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ABSTRACT

JAMES ALLEN ZOLL
THE VIEW OF PRINCIPALS ON STANDARDS BASED EVALUATION SYSTEMS 
AND THEIR ROLE AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERS 
Under the direction of KEVIN JENKINS, Ed.D.

This study examined the implementation of standards based evaluation systems, 

specifically Georgia’s Teacher Keys Effectiveness System, affects the principals’ role of 

instructional leader. Using a modified Delphi study, principals from a large 

urban/suburban school system, gave feedback on three questions: how has their role 

changed; are they more effective as instructional leaders; and how has the 

implementation affected their other roles. This theory o f loose-coupling, which allows 

for a system to be both rational and indeterminate, was the framework. Standards based 

systems often conflict with the loosely coupled nature of schools.

While there was much support for the new instrument, the time involvement was 

a major concern. A large percentage stated they were working more in the evening and 

on weekends and that they were having a hard time keeping up with their other tasks. In 

many ways, they do feel they are better instructional leaders, as they know their staff’s 

strengths and weaknesses, are more comfortable at conferencing and giving feedback, 

and they are in classrooms more often. There were concerns about organizational 

management, professional learning and only one statement arose from the open ended 

survey regarding the vision of the school. Most of the comments surrounded teacher 

evaluation, only one component of instructional leadership.



There was great concern with calibration and the platform itself. Respondents 

believed that calibration was somewhat strong within their building but did not believe it 

was consistent from school to school. There was great frustration with the platform in 

that there are too many steps, and it is slow. Participants suggest combining some of the 

standards. A large majority stated that the number of observations should be dependent 

on the teacher. Those that are consistently proficient and exemplary do not require the 

same number of observations as those that struggle.

Ideas for further research including conducting a similar study three years from 

now when there is more student achievement data available. Similar studies could be 

conducted on assistant principals and with central office leadership in the use o f their new 

evaluation tool. Finally, a study on calibration between schools and districts is warranted



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

The responsibilities of the principal continue to change from management tasks to 

duties more aligned with improving instruction. The literature strongly asserts that the 

most important role of the principal is that of instructional leader. However, Stronge 

(1988, 2005) argues that while the principal participates in many activities during the 

day, only 11 percent of them relate to instructional leadership. May, Goldring and Huff 

(2012) raise that percentage to nineteen. The implementation of No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB, 2001) legislated more accountability and testing. More recently, Race to the Top 

(RT3, 2009), calls for stronger evaluation methods for teachers in order to improve 

school achievement. Race to the Top calls for rigorous evaluation procedures that 

influence professional development, compensation, retention and tenure.

Strong school leadership is imperative for school success. Leadership has 

significant effects on student achievement, second only to classroom instruction 

(Leithwood, 2008; Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2005). A review of the literature on 

school leadership (Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008) concludes that 

there is no evidence of a school that has successfully improved student achievement 

without strong leadership. The influence of the principal is indirect in that the actions of 

the principal affect the actions of the teacher and that affects student achievement

1
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(DuFour & Marzano, 2011; Leithwood et al., 2008, Marzano et al., 2005). These indirect 

actions fall under the umbrella of the instructional leadership role of the principal.

Though the use of the term instructional leader is widespread, there are many 

definitions. In his synthesis of meta-analyses of student achievement, Hattie (2009) says 

the term refers to principals who focus on a climate free of distractions, high expectations 

for students and teachers, and clear objectives for teaching. According to Smith and 

Andrews, (1989) the principal is a resource provider, communicator, instructional 

resource and “visible presence” (p. 7).

Hallinger and Heck (1996) conclude in their empirical review of research that the 

principal influences internal processes indirectly by: creating policies and norms, setting 

high academic expectations, developing mission and vision, protecting learning time and 

organizing instruction. “For the purposes of this article, we can do more that note that 

this function of the principal—sustaining a schoolwide purpose focusing on student 

learning—does receive empirical support” (p. 38). Looking at teachers’ perceptions of 

instructional leadership, Blase and Blase (1999) say instructional leadership has two 

major themes. They state these as “talking with teachers to promote reflection and 

promoting professional growth” (p. 367). This evolved into their RG model with the R 

standing for Reflection and the G for Growth.

McEwan (2009) includes establishing clear expectations, creating a strong 

culture, being visible to staff, communicating a strong vision and mission, setting high 

expectations, developing teacher leaders, and maintaining positive attitudes with staff, 

students, and community, as the elements of instructional leadership. Seifert and 

Vomberg (2002) suggest that instructional leadership is a synthesis o f evaluation of
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instruction, curriculum development, and professional development. They state that by 

analyzing instruction and providing information to teachers about instructional models, it 

is the role of the principal to change how students are taught.

One of the key responsibilities o f the instructional leader involves the evaluation 

of teachers in order to assure students have the best teachers in the classroom.

Traditional evaluation methods face criticism for the time they require and the evidence 

that most teachers receive satisfactory rankings. A 2007 survey of over 1000 teachers 

found little support for the formal evaluation process (Duffett, Farkas, Rotherman, & 

Silva, 2008). Only 28% felt the tool helped them to be a better teacher.

Several high profile reports offer criticism of teacher evaluation. The Measures 

of Effective Teaching project (MET) funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation 

issued an initial report (2010) with an introductory statement that summarizes the 

concerns surrounding teacher evaluation: “In too many schools, principals go through 

the motions of visiting classrooms, checklist in hand. In the end, virtually all teachers 

receive the same ‘satisfactory’ rating” (p. 3). The report recommends teacher evaluation 

to include student achievement gains, specific feedback on benchmarks and feedback 

from students. Similarly, the New Teacher Project report, The Widget Effect (Weisberg, 

Sexton, Mulhem, & Keeling, 2009) found that 99% of teachers get satisfactory ratings in 

evaluation programs that have two rating choices. The number drops to 94%, if  there are 

three choices. The concern is that if such a large percentage of our teachers are 

satisfactory, why is student achievement lagging in so many schools. Because o f these 

concerns, new standards based evaluation methods incorporate multiple measures



including classroom visitations, student surveys and value-added growth on student 

achievement measures.

The solution to these checklist type or drive-by evaluations (Toch & Rothman, 

2008) is the use of comprehensive evaluation systems that measure instruction with the 

goal of improvement. Many of these tools evolved from the work o f Charlotte Danielson 

(1996,2007). She divides teaching into four major categories and 21 themes. The 

categories are planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction, and 

professional responsibilities. From this, she devised scoring rubrics to give 

administrators details on how to rate teachers as unsatisfactory, basic, proficient and 

distinguished.

The state of Georgia, like many other states, utilizes a multiple measure 

evaluation process that looks at the many roles o f a teacher and ranks their performance 

on a four level rubric based on the work o f Danielson (2007). Teachers receive rankings 

of unsatisfactory, needs development, proficient and exemplary in the new Teacher Keys 

Evaluation System (TKES). Under this system, principals conduct two formal 

observations and four informal observations during the school year. Formal observations 

must be at least thirty minutes long and informal observations must be at least ten 

minutes long. Pre and post conversations also take place for the planned formal 

observations. There are five domains on the instrument: Planning, Instructional 

Delivery, Assessment Strategies, Learning Environment, and Professionalism and 

Communication. Under each domain, there are two standards. Other measures that go 

into the evaluation include student surveys and student achievement growth. Student
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achievement as measured by the growth of a student from one year to the next based on 

standardized testing is known as a value added measurement (VAM).

There is support and caution in the literature regarding the effectiveness of these

evaluation tools. Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein (2012)

support the use of standards based evaluations but caution the use of value-added models

due to their inconsistency. They point out that value added performance is often a

condition of the students assigned to the teacher and that a teacher who is effective one

year may be unsatisfactory the next using this approach. For example, a teacher may

have a group of students one year that excel and show growth on the test, thus showing

the teacher helped the students to learn. Because o f her success, the principal might give

her a group of struggling students the next year that do not show the same amount of

growth. The appearance will be that the teacher was not as effective in her second year.

In their study examining the validity of these types of evaluations, Kimball and

Milanowski (2009) state

If policy makers and program designers want evaluation scores to be more 
highly related to some criterion such as student achievement, it will take 
more than specific rubrics and basic training of evaluators in the process to 
achieve a strong relationship, (p. 65)

Measuring students based on achievement is problematic because 50% o f teachers teach

un-tested subjects such as physical education, art, and foreign language thus creating an

unequal playing field (Toch, 2008).

The literature also notes the implementation of these evaluation tools may be 

different because of the context of the school or the leadership traits o f the principal. 

Marshall (2013) states that when the role o f the evaluator faces a time crunch, principals 

fall into three categories: Saints, Cynics, and Sinners (p. 35). The Saints spend hours of
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time completing the evaluations in the manner intended. Cynics get the work done 

quickly and may follow a formula where all teachers receive the same ratings and 

remarks. Sinners simply do not do the evaluations or only do a few.

While the effectiveness of these comprehensive evaluation systems is mixed, the 

time on the part of the principal to conduct the evaluations is demanding (Kimball & 

Milanowski, 2009; Papay, 2012). Principals in Tennessee schools using a similar system 

report an average time of six hours per teacher per observation (DuFour & Mattos 2013). 

While this number is probably exaggerated, it does hint at the amount of time spent by 

principals on evaluation. This includes the time for the actual observation, recording of 

results, and conferencing. Halverson, Kelley and Kimball (2004) indicate that a 

standards based evaluation system required up to 25% of the principal’s time. Toch and 

Rothman (2008) suggest that these evaluation systems cause principals to treat evaluation 

seriously but agree that they are time consuming. Marshall (2003) says the tools cause an 

“impossible workload” (p. 50) for principals and questions the validity o f the instruments.

Using a team of researchers to shadow 65 principals in the Miami-Dade County 

school system, Homg, Klasik, and Loeb, (2010) attempt to define how principals spend 

their time. They divided the activities of the principal into seven broad categories: 

administration, organizational management, day-to-day instruction, instructional 

program, internal relations, external relations, and other tasks. After following the 

principals for one week, they found that principals spend only 6% of their time on day-to- 

day instruction, which includes classroom observations and coaching teachers and 7% of 

their time on the instructional program, which includes evaluating the curriculum and 

professional development. The majority of the time, 49%, falls in the areas of
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administration and organization management. Using regression analysis, they found that 

the amount of time spent on organizational management, which includes managing 

budgets and hiring teachers, had a positive relation to school success. Interestingly, day- 

to-day activities are marginal or not related to improvement. “For example, the more 

time principals spent on day-to-day activities, such as conducting classroom observations, 

the less likely teachers and parents were to feel the school climate is positive and 

contributes to school learning” (p. 519).

Similar studies (Goldring, Huff, May & Cambum, 2008) (May, Goldring & Huff, 

2012) looked at the context o f the school in analyzing the role of the principal. They 

found great variation across schools on how principals allocate their time. School context 

plays a role in that a principal in a higher performing school may have more time to focus 

on other issues than their counterparts in lower performing schools because they “do not 

feel the same level of urgency and pressure to set goals or drive instructional reform” 

(2009, p. 17).

Along with the implementation of the Teacher Keys Evaluation System (TKES), 

the Georgia Department o f Education has a new evaluation tool for administrators. This 

tool known as the Leader Keys Evaluation System (LKES), categorizes the 

responsibilities of the principal into eight standards, only one of which is teacher 

evaluation. These standards are: instructional leadership, school climate, planning and 

assessment, organizational management, human resources management, teacher/staff 

evaluation, professionalism and communication and community relations.
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Statement of the Problem 

Principals are called to be instructional leaders (Hattie 2009, Hallinger & Heck, 

1996, McEwan, 2003). The implementation of standards based evaluation systems 

require much of a principal’s time to be diverted to teacher evaluation, which is only one 

of the many components of instructional leadership (DuFour & Mattos 2013, Kimball & 

Milanowski, 2009; Papay, 2012). Principals must use the same instrument for every 

teacher and have no choice in the duration and amount of observations conducted. The 

one-size-fits-all process will affect other responsibilities of the principal and is contrary 

to the loosely coupled nature of a school (Elmore, 2000, Sergiovanni, 2004). Moreover, 

there is little to be found in the literature about how principals perceive this new system 

as affecting their job performance.

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to examine how a new evaluation system is changing 

the role of the principal as instructional leader as it pertains to other roles assigned to the 

principal.

Research Questions 

How is the implementation of the TKES system changing the role o f principal?

How do principals perceive the effectiveness of TKES as it relates to instructional 

leadership?

How has the implementation of TKES affected the other responsibilities o f a principal as 

outlined in LKES?



Theoretical Framework

Elmore (2000) uses the institutional theory of loose-coupling to explain the 

“elusive and largely unsuccessful quest over the past century for school administrators 

who are ‘instructional leaders’” (p.7). Loose coupling appears as an organizational 

concept in an article describing schools as loosely coupled organizations (Weick, 1976). 

Loose coupling allows for the definition o f an organization to be both rational and 

indeterminate. “Loose coupling suggests that any location in an organization (top, 

middle or bottom) contains interdependent elements that vary in the number and strength 

of their interdependencies (Orton & Weick, 1990, p. 204). In what he calls the “bane of 

loose coupling,” Elmore (2000, p. 5) argues that decisions about what students learn and 

how they are evaluated rests in the individual classroom and those decisions are not 

consistent from room to room. Principals and other administrators exist to protect the 

classroom from disruption in a loosely coupled organization.

Elmore (2000) suggests that loosely coupled organizations such as schools have 

very little influence on their core functions and suggests that is why schools continue to 

implement unnecessary programs. Standards based accountability is the answer to loose 

coupling and would convert schools to more tightly controlled organizations where what 

occurs in classrooms can be clearly defined and evaluated. Meyer and Rowan (1977) 

support the notion of schools as loosely coupled organizations. They state that 

organizations are both formal and informal and they are often loosely coupled where 

“structured elements are only loosely linked to each other and to activities, rules are often 

violated, decisions are often unimplemented....” (p. 343). It is wrong to think o f loosely
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coupled as the opposite end of a continuum with tightly coupled organizations (Orton & 

Weick, 1990) in that there are many functions within education that are highly controlled.

Fusarelli (2002, p. 571) concludes that schools are becoming more tightly coupled 

and effective schools research suggests that effective principals “maintain tighter 

coupling among the goals, technology, and outcomes of schooling (Hallinger, Murphy, 

1985 p. 220). Sergiovanni (1984) posits that schools are both tightly and loosely coupled 

systems in what he calls “freedom with restrictions” (p. 14). While he notes successful 

schools have clear mission and goals, teachers have some freedom in carrying out those 

goals and this freedom touches on the motivational components of commitment, 

enthusiasm, and loyalty.

Standards based evaluation systems are aligned with a tightly coupled 

environment in that they give definitions and levels of performance. They are also time 

consuming and comprise only one of the many responsibilities held by the principal. A 

principal who sees the organization as loosely coupled may make decisions differently in 

how he/she implements the requirements.

Significance o f the Study 

This study is timely in that principals across the state are implementing new time- 

consuming evaluation systems and are adapting to the time needed to conduct the 

evaluations. Looking at the experiences o f principals in how they manage the change in 

their roles might help policy makers to make changes to the process or look at alternative 

solutions. Process changes could include differing number of evaluations based on the 

effectiveness of the teacher. While not reducing the integrity of the system, allowing for 

self, peer and expert evaluation might be alternatives worth considering. This research,
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based on current experiences o f experts in the field might allow policy makers to take a 

fresh look at the job description of the principal and make appropriate adjustments. 

Alternatively, this research might support the contention that the TKES is functioning as 

designed, and no adjustments are needed.

Procedures

This will be a qualitative study using the Delphi Method. This method was first 

used in 1948 to forecast advancements in technology and was the catalyst for formation 

of the RAND corporation (Bourgeios, Pugmire, Stevenson, Swanson, & Swanson 2006; 

monski, Hartman, & Krahn, 2007). This method has four components. First, participants 

are anonymous. Though they may see the responses o f others, they do not know who is 

responding. The second key feature is iteration meaning that participants get a chance to 

refine their views during the process. Controlled feedback is the third component, which 

allows participants to clarify and change their views in light of the other participant’s 

responses. Finally, statistical aggregation of responses can allow for a quantitative 

analysis (Skulmoski, Hartman & Krahn, 2007).

Principals with at least three years of experience will be invited to participate in 

this study. The three-year limit will insure that the participants have experience with 

TKES and the former evaluation system. These principals will serve at elementary, 

middle and secondary schools in a school system containing both urban and suburban 

schools. This will allow for gathering feedback from principals in a variety of school 

settings. Sixry principals will receive invitations with the goal of having at least 25 

participants. Round one questioning will be broad in order to gather feedback about their
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perceptions about the Teacher Keys program. Subsequent rounds will become more 

specific based on the feedback of the principals.

Limitations and Delimitations

While there are many advantages to the Delphi model there are some limitations. 

The process can be time consuming. Participants may become weary with the process 

and choose to quit participating. Roberts (2013) notes that the decision making process is 

less transparent then a face to face interview and might lead to trust issues among the 

participants.

People may not respond or respond differently if  they feel there is a chance their 

supervisors will find out how they responded. The Delphi model is notable in that all 

participants are anonymous. However, participants will be reminded that their 

information is confidential and will not be shared in any manner.

Another limitation will depend on the response rate among the levels of schools. 

For example, if a significant number o f responses from middle school principals is not 

obtained, or principals from high achieving schools, conclusions from the research 

surrounding principals in those situations will be hard to make. Since this is a qualitative 

study, the results, while informative, cannot be generalized to a larger population. A 

delimitation is the research conducted uses the Georgia Teacher Keys Evaluation System. 

Georgia was chosen as it is implementing the same process in many districts and will 

soon roll it out statewide. Therefore, the findings will not allow for conclusions about 

tools used in other states or school systems.
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Definition of Terms

To assist in the understanding of this study, the following terms are defined as 

they apply to this study. Proponents of comprehensive evaluation system call for the use 

of multiple measures that draw on several resources including classroom observations, 

student achievement data, and student surveys (Gates Foundation, 2010). As part of 

Georgia’s multiple measures, student learning objectives (SLO) creates measurable 

achievement objectives for subjects that do not have a standard test measure.

Another measure is based on student test scores. In Georgia that test is the 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT), and it measures student achievement on 

the state curriculum. This is given to students once a year in grades 3-8. The test is 

scheduled to be replaced in 2015-2016. The process used to measure growth is called a 

value-added measure (VAM), a method of looking at the impact of the teacher on student 

test scores. The belief is that measureable growth or the opposite can be attributed to 

the teacher’s effectiveness (Darling-Hammond, 2012). This method is controversial as 

teacher scores can change from year to year.

Summary

The job of the principal has changed dramatically over the years, moving from a 

managerial role to that o f instructional leader. The goals o f good instructional leadership 

demand that principals create positive and collaborative environments focused on student 

learning. It incorporates the components o f creating a positive culture, setting a clear 

mission and vision, recruiting and retaining staff and setting clear and high expectations 

for learning.
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Certainly one component of instructional leadership is that o f teacher evaluation. 

New teacher evaluation programs based on standards frame the evaluation process in 

many states, including Georgia. These rubric driven tools ask evaluators to measure 

teacher effectiveness in a variety of areas and rank them on a four-point scale from 

ineffective to exemplary. In Georgia, the program is the Teacher Keys Effectiveness 

System (TKES).

These new evaluation systems require a significant amount o f time for the 

principal. This research will look at whether this amount o f time enables the principal to 

increase the amount of time they feel they devote to instructional leadership. Conversely, 

it will ask if this increase of time negatively affects other important roles of the principal 

that fall under instructional leadership and administrative responsibilities.

Principals who have utilized the previous evaluation system and TKES will give 

feedback on their role as instructional leader through the utilization of the Delphi 

Method. This process will gather feedback on how this evaluation tool affects the many 

roles involved in the role of instructional leader. This information will be analyzed to 

determine if this new evaluation program indeed raises principal’s competency as 

instructional leaders.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

School systems across the country are turning to the use of comprehensive 

standards-based evaluation tools. In the state of Georgia, that tool is the Teacher Keys 

Evaluation System (TKES). Evaluation is one component of the role of instructional 

leader, however, these evaluation tools require more time in the classroom and will affect 

the other responsibilities of the principal. This literature review will focus on the history 

of teacher evaluation as it pertains to the development of programs such as TKES. The 

role of the instructional leader and how principals spend their time will be reviewed. A 

review of the theoretical framework o f loose coupling will end the chapter.

Teacher Evaluation

The history of teacher evaluation falls into four distinct periods (Ellett & Teddle, 

2003, Hilleman, 2009). From 1900 -  1950, teacher personal characteristics formed the 

basis for evaluation. Successful teachers were good community members with high 

moral standards. Most teachers were women and a ninth grade education was sufficient 

to be a teacher.

As the decade progressed, researchers began to look for a connection between 

teacher behaviors and student success. The goal during this period was to identify 

effective teaching behaviors aligning with the rise of behaviorism in psychology. The 

launch of Sputnik by the USSR in 1957 also increased pressure to find the connection

15
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between teacher behavior and student outcomes. Evaluations took the form of

observational checklists.

The publication of A Nation at Risk (1983) defines the beginning of the third era

punctuated with the use of terms such as accountability and reform. During this era,

evaluation moved from the local school board to massive state run programs. The first of

these programs came from the state o f Georgia. The Teacher Performance Assessment

Instruments (TPAI) determined whether beginning teachers could receive their license

from the state. Many other states developed similar programs that quickly evolved into

using these tools for merit pay and career ladders. The effectiveness and longevity of

these programs lead the authors to state:

Literally millions of dollars and thousands upon thousands of hours o f educator 
input and effort were involved in the development and implementation of these 
large-scale, politically motivated, state-mandated programs targeting teacher 
accountability and school improvement.. .only remnants of most o f these programs 
survive today, and most have been politically overhauled, minimized/or disbanded. 
(Ellet & Teddle, 2003 p. 107)

The current phase of teacher evaluations, change the focus o f observation from teacher

behaviors to student learning.

Changes in Evaluation

The quality of teacher evaluation systems has come under scrutiny because of the

accountability movement associated most closely with the No Child Left Behind Act of

(2001) and the more recent Race to The Top (RT3, 2011) initiative. This initiative

provides funding through competitive grants intended for school improvement. Plans

must include components to recruit, retain, reward and prepare excellent teachers. It calls

for states to adopt standards and assessments to prepare students for college and career.

Applicants are also required to develop and use data systems that provide information on
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student growth and provide tools for teachers and principals to improve student learning. 

Finally, school systems that apply must have a plan for low performing schools.

Evaluation of teachers using rating scales date back to 1915 (Coker & Medley, 

2001, p. 242) and all rely on the ability o f the evaluator to accurately and consistently rate 

teachers on their effectiveness. Studies such as the Gates Foundation Measures of 

Effective Teaching Project (2010) and the New Teacher Project report, The Widget 

Effect (2009) criticize this checklist approach to evaluation noting that 99 percent of 

teachers rank as satisfactory (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhem & Keeling, 2009). If so many 

schools are failing and test scores are low, how can that many teachers rate as 

satisfactory, they question. Donaldson (2009) calls it the Lake Wobegon effect, a 

mythical place where all teachers are satisfactory.

In response to these “drive-by” (Toch, 2008 p. 32) evaluations, two types of 

evaluation processes are taking hold in school systems: value-added and standards based. 

These can also be combined as some standards based evaluation tools also have 

components that have value-added measures. Technology and the preponderance of 

standardized test data allows for easier comparison on how students perform. Value 

Added Models (VAMs) allow for measuring student growth by comparing student 

performance on test from one year to the next. The teacher’s evaluation rating depends 

on how much his students grew academically under his instruction. While these models 

appeal to policy makers, they face much criticism due to their reliance on only one 

measure and their inconsistency (Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Flaertel, & 

Rothstein, 2012).
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Marzano (2012) states that districts must decide if they want to use an evaluation 

process that measures teachers or one that develops teachers. Standards based models are 

intended for teacher growth and development and VAM’s tend to measure student 

growth. Marzano surveyed more than 3000 educators on a five-point scale with one 

being measurement and five being developmental. Seventy six percent responded with a 

four indicating they want measurement to be a part but development was the most 

important criteria. Stronge (2005) supports this conclusion, “Teacher evaluation is, first, 

about documenting the quality of teacher performance; then, its focus shifts to helping 

teachers improve their performance as well as holding them accountable for their work”

(p. 1).

Standards Based Evaluation Tools

The state of Georgia along with other states currently uses a standards based 

evaluation tool that breaks the components of teaching into several standards that are 

rated by a rubric with four levels of performance. The Teacher Keys Evaluation System 

(TKES) derives from the Framework for Teaching (Danielson, 1996,2007). Danielson’s 

original work was a tool to measure new teachers known as the Praxis III. The success of 

the tool led her to develop the framework, which breaks teaching into four categories, 22 

themes, and 77 skills (Toch & Rothman, 2008). Although criticized for their lack of 

empirical evidence and the simplification of the complexities of teaching (Peterson,

2000), evaluations based on the framework are becoming commonplace. In fact, in 2013, 

41 states require student achievement to be included as one of the measures for teacher 

effectiveness. Twenty states use student growth as the major criteria for teacher 

evaluation and 19 states use evaluation results in decisions regarding tenure.
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Effectiveness of Teacher Evaluation

The literature is mixed when describing the effectiveness of teacher evaluation

models. Medley and Coker (1987) cite 11 studies evaluating this question and concluded,

“that the correlations between the average principal’s ratings of teacher performance and

direct measures of teacher effectiveness were near zero” (p.242). Since these studies

looked at teacher evaluation in the first half of the twentieth century, the researchers

looked at current evaluation processes.

They analyzed the accuracy of principal’s judgments and whether those judgments

were dependent on the individual principal conducting the evaluation. They examined

whether there was relationship between accuracy and the grade level taught, student

ability, and student achievement. Their results supported the results of the early study.

They found that principals had low accuracy in judging teacher performance and that the

ability of the student, the individual principal and the grade level were not factors. They

conclude by stating:

Most students of teacher effectiveness agree that there are sizable gaps in the 
present knowledge of the nature of effective teacher behavior, gaps that make it 
impossible to provide conceptions or models complete enough to serve as adequate 
basis for teacher evaluation, (p.246)

It is important to note that while the study does not describe the specific 

evaluation instrument used by the authors, the evaluation tools that follow Danielson’s 

framework (1996,2007) give very specific indicators for evaluators to rate. One wonders 

if results might be different if it was conducted using these tools. The second 

consideration, and this seems to be true of many of the studies, success in the classroom 

is measured solely by test scores.
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Noting that these types of evaluations have only been in place for 15 years and 

that there are not many studies on their effect, Murphy, Hallinger and Heck (2013) call 

for caution in determining that these evaluations enable schools to improve. 

Administrators are “poorly positioned to make teacher evaluation work well” (p. 351) as 

they lack the credibility in content and instructional strategies that teachers value. They 

also note the concerns of inter-rater reliability, context o f the classroom and the use o f 

value-added measures with test scores as deterrents to teacher evaluation being a tool to 

improve schools. Papay (2012), states that inter-reliability may be hard to achieve since 

administrators have different standards. To address this problem, administrators trained 

on the Teacher Keys evaluation, receive two days of training, with the emphasis on group 

participation on calibration. Participants must pass an exam to receive credentials and 

must participate in further training should they not pass the exam.

This seems to be confirmed by Kimball and Milanowski (2009) when they look at 

the issue of inter-rater reliability by looking at leader decision-making. They used a 

mixed methods model to first identify evaluators who demonstrated valid and less valid 

results in implementing an evaluation program based on Danielson’s (2007) framework. 

Their study took place in a large school system in the western United States that had been 

using the evaluation tool for three years. Student achievement data came from value- 

added scores of 5683 students in grades 3-6. There were 328 teachers involved in the 

study.

As their framework for educational decision-making, they used three components. 

The first was evaluator will or motivation, which includes the attitudes toward the 

instrument itself or the choice o f a principal to rank an employee higher simply to help
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with school morale. Second is skill or expertise, which involves the level of training and 

the content knowledge of the evaluator. School context is the third element, which 

includes items such as socio-economics, teacher experience, and teacher ability.

Using correlations of principal ratings and student achievement, evaluators were 

categorized as having high, average or low validity. Data from the second year of the 

study demonstrates the considerable variation in principal evaluation scores with 31% 

demonstrating low correlation between -.10 and 25 and 42% having correlations above 

.31. Twenty-three principals, some who had high and some, who had low validity, were 

selected for semi-structured interviews to analyze the issues of will, skill, and context.

Kimball and Milanowski (2009) could not find consistent data that any o f the 

three components of will, skill and context were sufficient explanations for leader 

decision-making. Principals were generally positive about the instrument though noting 

that the paperwork was complex and time consuming. They note that principals had a 

difficult time describing their decision-making process and that may lead to the 

inconsistencies. Based on their findings, they conclude that the teacher evaluation 

process is “a weak situation” (p. 63) and that the absence of finding practices that 

allowed for greater validity “shows the complexity in identifying and assuring the use of 

good evaluation practice” (p.64).

Jacob and Lefgren (2005) found that principals are effective in identifying the top 

and bottom ten percent of teachers but not as effective with the remaining 80 percent. 

Their study took place in a mid-sized school district in the western United States. 

Elementary principals were asked to rank teachers who teach core subject matter on 

several categories on a scale from one to ten. The purpose of the study was to look at the
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use of subjective principal assessment and value added measures as tools for 

compensating teachers. One research question asked how well principals identify 

teachers who are effective in raising student achievement.

Though there was variation in each school, Jacob and Lefgren (2005), found that 

principals generally rate their teachers high. On a ten-point scale, the range of ratings 

was from 6.7 to 8.07. Noting the issues of measuring value added results; the authors 

find the standard deviation for teacher quality is 0.19 in reading and 0.32 in math. This 

leads to their conclusion that moving a student from an average teacher to a teacher one 

standard deviation above can raise test scores by four or five percentiles and two standard 

deviations by 12.

When looking at the correlation between principal evaluation of teachers and 

value added scores, they find a .56 correlation for reading and .38 for math, both 

significant at the five percent level. While this indicates that principals have the ability to 

identify effectiveness, they find that this is different at each level o f effectiveness. For 

example, principals were correct 52% for reading and 69% in math in indicating their 

best teachers and student achievement. Similar results were found with those ranked 

lowest but results were not strong for those ranked above and below the median. Jacob 

and Lefgren’s (2005), study indicates that principals are effective in rating excellent and 

poor teachers using subjective evaluative tools, but not as effective with the many 

teachers who fall in the middle of these two categories.

Taylor and Tyler (2011,2012) find “suggestive evidence” (2012, p. 82) that 

teachers do improve during the school year in which they are evaluated and that these 

effects linger past the year of evaluation. They conducted their research using the
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Cincinnati Public Schools Teacher Evaluation System (TES). This is one of the earlier 

implementations of an evaluation system based on Danielson’s framework. Although the 

Georgia system (TKES) relies most heavily on administrator observations, the TES 

involves highly trained peer evaluators for three of the four observations, with the fourth 

conducted by the principal. Another difference is that Cincinnati’s teachers are evaluated 

every few years depending on their tenure status and years o f service.

Claiming theirs is the first empirical study o f the effects of standards based 

evaluation systems; Taylor and Tyler (2011,2012) used a quasi-experimental analysis 

comparing the student achievement data of teachers before the year o f evaluation, during 

the year, and after the year of evaluation. They focused on midcareer teachers who were 

in the system before TES began.

Student achievement data came from math test scores in grades 4 - 8 .  The 

comparison of achievement comes from the students the teacher teaches during the year 

of evaluation compared to the students she taught the year before and the year after. The 

authors argue this helps to control for teacher change over time and that they control for 

student characteristics such as previous achievement, classification and racial/ethnic 

background. They found the average teacher score 0.05 standard deviation higher on 

summative math assessments during the year of evaluation and that this rises to 0.11 in 

the year following the evaluation, leading to the conclusion that the instrument does add 

positive effect on teacher quality.

In a similar study, Milanowski, Kimball, and White (2004) examined the 

Cincinnati model along with those in Washoe County, Nevada and a charter school in 

Los Angeles knows as the Vaughn Next Century Learning Center. This study is a follow
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up to a previous study that suggested a positive correlation between evaluation scores and 

student achievement. In the previous study, data was gathered using a value added model 

measuring growth on the current year test scores in comparison to previous years, 

controlling for student characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, and students on free and 

reduced lunch. Only elementary and middle school students were involved due to the 

lack of testing in high school.

In the follow up study, Milanowski et al. (2004) had three research questions.

First, they wanted to see if another year of data would confirm the previous results. 

Second, they sought to see if the relationship in the scores changes if student 

characteristics are not controlled. Finally, they looked at controlling for teacher 

experience. They used two-level hierarchical linear models as their methodology.

Their findings were similar to the previous study in that, with the exception of 

Science in Cincinnati (-.02) all correlations were positive with teacher evaluation scores 

and student achievement. The correlations for reading were Cincinnati (.28), Vaughn 

Next Century Learning Center (.61), and Washoe (.25). For math, the correlations were 

Cincinnati (.34), Vaughn (.45), and Washoe County, Nevada (.24). They conclude that 

“These effects, though small to moderate in size, could add up to a substantial advantage 

for a student with two or three consecutive teachers rated at the ‘distinguished’ rather 

than ‘proficient’ level or the ‘proficient’ or ‘basic’ level” (p. 14). They also found that not 

controlling for student characteristics led to similar results as those that were controlled. 

Finally, their testing suggests that teacher evaluation scores are a better measure of 

student achievement then teacher experience.
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Odden (2004) uses the Cincinnati and Vaughn models to make several 

conclusions regarding these “systems that are quantum improvements over typical 

teacher evaluation systems” (p. 129). First, their success indicates that performance 

based evaluation systems can demonstrate validity and the use of multiple measures 

increases that validity. He also concludes that these systems make evaluation more 

rigorous and are sufficient for use in teacher compensation discussions.

Though noting some of these positive findings, Hill and Grossman (2013) caution 

against the use of a one size fits all instrument. They note that reform efforts tend to fail 

when they attempt to change the work of teaching, and add new layers onto existing 

layers. They say these new evaluation systems do exactly that and are destined to fail 

without changes. Their concerns include the generic nature of the instruments, the lack 

of content specificity, and the lack of quality feedback.

Teachers of all subjects are evaluated using the same tool. “The current systems 

ask us to believe that teaching kindergarten requires the same set of practices and 

knowledge needed to teach high school algebra” (Hill & Grossman, 2013, p.6). On top 

of this, many principals are generalists and do not know all the content they are 

observing. Finally, feedback is often given too late or not at all, and is often not content 

related. The author suggest that more time be spent in evaluation of those teachers who 

need the most improvement and that rich and specific feedback is given to those teachers 

so that they can improve. They also suggest the use of content experts in the evaluation 

process such as department chairs or instructional coaches.

Hallinger et al. (2014) ask if the time and resources poured into teacher evaluation 

lead to a “robust pathway for school improvement” (p. 2). They first separate the
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definition of teacher evaluation from instructional supervision noting that evaluation has 

the ultimate goal of judging the teachers capability while instructional supervision has the 

goal of coaching the teacher towards better performance. They note that the new 

evaluation processes based on Danielson’s (2006) framework, are intended to show a 

causal relationship between teacher evaluation and student growth, but often leave out 

other factors most notably the students family background which the Coleman report 

(1966) sited as the number one impact on student achievement.

The authors are critical of reports such as the Measures of Effective Teaching 

Project (Gates Foundation, 2011) because they leave out family and school variables and 

call the results overstated and the evidence weak and inconsistent to conclude that these 

evaluation methods increase teacher effectiveness. Finally, they scoured the literature on 

topics such as school improvement, instructional leadership, data based decision making 

and school reform with the notion that if teacher evaluation is a significant way to 

improve instruction, it should appear in the literature as a solution. They found the 

existence to be “conspicuously absent” (p. 14).

Instructional Leadership 

The term instructional leader came into use in the nineties with the effective 

schools movement stating that outstanding schools had strong instructional leaders 

(Hallinger, 1992). Instructional leadership became the norm in the nineties as principals 

were viewed as the primary source of knowledge and were expected to be experts in 

curriculum, instruction, and teacher improvement. Though not clearly defined, 

instructional leaders were to set high expectations, supervise instruction, coordinate the 

curriculum and monitor school progress.
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Instructional leadership encompasses the many roles of a principal that contribute 

to teaching and learning. It includes setting high expectations, (Hattie 2009, Hallinger & 

Heck, 1996, McEwan, 2003), developing a strong mission and vision, (Hallinger & Heck, 

2009, McEwan, 2003) and providing necessary resources (Smith & Andrews, 1989). The 

instructional leader protects learning time (Hattie 2009, Hallinger & Heck, 1996) and 

provides necessary instructional support and professional growth (Blase & Blase, 1999, 

Seifert & Vomberg, 2002)

Leithwood, Louis, Anderson & Wahlstrom (2004) calls the term “sloganistic” 

(p.6). Their study, funded by the Wallace Foundation, calls for a clear definition though 

they do credit the Hallinger model (p.6) which includes defining mission, creating a 

positive learning environment and managing instruction, as a definition that has the most 

research. They define four factors principals must display to be successful: “creating 

and sustaining a competitive school, empowering others to make significant decisions, 

providing instructional guidance, and developing and implementing strategic and school- 

improvement plans” (p. 12).

Hallinger (2005) calls the term instructional leadership a “passing fancy that 

won’t go away”(p. 1) in a study that demonstrates the increased use of the term around the 

world. This is based on the use of the model of Hallinger and Murphy (1985) and the 

tool for measuring the instructional leadership known as the Properties of the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) (Hallinger, 1982/1990) which has been 

used in more than 26 countries and over 200 empirical studies (Hallinger, Wen-Chung 

Wang, Chia-Wen Chen, 2013). This survey utilizes a form for principals and for 

teachers and was found to have high validity in a meta-analysis of 43 previous studies
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and a literature search resulting in 28 studies of the reliability of the PIRMS (Hallinger, 

Wen-Chung Wang, Chia-Wen Chen, 2013).

The Hallinger and Murphy model (1985) combines defining the school mission, 

managing the instructional program and promoting a positive learning climate (Hallinger, 

2005) as the major components with each component having sub-categories. Framing 

and communication of school goals fall under the umbrella o f defining the school 

mission. Three categories, supervising and evaluation instruction, monitoring student 

progress and coordinating the curriculum, fall under the management of the school 

program. Positive school climate includes protecting instructional time, promoting 

professional development, maintaining high-visibility and providing incentives for 

teachers and students. So of the many roles a principal must serve as instructional leader, 

only one deals with the evaluation of teachers.

With the parameters that the studies explored the effects o f principal leadership 

and contained a measure of school achievement, Hallinger and Heck (1996) looked at 40 

studies of principal leadership from the United States and other countries such as 

England, Singapore and the Netherlands. Based on a theoretical framework devised by 

Pitner (1988), the researches categorized the studies using four models.

Thirteen of the studies fell into the direct effects model, which suggest that there 

are no intervening variables that affect the effect of principals on learning. Hallinger and 

Heck (1996) state these were the weakest o f the studies because of their bi-variate nature 

and conclude they add little to our understanding. Model A l, which contains nine studies 

also posits that leadership effects are direct but that antecedent variables such as the 

school context and the personal characteristics of the principal play a part.
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The mediated effects model B with includes five studies that note the indirect 

effect of the principal in influencing others. Fifteen studies fall in the mediated effects 

model with antecedent variables (Bl) and are the most robust and sophisticated of the 

studies (Hallinger & Heck, 1996). These studies support the indirect influence of the 

principal and that these effects derive from the experience of the principal along with the 

context of the school. Although only two of the studies fall into Model C, Reciprocal- 

effects, the researchers see future research in this area. This model highlights studies in 

which the principal exercises one type of leadership in order to correct a situation, and 

upon the improvement of that situation, changes the leadership style.

The authors conclude that there is empirical support in the data for the role o f the 

principal in leading a school wide focus on learning. The variables o f school context and 

principal experience and background affect this influence. They state, “principal 

leadership that makes a difference is aimed toward influencing school processes that are 

directly linked to student learning” (p. 38).

Expanding his findings, Hallinger (2010) adopts the term leadership of learning to 

encompass instructional leadership, transformative and shared leadership though the role 

of instructional leader “better captures the impact of school leadership on learning” (p. 

130). He proposes a model where school leaders operate in an open system with the 

ultimate focus that o f student outcomes. This system includes the organization of the 

school system, the culture of the community, staff characteristics and institutional/school 

rules (Leithwood, Anderson, & Strauss, 2010). The beliefs, values and experiences o f the 

principal add to the indirect impact of leadership on student outcomes (Hallinger & Heck, 

1996; Leithwood, Anderson, Mascall & Strauss, 2010). This review o f 40 years of



30

empirical research confirms the need for the leader to have and communicate a strong 

vision for learning. The leader must also be able to adapt to many different situations and 

have the ability to empower others through shared leadership.

Leadership Effects

The literature confirms that the instructional leader has an indirect impact on 

school improvement (Hallinger & Heck 1996, Leithwood, Harris & Hopkins, 2004) 

however, how that impact takes place is the subject of debate. Many call this indirect 

impact as the mediated-effects model (Hallinger & Heck, 1996) as, “leadership effects on 

learning are achieved indirectly by affecting people, work structures and processes, and 

culture (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012, p.8). Principal leadership is second only to 

instruction influencing learning (Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Harris & Hopkins, 2006). 

This claim is based on multiple quantitative studies looking at the direct and indirect 

effects of leadership and finding the percentage to be five to seven percent. The 

influence of instructional leaders on teaching and learning is indirect but most significant 

when focused on staff motivation, commitment and working conditions according to a 

national survey of teachers in England. In their review of this study, Leithwood, Day, 

Sammons, Harris & Hopkins, (2006) found little evidence that school leaders impact staff 

capability but “they had quite strong and positive influences on staff members’ 

motivations, commitments and beliefs about the supportiveness o f their working 

conditions” (p. 10).

Support for this involves a study by Greenlee and Brown (2009), focusing on 

principal leadership behaviors, working conditions, and other incentives that might attract 

and retain highly qualified teachers. Using the Florida Principal Leadership Standards,
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they note the strongest areas of principal leadership affecting teachers deal with creating 

a positive school culture, involving teachers in decision making, and providing time for 

teachers to collaborate.

Two older but often quoted studies note that previous research on the effects o f 

the principal on school achievement relied mainly on case studies (Eberts & Stone, 1988; 

Brewer, 1993). Eberts & Stone (1988) pulled data from a U.S. Department of Education 

study of over 300 school districts where student progress in mathematics was followed 

for three years. This study recorded the amount o f resources these students received and 

included student background, along with principal and teacher characteristics. They 

utilized two sources of data to measure instructional leadership. The first source was the 

amount of time principals spend on math curriculum development and evaluation and 

planning and the second was teacher and principal assessments on the effectiveness o f 

leadership activities and how well the staff works together.

Using educational production functions that show the relation of differences in 

student achievement and the amount of resources received, four principal characteristics 

served as variables and were tested for their impact on student achievement. The first of 

these variables, based on the principal and teacher surveys, was active leadership, which 

actually showed a negative impact at the 0.05 level. The variable measuring how well 

principals and teachers work together was not significant. Two variables were significant 

at the 0.05 level. These were the involvement of the principal in curriculum development 

and professional learning and the ability o f the principal to identify and solve conflict, 

leading the authors to conclude that instructional involvement on the part of the principal 

is important.
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Brewer (1993) questioned whether the findings o f Eberts and Stone (1988) would 

be true in a secondary school setting. He used multivariate regression with the database 

provided by the U.S. Department of Education study known as High School and Beyond 

(HSB). This longitudinal study took place between 1980-1986 and provided the ability to 

look at changes in student test scores between 1980 and 1982. The sample was 36 

sophomores and 36 seniors from over 1100 schools with a total of 2,070.

Data for the principal characteristics came from the Administrator and Teacher 

Survey (ATS) with data from more than 320 schools. One difference in the studies dealt 

with the experience of the principal as a teacher and administrator had no significance in 

the high school setting but did in the elementary setting. Their study found that the 

higher the percentage of teachers that the principal was allowed to hire, the higher the test 

scores, suggesting the importance of the role of the principal in selecting and motivating 

staff. Where the principal sets strong goals that call for high levels of achievement the 

mean gain score rises 20%. Similar to the elementary study, they found that principal 

influence over instructional material had a positive effect but discovered that the variable 

for instructional leadership deemed significant in the elementary setting was not 

significant. They suggest this may be due to the differences between the two levels and 

the studies themselves. While they only find “weak evidence that instructional leadership 

impacts student achievement” (p. 287), their findings support the impact on student 

achievement when the principal sets high goals, and selects and supports qualified 

teachers.

In a significant study looking at teacher perceptions of successful instructional 

leaders, Blase and Blase (1999) used an open-ended questionnaire known as the
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Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to Influence Classroom Teaching (ISUPICT) 

(p.356). They sought to discover what specific characteristic of principals both positively 

and negatively affect classroom teachers. More than 800 teachers participated in the 

questionnaire.

Their findings are the basis for their RG Model (1999) that includes promoting 

teacher reflection and professional growth. In defining reflection, teachers were positive 

about administrators that listen and give specific feedback in a non-threatening manner. 

Positive and specific praise that help teachers reflect on their own teaching is another 

important trait for the instructional leader.

The second part o f the model, professional growth, calls for learning opportunities 

that are specific to the instructional goals of the school and where teachers have a choice 

to attend and a voice in creating the goals. It includes the types of collaborative 

environments so prominent in the Professional Learning Communities literature (DuFour, 

DuFour & Eaker, 2011) where teachers plan and analyze results collectively. Teacher 

motivation and efficacy increase when the principal develops a culture o f inquiry, risk- 

taking, collaboration, and a focus on life-long learning.

The results of this study demonstrate the importance of the instructional leader in 

creating collaborative and positive cultures where teaches have autonomy and are 

involved in decision-making all o f which indirectly affects student achievement. Blase 

and Blase (1999) caution against the use of prescriptive teacher evaluation plans, saying 

they should avoid “approaches that provoke little more than teachers jumping though 

hoops and giving dog and pony shows based on reductionist algorithms presumed to 

define good teaching” (p. 370).
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Again finding the connection to be indirect, Seashore-Louis, Dretzke &

Wahlstrom (2010) analyzed almost 4500 surveys of teachers conducted between 2005- 

2008. The surveys were developed through a project funded by the Wallace Foundation 

and covered 180 schools, 45 districts and nine states. The questions in the study asked if 

sharing leadership, developing trust and providing support for improvement on the part of 

the principal affect collaboration among teachers and improve classroom practices. 

Secondly, do these behaviors on the part of administrator improve student achievement?

Variables included professional community, shared leadership, instructional 

leadership and student achievement. Math scores were shown to have significance with 

professional community and principal trust but not with shared and instructional 

leadership. Interesting, the overall alpha score for instructional leadership was .82 and 

for principal trust was .90. However, survey statements listed under trust include hiring 

high quality teachers and providing support to teachers. These statements appear often as 

attributes of instructional leadership (Homg & Loeb, 2010). The authors conclude that 

principals role on student achievement is indirect because it helps teachers to work in a 

professional learning community “characterized by strongly held norms and values, 

reflective discussions about instruction, and a sense of collective responsibility for 

student learning” (p. 331).

There are four paths necessary for school leaders to influence student learning and 

these paths are interrelated (Leithwood, Anderson, Mascall and Strauss, 2010). The first 

is the rational path where the administrator has a positive impact on curriculum, teaching 

and learning. This would include providing meaningful staff development, giving clear 

feedback, creating shared goals, setting high expectations, and maintaining an orderly



35

environment. The emotional path involves collective teacher efficacy (CTE) (p. 17), 

meaning the autonomy to make decisions that are best for the needs o f the students and to 

work in a collaborative environment. The second component of the emotional path is 

that of trust in colleagues, parents and students.

The actual working conditions that teachers experience are part of the 

organizational path. Also important in this path is the ability of the administrator to 

protect the instructional time in the classroom and to buffer the teacher from unnecessary 

interruptions such as unreasonable parents or mandates. Finally, making sure that parents 

are equipped to work with teachers and the school, the family path assures that structures 

are in place to help families support their students. It is important to focus on all these 

variables as they are as necessary or more so to improve student learning as the teacher’s 

instructional practices. (Leithwood, Anderson, Mascall and Strauss, 2010)

Distributive Perspective

Taking a distributive perspective, Neumerski (2013) argues that the definition of 

instructional leadership should go beyond just the principal and include other staff 

members such as instructional coaches and teacher leaders. In examining the literature 

base, she finds research on how each of these groups works independently to improve 

teaching. She calls for a more “integrated, cohesive” (p. 335) approach as the job is too 

big for one person (Grubb & Flessa, 2006).

Supovitz (2012), also looks at distributed leadership as a solution. He states the 

“complexity of the principal’s job makes distributing leadership a survival technique” (p. 

14). He suggests several models that include allowing subject specialists to act as 

coaches or have the system hire full time coaches who also assume leadership duties.
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Principals should build the capacity of the leadership in their school to allow more 

experts to assume leadership responsibilities. In this context, principals can focus on 

instructional responsibilities.

Twenty-seven studies conducted between 1978-2006 were the basis of a “fresh 

approach” (p. 637) to the quantitative evidence o f the effect on leadership and student 

outcomes through the lens of transformative and instructional leadership (Robinson, 

Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). While noting the number of studies as a limitation, the authors 

also note that their findings are similar to the Marzano (2005) meta-analyses that covered 

over 70 studies, only 10 o f which were published.

Their findings found a weak impact with transformational leadership ES = 0.11 

but a strong link with instructional leadership, ES = 0.42. More significantly, they 

looked at the impact of five domains of leadership. First, setting and communicating 

clear goals with staff input had a mean o f 0.42. Providing the necessary resources 

including recruiting quality staff had a mean score of 0.31. Direct involvement in 

evaluation and support with clear feedback had a mean of 0.42. Providing professional 

learning along with the principal being very active with that learning received the highest 

support with a mean of 0.84. The smallest mean score was for providing for an orderly 

environment with a mean of 0.27. Leaders in higher performing schools receive higher 

rankings than those in lower performing schools. It could be that those in higher 

performing schools have more time to participate in professional learning and address 

discipline issues quickly than their counterparts in lower performing schools (Grissom, 

Loeb, & Master 2011).
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Using middle school principals in Philadelphia, O’Donnell and White (2005) 

sought to discover the link between instructional leadership behaviors and student 

achievement. They felt their study at the time was unique in that similar studies took 

place before the high accountability era ushered in by No Child Left Behind. They first 

question whether there is a significant relationship between principal instructional 

leadership and student achievement. Secondly, they ask if teachers perceived scores of 

principal instructional, leadership increases test scores as measured by the Pennsylvania 

System of Student Achievement (PSSA).

Seventy-five principals and 250 eighth grade English and Math teachers 

participated in the study over two years. Measures of instructional leadership came from 

the use of the Hallinger’s (1987) Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

(PIMRS). These three areas are defining mission, managing the instructional program 

and promoting the learning climate. This correlational study found neither the principal 

or the teacher ratings were significant in relation to student achievement. The strongest 

relationship (p<.01) was promoting a positive learning environment. “These findings 

indicate that higher teacher perceptions o f principal instructional leadership behaviors 

relate to higher student achievement and vice versa” (p. 61). Furthermore, teacher 

perceptions of the principal in the role of creating a learning environment, was positively 

related (p< .05) as a predictor of student success in math and reading.

Focusing on what principals actually do to improve instruction, May and Supovitz 

(2011) looked at how principals target their support to improve instruction. Using data 

from a longitudinal project spanning 2005 -  2007 in a large southeastern United States 

school district, they were able to analyze principal self-reported use of time logs along
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with teacher survey data from elementary, middle and high school. They sought to 

determine how much time principals spend improving instruction, the scope and 

frequency they spend with individual teachers and whether that time has a positive 

impact on the teacher.

The time log measured many components of the principal’s school day. Looking 

at the time log information, principals spend on average eight percent of their time on 

instructional leadership activities though this varies from school to school. This would 

average out to three to five hours a week. When teachers were asked how much time 

their principal spends with them on instructional issues, 10% said they had no contact, 

68% reported some, and 22%, or about seven at each school, met several times for the 

purpose of improving instruction. Teachers that received this extra support reported 

higher changes in instructional practice in reading/ELA and mathematics. It is important 

to note the limitations that this was self-reported survey data after the fact and was not 

confirmed by any evaluation process or achievement data. How the principal chooses to 

effect instructional change, involving all teachers or targeting assistance where needed, 

requires finding that “optimal balance” (p. 348).

Principal Time

There is a challenge with the many roles expected of principals and the time to 

complete those tasks (Golding & Huff 2012; Goldring, Huff, May & Cambum, 2008; 

Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; May, Homg, Klaisik, & Loeb, 2010). Though written many 

years ago, Bridges (1967) statement seems to capture this disconnect well:
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Of the seven major task areas for which principals have responsibility, 
curriculum and instruction ahs generated the most sound and fury. On 
the one hand, the principal has been exhorted to exert instructional 
leadership, while on the other hand, he has been told flatly that such a 
role is beyond his or any other human being’s capacity, (p. 136)

Hallinger and Murphy (2012) identify three barriers that exist to keep principals 

from leading instructionally and often leaves them “running on empty” (p. 1). These 

barriers are expertise, time to lead and the environment o f the school. Expertise comes 

form the idea that principals are deeply knowledgeable about teaching and learning 

including the content. In the era of accountability, candidates for principal jobs must 

demonstrate experience in instructional leadership. Even with this accountability, it is 

not reasonable for a principal to have the content knowledge for every classroom (Grubb 

& Flessa, 2006, Spillane, Cambum & Pareja, 2007). Homg & Loeb (2010) summarize 

this well by stating “could anyone have the content knowledge and relevant experience 

to coach one beginning teacher in how to engage students in British poetry of World 

War I and another on how to differentiate instruction in general chemistry” (p. 66)?

Time studies indicate that while principals might want to spend more time in 

classrooms, the day-to-day interruptions keep that from happening (Goldring et al.,

2008; Homg et al., 2010; May, Golding & Huff 2012; Marshall, 1996). Discipline 

issues, unexpected conferences and demands from the central office distract principals 

from visiting classrooms. Principals often have no control over these interruptions and 

despite their best effort, classroom observations do not take place.

The third barrier deals with the normative environment of the school. Principals 

are most comfortable in the managerial role than in the classroom observation role 

(Hallinger & Murphy, 2012). There is also the norm that the classroom teacher is
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responsible for what happens in the classroom and principals may choose to assure that 

school climate is positive over confronting instructional concerns. Marshall (2003) says 

he overcame his HSPS (hyperactive superficial principal syndrome (p. 701) which he 

describes as being shy to go into the classroom as an expert and finding other problems 

to solve to keep from completing that part of his role.

Studies on principal use of time tend to fall into several categories. Some note the 

extensive time required of the job but find solutions in time management strategies 

(Taylor, 2007). Others focus on how principals divide their time among defined areas of 

responsibility based on self-reported logs or observation. May, Golding & Huff (2012) 

analyze principal activities in relation to student performance. Their three year 

longitudinal study asks if the amount o f time principal’s’ spend on leadership activities 

relate to achievement and if an increase or decrease in the time spent on these activities 

related to value added scores.

Principals from 39 schools participated in a seven-week data collection where 

they logged their activities in fifteen-minute intervals. The activities were classified in 

nine areas: building operations, finances, community and parent relations, school district 

functions, student affairs, personnel issues, planning and setting goals, instructional 

leadership, and principal and professional growth.

Using state assessments on Language Arts and Math over three years, only 16% 

of students had scores over three years with 28% having scores over two years. The 

assessments are not vertically scaled across the grade levels so can only be used to look at 

changes in performance of a group in comparison to a larger population. A three level
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HLM model with students nested within schools and test scores nested with students was 

used.

The findings show that principals spent 23.3 percent of time on student affairs, 

which includes discipline, monitoring, attendance and counseling. The next highest level 

was 19.3 percent of time spent on instructional leadership. Finance, district functions and 

the principal’s professional growth occupied five to seven percent of the principals’ time 

with the remaining four categories at 10 percent each. Variability in the results indicate 

school context can be a factor in that while all the factors demand time on the part o f the 

principal, what principals spend the most time on may be different from school to school 

and year to year.

This is also true when looking at how value added scores are correlated with 

principal activities. For example, percent of time spent on financial issues and personnel 

issues resulted in an increase in scores while a 10-point increase for time spent on 

instructional leadership let to a .06 standard deviation decrease. Similar findings were 

found in the math scores.

School context and principal characteristics are the variables in another study that 

relies on principal logging of their daily activities (Goldring, Huff, May & Cambum, 

2008). They questioned whether principals can be classified based on their time use and 

if the context in which they work define how they allocate time. They also wanted to 

find if a principal’s individual attributes determined their use of time.

Along with the time logs, survey information was collected from 2070 teachers 

and 46 principals with representation from elementary, middle and high school. Cluster 

analysis was used to categorize the principals into three distinct groups based on their
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time use. Eclectic principals spend much o f their time distributed across many of the 

activities. Instructional Leader principals spend most of their time on instructional 

leadership followed by community and parent relations. The third category, Student 

Centered Leaders, spend the large majority of their time on student affairs.

Discriminant analyses were used to see if  school context and principal attributes 

had a linear relationship to the three principal categories. Personal attributes did not have 

a relationship but the context did. Eclectic principals tend to work in less disadvantaged 

schools and may have the time to spread themselves among the various dimensions. 

Those in higher risk schools, tend to spend the most time on instructional leadership. 

Goldring, Huff, May & Cambum, (2008) summarize their results by noting: “The 

factors that significantly distinguished between the three clusters are contextual 

conditions. Principals seem to prioritize and focus their actions under more challenging 

conditions” (p. 349).

A study in Miami-Dade, Florida schools (Homg, Klaisik, & Loeb, 2009) used 

trained observers to document principal activities at five-minute intervals. They also 

looked at school context and if a change in principal actions reflects in outcomes. Data 

from the observer logs, administrative data and teacher and parent surveys to perform 

regression analyses on time use in six different areas and school outcomes while 

controlling for principal and school qualities. Adding to categories developed in a 

similar study (Spillane, Cambum, & Pareja, 2007), the six areas are defined as 

Administration, Organization Management, Day-to-Day Instruction, Instructional 

Program, Internal Relations, and External Relations. Within those categories are 43 

different tasks that principals conduct daily.
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Results show principals in this study spend the most time, 27.46, on 

administration, which would include reporting, discipline and supervision. Organization 

management includes the hiring of personnel and managing budgets took 20.95 of the 

day. The categories most associated with instructional leadership include Day-to-Day 

Instruction and Instructional Program took the least amount o f time at 5.88 and 6.73 

respectively. They conclude that tasks under organizational management have a more 

positive relationship with student outcomes than those dealing with instructional 

leadership.

Homg and Loeb (2010) use the data from this study and the results from the final 

report to the Wallace Foundation regarding the impacts on student learning (Louis, 

Leithwood, Anderson, Mascall & Wahlstrom, 2010) to call for a new definition of 

instructional leadership. The focus of the leader needs to be more on the organizational 

management component then that of day-to-day instruction. The role of hiring effective 

teachers, supporting struggling teachers and removing those that are ineffective is one of 

the most important roles of the instructional leader (p.68). Conversely, “day-to-day 

instructional activities -  such as classroom observations -  are marginally or not at all 

related to improvements in student performance” (p. 67).

In what they call “ a job too big for one” (p. 518), Grubb and Flessa (2006) 

question why we use the same model of school leadership prevalent since schools began 

with the notion that the principal is a hero who can solve all the problems of the school. 

Claiming their study is the first of its kind, the authors examine school systems, most in 

California, that use different models of leadership. They frame their work within the 

theory of distributed leadership.
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Ten schools were part of their study so generalization of the results is not 

possible. Several of the schools operated with a co-principal format. In one, the existing 

principal, citing that her health was too important, gave up some of her salary to elevate 

the assistant principal to co-principal. Another model was that of the rotational 

principalship. In this school, leadership is in the hands of lead teachers who spend three 

years training the next head teacher to take on the responsibilities typically held by the 

principal. One school did not have a principal as the teachers divide all the 

responsibilities. While unique, this school was small and while it demonstrates the 

importance of developing teacher leaders, it is not a model for all schools.

Principal Evaluation

Principals are also evaluated instrument known as the Leader Keys Evaluation

Instrument (LKES) (GADOE, 2011). LKES was developed as part of the states

application for Race to the Top (RT3) funding. Development of the program was

through the Georgia State Evaluation Steering Committee. The project consultant was

Dr. James Stronge, Heritage Professor o f Education Policy, Planning and Leadership at

the College of William and Mary.

The goal of Georgia’s Leader Key Effectiveness System (LKES) is to provide 
leaders with meaningful feedback and to support the continuous growth and 
development of each leader by monitoring, analyzing, and applying performance 
data from multiple sources toward attainment of established performance goals. 
(LKES handbook, p. 11)

One component of this evaluation, Leader Assessment on Performance Standards 

(LAPS) is rubric driven and is based on eight standards. These eight standards are 

research based with more than 100 references including the works of Leithwood, 

Hallinger, Danielson, Stronge and Blase and Blase. These eight performance standards



45

are instructional leadership, school climate, planning and assessment, organizational 

management, human resources management, teacher/staff evaluation, professionalism, 

and communication and community relations. Each standard has several components.

Theoretical Framework 

The quest to define a specific list of what makes for effective instructional 

leadership or one tool that can adequately measure successful teaching goes against one 

supposition of school organization known as loose-coupling. Weick (1976, 1982) was 

the first to coin the use of the term loose coupling as it applies to schools. Using the 

metaphor of a soccer game played on a round field, with multiple goals, and players that 

can enter or leave the game whenever they want, Weick makes the comparison to school 

organization and the tendency to view school through a traditional theory o f bureaucracy. 

“Stakeholders apply the only model they know-the rational bureaucratic model-and when 

they do not see the school measure up to these standards, they look for someone to blame 

or someone to fire” (1982, p. 674). Loose coupling allows researchers to describe how 

organizations can be both rational and indeterminate (Orton & Weick, 1990).

A loosely coupled organization has many interdependent parts but these parts can 

operate with their own identity. Weick (1976) uses the example o f how the principals 

and counselors operate in the same building and often interact, but their specific 

responsibilities and identity are separate. Schools work with raw material over which 

they have little control. Technology, in the notion that there is no one clear definition of 

what constitutes good teaching that works in all settings, and that there are several ways 

to produce the same result, also helps define the loosely coupled environment. Meyer 

and Rowan (1977) define the term as:
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formal organizations are often loosely coupled: structural elements are only loosely 
linked to each other and to activities, rules are often violated, decisions are often 
unimplemented, or if implemented have uncertain consequences, technologies are of 
problematic efficiency, and evaluation and inspection systems are subverted or 
rendered so vague as to provide little coordination, (p. 343)

While Meyer acknowledges that schools are becoming more tightly coupled 

environments (Elmore, 2000, Fusarelli 2002, Meyer 2002), it is important not to develop 

a scale with end points of loose on one end and tight on the other (Orton & Weick 1990). 

There are four components to a tightly coupled organization. First, there are rules. Next 

there is a consensus at what those rules are and a system of inspection to make sure rules 

are followed. Finally, there is feedback to correct any issues of compliance. In a loosely 

coupled system, one or more is missing, usually the inspection component or the 

consensus behind the rules (Weick, 1982).

Weick (1976) maintains there are several positive features to loosely coupled 

organizations. First, despite a change in one part of the environment, other parts of the 

environment can persist. The organization is better at sensing changes in the 

environment. It is also more adaptable to the local environment. There is more room for 

self-determination by the members of the organization such as teachers. Firestone (1982) 

calls the term attractive in that it questions the traditional view of school administration 

and because of the “unsettling questions it raises about the role and functions o f school 

administrators and the difficulty o f intentionally directed efforts to reform schools” (p. 3). 

Voices of Loosely Coupled Systems

In an effort to develop a model of loosely coupled systems, Orton and Weick 

(1990) examined more than 300 studies and coded their findings into five “voices:” (p.
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204) causation, typology, effects, compensations and organizational impacts. They 

further define the term by stating that coupling produces stability and looseness allows 

for flexibility. A system that is responsive but not distinct is tightly controlled where one 

that is both responsive and distinct is loosely coupled. Research that follows the voice of 

causation asserts that organizations that do not have clear connections between means 

and ends and elements of uncertainty and ambiguity have a causal indeterminacy (p.

206). They also describe fragmentation within the external environment as causation in 

that there is often conflict between external forces and the goals of the system. Internal 

environment fragmentation occurs as evidenced that not all participants in a system are 

involved or even care about all components of that system.

The voice of typology simply describes eight different types of loosely coupled 

environments. Loose coupling that takes place between hierarchical levels (p. 208) 

describes the loose coupling that occurs in schools. Studies that fall into the effects voice 

take a positive view of the theory and posit that organizations should seek to be loosely 

structured. Those that argue the opposite fall into the compensation voice as they 

describe ways to bring structure to a loosely coupled environment. Murphy and 

Hallinger (1984) contend that schools need strong leadership as a way to compensate. 

Providing clear targets and developing shared values are also seen as ways to correct a 

loosely coupled environment.

The fifth voice is organizational outcomes beginning with persistence, which 

means the organization can be stable and resistant to change even if the change is 

warranted. Tightly coupled organizations are more open to systemic change. Buffering 

is a related outcome in that the organization is adept at correcting problems and
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preventing their spread. “Thus, a single bad teacher will not affect a school’s overall 

education output, and the ‘damage’ will not spread to other classrooms (Firestone, 1984, 

p. 4). Loosely coupled organizations are adaptable and they assimilate to change through 

experimentation, dissent, and collective judgment (p. 214). Satisfaction is another 

outcome as this type of environment increases self-determination (Weick, 1976) and 

increases job satisfaction, as there is less conflict and increased self-efficacy.

Criticisms of the Theory

Critics of the theory, those that would fall into the compensation voice (Orton & 

Weick, 1990) contend that it only explains why reforms may not work but that it does not 

provide solutions for policy makers and educators (Fusarelli, 2002). Fusarelli notes the 

term was useful at one time, but describes the changes in education that lend to more 

tightly controlled institutions. Environmental pressures such as the increased pressure 

from state and federal government and increased accountability of legislation such as No 

Child Left Behind (2001) is one of these changes. Second is the rise of “powerful new 

institutional actors” (p. 566) emphasizing the increased role of governors and other 

politicians, the media, business leaders, and organizations in school policy. Institutional 

capacity in the notion of states and lawmakers creating policy and laws that fuel school 

reform also adds to the notion of schools becoming more tightly controlled. Fusarelli 

notes that reform efforts symptomatic of this change shift the focus from process to 

outcomes such as performance standards, more coordination of state and local policies, 

and increased focus on what students should learn.

In what he calls the “bane of loose-coupling” (p. 5), Elmore (2000) says the 

current organization of schools cannot sustain standards based reform and will most
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likely bend the reform to meet the status-quo of the organization. His study, funded by 

the Albert Shanker Institute, says loose-coupling allows the control o f decisions about 

what is best for students, what they leam and how they are evaluated, resides with the 

classroom teacher and that the quality o f those decisions vary from class to class. 

Administrators and boards of education exist to buffer the classroom from outside 

influence, creating what Meyer and Rowan (1977) call the “logic of confidence” (p. 357), 

an assumption of good faith in what is happening in schools and classrooms.

Elmore states that standards based reform of which he is a strong proponent is 

contrary to loosely coupled environments. He defines this type of reform, as one that 

completely defines what students are expected to leam. It outlines clear methods for 

evaluating teachers and students and allocates a system of rewards or sanctions based on 

these outcomes. In loosely coupled systems, innovation is not about improving teaching 

and learning but more on maintaining the logic o f confidence. “The theory of loose- 

coupling explains why schools continue to promote structures and to engage in practices 

that research and experience suggest are manifestly not productive for the learning of 

certain students” (p. 6).

Support for the Theory

Sergiovanni (2006) disagrees in a discussion on the limits o f traditional or linear 

thinking about school organization. While he notes that current legislation, principal 

preparation programs, and school improvement literature supports tightly coupled 

mechanisms to control schools, he urges a different point o f view. Using a hypothetical 

principal named Jane, he describes her role as changing to adapt to a new legislative 

requirement that she spend almost half her day being an instructional leader and utilize a
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new evaluation program that requires several visits to the classroom and more time to 

write and share the results of that evaluation.

The principal becomes overwhelmed by her responsibilities and fears that the 

teachers are showing her what she needs to see while in the room but then change to their 

preferred way of teaching once she leaves. “They were more tightly controlled to values, 

beliefs, and norms than they were to the imposed management system” (p.84). The story 

is intended to show how linear thinking and traditional organizational models conflict in 

organizations that are non-linear and is part of his argument for a new theory of the 

principalship, more aligned to Weick’s (1976) compelling view of schools as loosely 

coupled (p.83). He argues that schools need to be “managerially loose but culturally 

tight” (p. 88) not the opposite which tends to be the current direction. In this 

environment, teachers and administrators have opportunity to interact and make decisions 

for how learning should take place.

In terms of teacher evaluation, Hallinger, Heck and Murphy (2014) state that 

principals are reluctant to implement these programs as there are “fundamental reasons 

why principals tend to avoid he tight control over the pedagogical work of teachers” (p. 

16). Principals allow teachers to make decisions about their students learning and adjust 

their instruction to meet the varying needs within the classroom. They argue that 

successful principals provide actionable feedback, support, effective professional learning 

and a collaborative environment through the creation of professional learning 

communities.
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Summary

This literature review focused on the implementation of standards based 

evaluation systems and the time involved in utilizing these tools. The history of teacher 

evaluation from simple checklists to new comprehensive, rubric driven evaluations 

focused on the implementation of the Teacher Keys Evaluation System (TKES. The 

system in Georgia is a one size fit all program evaluating all teachers with the same 

instrument no matter their content, effectiveness, or years of experience. Effectiveness of 

similar systems including their impact on student achievement was shared.

The role of the principal as instructional leader was the next focus o f the review. 

There are many components to this role including the establishment and implementation 

of a strong mission and vision, protecting instructional time, and motivating teachers and 

students. Though only one component of instructional leadership, the standards based 

evaluation instruments, require more time on the part of the principal. Time studies o f the 

principal question whether time might be better spent in the organizational management 

of the school including the securing of high quality teachers.

The chapter ends with a discussion of the theory of Loose Coupling. The 

implementation of these evaluation tools occurs in an environment that is more loosely 

organized though part of the intent is to make the school environment more efficient. 

Inconsistencies in the ratings o f principals on these instruments may be an indication that 

the loosely coupled nature of schools is still a reality.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY

Principals are called to be instructional leaders which encompasses developing a 

shared vision and mission, managing instruction including teacher evaluation and 

monitoring student achievement and finally promoting a positive school climate (Blase & 

Blase, 1999; Hallinger, 1985,2005; Hallinger & Heck, 1996Leithwood et. al, 2004; 

Seifert & Vomberg, 200e). With the increasing accountability of schools from the 

implementation of No Child Left Behind (2001) and the more recent Race to the Top 

initiative (2009), the role of the principal is changing.

Nowhere is this more evident than in the implementation of new evaluation 

systems that require the principal to make multiple visits to the classroom and provide 

feedback on a four-point scale measuring a pre-determined set of standards. In Georgia, 

this tool is known as the Teacher Keys Evaluation System (2013). While teacher 

evaluation is only one part of instructional leadership, these new evaluation tools tend to 

be time consuming. Numerous time studies of principals indicate that while they may 

want to spend more time in the classroom, other demands prevent that from doing so 

(Goldring, Huff, May & Cambum, 2008; Homg, Klaisik, & Loeb, 2010; May, Golding & 

Huff 2012; Marshall, 1996).

52



53

Research Purpose

The purpose of this study was to examine how a new evaluation system is 

changing the role o f the principal as instructional leader as it pertains to other roles 

assigned to the principal. The related research questions are:

1. How is the implementation of the TKES system changing the role of principal?

2. Do principals perceive TKES as making them more effective, more ineffective, or 

having no effect on their role as instructional leaders?

3. How has the implementation of TKES affected the other responsibilities of a 

principal as outlined in LKES?

Research Design

This was a qualitative study using a modified Delphi method (McKenna, 1994). 

Qualitative research allows the researcher to enter the natural setting to gather data for the 

study and to find the participant’s understanding o f the topic researched (Cresswell,

2007). The Delphi method allowed the researcher to gain the perspective of principals 

who are currently implementing the evaluation system and have the ability to discuss 

how it has changed their role as principal. Denizen and Lincoln (2005) summarize that 

“qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, 

or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them (p. 3).

Nature of the Delphi Method 

The Delphi method is becoming a more widely used approach to enable the 

development consensus among experts in the field (Anderson, 2010; Bourgeios, Pugmire, 

Stevenson, Swanson, & Swanson 2006; Skulmoski, Hartman & Krahn, 2007, Gordon, 

1994, Hartman, & Krahn, 2007). It was developed by the RAND Corporation as a tool
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process that is commonly used in health care and the social sciences (Hasson, Kenney & 

McKenna, 2000, McKenna, 1994). The process allows the gathering of expert opinion on 

a topic without the need for face-to-face interactions. This removes “conference room 

impediments” (Gordon, 1994, p .l) where one or two persons might dominate the 

conversation and others may not participate. It is “designed to encourage true debate, 

independent of personalities” (p. 1). Sumsion (1998, p. 156) says the technique “is very 

flexible and can be used in management and research situations were consensus on an 

issue is required.”

Participants in the process are anonymous. While they see the responses of 

others, they do not know who is responding. After a first round of broad open-ended 

questioning, iteration is the next component. This allows participants to clarify or refine 

their views as this illuminates the outliers on each end o f the discussion. Respondents 

also answer questions based on the responses from the first round. Finally, if necessary, a 

third round of questions to seek clarification may be issued (Anderson, 2010; Bourgeios, 

et. al., 2006; Gordon, 1994, Hartman, & Krahn, 2007; Skulmoski et al., 2007).

Selection and Description of the Site

The Public County School System, the pseudonym for a large suburban/urban 

school district has a current enrollment of more than 75,000 students who attend over 80 

schools. While the system consistently ranks above the state average on standardized 

measures, there is a wide diversity of schools. Several o f the high schools rank nationally 

in a national publication while some have graduation rates at 50%.
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The population composition of the system is diverse with more than 40% African 

American and 30% Caucasian students, followed by slightly less than 10% Asian and 

multi-racial students. However, the racial make-up of the schools is dependent of the 

geography of the system with one part being predominantly African-American, another 

predominantly Hispanic and another mostly Caucasian and Asian. This diversity 

necessitates the need for the utilization of different resources to meet the needs of all 

students.

This site was selected for several reasons. First, with the large number of schools, 

the selection of a sample of principals with three or more years of experience was greatly 

enhanced. Secondly, the system contains a variety of schools that allows for a cross 

section of principals from schools along a spectrum of socio-economic status and 

demographic backgrounds. Some of the schools are very affluent while some are Title 

One schools with a large percentage of students on free and reduced lunch. This allowed 

the researcher to hear the voices of principals in a variety of school settings.

Communication with the Site

Approval from Mercer University’s Institutional Review Board was granted on 

April 4,2014 (see Appendix A). The researcher then applied for permission for research 

from the selected site, which was granted on April 29,2014 (see Appendix B). Upon 

approval, eligible principals were selected based on their years of service with the county 

with the help of central office o f staff. Letters were sent via email, along with the first 

survey link to invite participants (see Appendix C). These letters clearly outlined the 

purpose of the study and the anticipated time commitment. Participants confirmed their 

participation by selecting the appropriate response at the beginning of the survey.
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Selection and Description of Population and Sample

Principals currently working in the school system are the population for the study. 

Participants in a Delphi study are experts in their field or “informed individuals” 

McKenna (1994, p 1221). Principals are in charge of implementing TKES in their 

schools and though this responsibility might be shared with others, they have the overall 

responsibility.

According to Hasson et.al. (2000), selecting the sample is a fine balance between 

choosing participants who can be relatively impartial yet still be interested in the 

research. Participants will be more willing to participate if they are affected by the 

outcome of the study. Most Delphi studies use panels o f 15 to 35 people (Gordon, 1994) 

though Bourgeois et.al (2006) say the panel should be from 10 to 18 members. 

Skulmonski et. al. (2007) notes a diversity of studies ranging from four participants to 

171.

The researcher used purposeful sampling (Creswell, 2007) to select principals 

who have at least three years of experience in the school system or in a system 

implementing TKES for at least one year. This is designed so participants have 

knowledge o f both the current evaluation tool and the previous tool. In asking for all 

principals within the system with three years o f experience, the researcher hoped to gain 

information from principals working in a wide diversity of schools in order to enrich the 

conversation and to refrain from producing “a cozy group o f like-thinking individuals 

which excludes mavericks and becomes a vehicle for inbreeding” (Turoff & Linstone, 

2002, p. 568).
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The Delphi method is a group facilitation technique that allows of participants to 

anonymously respond first to open ended questions and then have a chance to clarify or 

add to their responses in multiple stages. While the traditional Delphi has four or more 

stages, two or three rounds are preferred especially with the constraints of time and 

survey fatigue on the part of the participants (Hasson, et.al. 2000, Sumsion, 1998).

The researcher followed the steps of the process beginning with the selection of 

experts in the field (Gordon, 1994). Experts met the following four criteria: knowledge 

and expertise, willingness and ability to participate, time to participate and the ability to 

communicate effectively (Skulmonski et al., 2007). Principals were selected for this 

study because they are experts in the field and work in it on a daily basis (Gordon, 1994). 

Once the experts were selected, the researcher contacted them individually by email with 

a full description of the paper including the objectives, anticipated time commitment, 

promise of anonymity, and a way they can confirm their acceptance to participate.

The researcher then developed the first round of questions. These questions 

defined the problem and asked participants to list concerns, ideas and solutions 

surrounding the problem. Careful attention went into developing these questions so there 

were no ambiguities and to assure they are “sharp and answerable” (Gordon, 1994). 

Questions derived from the literature review and the problem statement. Results from 

round one were compiled, consolidated, and used to form the round two questionnaires.

Round two included the consolidated responses of all participants from round one 

and gave participants a chance to respond. These questions allowed the participant to 

rank their level of agreement to statements on five-point scale (strongly agree, agree, 

undecided, disagree, strongly disagree). Again, the information was compiled and, a
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third round took place to get closer to consensus. While there is no clear definition on 

what consensus is, a 51% to 80% is a suggested range (Hasson et al. 2000).

Nevertheless, the study should end when consensus is obtained or “the law of 

diminishing results sets in” (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 1010). Sumsion (1998) suggests a 

response rate o f anywhere from 50% to 70%. Seventy percent will be used with this 

study.

Development of Reliable/Valid/Trustworthy Materials/Instrument

A small panel of experts who did not participate in the larger study piloted the 

first round survey questions. They received the questionnaire as designed for the larger 

study and submitted their responses. This allowed for the clarification of the statements 

to assure the gathering of the intended information. Feedback from this panel was used 

to revise the instrument before sending it to the participants. This helped establish 

dependability of the instrument which Lincoln and Guba (1985) use as an evaluative tool 

for qualitative research.

There is no evidence of reliability of the Delphi because it cannot be known if two 

expert panels would come up with the same responses (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 1012). 

However, content validity increases with the number of respondents who are genuinely 

interested in the topic, which is one of the strengths of the Delphi. The method can be 

highly motivating to participants especially if changes occur due to their input 

(McKenna, 1994).

In a Delphi study, the first round of questions are open ended and intended to 

allow participants to give as much or little information as they want on the particular 

question. The ten questions relate to the research questions located in chapter one. These
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questions (see Appendix D) were sent to 60 participants on May 1,2014 by email with 

specific directions on how to complete the Survey Monkey instrument. Reminders (see 

Appendix E) were sent on May 6 and 11. A 40% to 75% response rate is expected 

(Gordon, 1994). Forty-two principals agreed to participate with 32 actually responding 

resulting in a 53% response rate.

After analyzing the responses in round one a second questionnaire was developed 

(see Appendix F). The survey was sent to the 31 participants that completed round one. 

This was sent on May 22 with a reminder sent on May 25 (see Appendix G). Twenty-six 

responded resulting in an 84% response rate. This survey contained close-ended 

statements based on those responses. Participants marked their level o f agreement on 

those statements on a five-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

Participants will also be able to clarify or amend their responses to the previous round. 

Results determined the need for a round three.

The round three survey (see Appendix H) was sent on June 6 with a reminder on 

June 9 and 10 (see Appendix I). This was also sent to the 31 participants that participated 

in round two. Twenty-four agreed to participate with only 20 responding. The response 

rate was lower at 65% possibly due to the beginning of summer vacation or respondents 

reaching the point of saturation. This round also consisted in closed end questions but 

respondents were allowed to add a comment for clarification.

Data Analysis

The first round was analyzed using content analysis, which is an appropriate 

technique when analyzing a large quantity of text and “content that is difficult to see or 

document with causal observation” (Neuman, 2011, p. 363). Similar items were grouped
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together noting the importance that wording of the participants was not changed and no 

items were added (Hasson et.al., 2000). Qualitative software, NVivo 10 was utilized to 

place the participant comments into nodes or themes. The software was also used for 

word frequency queries.

Second round information is of a quantitative nature in that it will show where 

consensus is occurring and allow participants to clarify or change their opinion. Since a 

five point scale was utilized, measures o f central tendency (mean, median and mode) 

were analyzed along with the determination of the standard deviation. The analysis of 

data was conducted using SPSS. The responses were coded as follows: Strongly Agree 

= 1; Agree =2; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 4; Strongly Disagree = 5. Some questions 

were coded as: Already Use = 1; Will Use = 2; Unsure = 3; Will not use = 4. According 

to Gordon (1994), the most important role of the Delphi is to be able to synthesize the 

judgment of a group rather than consensus.

The third round questionnaire was sent on June 4, 2014, in order to determine if 

consensus, set at 70%, could be found on twenty-three items. A four-point scale was 

used on this round, removing the choice of undecided causing a forced choice on the part 

of the participant. Data was analyzed using SPSS. This research took place between 

April and June of 2014. Table 1 outlines the date and action for each of the process.
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Table I

Timeline of Activities Involved in Study

Time Action

4-22-14 IRB Approval

5-1-14 Invitation sent with link to Round One

5-6-14 Reminder sent

5-11-14 Second reminder

5-20-14 Creation of Round Two

5-22-14 Round Two sent out

5-25-14 Reminder sent

6-6-14 Distribution o f Round Three

6-7-14 Reminder sent

6-9-14 Final Reminder

V alidity/T rustworthiness

Creswell (2007) states that in order to assure that qualitative research is accurate 

there must be a way where researchers “look to themselves, to the participants, and to the 

readers (p. 201). In qualitative research there must be a way to make sure information 

reported is valid and there are many different approaches to seek this validation. Lincoln 

and Guba’s (1985) evaluative criteria was used for this research. There are four



62

components to the criteria, which are credibility, transferability, dependability and 

confirmability.

Whether there is confidence that the findings could be true is evaluated by 

credibility. This research utilized two tools to confirm credibility, triangulation and 

member checking. Triangulation assures that there are multiple sources to assure the 

information is rich and well developed. This was achieved by having multiple 

participants in the first round of Delphi giving responses to the research questions. 

Secondly, a rich literature study precedes the collection o f data confirmed some of the 

findings.

Member checking is a crucial component according to Lincoln and Guba (1985). 

This was done by formally and informally conferring with members of the study to assure 

that what is being reported is true to their original comments. The second round of the 

Delphi allowed participants to see how they responded and how those responses compare 

to their peers responses. The ability to make changes was also a form of member 

checking.

The second evaluative tool is that of transferability, which asks if there is, enough 

detail so that the conclusions might be transferred to another setting. The method to 

determine this is thick description. The data from this study, including the responses 

from all rounds will give readers an idea of the role of the principal and will be relatable 

to principals reading the report who are implementing this or a similar evaluation tool. 

However, Hasson et. al (2000) caution that consensus does not mean the answer has been 

found but rather that the rich information can be used for debate in other settings.



63

Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) third evaluative tool is that of dependability. 

Dependability asks if the findings are consistent and asks if they could be repeated. An 

inquiry audit was utilized to invite a researcher not involved with the study to examine 

the process and the artifacts involved. Dr. Pam Larde of Mercer University served as the 

auditor to affirm dependability. Confirmability is a tool to assure that information 

presented is free from the bias of the researcher and that the data represents the opinions 

of the respondents. An audit trail assisted with this component meaning the researcher 

kept detailed records to share the process from inception which includes any raw data, 

personal notes, and schedules.

Malterud (2001) says “A researcher’s background and position will affect what 

they choose to investigate, the angle of the investigation, the methods judged most 

adequate for this purpose, the findings considered most appropriate, and the framing of 

the communication and conclusions” (p. 483-484). It should be noted that this researcher 

is an experienced principal in a large school system implementing the TKES program. 

Reflexivity (Lincoln & Guba,1985), a process where the researcher continues to self

check for bias was utilized.

Limitations of the Delphi Method

One limitation to Delphi studies is they can be time consuming (Gordon, 1994) 

and the dropout rate of participants can be high as they experience survey fatigue 

(Anderson, 2000). Gordon (1994) also notes a limitation is that the process may 

encourage those with extreme positions to change their opinions. Though the anonymity 

of the participants is a strong feature of the Delphi, it may cause participants to be less 

accountable in what and how they respond. McKenna (1994) suggests using quasi-
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accountability where who is participating is known but what is being said is still 

anonymous.

Another limitation of this study may be the definition of expert utilized in the 

Delphi process. The sampling technique used in the study only asks for principals who 

have three or more years of experience. They are selected because they are in the field on 

a daily basis, but the selection process does not remove candidates who might not be 

deemed effective by their supervisors. This was negated by the number of participants 

involved and the fact that all had to have the necessary TKES credentials.

Summary

The Delphi process is a controlled debate that allows for experts in their field to 

anonymously respond about events that they are currently experiencing. Principals were 

able to give open and honest feedback about their experiences with the new Teacher Keys 

Evaluation System (TKES) and discuss how it is changing their role as a principal. 

Collective responses were given back to them so they could clarify their thoughts about 

the system. Three rounds of the study were conducted with the final round removing the 

undecided choice. Results are presented in narrative form and tables in chapter four. The 

chapter will look at each question, present the results and tie the responses to the original 

research questions from Chapter 1.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS

Principals are to assume the role o f instructional leader in their building (Hattie 

2009; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; McEwan, 2003; Seifert & Vomberg, 2002). Evaluation is 

only one component of this role. New comprehensive evaluation systems call for 

principals to spend more time in the classroom conducting observations. Writing up 

those observations and conversations with the teachers are also a part of the process. In 

Georgia, the comprehensive evaluation process is known as the Teacher Keys Evaluation 

System (TKES), (2011). A Delphi study examined how this new system is changing or 

supporting their role of instructional leader and any other influences their job 

responsibilities.

Research Overview 

The purpose of this study was to examine how a new evaluation system is 

changing the role of the principal as instructional leader as it pertains to other roles 

assigned to the principal. The related research questions are:

1. How is the implementation of the TKES system changing the role o f principal?

2. Do principals perceive TKES as making them more effective, more ineffective, or 

having no effect on their role as instructional leaders?

3. How has the implementation of TKES affected the other responsibilities of a 

principal as outlined in LKES?

65
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Pilot Study Results

Four principals who do not qualify for the official study made up the pilot study. 

All four have been principals for less than the three year requirement of the study. 

However, they were all assistant principals with the system under study so they have 

knowledge of the current and previous instruments. They were sent the round one 

questionnaire through a Google doc developed by the researcher. This document mimics 

the survey monkey instrument used in the study. An additional question was added 

requesting any feedback on the questions and whether they needed any clarification. 

Other than a formatting question, respondents felt the questions were appropriate. 

Responses to the questions were in line with researcher expectations. No changes were 

made to the instrument.

Respondents

The Survey Monkey was sent to sixty principals who met the requirement of 

being a principal three or more years. Forty-two principals agreed to participate, with 31 

actually fully completing the survey, resulting in a 52% response rate well within the 

40% to 75% response rate necessary (Gordon, 1994). Of those respondents, 38.7% have 

been principals from three to five years, 41.9% served five to ten years, and 19.4% have 

been principals ten or more years.

In looking at the schools that responded to the survey, the largest number, 

eighteen, were from the elementary school principals. Nine middle school principals 

responded and only four high school principals completed the survey. Due to 

retirements, promotions and moves, many of the high school principals have less than the 

required three years of experience. Of the thirty-two schools, fourteen receive Title 1
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funding, meaning they receive federal funds based on the percentage of students in 

poverty that attend their schools. As a comparison, more than 50% of the schools in the 

study cite receive this funding.

Twenty of the participants are female and eleven are male. Twenty-four have 

worked at the site for more than five years as teachers or assistant principals. One is 

retiring at the end of the school year of this study, two were promoted to other positions, 

and one left the system. Two were moved to other schools within the same system. 

Seventeen have children still living at home and several have grown children. Most of 

the respondents are involved in the system on many levels, serving on committees, 

superintendents advisory, and various other positions. Several are close to being able to 

retire while many are very early in their career. Ages of the participants range from the 

low thirties to the early sixties.

First Round Results

The first round of the Delphi study contained open-ended questions. The first two 

questions dealt with the time spent by principals on walk-through and formative 

observations including the actual visit, write-up and conferencing. For walk-throughs, 

the times listed range from 15 minutes to 60 minutes. The mean time was 36 minutes and 

the mode was 30 minutes. Principals must conduct four walk-throughs on every teacher 

each year. If  every principal uses the average amount of time, that would equal to 2.4 

hours per teacher.

Formative observations require a minimum of thirty minutes in the classroom on 

the part of the observer. There are two formative observations each year. The time range 

for the time in the classroom, writing the instrument, and holding a conference ranged
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from 40 minutes to a high of two and a half hours. The mean time was 94 minutes and 

the mode was two hours.

Changing Roles

The next question asked how the implementation of the Teacher Keys Evaluation

System (TKES) has changed their role as principal. Using a word frequency query in

Nvivo, time was cited in the first round survey 88 times and similar words such as hours,

29 times and minutes 39 times. Comments such as “there is not enough time in the day”

were frequent and questions about how it changed their role fell into several categories.

First, and most prominent, was the impact on work and home balance most expressing

they are spending late hours at work and spending weekends to fulfill their

responsibilities. “The amount o f time we spend writing up and assessing teachers on 10

different areas makes it impossible to have any work/life balance.”

Several statements indicated that principals felt they had less time to meet with

important groups such as the leadership team, PTA, and community groups. A few also

mentioned that they are delegating non-instructional roles to others. One expressed the

concern by stating:

We often talk about how much time we spend assessing students that there 
is not time to teach, the same is true for TKES. We have to put our heads 
down and make sure we are getting to all of these evaluations that we can't 
afford our teachers the gift of having time to really improve on areas for 
growth from the last observation before we are there again for the next one.

Respondents were asked to give examples of how TKES has made them more or

less effective as an instructional leader. Most o f the respondents were positive about the

impact on their role as an instructional leader. They feel they are better at monitoring

instruction and conferencing with teachers and providing specific feedback based on the
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standards. Some expressed they have a better view of what is happening in their 

classrooms and two stated they felt closer to their staff. The data that TKES provides 

was seen as positive and was a useful tool in planning professional development. The 

more negative comments went back to the issue of time and the process itself with one 

saying they were spending more time managing the process and keeping their head above 

water. Another applauds the increase o f instructional discussions but laments it is at the 

expense of student issues and community engagement.

Effects on Other Principal Roles

In responding how TKES has affected their other principal roles, almost every 

respondent said they spend more time in classrooms because of the TKES process. The 

word feedback appears 20 times in the survey as does the word conversations. Principals 

perceive that their conversations with teachers are more focused on the standards and that 

they are able to give specific feedback. It has also forced them to have those difficult 

conversations where teachers are not meeting the standards. One principal states it “has 

affected my roles/responsibilities by: making me more conscious o f the time I spend in 

classrooms-changing the conversations I have with my administrative team regarding 

teacher performance-allowing my teachers to see my knowledge as a former teacher.” 

Training and Calibration

The word adequate appears most often when describing the training in the next 

question. Calibration seems to be a concern with the notion that results on TKES might 

look differently from school to school which was reinforced by one respondent who 

noted that participants in training were not consistent in their ratings. Secondary
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principals express concern about the ability to observe the content in all classes and there 

was some concern with rating teachers in non-core disciplines.

Process Changes

Fourteen comments about changes to the process revolved around the number of 

observations required especially when it came to the number of required observations 

especially for those teachers who are ranked as proficient or exemplary. One suggested 

that this be based on the years of experience but most suggested reduction on the 

effectiveness of the teacher. One suggested that this would allow more time to work with 

struggling teachers.

Tools for Success

Principals were asked how they find successful ways to work with the process. 

Responses included the need for planning ahead including developing year long 

calendars with frequent check points to make sure timelines are being met. Staying in the 

room for the minimum amount of time required and actually entering information into the 

portal during the observation were other suggestions.

The final question asked if there were other items they would like to share about 

the process. Again, there seems to positive support for the instrument and concern about 

the time. Several expressed concern about the possibility o f tying teacher compensation 

to the TKES process as it would “create a tension that will be very hard to overcome.” 

The actual portal, the names of the levels, and the need for calibration were also 

mentioned.
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Round Two Results

In round two of the process, comments from the open-ended question were sent 

out in a Likert-type rating scale. Responses of Strongly Agree and Agree were combined 

as well as those of Strongly Disagree and Disagree. Seventy percent or higher response 

rate to the combined responses was used to determine consensus. Forty-three of sixty-six 

statements reached consensus.

Table 2 lists the statements as they appear in the survey regarding the time 

involved in using the process. Item four had a consensus of 88% agreement (standard 

deviation = .98) that the TKES process cause principals to spend more time at work after 

hours. The response was similar with having to spend more time on weekends, with 

88.4% agreement (standard deviation = 1.0). Increased stress as indicated in item 11 

received 92.3% agreement (standard deviation = .75). Principals feel they fall behind on 

other tasks (76.9% agreement, standard deviation = 1.07) and struggle to keep up with 

emails and other district responsibilities with 96.1 agreement (standard deviation = .58).

Almost 77% (standard deviation = 1.13) of respondents belived they could not 

attend as many school functions during the day and that their time to visit classrooms in a 

non-evaluative was limited (84.0%, standard deviation = 1.01). Principals are delegating 

non-instructional roles with 84.6 agreement (standard deviation = .98). 73.1% (standard 

deviation =1.13) agree with the statement that it takes too much time to conduct six 

observations and required conferences. Items 6, 12, and 14 did not receive consensus. 

These dealt with being less visible to stakeholders (65.4% agreement, standard deviation 

= 1.13) and having less time to spend with teachers and students with 56% agreement 

(standard deviation = 1.32). Item fourteen asks whether the time is worth it when teachers
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use the feedback for growth. This received agreement of 61.6% (standard deviation = 

.96).

Only the third statement received consensus in round three with 90% (standard 

deviation = .61) agreeing the time is worth it when principals see teachers implementing 

feedback for further growth. Sixty percent (standard deviation = .72) agree they are not 

as visible to stakeholders while 50% (standard deviation = .85) say they have less time to 

spend with teachers and students.
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Table 2

Items from Round Two Delphi Study Reflecting Time Commitment in the Use o f  TKES

Item Statements regarding time N Mean SD %

3 TKES has caused me to delegate 
more non-instructional roles to 
other people

4 TKES causes me to spend more 
time at work after hours

26 2.00 .98 84.6

26 1.62 .98 88.4

5 TKES causes me to spend more 
time working on weekends

6 I am not as visible for my 
stakeholders as in the past

26 1.60 1.0 88.0

26 2.38 1.1 65.4*

7 I fall behind on other tasks because 
of the time devoted to TKES 26 2.08 1.1 76.9

8 Keeping up with emails and 
responsibilities imposed by the 
district is more of a challenge 26 1.50 .58 96.1

9 TKES has limited the time I can do 
non-evaluative classroom visits 25 1.76 1.0 84.0

10 It takes too much time to complete 
six observations and three 
conferences 26 1.92 1.1 73.1

11 Stress due to increased
responsibilities and limited time has 
increased 26 1.62 .75 92.3
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Table 2 -  continued

Item Statements regarding time N Mean SD %

12 I have less time to spend with 
teachers and students 25 2.36 1.3 56.0*

13 I am not able to attend as many 
school functions during the day 26 2.19 1.1 76.9

14 Though time consuming, it is worth 
every minute when I see teachers 
using the feedback for their 
continued growth 26 2.23 .96 61.6

Notes: * Indicates item did not reach 70% consensus and will go to round three. Strongly 
Agree = 1.0; Agree = 2.0; Undecided = 3.0; Disagree = 4.0; Strongly Disagree = 5.0. 
Percentage = combination of strongly agree and agree responses.

Instructional Leadership

Table 3 summarizes the responses to questions regarding the instructional 

leadership role and how TKES affects the role o f principal. Exactly, 80.7% (standard 

deviation = .86) agree they spend more time in the classroom and 76.9 (standard 

deviation = .93) feel they are more in tune with what is happening in their classrooms. 

Almost all, 96.2% (standard deviation = .53) know the strengths and weaknesses of the 

staff and 76.9% (standard deviation = 1.09) that the process has changed the way they 

observe teaching and learning. On the question on whether TKES has forced the
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principal and staff to reflect more on the effectiveness of instructional strategies, 84% 

agree (standard deviation = .79).

TKES forces them to be more of an instructional coach according to 73.1% 

(standard deviation = .90). TKES has increased coaching and conversations about 

teaching and learning according to 88.4% o f respondents (standard deviation = .76) and 

100% (standard deviation = .40) agree that conferences are anchored in honest 

conversation on standards. Bringing conversations back to the standards was important 

to 88.4% (standard deviation = .67). A large percentage, 88.5% (standard deviation = 

.80) state they are able to provide frequent in-depth feedback and 80.7% (standard 

deviation = .86) are more effective in giving feedback that changes practice. They also 

agree that TKES has identified pervasive needs that require specific professional 

development (84.6% agree, standard deviation = .82). 76.9% (standard deviation = .75) 

say that the process has made them more interactive with data collection and analysis.

At the 70% cut off, several items went to the third round. Three items had high 

percentages of disagree. 44% (standard deviation = 1.3) disagree with the statement that 

TKES has made them closer to their staff, but 36% agree. That changed little in round 

three, with 55% disagreeing with the statement (standard deviation = .51). On whether, 

they have a better understand of student learning, 42% agree (standard deviation = 1.1), 

but 38% disagree. This changed dramatically in round three with 75% agreement 

(standard deviation = .52). 50% disagree (standard deviation =1.1) that they are more 

connected to current trends in teaching and learning with 38.4% agreeing. The only 

change in round three was that 50% now disagree and 50% agree (standard deviation = 

.60). While 44% (standard deviation = .76) agree that TKES has improved student
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achievement, 44% were undecided, possibly because the process is new and correlation 

to test scores in Georgia has not taken place. This reached consensus in round three with 

75% agreement (standard deviation = .45), with no one selecting strongly agree and one 

comment that there was no evidence yet to support this idea.

The remaining items had more than 60% agreement and went to the third round. 

61% (standard deviation = 1.2) felt the process placed unrealistic demands on the 

principal to provide instructional leadership and 65.3% (standard deviation = 1.2) feel 

they are more effective instructional leaders because o f TKES. Exactly, 65.4 (standard 

deviation = 1.2) have become more intentional about the vision and use o f professional 

learning communities in their school and 69.2% (standard deviation = .91) feel they 

spend more time on monitoring curriculum and instruction.

All three items reached consensus in round three. In regards to placing unrealistic 

expectations to provide instructional leadership, 75% agreed (standard deviation = .69). 

Once the undecided choice was removed, 85% (standard deviation = .51) state they are 

more effective as instructional leaders. They also reached consensus on the idea that they 

spend more time monitoring curriculum and instruction with 80% (standard deviation = 

.65) in agreement. With 70% (standard deviation = .62) agreement, principals reach 

consensus on being more intentional about the vision.

TKES makes data related to instructional practices accessible to the principal 

according to 65.3% (standard deviation = .90) and 61.5% (standard deviation = 1.0) say it 

has increased their professional knowledge about instruction. In round three, 75% 

(standard deviation = .44) agreed that the accessibility o f data has improved. Eighty 

percent (standard deviation = .41) state it has increased their professional knowledge.
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Time appears as a factor again with 64% (standard deviation = 1.2) saying they 

have less time to work with school teams and 65.4% (standard deviation = 1.2) having 

less time to lead staff development. 61.6% (standard deviation = 1.3) have less time to 

work with teachers who need the most assistance. Both items went to round three and 

neither reached consensus level. In terms of having less time to work with school teams, 

65% (standard deviation = .64) agree with the statement and with having less time to lead 

staff development, 60% (standard deviation = .66) agree. Sixty five percent (standard 

deviation = .41) have less time to spend on teachers who need the most support.
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Table 3

Items from Round Two Delphi Study Reflecting Changes in the Roles o f Principals

Item Statements regarding change Statements regarding time 
N Mean SD %

15 Because of TKES, I spend more 
time in the classroom 26 2.12 .86 80.7

16 I am more in tune with what is 
happening in classrooms

17 I know the strengths and 
weaknesses of my staff

18 TKES has made me closer with my 
staff

26 2.30 .93

26 1.73

25 3.12 1.3

76.9

96.2

36.0*

19 I have a better understanding of 
student learning 26 2.88 1.1 42.0*

20 The process places unrealistic 
demands on administrators to 
provide instructional leadership 26 2.54 1.2 61.0*

21 The process has changed how I 
view teaching and learning

22 I am more connected to current 
trends in teaching and learning

25 3.00 1.0 84.0

26 3.00 1.1 38.4*

23 I have a better understanding of the 
specific standards

24 I have become more intentional 
about the vision and use of PLC’s in 
my school

26 2.15 .73

26 2.38 1.2

80.7

65.4*
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Table 3 -  continued

Item Statements regarding change N Mean SD %

25 I am a more effective instructional 
leader because of TKES 26 2.58 1.2 65.3"

26 TKES has increased the time I
spend on monitoring curriculum and 
instruction 26 2.50 .91 69.2*

27 TKES has forced me and my staff 
to reflect more on the effectiveness 
of instructional strategies

28 TKES has increased coaching and 
conversations about teaching and 
learning

25

26

2.04 .79

1.85 .83

84.0

88.4

29 I am more effective in conducting 
face to face conferences with 
teachers 26 2.2 .76 80.8

30 Conferences are anchored in honest 
conversation based on standards 26 1.80 .40 100

31 TKES has had an impact on
improved student achievement 25 2.64 .76 44.0*

32 I am more interactive with data 
collection and analysis 26 2.38 .75 76.9

33 TKES has identified pervasive 
needs that require specific 
professional development 26 2.12 .82 84.6
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Table 3 -  continued

Item Statements regarding change N Mean SD %

34 TKES has put data at my fingertips 
that require specific professional 
development

35 TKES has increased my own 
professional knowledge about 
instruction

26 2.54 .94 65.3*

26 2.65 1.0 61.5*

36 I have less time to spend on
teachers who need the most help 26 2.38 1.3 61.6*

37 I have less time to work with 
school teams such as leadership, 
grade levels and content meetings

38 I have less time to lead staff 
development on instructional 
strategies

26

26

2.36

2.46

1.2 64.0*

1.1 65.4

Notes: * Indicates item did not reach 70% consensus and will go to round three. Strongly 
Agree == 1.0; Agree = 2.0; Undecided = 3.0; Disagree = 4.0; Strongly Disagree = 5.0. 
Percentage = combination of strongly agree and agree responses.

The TKES Process

Table 4 shows responses about the instrument itself. 88.4% (standard deviation = 

.87) agree that the process is much better than the previous instrument, but 65.4% 

(standard deviation =.1.1) perceive the standards are concise and easy to communicate.

61.5% (standard deviation = . 1.0) believe the evaluation system paint a holistic picture of
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a teacher’s performance, but 76.9% (standard deviation = 1.0) feel teachers should see 

growth in their performance over the course of a year.

Principals feel the number of required observations is overwhelming (73.1%, 

standard deviation =1.1) and 84% (standard deviation =1.1) suggest principals should 

have the ability to differentiate the number of observations based on the needs of their 

staff. This is similar to the statement that the system should require fewer observations 

for teachers based on the needs of their staff with 76.9% in agreement (standard deviation 

= 1.1).

Training and calibration were addressed with 79.2% (standard deviation = 1.1) in 

disagreement with the statement that the training was adequate and 77% (standard 

deviation = 1.0) disagreeing that calibration was affectively covered in the training.

80.8% (standard deviation = .79) state that TKES results look different from school to 

school with 76.9 (standard deviation = .80) feeling concern that some schools give the 

rating of exemplary too hastily. Agreement was not reached with the comment that the 

toughest part of the process is the difference between exemplary and proficient with 

61.5% agreement (standard deviation =1.3). That did not change in round three with 

63.2% (standard deviation = .60) agreement. 69.2% (standard deviation = 1.0) felt 

calibration was consistent in their school. This dropped in round three to 60% (standard 

deviation = .60). The district should conduct a calibration exercise to assure consistency 

according to 92.3% (standard deviation = .75) o f respondents and 92.2% (standard 

deviation = .72) request more support on how to objectively score the standards.

While 73% (standard deviation = 1.2) state it is difficult to see the standards at 

work in non-core subjects, 69.2% (standard deviation = .89) are confident with use o f



TKES with all teachers. This reached consensus of 85% (standard deviation = .45) in 

round three. 53.8% (standard deviation = .85) were undecided about the concern among 

secondary principals lacking content knowledge to effectively rate all teachers. In the 

third round, 40% (standard deviation = .50) agree with 60% disagreeing. The potential of 

tying TKES results to teacher compensation was a worry among 80.8% (standard 

deviation = 1.1) of the participants.
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Table 4

Items from Round Two Delphi Study Regarding Process and Training

Item Statements regarding process N Mean SD %

15 The instrument is much improved
to what was used in the past 26 1.96 .87 88.4

16 The ten standards are concise and easy
to communicate 26 2.62 1.1 65.4*

17 The TKES evaluation system paints a 
holistic picture of a teacher’s
performance 26 2.54 1.1 61.5*

18 Teachers should see growth in their
performance over the course of a year 26 2.19 .63 76.9

47 The training was adequate for the scope
and intensity of the process 26 3.58 1.1 72.0**

46 Calibration was effectively addressed in
the training 26 3.96 .99 77.0**

47 TKES results look different from
school to school 26 1.69 .79 80.8

48 Calibration is consistent among raters
in my building 26 2.65 1.0 69.2*

49 The district should conduct a 
calibration exercise to ensure
consistency across the district 26 1.62 .75 92.3

50 Principals need more support on how to
objectively score standards 26 1.73 .72 92.2

51 There is concern that some schools give 
“exemplary” too hastily without regard
to the rubric 26 1.81 .80 76.9
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Table 4 -  continued

Item Statements regarding process N Mean SD %

52 The toughest part of the process is 
rating between proficient and
exemplary 26 2.35 1.3 61.5*

53 I am confident in the use of TKES with
all teachers 26 2.35 .89 69.2*

54 It is sometimes difficult to see the
standards at work in non-core subjects 26 2.38 1.2 73.0

55 There is concern (mainly with 
secondary principals) that evaluators do 
not have content knowledge of all
evaluated subjects 26 3.0 .89 19.2*

Notes: * Indicates item did not reach 70% consensus and will go to round three. ** 
Indicates strongly disagree/disagree. Strongly Agree = 1.0; Agree = 2.0; Undecided = 
3.0; Disagree = 4.0; Strongly Disagree = 5.0. Percentage = combination of strongly agree 
and agree responses.

Suggested Improvements

Principals had many suggestions for how to improve the process as summarized 

in table 11. In terms of who should evaluate, 84.6% (standard deviation = .85) should 

have more staff allowed to do observations, and 81% (standard deviation =1.1) felt other 

support staff should be available to conduct observations such as administrative 

assistants.
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Process questions included combining the assessment uses and strategies 

standards with 80.8% (standard deviation =1.1) agreement. Many, 84.6% (standard 

deviation = .94) felt that the summative evaluation should self-populate from the previous 

instruments. Agreement was not found with 42.3% (standard deviation = 1.5) agreeing 

that the names of the levels (exemplary, proficient, needs development, ineffective) be 

changed. Finally, there were several concerns with the TKES portal itself with 92.3% 

(standard deviation = .74) saying it is too cumbersome and requires too many steps and 

100% (standard deviation = .44) saying the portal often runs slow or shuts down.

Table 5

Items from Round Two Delphi Study Regarding Issues with TKES Process

Item Statements regarding issues N Mean SD %

58 The number of required observations
is overwhelming 26 1.1 1.2 73.1

59 The system should require fewer 
observations for teachers who score 
at Proficient and Exemplary 26 1.88 1.1 76.9

60 Principals should be allowed to 
differentiate the number of 
observations based on the needs of 
their staff 26 1.72 1.1 84.0

61 The summative evaluation should
self populate based on the formatives 26 1.62 .94 84.6

62 The assessment uses and strategy
standards should be combined 26 1.92 1.1 80.8
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Table 5 -  continued

Item Statements regarding issues N Mean SD %

63 The use of the portal is cumbersome 
and takes too many clicks to save, 
finalize, and share 26 1.31 .74 92.3

64 The portal often runs slow or shuts 
down 25 1.24 .44 100

65 The names of the levels need to be 
changed 26 2.73 1.44 42.3*

66 It would help if other staff such as 
AA’s, IST’s and CST’s could 
complete formatives 26 1.77 1.1 80.8

67 Elementary schools should have 
more staff allowed to do 
observations 26 1.62 .85 84.6

68 I am worried about tying teacher 
compensation to TKES evaluation 26 1.58 1.1 88.5

Notes: * Indicates item did not reach 70% consensus and will go to round three. Strongly 
Agree = 1.0; Agree = 2.0; Undecided = 3.0; Disagree = 4.0; Strongly Disagree = 5.0. 
Percentage = combination of strongly agree and agree responses.

Third Round Results 

Table 6 displays those items that were part of the round three survey. Some 

results changed because of the removal of the choice of undecided in the questionnaire. 

For example, 27% were undecided if the TKES process was worth the time when 

teachers used the feedback proactively, resulting in agreement of 61.6%, lower than the
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level set for consensus. Once the undecided choice was removed 90.0% agreed with the 

statement. There was little change in the statements regarding having less time for 

teachers and meetings. Looking though each participants responses to determine if there 

was a pattern, such as school level, poverty level, or years o f experience, behind these 

response was unsuccessful.
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Table 6

Items from Round Two and Three with Percentage Agree/Strongly Agree

Item Statements Round 2 % Round 3 %

1 I am not as visible for stakeholders 65.4 60.0

2 I have less time to spend with
teachers and students 56.0 50.0

3 It is worth every minute when
teachers use feedback for growth 61.6 90.0

4 TKES has made me closer to staff 36.0 45.0

5 I have a better understanding of
student learning 42.3 75.0

6 The process places unrealistic 
demands on administrators to
provide instructional leadership 61.5 75.0

7 I am more connected to current
trends in teaching and learning 38.4 50.0

8 I have become more intentional 
about the vision and use of PLC’s in
my school 65.4 70.0

9 I am more effective instructional
leader because of TKES 65.3 85.0

10 TKES has increased the time I spend 
on monitoring curriculum and
instruction 69.2 80.0

11 TKES has had an impact on
improved student achievement 44.0 73.7

12 TKES puts data at my fingertips
related to instructional practices 65.3 75.0
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Table 6 -  continued

Item Statements Round 2 % Round 3 %

13 TKES has increased my own 
professional knowledge about 
instruction 61.5 80.0

14 I have less time to spend on teachers 
who need the most help 61.6 65.0

15 I have less time to work with school 
teams such as leadership, grade 
levels and content meetings 64.0 65.0

16 I have less time to lead professional 
development 65.4 60.0

17 The ten standards are concise and 
easy to communicate 65.4 65.0

18 TKES paints a holistic picture of a 
teacher’s performance 61.5 80.0

19 Calibration is consistent among 
raters in my building 69.2 60.0

20 The toughest part of the process is 
rating between proficient and 
exemplary 61.5 63.2

21 I am confident in the use o f TKES 
with all teachers 69.2 85.0

22 There is concern (especially among 
secondary principals) that evaluators 
do not have content knowledge of all 
subjects 20.2 40.0

23 The names of the levels need to be changed 42.3 45.0
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Successful Strategies

Table 7 summarizes ideas used by principals to make the process successful. 

Participants were asked if they already use this idea, will use, not sure, or will not use. 

More than 65% input commentary into the instrument as they conduct the observation 

with 23% saying they will use this idea and 11.5% stating they will not. Similarly, 65.4% 

say they complete as much of the formative as possible while sitting in the classroom, 

with 15.4% stating they would not use that practice, 11.5% stating they will, and 7.7% 

not sure. TKES prescribes the minimum time an evaluator must be in the classroom and 

53.8% hold themselves to that minimum time and 23.1% agreeing they will use this idea. 

23.1% stated they would not use this practice.

Instead of conferencing, 56% say they use email to ask follow up questions and 

28% felt that would be a good strategy. Twelve percent were unsure and 4% say they 

would not use that idea. Conducting pre and post conferences in small groups was used 

by 53.8% and will be used by 15.4%. Twenty seven percent said they would not use that 

idea and 3.8% were undecided. One idea was to have the teachers self-assess themselves 

after each formative, but only 11.5% use that now with 23.1% saying they will. Thirty 

one percent were unsure and 34.6% saying they would not. In pre-conferencing, with 

teachers, 26.9% ask teachers to declare where they want to be exemplary and have them 

set goals. Thirty nine percent said that was a good idea with 34.6% unsure. To help 

teachers grow 11.5% use PD360, a professional learning site, and 65.4% will begin to use 

this instrument. Three percent were unsure if they would use this instrument and three 

percent did not like that idea.
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Planning and Organization

Scheduling observations and setting deadlines was in use by 73.1% with 23.1% 

saying this was something they would use and 3.8% saying no. Similarly, 76.9% create a 

calendar, 3.8% say they will not use that strategy but 11.5% said they would. Spending 

an hour on Friday scheduling evaluations had results in every category with 42.3% saying 

they would not use this. Results may have been different by removing the words Friday 

and hour. Nineteen percent created an online tool to track and asses progress and 26.9% 

stated they will use. Thirty one percent were unsure and 23.1% said they will not use.

Two items dealt with calibration. Ninety two percent already use or will use the 

idea of conducting walk-throughs with their admin team in order to calibrate. The 

statement involving inviting a state trainer to spend a day with the school admin team 

received mixed results. Thirty one percent said they would not use that tool and 23.6% 

said they were unsure. Only 11.5% already use the tool and 34.6% said they will 

incorporate the idea.
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Table 7

Items Regarding Measures Used to be Successful with the Instrument

Statements Already Will Unsure Will Not
Use Use Use

I input commentary and ratings in the
platform during observation 65.4 23.1 11.5 1.58

I hold myself to required minimum time 53.8 23.1 0.0 1.92

I use email in some cases to ask follow up
questions instead of having a conference 56.0 28.0 12.0 1.64

I complete as much of the formative while
sitting in the classroom 65.4 11.5 7.7 15.4

I set deadlines for each round of
observations and assure deadlines are met 73.1 23.1 0.0 3.8

I conduct walk-throughs with admin team
to calibrate ratings 60.0 32.0 8.0 0.0

I use PD360 to show instructional clips 11.5 65.4 11.5 11.5

After every formative, I require teachers to
submit a self-assessment 11.5 23.1 30.8 34.6

I invite a state trainer to spend a day with
team to observe and calibrate 11.5 34.6 23.1 30.8

I create online management tools to track
and assess progress 19.2 26.9 30.8 23.1

I conduct pre and mid-year conferences in
small groups 53.8 15.4 3.8 26.9

Every Friday, I spend an hour scheduling
evaluations for the net week 11.5 23.1 23.1 42.3
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Table 7 continued

Statements Already Will Unsure Will Not
Use Use Use

I create a walk-through schedule to ensure
deadlines are met 76.9 11.5 7.7 3.8

I ask teachers to declare where they want to 
be exemplary and strategize to help them
reach that goal 26.9 38.5 34.6 0.0

Summary

The purpose of this study was to investigate how standards based evaluation 

systems are changing the role o f the principal as instructional leader as it pertains to other 

roles assigned to the principal. This study specifically looked at the Teacher Keys 

Evaluation System (TKES) implemented in the state of Georgia. Using the Delphi 

process, the results are summarized through the three research questions with a 

discussion of the results in Chapter 5. The research questions associated with this study 

are:

1. How is the implementation of the TKES system changing the role of 

principal?

2. Do principals perceive TKES as making them more effective, more 

ineffective, or having no effect on their role as instructional leaders?

3. How has the implementation of TKES affected the other responsibilities o f a 

principal as outlined in LKES?
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Findings for research question one asking how the implementation of TKES 

changes the role of the principal derive from the statements generated from the round one 

open-ended survey of experts. With a 70% benchmark of combined strongly agree/agree 

or strongly disagree/disagree responses, twelve comments received consensus. These 

include the comment that TKES causes principals to spend more time after hours and on 

the weekends and the belief that it takes too much time to complete the required 

observations and conferences. Participants also state their stress has increased.

However, they also agree that they are in classrooms more often and more in tune with 

what is happening in their classrooms. They are more effective at giving standards based 

feedback and find greater meaning in the conferences they have with teachers. They are 

more reflective of the instructional strategies being utilized in the classroom and have 

increased their coaching with teachers on teaching and learning.

The second research question asks if principals perceive TKES as making them 

more effective, more ineffective, or having no effect on their role as instructional leaders. 

Several of the comments from the first research question also apply to this question 

especially in relation to conferencing and spending more time in classrooms. While they 

are in classrooms more often, those visits are evaluative versus non-evaluative. They are 

better at giving specific feedback and are able to identify needs for professional 

development. They are more successful in using data and they know the strengths and 

weaknesses of the staff.

The overall question about whether TKES has made them more effective as 

instructional leaders did not receive consensus in round two, but did in round three. Also 

not receiving consensus in round two were questions stating that principals had less time
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to spend time with teachers and students, and were not able to attend as many school 

functions during the day. This was unchanged in round three.

How the other roles of the principal were affected due to the implementation of 

the TKES process was the subject of the third question. Again, some of the statements 

that apply to question two, also apply to question three. Tkes has caused principals to 

delegate more non-instructional roles. Principals believe they are falling behind other 

tasks because of TKES and that keeping up with emails and other county responsibilities 

is challenging. They could not agree that they have less time to spend on teachers and 

students or have less time to work with school teams such as grade level and leadership 

meetings.

Many statements generated from the round one questionnaire did not directly 

relate to the three research questions. They paint a picture o f principal concerns with the 

technical aspects of the platform including comments about the platform itself and the 

concern with the number of observations required. Chapter 5 will discuss these findings 

and how the principal concerns about the process might be addressed.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter will look at the results o f the findings in chapter four. There will be 

a summary of the research, discussion of the findings, conclusions and implications for 

future research. The purpose of this study was to look at the implications of the 

implementation of standards based evaluation systems on the principal’s role of 

instructional leader and its impact on their other responsibilities.

Using a modified Delphi process, experts defined as principals with three or more 

years of experience completed an open-ended survey of questions that relate to the 

research questions. The research questions are:

1. How is the implementation of the TKES system changing the role of 

principal?

2. Do principals perceive TKES as making them more effective, more 

ineffective, or having no effect on their role as instructional leaders?

3. How has the implementation of TKES affected the other responsibilities o f a 

principal as outlined in LKES?

Results were and analyzed, coded, and placed into major themes using content analysis 

and qualitative software. The emerging statements became part of the round two survey

96
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where respondents responded with strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and 

strongly disagree. Results of strongly agree/agree and disagree/strongly disagree were 

combined. A benchmark of 70% agreement or disagreement was used to determine 

consensus. Results were analyzed using descriptive statistics and those items not 

reaching consensus became part of round three. In round three, the choice of undecided 

was removed and respondents were able to add a comment for clarification.

Summary and Discussion 

The problem statement for this paper states that principals are called to be 

instructional leaders (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Hattie 2009; McEwan, 2009). In addition, 

the implementation o f standards based evaluation systems require much of a principal’s 

time to be diverted to teacher evaluation, which is only one of the many components of 

instructional leadership (DuFour & Mattos 2013, Kimball & Milanowski, 2009; Papay, 

2012). Principals must use the same instrument for every teacher and have no choice in 

the duration and amount of observations conducted. The one-size fits all process will 

affect other responsibilities of the principal and is contrary to the loosely coupled nature 

of a school (Elmore, 2000, Sergiovanni, 2004). Moreover, there is little to be found in 

the literature about how principals perceive this new system as affecting their job 

performance.

Research Question 1

Research question one asks how the Teacher Keys Evaluation System (TKES) is 

changing the role of the principal. Time was the word that appeared the most in a word 

frequency test using qualitative software and principals’ responses confirm the time-

97
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consuming (DuFour & Mattos, 2013; Kimball & Milanowski, 2009; Marshall, 2012; 

Papay, 2012; Rothman, 2008;) nature of these instruments.

Under the current process, evaluators must conduct four walk-throughs a year for 

each teacher. When including the time it takes to observe, conference, and write results, 

the time spent per walk-through ranged from 15 minutes to 60 minutes, with a mean time 

of 36 minutes and a mode of 30 minutes. As an example, a principal has 950 students 

and completes TKES evaluations on thirty teachers. If this principal uses the average 

time, seventy-two hours is spent on conducting walk-through observations.

Two formative assessments take place per year on every teacher and must be a 

minimum of thirty minutes. The range of time including observation, conferencing and 

writing the results ranged from 40 minutes to two and a half hours, with a mean time of 

94 minutes and a mode of two hours. Going back to the principal with 30 teachers to 

observe, using the average time, the principal would spend forty-seven hours on each 

round of formative observations. Using the average time, the principal spends about 3 

hours and 15 minutes per teacher to conduct evaluations. In all, 176 hours, or 23 days of 

the principals time is spent on teacher evaluation.

Maintaining high visibility is a component of instructional leadership (Hallinger 

& Murphy, 1985; McEwan, 2003; Smith & Andrews, 1989) and is a component of 

standard eight of LKES (2014) communication and community relations. Reaching 

consensus, 77% of respondents indicate the implementation of TKES has decreased the 

time they are visible at school functions, and over half stated they have less time to spend 

time with staff, students, and to a greater degree, stakeholders. While, principals perceive 

they are in classrooms more, a large percentage state they have less time to visit the
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classroom for non-evaluative reasons. McEwan (2009) says one role of the instructional 

leader is to maintain positive relations with staff, students and community. When asked 

if TKES has made them closer to their staff, 55% disagreed with the statement. It 

appears the implementation of TKES is challenging many principals in this area.

Beyond the time concerns, there was positive consensus about the change in their 

role. They spend more time in the classroom and the process for how they observe 

teaching and learning has changed. There is more of a focus on the effectiveness of 

instructional strategies and principals believe they are more of an instructional coach. 

Principals are more confident with conferencing and giving specific feedback based on 

the standards. Principals agree that when they see teachers using that feedback for their 

own growth, the time concerns are worth the effort, though this did not reach consensus 

until round three.

Sample comments from the round one questionnaire supporting the question 

include the following:

“I like being in the classroom but the paperwork and conferences are far too 

consuming”

“I am in classrooms more an have more direct discussions with teachers about 

matters pertaining to teaching and learning”

“My feedback to teachers improved, and my time in the classroom greatly 

increased”

“I am in the classroom more often. I cannot attend as many school functions 

during the day. I am not as available to meet with parents as timely as in the past”
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Research Question 2

Question two asks principals if they perceive TKES has made them more 

effective, less effective or had no effect on their role o f instructional leader. The most 

basic question of whether they are more effective instructional leaders because o f TKES 

did not receive consensus in round two. The Hallinger and Murphy (1985) model defines 

instructional leadership as defining the school mission; managing the instructional 

program, of which teacher evaluation is a component; and developing the school learning 

climate program.

Items regarding time not reaching consensus in round two indicate principals 

perceive they have less time to spend with teachers and students and to attend daily 

events. Having less time to visit classrooms for non-evaluative purposes is also a 

concern. These concerns potentially affect the school climate component o f instructional 

leadership.

Reaching consensus in round three was the idea that principals are more effective 

as instructional leaders. There were also other positive comments surrounding 

instructional leadership. This was especially evident with the conferencing and feedback 

portion of the survey. Leithwood, et.al, (2004, 2010) cite providing instructional 

guidance as part of instructional leadership. TKES has made principals more aware of 

the strengths and weaknesses o f their staff. They are more effective in giving specific 

feedback based on the standards. This statement seems to contradict participants’ 

agreement that the process places unrealistic demands on administrators to provide 

instructional leadership.
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Identifying professional development needs is another component of instructional 

leadership (Blase & Blase, 1999; Eberts & Stone, 1998; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). 

Principals find the TKES process enables them to identify pervasive needs in their staff. 

They believe the instrument forces staff to reflect on the effectiveness of instructional 

strategies. Reaching consensus in round three, 80% stated the process has increased their 

own professional development. Though professional development is cited by participants 

as an area for improvement, 60% of principals believe they do not have the time to lead 

staff development.

The LKES (2014) process asks that principals monitor the academic achievement 

of students, also a component of Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) model o f instructional 

leadership. Principals agree TKES has increased the amount of time they spend 

monitoring curriculum and instruction. Respondents were also in agreement that they are 

more interactive with data collection and analysis.

Principals could not reach consensus on whether TKES was improving student 

achievement, in the second round, but did reach consensus in the third round. This is 

most likely due to the fact that the process has not been in place long enough to correlate 

it with student achievement. This could also be problematic in that the state of Georgia is 

implementing a new testing system in the 2014-2015 school year, making longitudinal 

comparisons virtually impossible. While there are documented cases where researchers 

have deemed that an evaluation system has improved achievement with the teachers in 

their study, (Milanowski et. al, 2004; Taylor & Tyler, 2011, 2012), it may be years before 

the state can determine if TKES has improved student achievement.



Only one question surfaced in round two dealing with the key component of 

instructional leadership, that of setting a vision and mission (Hattie, 2009; Hallinger & 

Heck, 1996; Halinger & Murphy, 1985). The statement asked if they were more 

intentional about the vision and use of professional learning communities in their school 

and did not reach consensus in the second round. However, 70% agreed with the 

statement after round three. Providing strong and collaborative environments where 

teachers have a voice in decision-making is important for a positive school climate (Blase 

& Blase, 1999; DuFour, DuFour & Eaker, 2011; Greenlee & Brown, 2009; Seashore et. 

al, 2010), making it curious that this was only mentioned once as a component o f 

instructional leadership. This might be because the survey specifically focused on the 

teacher evaluation component of instructional leadership.

Sample comments from the round one questionnaire supporting the second 

research question include the following:

“I have to develop teacher leaders more effectively as much o f my time is spent in 

classrooms and completing write-ups and conferencing with teachers.”

“TKES has made me more effective as an instructional leader primarily through 

its specific standards.”

“TKES has provided a system where everyone evaluating should have the same 

view of instructional expectations.”

“This process requires a one size fits all, which makes me less effective when it 

comes to having the time to spend on individuals who could really benefit from 

more support to actually improve rather than focusing just on evaluating.”
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“I do not have any evidence to suggest that LKES has made me either more or 

less effective as an instructional leader.”

Research Question 3

Question three asked what other roles as included in the Leader Keys Evaluation 

Instrument (LKES) were impacted by the implementation of TKES. Teacher evaluation 

is one component of LKES and is a separate standard from instructional leadership. The 

eight standards are Instructional Leadership; School Climate, Planning and Assessment; 

Organizational Management; Human Resources Management; Teacher/Staff Evaluation; 

and Communication and Community Relations (2014).

In round two, respondents agreed that TKES causes them to distribute non- 

instructional tasks to other people. They express that they fall behind on other tasks and 

that keeping up with emails and other district responsibilities is more challenging. In the 

open-ended questionnaire, one principal indicated that he had less time to spend on 

community outreach and that they were less visible to stakeholders. Those comments did 

not reach consensus in the second level or the third. Another principal states that they 

have less time for informal conversations with staff and that they have seen “breakdowns 

in other areas due to the lack of capacity to complete the requirements in TKES and in all 

other areas with great integrity and fidelity.”

Results indicate that the time involved conducting these evaluations is taking 

away from other responsibilities aligned with the Leader Keys Evaluation System 

(LKES). Principals need to spend time on the organizational management o f the school 

(Homg & Loeb, 2010; Leithwood et. al, 2010) including the hiring o f effective teachers 

and supporting those that struggle and removing those that are ineffective. This is also
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covered by the organizational management and human resources component of LKES. 

Respondents in the survey indicate concerns in this area, especially with the statement by 

65% in round three that they have less time to focus on those teachers who need the most 

help.

Sample comments from the round one questionnaire supporting the question 

include the following:

“Many of the tasks associated with running a large school cannot be accomplished 

during the school day”

“I have to delegate more tasks and I find it harder to keep up with daily tasks.” 

“There is just no time to do it all, and do it well. I do my best to schedule all 

meetings before or after school, knowing that any situations that take place during 

the school day will take me away from observations.”

“There are certainly times when I fall behind on other tasks because of the time 

devoted to TKES, but I believe it is a correct order o f priority.”

Concerns of Calibration and Content Knowledge 

Another concern and a threat to the reliability of the TKES instrument is that of 

calibration. Research indicates that inter-rater reliability is a concern (Meyer & Rowan, 

1987; Murphy, 2013; Papay, 2012.) Jacob and Lefgren (2005) state that principals are 

successful in identifying the top and bottom performing teachers but are inconsistent with 

those in the middle. Respondents to this survey express great concern about calibration 

between schools. What is exemplary at one school might not be so at other schools. 

Principals felt somewhat comfortable with the calibration within their school, but not
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across the district. In round three, 60% agreed that calibration was consistent in their 

school.

Training for the utilization of the TKES process was inadequate according to the 

respondents. Again, the largest concern was the issue of calibration. However, 

respondents also state it can be difficult to make the distinction between proficient and 

exemplary. They agree that they need more support on how to objectively score the 

standards.

Knowledge of the content and instructional strategies was a concern in the 

literature (Grubb & Flessa, 2006; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Homg & Loeb, 2010; Murphy, 

2013; Spillane et. al, 2007). Principals had varying views on this question. When asked 

if they felt comfortable using the tool for all teachers there was strong agreement. 

However, there was some agreement, especially among secondary principals that they 

may not have the content knowledge to support the process with all teachers. This 

statement did not reach consensus in round three possibly because more of the 

respondents were from the elementary level.

Concerns about the Process

Though not specific to the research questions, respondents expressed many 

concerns about the TKES process beyond the amount of time required. In round three, 

80% state that TKES paints a holistic picture of a teacher’s performance. They could not 

reach consensus, however, on whether the standards are concise and easy to 

communicate. While they overwhelmingly agree this is a better instrument then the 

previous instrument, there was great concern about the platform itself, how it requires 

many steps, is slow, and often shuts down. Combining certain standards such as two that
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deal with assessment and having a summative evaluation that self-populates from the 

previous six observations would be helpful and save time. Revisions to the procedural 

components as suggested by the principals would reduce the time involved in conducting 

the evaluations.

Finally, respondents were asked to list ways they have made the process 

successful in their school. Responses wrapped around the need for pre-planning and 

calibrating with staff. Some ask for feedback via email versus conferencing and some 

ask the teachers to submit a self-evaluation after the evaluation. Others write the 

evaluation while they are in the classroom or hold themselves to the minimum time 

required.

Conclusions

This study analyzed how the use of standards based evaluation systems, in this 

case the Teacher Keys Evaluation System used by the state of Georgia, impact the 

principal in their role of instructional leader and their other roles as principal. It allows 

for the voice of the principal to be heard which is conspicuously missing from the 

literature. The study was viewed from the lens of the theory of loose coupling, a theory 

that allows for an institution to be both rational and indeterminate. Standards-based tools 

are what Elmore (2000) would call the solution to the problem of loose coupling. These 

evaluations are another solution to finding best practices that provide specific 

prescriptions for how to improve a school. In this case, mainly through the work of 

Danielson (1996), specific standards and indicators for quality teaching are prescribed.

There is no doubt that principals’ see this as a more effective tool for evaluation 

than the previous model. As instructional leaders, they are in the classroom more often
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and they are far more comfortable giving standards-based feedback to the teachers. They 

are better at monitoring instruction and they know the strengths and weaknesses of their 

teachers better than before. These are all strong indicators that in some ways the tool 

allows them to be a stronger instructional leader.

At the same time, these tools require an inordinate amount of time on the part of 

the evaluator. Principals state they are spending far more time after school and on 

weekends to fulfill their responsibilities and that the additional stress is affecting their 

home and work life. Working beyond an eight hour day is standard for principals and 

this new process adds more to the plate o f already busy leaders.

Loose coupling suggests that when a system is placed into the school 

organization, adaptations are made to the process to make it fit into the organization 

rather than having the organization change to match the process. These results bear that 

out ih several ways. For example, while all agree they are time consuming, when asked 

how long a principal spends on the entire formative observation process, the answers 

went form 45 minutes to two and a half hours. Principals look to their environment and 

their own style to decide the amount of time they will spend. For example, instead of 

holding conferences, they may send emails for feedback. Some do not leave the room 

until they have filled out the form while others wait until they get back to the office.

Many hold themselves to the minimum time required in the classroom.

There are definite concerns that other key responsibilities are affected by the time 

consuming nature of these instruments. Many principals, using the idea of distributed 

leadership, delegate some of these responsibilities to others. In many ways, this is a good 

idea and is a way to develop teacher leaders. However, it is important that principals are
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visible to stakeholders and are able to attend crucial meetings. It is important that they 

meet with teachers in non-evaluative formats and attend planning meetings. While others 

can deliver professional learning, principals should have time to carry on this important 

task, as they are the instructional leaders of their schools.

State and district leaders should listen to the voice o f principal as they attempt to 

make sense of an instrument that in many ways they support. Requiring a teacher who 

consistently receives scores o f proficient and exemplary to have the same number of 

observations as a struggling teacher is an obvious change that can be implemented. 

Principals should be able to differentiate the number o f observations teachers receive 

based on the teachers’ competence. Of course, to make this work, there would probably 

have to be a standard formula.

Simple changes to the process would reduce the time required. The platform 

itself is slow and complicated. Some of the standards could be combined and some only 

need to be ranked on an annual basis or by exception, most notably professionalism and 

communication. Currently, the summative evaluation process requires the principal to 

complete another form that summarizes the year before having the final conference. 

Having the system populate that form would save much time and frustration. As this 

process is involving, many of these issues, especially the platform issues, should 

improve.

There continue to be inherent concerns with the TKES process especially in the 

areas of calibration and content knowledge. It is important that more work be done to 

improve the inter-rater reliability of the evaluator. This is more critical as the system and 

state move towards using the TKES data as part of a compensation model, on which
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principals express much concern. It might be interesting to have evaluative teams visit 

other schools and compare results to those rankings of the school evaluators.

Although respondents in this survey could not agree there was concern at the 

secondary level about the content knowledge of the evaluator, most felt comfortable 

using this tool with all teachers. Might that change if elementary evaluators observe a 

pre-calculus class when their instructional background is social studies? Is it reasonable 

to expect a high school principal to have all the content knowledge necessary to evaluate 

all the teachers in the school? Perhaps involving content experts in the evaluation 

process can alleviate this concern.

On the Leader Keys Evaluation Instrument, Instructional Leadership is a separate 

standard than that of Teacher Evaluation, where in most models, teacher evaluation is a 

component of instructional leadership. This study asked principal specific questions 

about how TKES affects their role as instructional leader. Understandably, most of the 

responses surrounded the teacher evaluation component of instructional leadership. The 

majority of responders say they are much better instructional coaches. While this is 

important, it should not be confused with being a better instructional leader. Principals 

must also have time to communicate goals, set and implement a vision, and build a strong 

learning climate.

Implications

This study sought to hear the voice of principals as they implement a new 

standards based teacher evaluation system. Principals expressed support for the 

instrument but also lament the time consuming nature and how that is affecting their 

personal and professional roles. They also provide input into how the process can
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become more manageable without reducing the integrity. Differing the number of 

evaluations required based on the individual teacher would allow principals to spend 

more time with those that need the most help. The number of evaluations could be based 

on a combination of proficient and exemplary ratings. This change would help to 

alleviate the one size fits all (Hill & Grossman, 2013) nature of the instrument.

Allowing other trained evaluators to conduct evaluations, including peer 

evaluators, is another suggestion to take the load off the principal and to assure that those 

observed have multiple sources of feedback. Finally, school systems might look at the 

current job descriptions of principals and assistant principals and determine if current 

staffing policies adequately support the workload of the principal.

Recommendations for Future Research 

The implementation of the Teacher Keys Evaluation System is in it’s infancy in 

the state of Georgia and this study highlights the positive changes with the program and 

sheds light on some of the concerns. Other opportunities for future research on this topic 

include:

1. Conduct the study among a larger group of principals three years from 

now allowing for full implementation and an ability to measure student 

achievement.

2. Conduct the study with assistant principals. The Leader Keys Evaluation 

System (LKES) requires assistant principals to take a larger role with 

instructional leadership and teacher evaluation. The study might shed 

light on how they are adapting to these roles.
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3. Conduct a similar study with leaders, such as area superintendents, who 

evaluate principals using the Leader Keys Evaluation System.

4. Conduct the study after the planned state compensation model has time to 

take root to see if principals’ views on the instrument have changed.

5. Conduct a study of the effectiveness o f calibration between schools and 

districts. This will become even more important as compensation is tied 

to the results.

6. Conduct a similar study with teachers to see if  they think the process has 

improved their performance as a teacher.

Summary

Principals in a large school system were asked to give voice to thoughts about the 

implementation of the Teacher Keys Evaluation System (TKES) in the state o f Georgia. 

This program is a standards based evaluation system prevalent in many school systems 

across the country and based on the framework developed by Danielson (1995). Whether 

they were better instructional leaders due to this implementation was one o f the 

questions. How it has affected their other roles and changed their role was another part 

of the study. There were also questions about the process itself including training and 

successful ways in which principals conduct the evaluations.

Research was conducted using the Delphi process with the first round being a 

series of open-ended questions. Using this process allows for the gathering o f opinion 

and consensus from a group experts. Data were analyzed using qualitative software and 

content analysis. From the themes derived from this process, a second round 

questionnaire of items requiring respondents to strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly
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disagree or declare they were undecided was sent to respondents. Responses of 

agree/strongly agree and disagree/strongly disagree were combined to determine if  a 

consensus level o f 70% was reached. Those that did not reach consensus became part of 

the third round survey in which respondents saw the previous results and were asked to 

respond again with the same choices, with the exception of undecided.

Principals overwhelmingly agree that the process is time-consuming and requires 

more of their time after school and on the weekends, increasing their stress both at home 

and at work. Conversely, they report that they are in the classrooms more often, holding 

meaningful conferences with their teachers, and are stronger instructional coaches. They 

also are using data to make decisions and are monitoring instruction more frequently.

On the other hand, other responsibilities, particularly those that fall under human 

resource management and organizational management might take a back seat due to the 

time constraints. Not having the time to work with struggling teachers and attend crucial 

meetings was cited as concerns. Being less visible to stakeholders also emerged from the 

data.

Frustration with the technical aspects of the process emerged from the results as 

well as possible solutions. The platform itself warrants improvement as it is often slow 

and requires too many steps. More importantly, conducting the same amount of 

observations for each teacher should be changed to allow for observations based on the 

ratings of the teacher. More time should be devoted to those who struggle versus those 

who are consistently proficient and exemplary. Concerns with calibration and content 

knowledge of the evaluator need to be addressed.
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This study involved a small sample of principals and these results might not be 

generalizable to larger populations. A similar study should be conducted after several 

more years of implementing this instrument statewide, especially after results are tied to 

compensation. Once there is enough student achievement data available, a study 

comparing TKES to student achievement is in order. Similar investigations with assistant 

principals and teachers might provide important information. This study took place in the 

infancy of the implementation of the program at this site. Conducting the study after 

several years might yield different results.
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04-Apr-2014

Mr. James Zoll M ercer 
University
Tift College of Education 
Atlanta 3001 Mercer 
University Dr.
Atlanta, GA 30341

Institutional Board
Jor Rasmarch Irrvohsing Human Subjects

RE: The View of Principals on Standards Based Evaluation 
Systems and Their Role As Instructional Leaders (H1403135)

Dear Mr. Zoll:

Your application entitled: The View of Principals on Standards Based Evaluation Systems and 
Their Role As Instructional Leaders (H1403135 was reviewed by this Institutional Review 
Board for Human Subjects Research in accordance with Federal Regulations 2 1 CFR 56.110(b) 
and 45 CFR 46.110(b) (for expedited review) and w as approved under Category 7 per 63 FR 
60364.

Your application was approved for one year of study on 04-Apr-2014. The protocol expires 04- 
Apr-2015. If the  study continues beyond one year, it m ust be re-evaluated by th e  IRB 
Committee.

Item(s) Approved:
New Application

Please com plete the survey for the  IRB and th e  Office of Research Compliance. To access th e  
survey, click on the following link: http://https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/K7CTT8R

Respectfully,

http://https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/K7CTT8R
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Ava Chambliss-Richardson, M.Ed., CIP, CIM
Associate Director of Human Research Protection Programs
(HRPP) M ember
Intuitional Review Board
M ercer University IRB & Office of Research
Compliance Phone (478) 301-4101
Fax(478)301-2329
ORC_Mercer@Mercer.Edu

Mercer university has adopted, and agrees to conduct its dtnicai research studies tan accordance with, tfie 
International Conference on Harmonizahon's (1CH) Guidelines for Good Clinical Practice

1508 College Street •  Macon. Georgia 31207-0003 
(478) 301-4101 •  FAX (478) 301-2320

mailto:ORC_Mercer@Mercer.Edu
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May 1, 2014

Dear Mr. Zoll:

Your request to conduct the research study “The View of Principals on Standards 
Based Evaluation Systems and Their Role as Instructional Leaders” has been 
approved. Enclosed is a copy o f  the Research Agreement. Please note that while 
this approval permits you to approach individual schools and/or teachers within 
the H H  County School system, the final decision regarding participation is a 
local option and rests with each school principal and teacher. A copy o f  this 
letter must be provided to schools along with any correspondence requesting 
participation in this study.

No identification o f | H H  County Schools (students’ names, teachers’ names, 
administrators’ names, etc.) is to be included in data collected as a part o f  this 
study. Also, complete confidentiality o f  records must be maintained. Please 
remember to send a summary report once the study is complete to the address 
below. I f  anyadd itiona lin fonnationora^ istance  is needed, please feel free to 

us at ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ I

We appreciate your interest in conducting research with H H  County Schools. 
Sincerely
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Dear Principal,

My nam e is Jam es Zoll. I am a PhD candidate in 
Educational Leadership at Mercer University. I am 
conducting a research study that looks a t how principals are 
implementing standards based  evaluation system s and how 
that affects their other roles a s  instructional leaders in their 
schools. Specifically, principals implementing the T eacher 
Keys Evaluation System  (TKES) in Georgia will give their 
feedback. This study will add to the existing literature and 
will provide information to policy m akers as they m ake future 
revisions to the program. The title of the study is T he View 
of P rincipals on S tan d a rd s  B ased  Evaluation S y s te m s  
and  Their Role A s Instructional L eaders 
I am emailing to ask  if you would like to participate by 
completing a survey for this research project. Mercer 
University’s IRB requires investigators to provide informed 
consent to the research participants.

If you would be interested in taking this survey, p lease click 
on this link and provide your consent to take the survey: 
https://www.surveymonkey.eom/s/XZGK7KV

If you have any questions about the study contact the 
investigator Jam es Zoll. You can reach me on my cell at 
678-325-8367 or by email at iames.zoll@ live.mercer.edu.

Mercer University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
reviewed study H1403135_01 and approved it on April 8, 
2014. Approval has also been granted by Fulton County 
(see attached).
Questions about your rights a s  a research participant: If you 
have questions about your rights or are dissatisfied at any 
time with any part of this study, you can contact, 
anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board by

https://www.surveymonkey.eom/s/XZGK7KV
mailto:iames.zoll@live.mercer.edu
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phone at (478) 301-4101 or email a t ORC_Research 
@Me rcer.edu.

Thank you in advance for your time and participation!

Jimmy Zoll
Autrey Mill Middle School
Preparing Today's Students for Tomorrow's Challenges 
4110 Old Alabama Road 
Johns Creek, GA 30022 
770-521-7622
RIGOR - RELEVANCE - RELATIONSHIP
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THE VIEW OF PRINCIPALS ON STANDARDS BASED EVALUATION SYSTEMS 

AND THEIR ROLE AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERS 

JAMES A. ZOLL

Delphi Study - 

Round One Questions

1. Give examples of how the implementation of the Teacher Keys Evaluation 
System (TKES) changed your role as principal?

2. On average, how much time, including observation, conferencing and writing the 
results do you spend on a TKES formative assessment? What about for a walk
through?

3. The Leader Keys Evaluation System (LKES) defines instructional leadership as 
creating a vision, sharing leadership, leading a learning community and 
monitoring curriculum and instruction. Give examples of how TKES has made 
you more or less effective as an instructional leader?

4. List ways that TKES has affected your other roles and responsibilities.

5. Talk about your thoughts about your training for the TKES process and your 
comfort level using this tool for all teachers.

6. What are ways you have found to successfully implement the process?

7. If you could change anything about the TKES process what would that be?

8. Is there anything else you would like to share about the TKES process that was 
not asked?
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From: Zoll, Jam es A
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2014 5:08 PM 
Subject: PLEASE RESPOND

Hey all,

I know you are very busy right now but I hope you will choose to participate in 
this survey. It is timely research in that it looks at how TKES is affecting our 
role as principal. I can tell you the Talent department is interested in the 
results so hopefully your thoughts might make a difference. This is purely 
confidential and no school level information will be shared. The link is below.

The title of the study is The View of Principals on Standards Based 
Evaluation Systems and Their Role As Instructional Leaders

I am emailing to ask if you would like to participate by completing a survey for 
this research project. Mercer University’s IRB requires investigators to provide 
informed consent to the research participants.

If you would be interested in taking this survey, please click on this link and 
provide your consent to take the survey:
https ://www.surveymonkey .com/s/XZGK7K V

If you have any questions about the study contact the investigator Jam es 
Zoll. You can reach me on my cell at 678-325-8367 or by email at 
iames.zoll@live.mercer.edu.

Mercer University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed study 
H1403135_01 and approved it on April 8, 2014. Approval has also been 
granted by Fulton County (see attached).

Questions about your rights as a research participant:
If you have questions about your rights or are dissatisfied at any time with any 
part of this study, you can contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional 
Review Board by phone at (478) 301-4101 or email at ORC Research 
@Mercer.edu.

Jim m y Zoll

http://www.surveymonkey
mailto:iames.zoll@live.mercer.edu
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From: Zoll, James A Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 5:21 PM Subject: 
survey - end date

Thanks to all of you who have already participated. If you still want to 
participate, you have until the end of the day on Friday, May 
9. Again, thank you so much.

Jimmy Zoll
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THE VIEW OF PRINCIPALS ON STANDARDS BASED EVALUATION SYSTEMS

AND THEIR ROLE AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERS 

JAMES A. ZOLL

Delphi Round Two Survey 

What is the name of your school?

These statements came from the round one surveys you completed. Please read each 
statement, and select the best choice that represents your thinking on the statement.

Section One: TKES and Time Issues

TKES has caused me to delegate more non-instructional roles to other people 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES causes me to spend more time at work after hours

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES causes me to spend more time working on weekends 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am not as visible for my stakeholders as in the past

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I fall behind on other tasks because of the time devoted to TKES

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Keeping up with emails and responsibilities imposed by the district is more of a challenge

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES has limited the time I can do non-evaluative classroom visits

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

137



138

It takes too much time to complete six observations and three conferences 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Stress due to increased responsibilities and limited time has increased 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I have less time to spend with teachers and students

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am not able to attend as many school functions during the day

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Though time consuming, it is worth every minute when I see teachers using the feedback 
for their continued growth

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Section 2: TKES and Instructional Leadership and the Changing Role of the 
Principal

Because of TKES, I spend more time in the classroom

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am more in tune with what is happening in classrooms in my school 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I know the strengths and weaknesses of my staff

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES has made me closer with my staff

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I have a better understanding of student learning

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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The process places unrealistic demands on administrators to provide instructional 
leadership

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The process has changed how I observe teaching and learning

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am more connected to current trends in teaching and learning

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I have a better understanding of the specific standards

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I have become more intentional about the vision and use o f PLC’s in my school

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am a more effective instructional leader because of TKES

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES has increased the time I spend on monitoring curriculum and instruction

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES as forced me and my staff to reflect more on the effectiveness of instructional 
strategies

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES has increased coaching and conversations about teaching and learning.

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am more effective in conducting face-to-face conferences with teachers 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Conferences are anchored in honest conversation based on standards 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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TKES has had an impact on improved student achievement

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am more interactive with data collection and analysis

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES has identified pervasive needs that require specific professional development

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES puts data at my fingertips related specifically related to instructional practices

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES has increased my own professional knowledge about instruction

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I have less time to spend on teachers who need the most help

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I have less time to work with school teams such as leadership, grade levels and content 
meetings

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I have less time to lead staff development on instructional strategies

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Section 3: TKES and the impact on other roles of the principal

The instrument is much improved to what was used in the past

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The ten standards are concise and easy to communicate

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The TKES evaluation system paints a holistic picture of a teacher’s performance 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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Teachers should see growth in their performance over the course of a year 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES forces me to be more of an instructional coach

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am able to provide more frequent in-depth feedback

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am more effective giving feedback that changes practice

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am able to bring conversations back to the standards

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Section 4: TKES Training

The training was adequate for the scope and intensity o f the process

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Calibration was effectively addressed in the training

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

TKES results look different from school to school

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Calibration is consistent among raters in my building

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The district should conduct a calibration exercise to ensure consistency across the district 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Principals need more support on how to objectively score standards 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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There is concern that some schools give “exemplary” too hastily without regard to the 
rubric

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The toughest part of the process is rating between proficient and exemplary 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am confident in the use of TKES with all teachers

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

It is sometimes difficult to see the standards at work in non-core subjects

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

There is concern (mainly with secondary principals) that evaluators do not have content 
knowledge of all evaluated subjects

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Section 5: Suggested Changes to the TKES process

The number of required observations is overwhelming

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The system should require fewer observations for teachers who score at Proficient and 
Exemplary

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Principals should be allowed to differentiate the number of observations based on the 
needs of their staff

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The summative evaluation should self populate based on the formatives

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The assessment uses and strategy standards should be combined

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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The use of the portal is cumbersome and takes too many clicks to save, finalize, and share 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The portal often runs slow or shuts down

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

The names of the levels need to be changed

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

It would help if other staff such as AA’s, IST’s and CST’s could complete formatives

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Elementary schools should have more staff allowed to do observations

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

I am worried about tying teacher compensation to TKES evaluations

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

Section 6: The following are strategies used by others have found helpful to 
implement the process. For the following, choose whether you already use the 
practice, will use, are unsure, or will not use it.

I input commentary and ratings into the platform during the observation

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I hold myself to the minimum time required

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I use email in some cases to ask follow up questions instead of having a conference

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I complete as much of the formative as possible while sitting in the actual classroom

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use
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I set deadlines for each round of observations and check in with each evaluator to assure 
deadlines are met

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I conduct walk-throughs with admin team to calibrate ratings

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I use PD360 to show instructional clips

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

After every formative observation, I require my teachers to submit a self-assessment

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I invite a state trainer to spend a day with team to observe and calibrate

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I create online management tools to track and assess progress

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I conduct the pre and mid-year conferences in small groups

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

Every Friday, I spend an hour scheduling evaluations for the next week

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I create a walk-through schedule/calendar to ensure that deadlines are met

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use

I ask teachers to declare where they want to be exemplary and strategize with them as to 
how they can reach that goal

Already use Will use Unsure Will not use
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5/22/2014

As promised, here is the link to round two of the TKES survey. This one simply asks you 
to rank agreement to comments that each of you made in the round one 
questionnaire. While all comments could not be placed into this second round, I tried 
to capture the themes and ideas presented. I know we are all very stressed, but I would 
really appreciated if you could respond before the end o f the day Monday, May 26.

Here is the link: https://www.survevmonkey.eom/s/NTVVLH9

Jimmy Zoll

5/25/2014

Thank you to the 18 of you who have already completed the survey. I am still accepting 
responses until the end of the day tomorrow. The link is below.

Jimmy Zoll

5/27/2014

Final chance© - 1 will close off the surveys at 6:00 tonight. Thank you everyone!!

Jimmy Zoll

https://www.survevmonkey.eom/s/NTVVLH9
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THE VIEW OF PRINCIPALS ON STANDARDS BASED EVALUATION SYSTEMS

AND THEIR ROLE AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERS

JAMES A. ZOLL

Delphi Round Three Survey

Thank you for your participation in the previous rounds of the survey. The goal o f a 
Delphi Study is to gain consensus from a panel o f experts. For the purpose of this study, 
consensus has been set at 70% or higher of combined Strongly Agree/Agree or Strongly 
Disagree/Disagree responses.

The items that did not receive the 70% consensus are listed below with the current 
answers. Please respond again by deciding if you strongly agree, agree, disagree or 
strongly disagree. You can add clarifying comments if you so choose.

What is the name of your school?

1. The results of the statement “I am not as visible for my stakeholders as in the past”
were Strongly Agree = 23.1, Agree = 42.3, Undecided = 7.7, Disagree =26.9 and 
Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

2. The results of the statement “I have less time to spend with teachers and students”
were Strongly Agree = 40.0, Agree = 16.0, Undecided = 3.0, Disagree = 32.0 and 
Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

3. The results o f the statement “Though time consuming, it is worth every minute 
when I see teachers using the feedback for their continued growth” were Strongly



149

Agree = 23.1, Agree = 38.5, Undecided = 26.9, Disagree = 11.5 and Strongly Disagree 
= 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

4. The results of the statement “TKES has made me closer with my staff” were 
Strongly Agree = 12.0, Agree = 24.0, Undecided = 20.0, Disagree = 28.0 and Strongly 
Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

5. The results of the statement “I have a better understanding of student learning”
were Strongly Agree = 11.5, Agree = 30.8, Undecided = 19.2, Disagree = 34.6 and 
Strongly Disagree = 3.8. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

6. The results of the statement “The process places unrealistic demands on 
administrators to provide instructional leadership” were Strongly Agree = 19.2, 
Agree = 42.3, Undecided = 7.7, Disagree = 26.9, and Strongly Disagree = 3.8. Please 
respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

7. The results of the statement “I am more connected to current trends in teaching
and learning” were Strongly Agree =11.5, Agree = 26.9, Undecided = 11.5, Disagree 
= 50.0 and Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:
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8. The results of the statement “I have become more intentional about the vision and 
use of PLC’s in my school” were Strongly Agree = 23.1, Agree = 42.3, Undecided =
11.5, Disagree = 19.2, and Strongly Disagree = 3.8. Please respond again to the 
statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

9. The results of the statement “I am a more effective instructional leader because of 
TKES” were Strongly Agree = 11.5, Agree = 53.8, Undecided = 7.7, Disagree = 19.2, 
and Strongly Disagree = 7.7. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

10. The results of the statement MTKES has increased the time I spend on monitoring 
curriculum and instruction” were Strongly Agree = 4.0, Agree = 40.0, Undecided = 
44.0, Disagree = 12.0, and Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the 
statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

11. The results of the statement “TKES has had an impact on improved student 
achievement” were Strongly Agree = 23.1, Agree = 42.3, Undecided = 7.7, Disagree 
= 26.9, and Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

12. The results of the statement “TKES puts data at my fingertips related specifically 
related to instructional practices” were Strongly Agree = 3.8, Agree = 61.5, 
Undecided = 11.5, Disagree = 23.1, and Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again 
to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:
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13. The results of the statement “TKES has increased my own professional 
knowledge about instruction” were Strongly Agree = 3.8, Agree = 57.7, Undecided 
= 11.5, Disagree = 23.1, and Strongly Disagree = 3.8. Please respond again to the 
statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

14. The results of the statement “I have less time to spend on teachers who need the 
most help” were Strongly Agree = 30.8, Agree = 30.8, Undecided = 15.4, Disagree =
16.4, and Strongly Disagree = 7.7. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

15. The results of the statement “I have less time to work with school teams such as 
leadership, grade levels and content meetings” were Strongly Agree = 28.0, Agree 
= 36.0, Undecided = 8.0, Disagree = 28.0, and Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond 
again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

16. The results of the statement “I have less time to lead staff development on 
instructional strategies” were Strongly Agree = 23.1, Agree = 42.3, Undecided = 0, 
Disagree = 34.6 and Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

17. The results of the statement “The ten standards are concise and easy to
communicate” were Strongly Agree = 7.7, Agree = 57.7, Undecided = 3.8, Disagree 
= 26.9 and Strongly Disagree = 3.8. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:
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18. The results of the statement “The TKES evaluation system paints a holistic 
picture of a teacher’s performance” were Strongly Agree = 11.5, Agree = 50.0, 
Undecided = 11.5, Disagree = 26.9 and Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again 
to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

19. The results of the statement Calibration is consistent among raters in my 
building” were Strongly Agree = 0, Agree = 69.2, Undecided = 0, Disagree = 26.9 
and Strongly Disagree = 3.8. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

20. The results of the statement “The toughest part of the process is rating between
proficient and exemplary” were Strongly Agree = 34.6, Agree = 26.9, Undecided =
11.5, Disagree = 23.1 and Strongly Disagree = 3.8. Please respond again to the 
statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

21. The results of the statement “I am confident in the use of TKES with all teachers”
were Strongly Agree = 11.5 Agree = 57.7, Undecided = 15.4, Disagree = 15.4 and 
Strongly Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:

22. The results of the statement “There is concern (mainly with secondary principals) 
that evaluators do not have content knowledge of all evaluated subjects” were 
Strongly Agree = 7.7 Agree = 11.5, Undecided = 53.8, Disagree = 26.9 and Strongly 
Disagree = 0. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:
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23. The results of the statement “The names of the levels need to be changed” were 
Strongly Agree = 30.8, Agree = 11.5, Undecided = 26.9, Disagree = 15.4 and Strongly 
Disagree = 15.4. Please respond again to the statement:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Comment:
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6/6/2014

Hello All,

Thank you so much for your previous participation. The purpose of a Delphi Study is to gain 
consensus on items from experts. There are 23 comments that did not receive 
consensus. Please open the survey and respond again. You will be able to see what the 
previous responses were before making your selection. I know this is a busy time but if you 
could complete this by Tuesday, June 10, it would be greatly appreciated.

Here is the link: https://www.survevmonkey.eom/s/KCMR92T

Jimmy Zoll

https://www.survevmonkey.eom/s/KCMR92T
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6/9/14

Just as a clarification to the email and a reminder, please make the 
selection that best fits your thoughts on the question. I only 
added the information about consensus so you would understand 
why I was asking for the third time!!

Hello All,

Thank you so much for your previous participation. The purpose of a 
Delphi Study is to gain consensus on items from experts. There are 
23 comments that did not receive consensus. Please open the survey 
and respond again. You will be able to see what the previous 
responses were before making your selection. I know this is a busy 
time but if you could complete this by Tuesday, June 10, it would be 
greatly appreciated.


