary ouf the project, 3) that the financial implications of the research have been considered and
deemed acceptable to the department and 4} thar all ethical principles have been appropriately addreszed.

Medical, Alan & Wasserman, MD or Gary Simon, MD, FhD Siznatare Sharon Anderson i:‘"-'.,..f'-.-i’:'.":_::'.-"

Non-Medical, Name of Diept. Chair Sharon Darmsls Dannels ;e

Department Affiliation Campus Location Dheparmment 0f Edocational [eadersbep, Hanpoon Foads

Phone 757-268-2213 Fam T37-260-4007 Email
SDANMELSim GWTL EDU

Please submit to OHE. 2030 M 5t, NW Suite 301 with all materials identfied in the
IEB Submission Checkhist

Fesearch Exenption Request Form 08162002
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Appendix 2: Welcome and Informed Consent

Welcome and Infermed Consent

THE INFLUERNCE OF PRINCIFAL AND SCHI0L CHARMACTERIZTICE ON PRINCIFAL RATINGS OF TEACHERE
UG THE HORTH CARCLINA EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

You are nviied o participale In & reseac study under the dinschion of Or. Jennfer Clayion of Se Gradusbes School
of Education & Human Deyeiopment, The Geomge Washingion University (UL The principal contact Tor this
shufy Is Stacy Leggett, a docioral candidate of GWL.

1. Why Iz this study being doneT
You are being asked o participaies In this shidy becagse you assigned i=ackers In your school thelr moss recent
summative rabings on e Morth Caming svaiuation instnomend. Please nead this form & ask me any quesSons that
Wil help you decide IT you want 1o be In the shudy. | can be reached Jl srepEgwmallgwu.edu. Taking part In e
shudy Iz completely voluntary amd evsn 1 @ou deckde pou want o participais, you can guit af any Ume. You mast be
af l=xst 18 years old b take part In this shudy.

The parpos= of this shudy It o understand the Rfuence of princpal and school characdensics on the t=acker
svaluaion process. A total of 399 participants will be Invied o participate in Bis onlne sureey.

Z. What ks Involved In this study?

¥ you choose 1o take part In s study, you wil perbcipais In ome 15 minute orline survey. The folowing actites
are specfically research relafesd: acknowledging consent and completing the onlne survey. The totsl amount of
fme you Wil spend In connecion Wi TS study IS approcimately 15 minetes. You will be asked questions neiatsd
fo your ieadership onentation, befefs about the maleablity of others” abiSes, your school valus-added composhe,
school code, years’ sypedence, amd demographics.

3. What an= the risks of paricipating In this study?

Then ane no foressan Asks in @is study, howeser, you may Siop your paricipation In this stady at any Tme. Your
amployment status Wil pof, In any way, be affeci=d should you choDs= not i paricipabs or T yow decide fo withdraw
from e study at any fime.

4. Are there benefits o fking part n this study?

You wil fof benefs dinecly from your participation In the sfudy. The bensTt 1o the fisid of educational leadership and
feacher evaluation St might result from Sis study B a more accuate understanding of B fackors Infeencing
principal ratngs of =achers.

S WH | recaive payment Sor being In s studyT
You wil mot recehe any type of payment Sor participating In this shudy.

& How wil my privacy b= protecied?

The results of this res=arch =hudy Wil only be repofed in summary of sggregate forr Indrdcusl results Wil mot be
reporied, and the peoplke who particpaied In Tis shdy wil Rot be named or ldentfed. SWU Wil not neleas: any
Information about your research neoivement withoul your ariten permission, unless required by s

You wil b= asked io provide your school oode In cirder 10 maich your responses fo pablicly avallabie school dabs.
ONCE Four responsss are maiched o e publcy svalable dafa, your schcel Docle wil b= delsisd and no o,
Including B research team, wil b= able o malch your FESpORSES B YO OF your ool

7. Problems or quesSiors
You may contact me ak 252-370-7422 or shepiDgwmal.gwu.edu or Dr. Clayton at 757-255-2203 or
chynnfowu adu f you Fave any further quessans. The Office of Human Research of Geonge Washington
IinbeersEy, at (Z02) ¥34-2715, can provide Turther Information about your rights as a research participant. I you think
o M bean hammed in fhis study, you can report $ik i the Or. Clayton, the Principal inveshigator of Sis study.
Your necords Tor the study may be neviewsd by departments of T Universiy nesporsibie for oversesing reseanch
safety and complance.

By contimaing with Sz survey, you cerly that you have read and emdersinod the informed oonsent form above: amd
o Ipabe.
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Appendix 3: Survey

School Code and Value-Added Composite

1. What is yeur §-digit schesl code?

Yoursehesl eode will be ased o mateh your respenses te publiely available sehesl data.
Srer your data is matehed, your schosl code will he delated to pratect your privasy.

2. Based on EVAAS data, what was your seheel's value-added compesite?
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Leadership Orientation-Self (Bolman & Deal, 1990)

Yiou are asked [0 Indicaie how often each of e Remes Delow |5 rue of you In Implementing the Morth Caroling teacher
evaluation Instrument

PMease use the following scale In answering 2ach Rem.

1 Neyer

2 Cocasionaily
3 Somealimes
4 Often

5 Always

50, you would answer 1" for an Bem that ks never Tue of you In camying out the teacher evaluaton process, ' for one
mat ks oceasionally true of you In camying oul the teacher svaluation process, 3 for one that Is someimes fue of you In
camying out the feacher evaluation process, and 50 on

Be discriminating! Your resulis wil b2 more helpsul If you think about each item and distinguish the Mings that you really
do all the time from the things that you do Seldom of neves.

3. Think very elearly and legieally.

1 Mewms 2 Urasiznaly 3 Somelimes & ftam 5wy

O @) O O O

4. Shew high levels of suppert and concern fer athers.

1 Mewms 2 Urasiznaly 3 Somelimes & ftam 5wy

o O . @/ o

B Mave sxespiional akility to mehilize peaple and ressarees te got things dene.

1 Mewms 2 Urasiznaly 3 Somelimes & ftam 5wy
& Inspire athers {e de their hest
1 Mewms 2 Urasiznaly 3 Somelimes & ftam 5wy

O O O O O

T Strengly smphasizs earefal planning and eloar fime lines.

Ia‘- :uraml'ﬁ' 3 SI:IE:I-';H- JE:IBI' bhl:-:'cl::;l

& Build trust through spen and esllaberative relatisnships,

1 Mewms 2 Urrasiznaly 3 Somelimes & ftae S

O O . @/ .

% A 2 very skillfal and shrewd negetiatern

1 Mewms 2 Urasiznaly 3 Somelimes & ftam 5wy

o O . O o

T8 Am highly eharismatie.

1 Mewms 2 Urasiznaly 3 Somelimes & ftam 5wy

O O O O O
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2% 2of specific, measarahle geals and held peeple accountiakle Tor resulis.

1 Mewe 2 Urcasionally 3 Somefines & L¥tam

O O O @/

ady kisten well and am anuswally recspiive te siher pesple's ideas and inpat.

1 Mewe 2 Ui onaliy 3 Somefines & LFtam

O O O @]

2% Am pelitieally very sensitive and skillfal

1 Mewe 2 Urasionally 3 Somefines & L¥am
. o » @/

28 Zoe bayend ewrrent malities e generate sxeiting now sppertanities,

1 Mewe & Ui onally 3 Somefines & L¥am

O O O O

2T Mave sxirasrdinary atientien fo detail,

1 Mewe 2 Ui onaliy 3 Somefines & LFtam

O O O @

2k, ive persenal recegnition Tor werk well dens,

1 Mewe & Ui onally 3 Somefines & L¥am

o O - O

2% Bevelep allianews to huild a sireny hase of supper

1 Mewe & Ui onally 3 Somefines & L¥am

o O 9 o

38, Senerate layvaliy and snthusiasm,

1 Mewms & Docasionlfy 3 Somsines 4 e

O O O O

11, Zirengly helisve in elear siraeturs and a ehain of esmmand,

1 Mewe & Ui onally 3 Somefines & L¥am

O o o @/

12 Am 2 highly participative managern

1 Mewe & Ui onally 3 Somefines & L¥am

O O - o

33, Zeecond in the Taee of ennfliet and sppasition:

1 Mewm: o D oty 3 Somelines ER= -

o o . @]

1d. Zerve as an influsntial medel of srganizatisnal aspirations and values,

1 Mewe & Ui onally 3 Somefines & L¥am

O O O O
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Using the scale below, please indicate the exiant o which you agres or disagree with ach of he following statements.

I8, The kind &f persen semesne is semething very hasie akeut them and it can't he
changed very much.

Shrongly Agrea Apman Nosly Agrea Nosly Umsgres Lissgrea Srongly Ussgres

O O O O O O

36, Beaple can de things differsntly, hat the imperiant paris of whe they are can's really e
changed.

Srongly Agrem Aman Nowly dgrea Koy Unsgres Lrssgrea Sirongly Usagres

O O O o O o

3T Bveryene is a2 eerfain Kind of persen and there is net mach that ean he done is really
changes that

Shrongly Agrea Apman Nosly Agrea Nosly Umsgres Lissgrea Srongly Ussgres

O o o O O O
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38, What is yeur schesl grade span?
{:} alprra-tacy schoo

{:} mdde schoo

O s

1%, Mew many years" sxperisnces do you have as a prineipal?
A8 Mew many years' sxparisnes do you have as an sducatisnal administrater?
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Appendix 4: Initial Email to Principal Participants
Dear <insert name>:

| am a doctoral student at The George Washington University in the Educational
Leadership and Policy Studies program working with Dr. Jennifer Clayton, a
professor in the Graduate School of Education and Human Development. | am
requesting your participation in the study The Influence of Principal and School
Characteristics on Principal Ratings of Teachers Using the North Carolina Teacher
Evaluation Instrument. Your contact information was obtained through the
Educational Directory and Demographical Information Exchange (EDDIE). You were
selected to participate in this study because you are the principal who assigned the
teachers in your school their most recent summative evaluation ratings using the
North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument.

Your participation in this study will assist us in gaining a better understanding of the
evaluation process. The survey will take about 15 minutes to complete. Your
responses will be confidential and will be shared publicly only in summary or
aggregate form. No individual responses or names will be shared. All responses will
be stored confidentially.

The first page of the survey is a Welcome and Informed Consent page that provides
further information on this study. By proceeding to the second page, you provide
your consent to participate in the study.

Finally, one of the questions will request your school’s value-added composite. If
you do not know your value-added composite, it can be located in EVAAS on your
School Composite report located under the heading School Reports.

For your convenience, you may click the link below to go directly to the survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/QHSYM57

The survey must be completed by [insert due date here].

You may contact me at 252-370-7422 or srleg@gwmail.gwu.edu or Dr. Clayton at
757-269-2203 or claytonj@gwu.edu if you have any further questions.

Thank you for your assistance.

Stacy Leggett
srleg@gwmail.gwu.edu
252-370-7422
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Appendix 5: Second Email to Principal Participants
Dear <insert name>:

| am a doctoral student at The George Washington University in the Educational
Leadership and Policy Studies program working with Dr. Jennifer Clayton, a
professor in the Graduate School of Education and Human Development. | am
requesting your participation in the study The Influence of Principal and School
Characteristics on Principal Ratings of Teachers Using the North Carolina Teacher
Evaluation Instrument. Your contact information was obtained through the
Educational Directory and Demographical Information Exchange (EDDIE). You were
selected to participate in this study because you are the principal who assigned the
teachers in your school their most recent summative evaluation ratings using the
North Carolina teacher evaluation instrument.

Your participation in this study will assist us in gaining a better understanding of the
evaluation process. The survey will take about 15 minutes to complete. Your
responses will be confidential and will be shared publicly only in summary or
aggregate form. No individual responses or names will be shared. All responses will
be stored confidentially.

The first page of the survey is a Welcome and Informed Consent page that provides
further information on this study. By proceeding to the second page, you provide
your consent to participate in the study.

Finally, one of the questions will request your school’s value-added composite. If you
do not know your value-added composite, it can be located in EVAAS on your
School Composite report located under the heading School Reports.

For your convenience, you may click the link below to go directly to the survey:

You may contact me at 252-370-7422 or srleg@gwmail.gwu.edu or Dr. Clayton at
757-269-2203 or claytonj@gwu.edu if you have any further questions.

Thank you for your assistance.
Stacy Leggett

srleg@gwmail.gwu.edu
252-370-7422
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Appendix 6: Third Email to Principal Participants
Dear <insert name>:

This is the final reminder that the survey for the study The Influence of Principal and
School Characteristics on Principal ratings of Teachers Using the North Carolina
Teacher Evaluation Instrument is due on [insert due date here]. If you have
completed this survey, thank you for your participation. If you have not, the survey
will take about 15 minutes to complete and your participation in this study will assist
us in gaining a better understanding of the North Carolina teacher evaluation
process.

One of the questions will request your school’s value-added composite. If you do
not know your value-added composite, it can be located in EVAAS on your School
Composite report located under the heading School Reports.

For your convenience, you may click the link below to go directly to the survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/QHSYMS7

You may contact me at 252-370-7422 or srleg@gwmail.gwu.edu or Dr. Clayton at
757-269-2203 or claytonj@gwu.edu if you have any further questions.

Thank you for your assistance.

Stacy Leggett
srleg@gwmail.gwu.edu
252-370-7422
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Appendix 7: Scatterplots Graphing Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers against Principal
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Appendix 8: Scatterplots Graphing Principal Mean Ratings of Teachers against Principal
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Appendix 9: Scatterplots Graphing Principal Mean Ratings against School Grade Span
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Note: School grade span was treated as nominal variable with “elementary school” = 1, “middle school” =
2, and “high school” = 3.
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Scatterplots Graphing Principal Mean Ratings against Title I Status

Appendix 10
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