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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine which qualities of effective teachers

K- 12 public school administrators and teachers in the United States perceive as having

the greatest impact on student achievement. Stronge's (2007) meta-review of the qualities

of effective teachers served as the framework for the study. An online survey based on

that framework was deployed to a random stratified sample of administrators and

teachers across the United States. Participants ranked five general teacher qualities and

29 indicators of quality in the order in which they believed them to impact student

achievement. Participants were also provided an opportunity to list and describe

additional teacher qualities they believed impacted student achievement that were not

present in the survey. Descriptive statistics and ANOVA were used to determine the level

of agreement between administrator and teacher rankings. Rankings were further

analyzed to determine the impact that the following demographic factors had on

perceptions: (a) region of the country, (b) urbanicity, (c) level of school, (d) years of

experience, and (e) gender. Results indicated a strong level of agreement between

administrator and teacher perceptions. Further results showed that demographic factors

played a minimal role influencing participants' perceptions.

ROBERT EUGENE WILLIAMS

PROGRAM IN EDUCATIONAL POLICY, PLANNING, AND LEADERSHIP
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

A significant aim ofpublic education is to improve student learning. Several

factors influence learning, some germane to the school environment and others to

students themselves. Of the variables associated with schools, none is more powerful than

the teacher (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Hattie, 2003; Nye, Konstantopoulos, & Hedges,

2004; Olson, 2008; Strange, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman, 2008; Wenglinsky, 2004).

Wright, Horn, and Sanders (1997) found that effective teachers were effective regardless

of their students' academic level, class size, or how students were grouped in classes.

Teachers bring a combination ofpersonal abilities, content and professional knowledge,

and pedagogical skills to students' learning experiences. Effective teachers skillfully

employ those qualities to significantly enhance student learning.

The impact that teachers have on student achievement is both potent and lasting.

Hanushek (1992) estimated that being assigned to an effective versus an ineffective

teacher can alter annual student achievement gains on standardized tests between one and

one and a half standard deviations, or more than one grade level. Thus, the impact of

having a series of effective or ineffective teachers can produce great variability in student

achievement in a relatively short time (Hanushek, 1992; Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997).

Several studies have demonstrated that effectiveness varies widely among teachers

(Hanushek, 1992; Sanders, 2000; Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997) and that effective

teachers are inequitably distributed across locations (Bacolod, 2007). Given that teachers

play a significant role in student learning, the apparent disparity in teacher quality both

within and between schools means that some students are disadvantaged simply by their

assignment to a particular teacher. Sanders suggested that improving the academic
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achievement of all students "will be obtained only by reducing the likelihood that

students will be assigned to relatively ineffective teachers" (p. 335). Thus, improving

education is largely a function of improving the effectiveness of teachers (Wright, Horn,

& Sanders).

Effectiveness is commonly associated with the impact teachers have on student

academic achievement. Munoz and Chang (2008) defined an effective teacher as one who

"causes student improvement on core content educational outcomes" (p. 156). Strange

(2007) suggested that the influence a single teacher has on student learning can be

difficult to discern, making effectiveness an "elusive" construct. Fenstermacher and

Richardson (cited in Berliner, 2005) argued that effective teaching is a combination of

both good teaching and successful teaching. The former being characterized by normative

practices expected from a teacher and the latter by the degree to which students learn as a

result of the teacher's efforts. Fenstermacher and Richardson contended, however, that

one does not always lead to the other. Effective teaching has also been conceptualized as

the confluence of the art and science of teaching (see Marzano, 2007; Ornstein & Lasley,

2000). Marzano argued that educational research (the science of teaching) provides

guidance in identifying the many variables associated with effectiveness, but cannot

produce a formula for effective teaching that can be applied to all students in all settings.

The art of teaching involves classroom teachers knowing which research-based

components of effective teaching to involve with particular students at particular times.

Thus, effectiveness is a peculiar construct. Although its components may be identified,

teachers must have the ability to determine when and in what combination to employ

those components if they are to be effective.
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Because student learning is the central aim of schooling, it is necessary to identify

which teacher behaviors and attributes contribute to significant student gains. Hattie

(1999) argued that most of the behaviors that teachers employ with the intention of

improving student achievement do indeed have positive effects. The key, he continued, is

to identify those behaviors that have the greatest effects. In other words, to be satisfied

that a particular variable—a teacher's behavior or attribute—positively influences student

achievement is to ignore the possibility that another variable in its place may produce a

greater effect. Identifying the most powerful teacher behaviors and attributes is worthy of

investigation because it aids in the improvement of student learning.

Statement ofthe Problem

Despite what the literature reveals about teacher effectiveness, teachers and

administrators may form different perceptions based on their own experiences. Personal

experiences, both as a student and as a professional, impact the beliefs that educators

have about good teaching (Murphy, Delli, & Edwards, 2004). The earlier in life that these

beliefs are formed, the more powerful they become (Gupta & Saravanan, 1995). Based on

perceptions formed early on, educators are likely to idealize the qualities that a good

teacher should possess, even if those qualities are unrealistic (Kane & Temple, 1997).

Therefore, teacher and administrator perceptions of the qualities of effective teachers may

not align with the research-based evidence. A study conducted in three Midwestern states

demonstrated that teachers believed that experience was more important in becoming an

effective teacher than education and training (Snider & Roehl, 2007). Ellett and Teddlie

(2003) suggested that despite the fact that it is difficult to find universal agreement on the

qualities of good teachers, there are "core elements of teaching and learning
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environments that are logically and empirically linked to student outcomes" (p.121). If

the aim of schooling is to improve student learning, and teacher effectiveness is essential

toward that end, then it is important that teachers and administrators have a common

understanding ofwhich qualities comprise an effective teacher.

School leaders are charged with ensuring that significant and meaningful learning

takes place in schools. Student achievement is the yardstick by which learning is

measured. Therefore, hiring, developing, and retaining effective teachers is one of the

most important roles that school leaders perform. Yet, determining the effectiveness of a

teacher is complicated because the concept of effectiveness itself is elusive (Strange,

2007). Qualities and qualifications considered necessary for effective teaching have

changed over time (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003; Fraser, 2007) and are often inconsistent

across cultures and regions (see Akiba, LeTendre, & Scribner, 2007). Consequently,

attempting to pinpoint a universally accepted list of qualities that constitute an effective

teacher is to take aim at a moving target. Effectiveness is a construct that is largely

dependent upon the contextual perceptions of those involved in the process. Strange

stated that the complexities ofdetermining effectiveness notwithstanding, effective

teachers are those who have a significant impact on the lives and learning of students.

Several studies have explored the characteristics, qualities, and behaviors that

effective teachers possess and demonstrate (see, for example, Beishuizen, Hof, Putten,

Bouwmeester, & Asscher, 2001; Kyriakides & Campbell, 2003; Murphy, et al., 2004;

Polk, 2006; Strange, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman 2008). Because effective teachers have a

powerful and positive effect on student learning, it is important to understand what it is

that makes a teacher effective—that is, knowledge of how to positively impact the
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learning and the lives of students is reliant upon an understanding of the qualities and

actions of those who are able to do it. However, the attributes of a particular teacher's

effectiveness can be difficult to discern because they do not act in isolation from other

variables that also impact students' lives and learning. Understanding teacher

effectiveness is confounded fürther by the various perceptions that practitioners have

about the qualities that constitute effectiveness and the relative importance they place on

each of those qualities.

Using a value-added model of evaluation, Geithman (2009) found that

administrators' perceptions ofwhich teachers were effective did not align with those

whose students had the greatest achievement gains. Geithman's study demonstrates that

administrators have perceptions of effectiveness that are not necessarily linked to student

achievement. In the absence of a consistent model, school personnel are likely to rely on

personal knowledge and experience to construct their own criteria for effectiveness.

Because school administrators are charged with the recruitment, development, and

retention of teachers whom they view as effective, it is important to understand which

teacher qualities and behaviors they perceive as the most valuable. It is similarly

important to determine if those views are congruent with the perceptions of teachers.

Statement ofPurpose

The purpose of this study is to determine which qualities of effective teachers are

perceived by school administrators and teachers as having the greatest impact on student

achievement. Further, the researcher hopes to discern whether those perceptions are

influenced by the following demographic factors region ofthe country, urbanicity of

school, level of school, years of experience, and gender.



Research Questions

The following research questions will guide this study:

1. Which qualities of effective teachers do administrators and teachers perceive as

having the greatest impact on student achievement?

2. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement between administrators and teachers?

3. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement among administrators (a) in different

regions of the United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in

elementary, middle, and high schools; (d) with different years of experience; and

(e) ofdifferent gender?

4. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement among teachers (a) in different regions

the United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in elementary,

middle, and high schools; (d) with different years of experience; and (e) of

different gender?

5. Do administrators and teachers believe that there are additional qualities of

effective teachers that impact student achievement that are not represented by

Stronge's (2007) framework, and if so, what are those qualities?

Significance ofthe Study

Increasing student learning is the primary function of schools, and the link

between student learning and teacher quality is well established. Therefore, it is

imperative that school personnel continually aim to improve teacher quality. To be
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effective, improvement should be the joint effort ofboth administrators and teachers.

Therefore, it is important that teachers and administrators hold similar views of the

qualities that promote effective teaching. Without such congruence efforts to improve

teacher quality may be hindered. Further, if those views are not aligned with research-

based qualities, then attempts aimed at improving teacher effectiveness, though well-

intended, may miss the mark. Districts expend a large amount of resources each year to

promote student achievement. This study sought to identify which specific qualities of

effective teachers that educators perceive as having the greatest impact on student

achievement.

Limitations and Delimitations

Limitations describe the characteristics of design and methodology that impact, or

limit, the generalizability of findings in a study. Delimitations describe the conscious

inclusionary or exclusionary decisions that limit the scope of the investigation

(http://education.astate.edu/dcline/Guide/Limitations.html). The following limitations

applied to this study.

1 . The survey required participants to rank order the qualities of effective

teachers. Rank ordering "represents an ordering of values of a variable with

no assumption of an equal interval between the values" (Gall, Gall, & Borg,

2007, p. 132).

2. The wording of the descriptors of effective teacher qualities and indicators of

quality on the survey may have influenced participants' responses.

3. The low number ofusable responses from the online survey limits the

generalizability of the findings of the study.
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The following delimitations applied to the study.

1 . The qualities and indicators of quality used to construct the survey were taken

exclusively from Stronge's (2007) framework.

2. Participation was limited to public school K- 12 teachers and administrators.

Private and charter school educators were excluded form the study.

Assumptions

The following major assumptions underlie this study:

1 . Teachers and administrators participating in the study will provide information

that accurately describes their perceptions.

2. Teachers and administrators participating in the study have the knowledge

necessary to provide meaningful information.

3. Stronge's framework includes qualities and indicators of quality with which

participants are familiar.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

An abundance of research supports the notion that teachers have a significant

impact on student learning (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Hattie, 2003; Olson, 2008;

Stronge, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman, 2008; Wenglinsky, 2004). Accordingly, a teacher's

behavior and attitude toward his or her students can positively or negatively influence

student achievement. Those behaviors are influenced by the beliefs that teachers hold

about students, about teaching and learning, and about schooling in general. Those

beliefs, in turn, shape the perceptions that teachers carry with them into the classroom

and ultimately impact the way that they perform their role as teachers. Examining teacher

beliefs and perceptions is critical to understanding and potentially improving teacher

effectiveness. This is especially important in the lack of a consensus about empirically

based teaching practices (Snider & Roehl, 2007).

Impact ofPerceptions on Teacher Practice

Perceptions are powerful predictors ofbehavior. Fenwick English (2008) argued

that perceptions held as truths are based on facts that are culturally and temporally

constructed. What one holds to be true is often built on contextual evidence. Therefore,

facts that form the basis of one's perceptions are fluid in nature. English stated that "the

world is not a static entity perceived the same way by everyone" (p. 53), meaning that

perceptions themselves are open to refutation. Often the facts upon which perceptions are

built come from one's own experience. English characterized the shaping ofperception

as the process of observation and verification. One observes a particular phenomenon,

forms a belief about what he or she has observed, and then verifies that belief by
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comparing it to what he or she already accepts as truth about similar events. Once

perceptions are formed they guide performance.

That belief informs perception, which in turn guides performance, can have both

positive and negative impacts. Snider and Roehl (2007) differentiated between belief

systems and knowledge systems suggesting that the former does not require empirical

validation. Ifperceptions are not based on unbiased and verifiable evidence, then the

ensuing professional practices that follow are suspect. Snider and Roehl found that

teachers often base their classroom practice on practical knowledge which they defined as

"the beliefs and habits that teachers acquire from experience rather than from empirically

based principles and practices acquired through education and training" (p. 873).

The connection between perception and practice is exemplified by a number of

studies. Perhaps the most famous are reported in Rosenthal and Jacobson' s Pygmalion in

the Classroom (1968). Teachers in many of these studies formed their perceptions of

student ability on the results of standardized intelligence testing. It was determined that

manipulating the results of the tests influenced the perceptions and practices employed by

teachers in the classroom. Rosenthal and Jacobson referred to this phenomenon as the

self-fulfilling prophecy. A more recent study also supports the notion that perception is

linked to practice. Law and Kaufhold (2009) found that teacher and administrator

perceptions of staff and student ability were positively associated with the performance

level of the school. Teachers and administrators in high performing schools believed in

their own ability to promote critical thinking in their students as well as the ability of

their students to successfully grasp critical thinking skills. On the other hand, teachers

and administrators in low performing schools did not believe that they could promote
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critical thinking skills in their students. This suggests that educators form beliefs based on

the performance level of the school in which they work and that their practices reflect

those beliefs.

Additional studies support the proposition that teacher beliefs affect practice.

Roehrig, et al. (2009) examined the alignment ofbeginning teacher beliefs and practices

and concluded that the teachers who held optimistic views of students engaged more

positively and incorporated more exemplary instructional practices than those who held

pessimistic views of students. Further, Hardre and Sullivan (2009) demonstrated that

teacher perceptions about student motivation predict their own classroom practices.

Interestingly, these findings revealed that teachers generalize their perceptions about

motivation for students as a whole and not for individual students. As a result, teachers in

the study did not believe that their efforts to motivate students were effective. Finally,

Tsai (2007) found that teachers' epistemological beliefs guided classroom practices.

Studying science classrooms, Tsai concluded that teachers with positivist views about

teaching and learning focused on lecture, teacher-led activities, and test scores, whereas

constructivist teachers focused on the application of concepts, student-led inquiry

activities, and interactive discussions. Each of these studies corroborates the idea that the

beliefs that teachers bring with them to the classroom and the perceptions they form from

their experiences play an important role in how they engage in the act of teaching.

Conceptual Frameworkfor Teacher Effectiveness

Various researchers have constructed conceptual frameworks that organize and

categorize teacher behaviors and attributes that are positively related to student

achievement. These frameworks, though different in detail, support research-based
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practices and characteristics of effective teachers. Danielson (1996), noting the

complexities of teaching, argued that frameworks for professional practice serve as a

roadmap for educators and publicly communicate the high standards to which educators

hold themselves accountable. Danielson' s framework combined 22 qualities of effective

teachers under four broad domains: (a) Planning and Preparation (demonstrating

knowledge of content, demonstrating knowledge of students, selecting instructional

goals, demonstrating knowledge of resources, designing coherent instruction, and

assessing student learning), (b) Classroom Environment (creating an environment of

respect and rapport, establishing a culture for learning, managing classroom procedures,

managing student behavior, and organizing physical space), (c) Instruction

(communicating clearly and accurately, using questioning and discussion techniques,

engaging students in learning, providing feedback to students, and demonstrating

flexibility and responsiveness), and (d) Professional Responsibilities (reflecting on

teaching, maintaining accurate records, communicating with families, contributing to the

school and district, growing and developing professionally, and showing

professionalism).

Davis and Thomas (1989) provided a summary of effective teacher behaviors

divided into three sets. The first set consists ofbehaviors that increase academic

engagement such as instructional pacing, classroom management skills, teacher

expectations, and organizing and presenting objectives. The second set ofbehaviors

relates to organizing learning experiences to increase the clarity of instruction. Included

in this set are checking for understanding, instructional relevance, and monitoring student
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progress. The last set contains a broad array of behaviors ranging from providing

feedback to caring and respecting students as persons.

Ornstein and Lasley (2000) authored a textbook for pre-service teachers in which

they divided effective teaching into two components—the art of teaching and the science

of teaching. The framework they developed includes a synthesis of extent research on

effective teaching strategies. This framework focuses on the science of teaching and

details research-based teaching skills such as developing instructional objectives,

planning for instruction, grouping students for instruction, assessing, and evaluating

student work. They argued that it is more difficult to measure the art of teaching because

it often involves behaviors and attitudes that are not easily observable, or that may not

manifest in student achievement for some time. Nonetheless, the art of teaching

comprises an important component of effective teaching. Thus, the authors emphasized

that effective teachers are masters ofboth the art and science of teaching.

Stronge (2007) conducted a meta-review of effective teacher qualities and built a

framework based on 27 research-based qualities organized within six domains: (a)

Prerequisitesfor Effective Teaching (verbal ability, knowledge of teaching and learning,

certification status, content knowledge, and teaching experience), (b) The Teacher as a

Person (caring, fairness and respect, interactions with students, enthusiasm, motivation,

dedication to teaching, and reflective practice), (c) Classroom Management and

Organization (classroom management, organization, and discipline of students), (d)

Planningfor Instruction (importance of instruction, time allocation, teachers'

expectations, and instructional plans), (e) Implementing Instruction (instructional

strategies, content and expectations, complexity, questioning, and student engagement),
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and (f) Monitoring Student Progress (homework, monitoring student progress, and

responding to student needs and abilities).

Finally, Lui and Meng (2009) conducted a qualitative study on teacher

effectiveness in China. Teachers, students, and parents participated in the study by

completing open-ended survey questions. Lui and Meng organized their framework

around four congruent themes that emerged from participant responses: (a) Teacher

Ethics—characterized by the way teachers interact with students, (b) Professional

Skills—characterized by particular teaching methods (c) Professional Development—

characterized by continual teacher learning, and (d) Teacher Effects—characterized by

student test scores. Lui and Meng argued that the first three categories show commonality

with American models of effective teachers. The last category is unique to China, they

suggested, because of the rigorous Chinese examination process which heavily

emphasizes test scores.

None of the preceding frameworks is identical in organization and structure to the

others. This is likely because researchers use different names for similar behaviors and

attributes and have different conceptual views for organizing them (Ornstein & Lasley,

2000; Strange, 2007). Despite the inconsistencies in organization and structure among the

frameworks, there is considerable content overlap. For example, all five frameworks

suggest that effective teachers establish classroom environments that foster respect for

students. Similarly, all emphasize reflection as a behavior in which effective teachers

engage. The overlapping of research-based content strengthens the claim that the teacher

behaviors and attributes found within the frameworks are in fact qualities of effective

teachers. Stronge's (2007) framework will undergird this study because it provides the
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most comprehensive structure and organization for these qualities. Table 1 summarizes

the qualities found in each framework and demonstrates that Stronge's is the most

comprehensive of the five.

Table 1

Comparison of Teacher Effectiveness Frameworks
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Prerequisites for Effective Teaching
• Verbal Ability
• Knowledge ofTeaching and Learning
• Certification Status
• Content Knowledge
• Teaching Experience

Teacher as a Person

Caring
Fairness and Respect
Interactions with Students
Enthusiasm
Motivation
Dedication to Teaching
Reflective Practice

Classroom Management & Organization
Classroom Management
Organization
Discipline of Students

Planning for Instruction
Importance of Instruction
Time Allocation
Teachers' Expectations ...
Instructional Plans

Implementing Instruction
Instructional Strategies . . .
Content and Expectations
Complexity
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• Questioning
• Student Engagement
Monitoring Student Progress
• Homework
• Monitoring Student Progress
• Responding to Student Needs and Abilities

A review of literature confirms that the qualities of effective teachers in Stronge's

(2007) framework are in fact related to student achievement. The literature review of

effective teacher qualities is structured around Stronge's framework and essentially

updates the research on five of the six domains of quality upon which that framework

was built. The domain "Prerequisites ofEffective Teaching" was intentionally omitted

from the review because its qualities and indicators of quality are difficult for a teacher to

alter to improve his or her practice. The remaining five domains ofqualities—Teacher as

a Person, Classroom Management and Organization, Planningfor Instruction,

Implementing Instruction, and Monitoring Student Achievement—each contain qualities

and indicators ofquality that are more easily alterable. The following review is framed

around those five domains of qualities.

The Teacher as a Person

Although a teacher's personal qualities are often viewed as "fuzzy" variables

(Ornstein & Lasley, 2000), there is considerable evidence that teachers who are fair,

demonstrate care for students, and are enthusiastic strongly impact student learning. A

misconception about personal qualities of effective teachers was identified by Marzano

and Marzano (2003) who cautioned that effective teachers are not characterized by

agreeable personalities or by the degree to which students like them. Rather, effective

teachers exhibit behaviors that positively impact student learning. Often, the way teachers
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interact with students and the way they are perceived does impact learning. Walker

(2008) asked preservice teachers to identify the qualities of teachers who had the greatest

impact on their lives and were the most successful in teaching content. He collected data

over a 15 year period and summarized findings into 12 qualities of effective teachers.

Nine of the 12 qualities reflected personal qualities, indicating that these "fuzzy" teacher

qualities were powerful enough to inspire students to want to become teachers

themselves. A review of literature on each of the personal qualities in Stronge's (2007)

framework provides evidence that they are also linked to student learning.

Caring

Teachers regularly convey a variety of verbal and nonverbal messages to students

that communicate their own levels of competence, trustworthiness, and caring (Teven &

Hanson, 2004). Students relate teacher caring behaviors to teacher competence (Teven,

2007) and put forth greater effort toward their schoolwork when they have teachers who

communicate and display such behaviors (Lumpkin, 2007; Wentzel, 1997). These

behaviors include encouragement, academic support, interest in students as individuals,

listening, and building relationships (Cassidy & Bates, 2005; Ferreira, 2000; Hayes,

Ryan, & Zseller, 1994; Lumpkin, 2007; Noddings, 2006). Caring is also demonstrated

through teacher immediacy. Teacher immediacy behaviors—mannerisms, expressions,

gestures, and so forth— lessen the perceived distance between student and teacher during

communication (Teven & Hanson, 2004) leading students to feel a closer connection to

the teacher. Students decode these nonverbal cues and form judgments about how much

they are cared for based on those cues. Several studies (Allen, Witt, & Wheeless, 2006;

Cheesebro, 2003; Teven, 2001; Teven & Hanson, 2004) demonstrate that teacher
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immediacy has a significant impact on student learning. Accordingly, effective teachers

employ effective verbal and nonverbal techniques to communicate that they care for their

students.

Caring is demonstrated through behaviors by one party that are acknowledged and

accepted by another (Noddings, 2005). Students perceive caring behaviors as those

initiated by the teacher and directed toward the student. These behaviors tend to be based

on relationships and are rarely centered on content or curriculum (Ferreira, 2000). The

meaning of caring relies on the perspective and context that each participant brings to the

exchange. For example, a teacher may exhibit behaviors that he or she believes

demonstrate care, but unless the student interprets the action as caring, the message of

care has not been conveyed (Ferreira, 2000). Therefore, it is important that both the

caregiver and the cared-for recognize certain behaviors as caring behaviors. Culture,

ethnicity, and socio-economic status can affect what behaviors are viewed as caring

behaviors. Hayes, Ryan, and Zseller (1994) found differences between minority and non-

minority students' ratings of certain teacher behaviors. For example, African-American

students rated teachers who promoted competition in the classroom as less caring than

those who fostered interdependence. These findings indicate that caring is to some degree

a cultural construct, and suggest that teachers must understand the cultural context of

their actions if they want to communicate to their students that they care for them.

Students report feeling better about school and having a more positive attitude

when they have teachers they believe care about them (Cassidy & Bates, 2005).

Conversely, student affect for teachers diminishes when teachers are forgetful, fail to

learn student names, are unprepared for class, and are intimidating. These teacher
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misbehaviors cause students to infer that teachers do not care about them (Banfield,

Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006). Thus, the degree to which a teacher displays caring

behaviors has a large impact on student motivation and affective learning (Comadena,

Hunt, & Simonds, 2007).

Fairness and Respect

Students report that effective teachers care about them, show respect for their

differences, and treat them with fairness (Cassidy & Bates, 2005; Ferreira, 2000; Patrick

& Smart, 1998). Teachers also report that caring about and respecting students is among

the most important of their responsibilities (Korkmaz, 2007). Given the link between a

student's affective state and his or her achievement (Allen, Witt, & Wheeless, 2006),

teachers need to know which of their own behaviors contribute to positive and negative

student affect. Suido et al. (2009) investigated teacher practices that positively and

negatively influenced students' perceived social well-being. Fairness was among the 12

positive themes that emerged from student reports, though with lower frequency counts

than most of the other emergent themes. Interestingly, when describing negative teacher

behaviors, not being fair emerged as a theme with noticeably higher frequency counts.

This finding suggests that a lack ofperceived teacher fairness acts as a hygiene factor

(Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1993) for students because fairness appears to be

expected by students. When fairness is absent, an unhealthy psychological classroom

environment emerges hindering student achievement. Thus, effective teachers exhibit

behaviors that not only demonstrate fairness, but more importantly, they show students a

deliberate intent to prevent or correct unfairness that may occur in the classroom.



Like most ofus, students desire to be accepted and appreciated for their individual

talents and qualities, while at the same time being treated equally. Respectful teachers

help to preserve and reinforce their students' senses of dignity. Teachers can demonstrate

respect for students when they view them as more than members of a class or group and

see in them instead their unique individual qualities. Respect for students is

communicated by valuing student opinions, being polite, not stereotyping, and not

embarrassing students (Schulte, Slate, & Onwuegbuzie, 2008). In addition, students do

not report that teachers respect them simply because they do not disrespect them.

Respect, in other words, is not the status quo. It is instead the result of deliberate effort.

This is illustrated by a group of at-risk teenagers in an alternative school who offered the

following advice to beginning teachers: "Listen to [students], be a good person and a

friend, take a personal interest, treat students with respect, help them succeed, and show

[that you] care" (Cassidy & Bates, 2005, p. 94). One student suggested that teachers

needed to understand that all kids are different. Another stated that students inferred that

teachers who do not go the extra mile to help them learn have given up on them. He

suggested that teachers must go beyond the boundaries ofwhat is expected (Cassidy &

Bates, 2005). All of these teacher actions were perceived by students as above and

beyond what teachers normally do. Therefore, teachers who mean to communicate to

their students an ethic ofpersonal respect must do so overtly and deliberately.

Respect and fairness are similar constructs, though important differences may

distinguish one from the other. Respect is evidenced by behaviors that demonstrate

recognition and acceptance ofuniqueness. This can apply to race, ethnicity, gender,

religion, and so forth. It is also applicable to distinguishing individual qualities from
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group qualities, and the avoidance of stereotyping. Additionally, teachers show students

respect when they treat them with kindness and politeness. Fairness, on the other hand, is

communicated to students when teachers do not differentiate. Students expect to be

treated equally by teachers, especially in terms of discipline and expectations. The

concept of fairness also goes beyond a teacher's personal behavior toward students; it

may also be considered in the context of curriculum and content. Students perceive

teachers as unfair when they exhibit poor pedagogy and engage in classroom behaviors

that are seen as incompetent. Students are more likely to believe that cheating is

acceptable when they are exposed to teachers they perceive as unfair in this context

(Murdock, Miller, & Kohlhardt, 2004).

Effective teachers consciously engage students in fair and respectful ways. They

are aware that doing otherwise diminishes student affect and negatively impacts student

performance. Accordingly, they are consistent and equitable with discipline, non-

judgmental toward student differences, and impartial in making classroom decisions.
Interactions with Students

Effective teachers make students feel special and important. They demonstrate

respect for students as individuals and show interest in their personal lives. Positive

interactions with teachers cause students to feel a greater sense of connectedness with the

teacher and consequently with the social and academic processes of school. Such

connectedness is characterized by higher levels of engagement and motivation (Furer &

Skinner, 2003) and results in greater academic and social learning. Teacher interactions

with students have been found to have positive effects in elementary (Hamre & Pianta,

2005) and middle school (Barney, 2005; Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). Anecdotal



22

evidence supports similar effects at the high school level (Beishuizen, et al. 2001;

Pressley, Raphael, Gallagher, & DiBeIIa, 2004).

The emotional support that students receive from teachers plays an important role

in the development of academic and social skills. Teachers provide emotional support by

interacting and forming positive relationships with students. Formed in the early

elementary grades, positive relationships between teachers and students increase student
achievement and minimize student misbehaviors. Conversely, negative teacher-student

relationships formed in the early grades hinder academic achievement and are predictive

of future student misconduct as far ahead as middle school (Hamre & Pianta, 2001;

Silver, Measelle, Armstrong, & Essex, 2005). Effective teachers break the cycle ofpoor

teacher-student relations by providing emotional support for students whom they know to

have experienced such relationships in the past. The result of this intervention, when it

occurs early enough, is the reduction of reported conflict between students and teachers

(Hamre & Pianta, 2005). Positive teacher-student interactions are especially important for
students considered to be at-risk (BurchinaL Peisner-Feinberg, Pianta, & Howes, 2002)

indicating that positive interactions can mitigate situational factors that often lead to

lower achievement. Because emotional support through positive interactions with

students is an important part of student development, effective teachers foster positive

relationships with their students.

Teacher behaviors have a powerful influence on student learning. Allen, Witt, and

Wheeless (2006) found that certain teacher behaviors were significantly related to

affective learning which was in turn related to cognitive learning. In other words, teacher

actions affect academic performance because cognitive learning is dependent, at least in



23

part, on the emotional state of students at school. The way in which teachers interact with

students is a behavior that not only affects the students involved in, but also those who

observe the interaction. Students take in cues about which of their classmates teachers

like and dislike and make judgments about those students' likeability and competence

(Hughes, Cavell, & Wilson, 2001). This represents a powerful effect that teachers have

over the social development of students in their charge.

Enthusiasm and Motivation

Teachers routinely assign blame to students for lacking the motivation to succeed

in school. Attitudes such as this relieve the teacher from the responsibility to motivate

students. Academic motivation, however, does not occur in the same manner for all

students (Karsenti & Thibert, 1995). Effective teachers share responsibility for their

students' successes and failures. They recognize that student motivation is often a matter

of interest in a topic, and that they have a variety of tools at their disposal to elicit interest

in their subject matter. Teacher enthusiasm is such a tool.

Effective teachers focus their efforts on improving student outcomes. Displaying

enthusiasm and energy in the classroom increases student interest and motivation to learn

(Patrick, Hisley, Kempler, & College, 2000). Therefore, teachers who intend to excite

students about learning must themselves demonstrate excitement. Good and Brophy

(1987) proposed that students' attention and achievement increase when teachers are

enthusiastic. A teacher's enthusiasm can be shown in a variety of ways including

expertise in subject knowledge, participation in content related activities outside of

school, knowledge of students' personal interests, and energetic and dynamic

presentations (Long & Hoy, 2005). Given the number ofways that teachers can
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demonstrate enthusiasm, it is worthy to note that a teacher's enthusiasm for teaching has

been shown to have a stronger effect on instructional quality than his or her enthusiasm

for content (see Kunter, et al. 2008). Accordingly, content expertise, though an important

attribute, is not enough on its own to merit effective teaching.

Enthusiasm "reflects the degree of enjoyment, excitement and pleasure that

teachers typically experience in their professional activities" (Kunter et al., 2008, p. 470).

Logically, teachers who enjoy teaching exhibit different classroom behaviors than those

who do not enjoy teaching. Students recognize when teachers are motivated and enjoy

their work. A number of recent qualitative studies support the notion that students

(Alazzi, 2007) and teachers (Hudson, 2007; Johnson-Leslie, 2007; Walls, Nardi, von

Minden, & Hoffman, 2007) perceive enthusiasm to be an indicator of effective teaching.

Students report higher levels of classroom engagement and intrinsic motivation when

they perceive that their teachers are enthusiastic (Kunter et al., 2008; Long & Hoy, 2005;

Patrick, et al. 2000). To effectively demonstrate enthusiasm and promote motivation in

the classroom, teachers must view them as multidimensional constructs. Interest and

enthusiasm for content must be complemented by a genuine interest and enthusiasm for

students (Long & Hoy, 2005). Practiced separately, these two dimensions of enthusiasm

may suggest to students that their teachers are interested in either content or students, but

not both. Thus, effective teachers take a multidimensional view of enthusiasm to

maximize their impact on student motivation and student learning.

There are, of course, a number of ways in which teachers can motivate students to

work hard and challenge their abilities. Dolezal, Welsh, Pressely, and Vincent (2003)

reported that teachers in highly engaged classrooms frequently displayed supportive
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motivational practices. These practices included dynamic presentations, challenging and

relevant activities, frequent feedback, and positive attention for each student. Dolezal et

al. also found that teachers in low engaging classrooms frequently exhibited practices that

undermined student motivation and that an inverse relationship existed between

supportive motivational practices and undermining practices. Such undermining practices

included poor classroom management characterized by frequent threats ofpunishment,

lack of organization, poor planning, and simple, unchallenging tasks. Effective teachers

recognize that they have powerful motivational tools at their disposal, and that these tools

are an important component of student achievement. Therefore, effective teachers

minimize behaviors and practices that undermine student motivation.

Dedication to Teaching

There are several ways that teachers can demonstrate their commitment and

dedication to the teaching profession. Strange (2007) stated that effective teachers are

dually committed to their own and to their students' learning. They "learn and grow as

they expect their students to learn and grow . . . and serve as powerful examples of

lifelong learning" (p. 29). Working collaboratively with colleagues represents a powerful

way in which effective teachers help other staff members learn and grow professionally.

Peer coaching, for example, provides paired teachers the opportunity to observe and

review one another's teaching. When combined with professional development, this type

ofpeer learning promotes a willingness to change classroom practice and increases

teacher efficacy (Bruce & Ross, 2008). Without structure, however, peer learning may

not affect student achievement (Murray, Ma, & Mazur, 2008) and may actually result in

the reinforcement ofpoor practice.
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A number of school reform models emphasize the role of teacher leaders. Teacher

leaders often supervise and assist in the professional development of their peers. This

allows highly effective teachers greater opportunity to influence the professional

knowledge and practice of others (Rutherford, 2009). Gareis and Grant (2008) defined

teacher leadership as "the constructive influence of one teacher on the professional

practice of one or more other teachers" (p. 185). This broad definition allows many

opportunities for teachers to act as teacher leaders whether or not they are assigned

formal roles as such. For example, teachers often learn from their own experiences both

as students and teachers. Teachers can exhibit leadership simply by demonstrating

professional expertise to others. Further, teachers often work in formal collaborative

teams and informal groups. These groups provide additional opportunities for effective

teachers to share and acquire knowledge and skills from others. Whether exhibiting

teacher leadership through a formally assigned role or through informal relationships and

collaboration, teacher leaders can effectively promote change at the classroom level

because teachers are often more willing to value and participate in teacher- led reforms

(von Frank, 2009).

Reflective Practice

Effective teachers are also effective learners. They learn by continuously studying

their classroom experiences in an effort to improve practice. By examining, or

reexamining, the content and context of their own behaviors in the classroom they are

able to refine or even alter what they do and how they do it. They engage in reflective

activities that involve identifying, analyzing, and resolving problems associated with the

complexities of teaching (Spalding & Wilson, 2002). The aim ofreflection is the
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improvement of instruction (Jay, 2003) which is inextricably connected to student

outcomes. Thus, effective teachers are committed to improving their own learning

because it leads to the improvement of student learning. Reflection is a critical

component ofthat improvement.

Reflective practice serves as an instrument for continual improvement and

discovery (Jay, 2003). It is a process rather than an event. Dewey (1933) defined

reflection as the "active, persistent, and careful consideration of any belief or supposed

form ofknowledge in the light of the grounds that support it, and the further conclusions

to which it tends (p. 9)." Reflection constitutes a disciplined way of thinking that entails

calling into question one's existing beliefs and routines in light ofnew evidence and

altering teaching behaviors accordingly (Valli, 1997). Similarly, Otteson (2007)

described reflection as "a discursive process elicited from the flow of events and

expanded in communicative action" (p. 42). The reflective teacher makes conscious

inquiries into his or her pedagogical practices and solicits feedback to build a reasoned

case for renewing or altering those practices. The critical component in the process is

communicative evidence which is provided through feedback. Feedback from others, and

from the experiences of others, allows the practitioner to broaden his or her perspective

and gain insight to what may have previously been missed. Accordingly, Rodgers (2002)

argued that reflection that is practiced in collaboration with others expands meaning

making opportunities and prevents teachers from readily dismissing important insights.

There are numerous degrees to which teachers may engage in reflective thinking

ranging from narrow, focused inquiry to broad philosophical questioning. At each level,

teachers use reflection to make decisions that guide future practice. Valli (1997) proposed
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a typology of five levels of reflection in which teachers engage. At the most basic level,

technical reflection allows teachers to compare their practice to existing guidelines.

Teachers view and make judgments about their behaviors in light of existing rules and

norms. Teachers employing technical reflection rely on external expertise to inform their

practice. Second, reflection on- and in-action provides teachers with the opportunity to

look back on a recent lesson or engage in reflection during a lesson. The source of

knowledge for this type of reflection is the individual teacher's unique teaching situation.

Teachers reflect on the situational context of their experiences and use their own values

and knowledge to inform practice. Third, deliberative reflection involves looking at a

problem through multiple lenses and using a variety of knowledge sources to make

judgments. Teachers engaged in deliberative reflection consider their own values and

knowledge, the viewpoints of colleagues, extant research, rules, and so forth, and then

make the best decision they can based on these competing sources ofknowledge.

Teachers may also connect their personal and professional lives by engaging in

personalistic reflection. Teachers using this type of reflection consciously think about

who they are as people, and how teaching impacts their personal growth. They have a

high capacity for empathy and their reflection concerns the social and emotional

development of students. Last, critical reflection requires teachers to examine the

structures and goals of schooling in light of ethics and social justice. The aim of critical

reflection is to improve quality of life. Critically reflective teachers consider conditions

of schooling that contribute to social injustice and then work to change or eliminate those

conditions. This typology offers teachers the opportunity to match their needs with a

certain level of reflective activity. Effective teachers are able to recognize which level is



most suitable for a particular situation and successfully engage in reflective practice at

that level.

Teacher education programs often emphasize reflective practice as an important

quality ofpreservice teachers (Del Carlo, Hinkhouse, & Isbell, 2010). Similarly, the

National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) includes

reflection as a professional disposition for teacher candidates

(http://www.ncate.org/public/unitStandardsRubrics.asp?ch=4#3). Del Carlo, Hinkhouse,

and Isbell (2010) compared Valli's framework to the reflection that occurs during

independent qualitative research and recommended teacher education programs use the

typology in conjunction with independent research to develop reflective practitioners

among their preservice teachers.

Several constraints can hinder the development and quality of reflection. First,

higher levels of reflection require teachers to possess certain epistemological views about

learning that allow them to question their own beliefs and practices (Ostorga, 2006;

Rodgers, 2002). For example, empathy and open-mindedness are necessary for

deliberative, personalistic, and critical reflection, but are not qualities that are inherent in

all teachers. Therefore, many teachers may lack the capacity for reflection. Others may

practice reflection only at lower levels and find the process unproductive (Davis, 2006).

Other constraints include the lack of structured time for teachers to engage in reflection,

the lack of opportunity to engage others in the process, and the personal risks associated

with the careful scrutiny of one's beliefs and practices that reflection requires (Jay, 2003).

Additionally, teaching is often perceived as the transmission of content from teacher to

student. In this context, teachers are not viewed as learners, but as performers (Otteson,
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2007) or "unthinking conformists" (Valli, 1997). If teachers are not valued as learners,

then reflection as an act ofprofessional learning will not be valued. Table 2 summarizes

the literature on the personal qualities of effective teachers.

Table 2

Key Referencesfor The Teacher as a Person
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Classroom Management and Organization

Teacher effectiveness is inextricably connected to student outcomes. To have a

significant impact on student learning, teachers must be able to efficiently and effectively

manage and organize their classrooms in a manner that is both psychologically and

physically conducive to learning. They must be able to foresee potential obstacles to

successful teaching and learning and plan ahead to circumvent or remove those obstacles.
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Effective teachers physically orient their classrooms to fit particular instructional styles.

They organize rules and expectations for student behavior to minimize non-academic

disruptions, and teach and re-teach those expectations as they would course content.

When misbehaviors occur, they know when and how to respond to minimize disruptions

and reduce reoccurrences.

Student Discipline

Teachers consistently rank lack of student discipline as a primary concern

(Goodlad, 2004; Lewis, Romi, Qui, & Katz, 2005). Lack of discipline in the classroom

impedes learning and leads to high levels of teacher stress. Ingersoll (2001) found that

stress created by discipline problems was an important factor for teachers who chose to

leave the profession. Additionally, principals perceive deficient classroom management

skills to be a significant indicator of teacher ineffectiveness (Torff & Sessions,

2005).Therefore, establishing and maintaining an effective classroom environment that

limits disruptions is a critical component ofboth the learning process and teacher

retention.

Establishing and maintaining effective student discipline is a prerequisite to

successful instruction. Creating such an environment, though, can be challenging because

teachers who rely on overly authoritarian or overly relaxed styles may contribute to

student misbehaviors (Muijs & Reynolds, 2001). Marzano and Marzano (2003) described

an effective classroom manager as one who balanced their own dominance over and

cooperation with students. Effective teachers use a variety of both proactive and reactive

strategies to minimize misbehaviors and maximize engagement. Proactive strategies

provide students with clear expectations, while reactive strategies involve effectively
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responding to misbehaviors when they occur. Most teachers have behavioral expectations

for their students which are stated in classroom rules and procedures; their purpose being

to maintain a positive learning environment and prevent disruptions. To be effective,

these rules and procedures must be clearly stated and deliberately taught to students early

in the year (Cameron, Connor, & Morrison, 2005; Cameron, Connor, Morrison, &

Jewkes, 2008; Muijs & Reynolds, 2001) and consistently enforced and reinforced.

Despite their best efforts to prevent disruptions caused by misbehavior, teachers

do have to respond to students who do not follow rules and procedures. Effective teachers

recognize when discrepancies between expectations and student behavior are large

enough to require intervention (Good & Brophy, 1987; Muijs & Reynolds, 2001). In

other words, not all student misbehaviors warrant the teacher's attention and subsequent

loss of instructional time. Nonetheless, students expect teachers to maintain control of the

classroom (Good & Brophy, 1987), and responding to misbehaviors in an appropriate

manner helps teachers maintain control and helps keep students on task. For new teachers

this can be especially difficult because it "requires them to acquire skills unlike any their

previous schooling or experience has encompassed" (Torff & Sessions, 2005, p. 535).

Teachers respond to misbehaviors in a variety ofways. Lewis et al. (2005)

synthesized potential teacher responses to misbehavior into six categories: (a) Punishing,

(b) rewarding, (c) involvement in decision-making, (d) hinting, (e) discussion, and (f)

aggression. An international study conducted by Lewis et al. found that students who

self-reported misbehaving the most also perceived their teachers as being the most

aggressive. This suggests that teacher aggression may be related to student misbehaviors.

If this is the case, then the method teachers employ to handle classroom discipline may



34

relate to the prevention of future misbehaviors. Little and Little-Akin (2008) reported that

teachers believe effective responses to isolated misbehaviors include moving the student

closer to the teacher, verbally reprimanding the student, and giving the student a

disapproving stare. For chronic misbehaviors, teachers reported that revoking privileges,

sending students to the principal's office, and assigning detention were the most effective

responses. Teachers may also decide to either ignore minor misbehaviors or redirect

disruptive students by rewarding other students who model appropriate behaviors (Davis

& Thomas, 1989).

Organization

Effective teachers implement a variety of techniques to organize and manage their

classrooms. These techniques are manifested in class rules, informal procedures, and the

physical arrangement of classrooms. The type of instruction that a teacher plans to use

dictates the manner in which the classroom should be organized (Muijs & Reynolds,

2001). However, there is no one set of techniques or arrangements that guarantees good

management because each classroom has its own somewhat unique combination of

variables that affect its environment. Accordingly, teachers must develop an awareness of

those variables and combine both proactive and reactive procedures to establish and

maintain a positive and productive classroom environment (Little & Akin-Little, 2008).

Attaining that environment may be enhanced by teachers who give up some control over

the classroom. Empowering students to exercise choice in the classroom reduces

misbehaviors and positively impacts achievement (Rock, 2005; Shogren, Faggella-Luby,

Bae, & Wehmeyer, 2004).
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Teachers who emphasize structure in the classroom are more effective than those

who do not (Cameron et al., 2008; Strange, et al. 2008; Zahorik, Halbach, Ehrle, &

Molnar, 2003). Structure involves physically orienting the classroom for instruction,

preparing and organizing materials, and framing lessons in a coherent and logical

manner. Doherty and Hilberg (2007) found that elementary classrooms organized for

simultaneous and diversified instruction led to greater achievement gains. These

classrooms were organized in a manner the allowed both teacher- and student-directed

learning. This finding is complemented by Cameron et al. (2008) who noted that teachers

spending more time establishing instructional routines at the beginning of the school year

did not need to exert as much effort on similar tasks later in the year. The investment in

initial organizational strategies yielded significant gains in reading scores throughout the

year. Achievement gains were lower among students whose teachers did not demonstrate

similar organization skills. Table 3 summarizes the literature on classroom management

and organization of effective teachers.

Table 3
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Planningfor Instruction

Planning for instruction involves organizing content and learning activities in a

manner that students will master learning goals. To accomplish this, teachers must have a

thorough understanding of the content students are to learn and design instructional

activities that make content accessible to students (Danielson, 1996). This invariably

means that teachers must have a thorough knowledge of their students. Objectives

provide a preliminary guide for planning. Marzano (2007) described objectives as

learning goals, which he defined as "a statement of what students will know or be able to

do" (p. 17). Establishing and following lesson objectives mitigates instructional

aimlessness (Ornstein & Lasley, 2000).

Planning for instruction also involves assessment. Decisions about what to teach

may be driven by objectives, but must also be linked to student learning. In this way,

planning is more circular than linear because a lack of student learning necessitates

revisiting and revising plans on a regular basis. Therefore, a teacher's ability to

accurately measure student learning is an integral component ofplanning (Gareis &

Grant, 2008).



37

Making Instruction a Priority

Because teachers have a fixed amount of time each day with students, it is

important that they plan activities that make the best use of available time. Although non-

academic issues become the focus of every classroom at some point, teachers must be

able to limit those occasions to make instruction a priority. A recent study of 15

classrooms in one high school found that students spent nearly half of class time listening

to the teacher. After listening, "waiting" was the second most common use of class time.

Students observed in the study spent 65 percent of class time either listening to the

teacher or waiting for something to happen (Fisher, 2009). One of the best ways to

maintain a focus on instruction is for teachers to have a written plan. Written lesson plans

provide teachers with an opportunity to connect learning goals to activities, allocate time

to complete those activities, and remove any foreseeable obstacles to instruction. Well

organized and thoughtfully constructed lesson plans help teachers become more effective

leaders in the classroom and enable them to make more efficient use of class time

(Panasuk, Stone, & Todd, 2002). Effective use of class time helps teachers maintain

focus on specific learning goals. Lesson plans provide a blueprint for instruction that

allows teachers to allocate time for academic instruction.

Although instructional time is a valuable school resource, there is little to suggest

that allocated time to learn translates into actual student learning. Baker, Fabrego,

Galindo, and Mishook (2007) compared student achievement scores form various

countries and found that allocated instructional time did not play a significant role in

explaining the variance in scores either between or within countries. A separate

international study cited by Huyveart (1998, pp. 15-16) demonstrated that neither annual
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hours of instruction nor length of school year could consistently explain variations in

mathematics achievement. It is likely that student achievement is more a factor of

instructional quality within the constraints of time limits than total time allocated for

instruction. In fact, Taylor, Pearson, Clark, and Walpole (2000) investigated factors

related to reading achievement in early grades and found that effective teachers were able

to keep students on-task more than moderately effective and ineffective teachers. This

notion was supported by Good and Brophy (1987) who acknowledged that achievement

was less reliant on allocated time than on engaged time.

Pacing

Teachers must consider a variety of factors when planning instruction. The

feasibility of a particular lesson largely depends on student ability and variation, content

goals and mandated objectives, time and material resources. Many of these factors

present the teacher with constraints that are beyond his or her immediate control. For

example, there is a prescribed, fixed amount of time each day in which formal instruction

may occur. Typically, hours of the day are chunked into units that are dedicated to the

study ofa certain subject or discipline as determined by a legislative body or school

administrator. Within those chunks of time, however, teachers have traditionally enjoyed

a great deal of flexibility and autonomy. That is, what they did with class time was

largely up to them. Over the past decade that flexibility has begun to wane, a by-product

of high-stakes testing. Teachers report a narrowing of the curriculum that focuses on

tested items and breadth of content while sacrificing depth of content (Au, 2007).

Many districts require teachers to follow strict pacing guides which prescribe how

much time is spent on certain lessons or concepts. Pacing guides are intended to be
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instruments that teachers use to measure the amount of instructional time devoted to

certain topics in light of the total content that must be taught. Properly used, pacing

guides are tools to steer daily instructional decisions within the context of the entire

curriculum. Used improperly, however, pacing guides inform instructional pace

regardless of student ability. Student variation makes standardized pacing—where every

teacher is on the same page on the same day—inherently ineffective (English, 2000).

David (2008) argued that the most effective pacing guides provide curriculum guidance

for teachers instead ofprescriptive pacing requirements. Pacing allows teachers to see the

curriculum in its entirety and avoid the trap of overemphasizing one area of content at the

expense of others. Thus, pacing is an important component of instructional planning, but

must be considered in conjunction with other planning concerns such as student

variability.

Teacher Expectations

The beliefs that teachers have about their students' abilities can profoundly affect

both teacher and student performance. In their seminal work, Pygmalion in the

Classroom, Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) argued that teacher expectations came from a

variety of sources and had a marked influence of student outcomes. More recently,

Auwarter and Aruguete (2008) used hypothetical scenarios to determine that teachers

held higher expectations for wealthy students than poor students. Similarly, Warren

(2002) found that teachers in poor urban schools had low expectations for student

achievement. Those low expectations correlated with low efficacy for teaching. Teachers

in the study believed that they had little influence over the long-term success of their

students. Low teacher expectations not only negatively impact student self-esteem and



behavior (Cotton, 2001; Dee, 2007), but also achievement (Good & Brophy, 1987). The

effect of low teacher expectations has been characterized as "self-fulfilling prophecy"

because the condition of low achievement is related to low expectations of achievement

(Rosenthal & Jacobson).

Teachers communicate expectations to students in a variety of everyday

interactions. For example, teachers respond differently to student questions, provide

differing wait-time for student answers, and even grade differently based on their own

perceptions of student ability (Good & Brophy, 1987). Teacher expectations are powerful

enough to not only affect teacher behaviors, but also student expectations and

performance. Students have higher expectations for their own achievement, as well as

higher actual achievement, when their teachers communicate high expectations. When

teacher expectations are congruent with parental expectations, the power is intensified

(Benner & Mistry, 2007).

Teacher beliefs about student ability are often based on perceptions, not actual

student achievement. Rubie-Davies, Hattie, and Hamilton (2006) studied ethnically

diverse students in New Zealand and found that teacher expectations about student

academic ability did not correspond to actual achievement. They suggested that such

persistently held beliefs about students were the result of cultural bias. Students often

recognize teacher bias and conform to teacher expectations. This phenomenon can be

particularly troublesome when teachers stereotype students based on personal

characteristics such as race, gender, or socio-economic status. McKnown and Weinstein

(2002) confirmed that students who are the targets of negative stereotyping are likely to
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verify teachers' under-estimates of their ability, and that this trend increases with the age

of the student.

There is an achievement gap between minority and non-minority students. This

gap is most profound among high achieving students (Viadero, 2008). As students

progress through the grade levels, the gap widens between the top performing white

students and the top performing minority students. It appears that schooling has the effect

ofbenefiting one group of students more than another. One explanation can be found in a

recent study that shows that teachers expected more ofwhite students and Asian

American students than they did of African American and Hispanic students (McKnown

& Weinstein, 2008). The same study revealed that teachers put forth greater effort when

they believed that they were teaching high ability students. Rubie-Davies, Hattie, and

Hamilton (2006) found that student ethnicity had a profound effect on teacher

expectations. Table 4 summarizes the literature on planning.

Table 4

Key Referencesfor Planningfor Instruction
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Implementing Instruction

Students arrive at school with a variety of backgrounds, interests, and abilities

making a one-size-fits-all approach to instruction ineffective ifnot unethical. School and
district mission statements often include a sentiment that all students can learn with

schools being the vehicle by which learning can be achieved. If the goal of instruction is

to provide an opportunity for all students to learn, then the instructional practices that

teachers employ in the classroom matter (Carlson, Lee, & Schroll, 2004). In fact,

Wenglinsky (2004), analyzing the results ofNAEP testing, argued that the cumulative

impact of teacher classroom practices has a greater effect on student achievement than

any other variable. Wenglinsky also determined that teachers who received professional

development in individualizing instruction and teaching special populations were more

effective than those whose did not have such training, indicating that effective teachers

target instruction to student needs. It is important for teachers to know their students'

strengths, weaknesses, and modes of learning. The more teachers know about the way
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their students receive and process information, the better they will be able to deliver

instruction in a meaningful way. Therefore, employing a variety of instructional methods

is an important component of effective teaching. Not only does it enable teachers to

better meet the needs of students, but also enhances student motivation and decreases

discipline problems (Dolezal, Welsh, Pressley, & Vincent, 2003). Not surprisingly,

effective teachers employ an extensive variety of instructional strategies to meet the

needs of all of their students (Strange, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman, 2008).

Learning Styles

A major tenet of Western culture is individualism. It is not surprising then that

efforts pervade to steer education toward the needs of individual students (Scott, 2010).

Students enter the classroom with a variety of talents, skills, and abilities. In an effort to

maximize student learning teachers often attempt to match instructional strategies to

individual preferences for learning. These preferences are thought to be linked to

students' innate characteristics and are often referred to as learning styles. The notion that

student learning could be increased by linking instruction to learning styles gained

prominence with the popularity of Gardner's (1983) theory of multiple intelligences.

Gardner originally posited that human intelligence could be found within the context of

seven domains: Linguistic, logical-mathematical, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic,

interpersonal, intrapersonal, and musical. This was a contradiction to the long held belief

that intelligence was confined to verbal and mathematics abilities (Helding, 2009). As

multiple intelligence theory gained momentum, educators increasingly began to diversify

instruction in an effort to accommodate their students' strengths and increase their

achievement.
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Although both multiple intelligence theory and the focus on learning styles are not

without critics (see Waterhouse, 2006 and Scott, 2010), there is a long list of research that

aims to support the idea that students achieve at higher levels when instruction is geared

toward their learning preferences. Examining twenty years of studies on learning styles,

Lovelace (2005) conducted a meta-analysis and found that instruction that accommodated

for learning styles produced significant effect sizes in student achievement. These

findings were supported by Farkas (2003) who conducted an experimental study and

determined that a multi-sensory approach to teaching the Holocaust, an emotionally

charged topic, led to higher achievement, positive attitudes toward the topic, and

increased empathy among middle school students. Similarly, Kaya, Dogan, Gokcek,

Kilik, & Kilik (2007) employed an experimental design among middle school science

students and concluded that instruction based on multiple intelligences yield significantly

higher student achievement and attitudes in the experimental group.

These studies demonstrate that effective teachers should design instruction that

motivates each student, connects to their real-world experience, and communicates

content in such a way that they are able to comprehend based on their individual prior

learning and ability. Students learn in a variety ofways. Therefore, teachers should

deliver their lessons in a variety ofways. Effective teachers know their students' learning

styles and provide instructional strategies to maximize student learning. Instruction based

on learning styles produces significant increases in student achievement (Farkas, 2003;

Lovelace, 2005; Kaya, Dogan, Gokcek, Kilik, & Kilik, 2007) and attitudes to learning

(Farkas; Kaya, Dogan, Gokcek, Kilik, & Kilik). Dunn et al. (2009) extended this finding
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to at-risk students, reporting that mean achievement increased nearly one standard

deviation when teachers accommodated for learning styles.

Grouping

Teachers must be able to match instructional strategies to student needs. This

manifests in a number of important decisions prior to implementing instruction. Among

those decisions is how to group students most effectively. Whole-group instruction offers

an efficient way to convey instruction to a large group of students at one time. Ornstein

and Lasley (2000) commented that teachers using whole-group instruction "gear their

teaching to the 'mythical' average student on the assumption that this level of

presentation will meet the needs of the greatest number of students" (p. 301). The

shortcoming of this approach is that its overuse may neglect the needs of many actual

students in the classroom, resulting in boredom and frustration. Taylor, Pearson, Clark,

and Walpole (2000) confirmed that the least effective teachers spent significantly more

time in whole-class instruction than their more effective peers.

Small group instruction allows students to be more actively engaged and teachers

to more accurately monitor learning (Ornstein & Lasley, 2000). A meta-analysis of

related literature revealed that students who learned in small groups achieved at higher

levels than those in whole-group instruction (Lou et al., 1996). The small group approach

requires teachers to decide how to arrange groups for maximum learning. Often,

however, teachers create groups for the purpose of classroom management. Although

grouping students based on their ability has a long tradition, it has come under fire in

recent decades. Oakes (cited in O'Neil, 1992), for example, described the inequity of

resources and opportunities available to students between high and low ability groups.



This is confounded by the tendency for students to remain in the same ability grouping

over time, a condition that Good and Brophy (1987) suggested demonstrates that the

practice is ineffective. Evidence about the benefits of ability grouping appears to be

mixed. A recent Massachusetts study (cited in Quillin, 2009) found that schools that

tracked students by ability yielded more advanced scores on end of year state tests. Other

studies, however, indicate that ability grouping may benefit some, but not all students.

These studies show that low-ability students' achievement increases with exposure to

heterogeneous grouping, average-ability students' achievement increases from

homogeneous grouping, and high-ability students achieve at high levels regardless of

grouping (Lou et al. ; Saleh, Lazonder, & Jong, 2005).

Student Engagement

Akey (2006) summarized student engagement as a level of interest and

participation that a student shows toward school. High levels of engagement are

indicative of both student and teacher factors. For example, Akey found that high levels

ofprior academic competence led to high levels of student engagement, but also that high

levels of teacher support for students led to high levels of engagement. Because student

engagement has been linked to achievement (Akey; Guthrie, et al., 2004; Park, 2005), it

is important for teachers to foster a learning environment that promotes student

engagement.

Classroom activities provide an opportunity for teachers to affect the level oftheir

students' engagement. Qualifying engagement as time on task, Connor, Jakobsons,

Crowe, and Meadows (2010) found that classrooms in which teachers provided

differentiated instruction yielded higher engagement. Among other strategies that
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teachers use to increase engagement are group activities, projects, and hands-on activities

("Using Positive Student Engagement," 2007). These strategies tend to be more

interactive than traditional teacher-centered instructional methods. Further, lessons that

promote student to student interaction result in higher levels of engagement (Akey,

2006). Teacher behaviors also impact student engagement. Marzano (2007) cited teacher

enthusiasm as a catalyst for engagement because students must be interested before they

are engaged. Thus, teachers who intend to increase student achievement should

incorporate activities and practices in their classrooms that enhance student engagement.

Making instruction relevant to real-world problems is among the most powerful

instructional practices a teacher can use to increase student learning (Wenglinsky, 2004;

Shroeder, Scott, Toison, Huang, & Lee, 2007). Relevant instruction connects learning to

student prior experience and learning. This connection allows students to bridge potential

divides between complex or abstract concepts and real-life applications. One way to

bridge that divide is to build opportunities into lessons for students to talk about

themselves (Marzano, 2007). This serves the dual purpose of allowing students to relate

content to their own lives and for teachers to learn something about their students. An

example from higher education demonstrates that increased prior knowledge leads to

increased student achievement. Hailikari (2008) studied first year chemistry students and

determined that strong conceptual background knowledge led to higher achievement.

Hailikari also determined that large levels of factual knowledge were not significantly

related to achievement. Rather, students with high levels of conceptual knowledge—the

ability to understand the interrelationship of large quantities of facts—were those with the

highest achievement. Therefore, making instruction relevant to students' lives and prior
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knowledge is a powerful teaching tool. Effective teachers use this strategy to build

conceptual understanding of complex content.

Questioning

Questioning is an instructional strategy perhaps as old as teaching itself. Teachers

use questions to ascertain student comprehension and prompt future learning. A meta-

analysis of science classroom instructional strategies conducted by Shroeder, Scott,

Toison, Huang, and Lee (2007) revealed that questioning strategies were among the most

effective in promoting student achievement. Questions promote thinking, and thinking is

a component of learning. Teachers can promote student thinking at a variety of cognitive

levels by employing appropriate questioning techniques. The key is to match questioning

strategies to cognitive instructional objectives. The type of question that a teacher asks

determines the type of response students provide and the depth of thinking required to

form the response. For instance, yes or no questions require students to recall information

without further thought or analysis. Recall questions are not entirely undesirable.

However, limiting student responses to recall of information limits the opportunity for

them to think about content at higher levels and can result in lower achievement. A recent

study by Bitter, O'Day, Gubbins, and Socias (2009) revealed a positive association

between higher level questioning and elementary students' reading achievement. This

finding compliments an older study (Wenglinsky, 2000) which found that student

achievement increases when teachers promote higher-order thinking skills. Similarly,

Strange, Ward, Tucker, and Hindman (2008) found that teachers considered ineffective

asked questions as lower cognitive levels than their more effective peers. Despite this
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questions (Brualdi, 1998).

Student questions also promote thinking. Effective teachers train their students to

formulate higher level questions to stimulate their own thinking and learning. Teachers

who deliberately instruct their students how to go about forming such questions give

students a marked academic advantage over other students (Cuccio-Schippira & Steiner,

2000). However, researchers confirm that teachers dominate classroom discussions and

ask nearly all of the questions (Criag & Cairo, 2005; Rowe, cited in Walsh & Sattes,

2005).

Rowe (cited in Walsh & Sattes, 2005) identified periods of teacher silence in the

classroom as opportunities for prolonged thinking and for students to ask questions. She

labeled these periods of silence as wait time. Wait Time 1 refers to the silence following

the asking of a question. Pausing at this point before calling on a student to answer allows

all students to begin formulating possible answers. Wait Time 2 refers to the silence

following a student's response. By resisting the urge to immediately provide feedback to

student responses, teachers allow students to elaborate and possibly self-correct. Each

period of silence offers students the opportunity to prolong their thinking about content.

Teachers providing adequate wait times increase the number of students responding to

questions, increase the length of student responses, and increase student initiated

questions (Good & Brophy, 1987; Walsh & Sattes, 2005).

The manner in which teachers ask questions, the types of questions asked, and the

way they respond to student answers can strongly influence student learning. Effective

teachers match questioning strategies to instructional objectives, teach students to form
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their own higher level questions, and provide time for students to think about and

elaborate their responses. Table 5 summarizes the literature on implementing instruction.

Table 5

Key Referencesfor Implementing Instruction
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Monitoring Student Progress

A major responsibility of classroom teachers is monitoring and evaluating student

progress. Teachers must consider the intended outcomes of instruction and develop or

select assessments to determine the degree to which student knowledge, skills, and

dispositions reflect those outcomes (Gareis & Grant, 2008). Monitoring student progress

involves using a sufficient quantity and variety of assessments to measure student

progress, then making and communicating judgments about that progress. Thus,

assessment and evaluation constitute two separate components of effectively monitoring

student progress (Gallavan, 2009).

Assessment involves measuring student knowledge and performance against the

intended outcomes of instruction. Gronlund (2006) described assessment as "a broad

category that includes all of the various methods for determining the extent to which

students are achieving the intended learning outcomes of instruction" (p. 3). Jacobs

(2010) argued that it is "what a student produces to show knowledge and insight into

content, skills, and proficiencies" (p. 21). In essence, assessments are the methods by

which teachers gather information about student progress (Gareis & Grant, 2008).

Therefore, it is critical that teachers have a firm grasp ofwhat they intend for students to

be able to demonstrate before instruction begins. Assessment may be formal, such as

traditional tests and quizzes, or it may be informal, such as teacher observation or class

discussion. Assessment may also be formative or summative. Formative assessment takes

place throughout instruction and aids teachers in making instructional decisions.

Summative assessment follows instruction and forms the basis for making judgments
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about student learning. The aim of all assessment is to improve student learning (Gareis

& Grant, 2008).

Whereas, assessment involves measuring student knowledge and performance

against the intended outcomes of instruction, evaluation involves making judgments

about that progress. Teachers use assessments to measure the degree to which student

learning reflects intended learning outcomes. Data collected from assessments help

teachers form judgments about student learning. Grades (letters, numbers, check marks,

or other symbols) are assigned to student work and are intended to convey meaning about

the degree to which students are achieving intended goals.

Types ofAssessments

Effective teachers use a variety of assessments to gather information on student

achievement and then make evaluations, or judgments, about student learning based on

that information. Further, making evaluations about student learning should occur

regularly throughout a lesson or unit, not simply serve as an end-cap to instruction. When

assessment and evaluation only take place after instruction is completed there may not be

sufficient time to correct errors in student understanding. On the other hand, ongoing

assessment of student progress informs students and teachers about discrepancies in

student understanding and allows teachers to refocus and improve instruction

(Tomlinson, 2008).

Effective teachers plan their assessments prior to planning instruction. Describing

the "Backward Design" process, Wiggins and McTighe (1998) argued that teachers first

identify desired outcomes, then determine acceptable evidence of student learning, and

finally plan instructional experiences. The sequential development in this model provokes



53

teachers to think about assessment evidence as they think about instruction. The

alignment of desired outcomes, content standards, and assessment procedures helps
increase the construct and content validity of assessments. Effective teachers ensure this

validity to provide students with instructional experiences that are aligned to the intended

learning outcomes which they are expected to master.

There are many ways that teachers can assess student learning. Too often,

however, teachers rely on a limited variety of traditional methods such as tests and

quizzes. Tomlinson (2008) suggested that teachers must find a proper fit between

students and the method being used to assess their learning. Assessment, she posited, is a

form of communication. Teachers must allow students to communicate their learning in a

manner best suited to their needs. Accordingly, traditional paper and pencil tests limit the

ability of all students to effectively communicate.

Stiggins and Chappuis (2008) argued that "the litmus test of an effective

assessment for learning is that it informs students about their own learning" (p. 43).

Traditional pencil and paper tests offer little corrective feedback to students (Hattie,

2003), and therefore, may not pass this litmus test. Guskey (2007) found that teachers and

administrators believed student portfolios were the most important type of assessment

tool used to measure student learning, while district, state, and national assessments

ranked the lowest. Homework ranked in the middle of Guskey' s assessment results

perhaps because its correlation to student achievement increases with grade level

(Cooper, 1989).
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Homework

The use ofhomework as a teaching and assessment tool has a long history in

American education. For the past 100 years, proponents have argued that homework is an

important component of academic rigor, often linking student achievement to national

security (i.e. the launch of Sputnik in 1957 and the publication ofA Nation at Risk in

1983). Critics, on the other hand, have complained that too much homework is

detrimental to children's health and prevents them from engaging in other activities

outside of school that also provide valuable learning experiences (Vatterott, 2009).

Regardless ofpublic opinion about its importance, teachers continue to assign homework

because it "extends learning opportunities beyond the confines of the school day"

(Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2005, p. 61).

Support for homework has been bolstered by studies showing that time spent on

homework is related to academic success at school. Cooper (1989) conducted a meta-

analysis and found that time spent on homework was positively associated with

achievement in middle and high school. However, no significant relationship was found

between homework and achievement for elementary students. Citing Cooper's work,

Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2005) explained that effect sizes for homework

quadrupled from fourth grade to tenth grade, indicating that homework is a more

effective learning and assessment tool for older students. Marzano (2007) argued that

time spent on homework was less important than the amount of successfully completed

homework. In other words, large quantities of time spent on poorly designed assignments

were less valuable than shorter amounts of time spent on well structured homework.
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Critics contend that the majority of these studies either suffer from design flaws

or misinterpretation. They argue that there lacks any substantial causal relationship

between homework and achievement. Thus, it may simply be that students with greater

ability and motivation have high achievement because of factors not associated with

homework completion (Kohn, 2006). A study on student effort corroborated this notion.

Trautwein and Ludke (2007) found that students put greater effort into homework when it

was assigned in classes they enjoyed or in which they previously had experienced

academic success. They also found that students who were goal oriented and willing to

delay gratification were more likely to complete homework. Further, the effect of

homework on achievement appeared to decrease when more variables were controlled.

Analyzing achievement scores of more than 28,000 high school seniors, Cool and Keith

(1991) found that that the effects ofhomework on achievement decreased when they

included other variables in their analysis. However, Cooper, Robinson, and Patall (2006)

analyzed 69 studies from 1987-2003 and concluded that despite design flaws, studies

confirming the relationship between time spent on homework and academic achievement

were robust and numerous enough to infer a causal relationship.

Examining the factors that affected homework completion among elementary

students, Cooper, Jackson, Nye, and Lindsay (2001) determined that parental attitudes

played a central role. Interestingly, parent involvement in completing homework had a

negative relationship to achievement, possibly because parents were more likely to help

struggling students. Thus, parents who communicated a belief that homework was

important were likely to have children who completed homework. Once again, at the

elementary level, grades were not found to be connected to homework completion.
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However, because homework is consistently shown to be related to achievement in

higher grades, it is important to develop study skills in younger students. Parents play a

key role in the development ofpositive attitudes towards homework in younger children.

As students get older, however, teachers play an increasingly important role in fostering

those attitudes. Teachers instill positive attitudes toward homework when they design

relevant assignments and provide timely feedback (Trautwein & Ludke, 2007).

Cooper, Robinson, and Patall (2006) conducted an updated meta-analysis which

produced similar results to Cooper's (1989) original work. In the more recent analysis, 50

of the 69 studies revealed positive relationships between homework and achievement.

Again, no relationship was found for elementary students. Cooper and his co-authors

surmised that this finding was related to younger students' underdeveloped study skills

and the supposition that the purpose ofhomework assignments were markedly different

for elementary students than for older students.

To suggest that student characteristics and attitudes are the principal determinants

in the effectiveness of homework would be misleading. Building on the notion that

teachers influence student attitudes toward homework (Trautwein & Ludke, 2007),

Vatterott (2009) argued that quality teaching matters most. How teachers use homework

is a critical factor in how students perceive homework. Teachers need to connect

homework assignments to classroom learning and clearly communicate the purpose of

the assignment. Effective teachers make homework an integral and expected component

of learning, a sentiment echoed by Painter (2003). They equip both students and parents

with the tools needed for the successful completion of assignments. For example, if the

purpose of an assignment is practicing a skill, then students should be familiar enough
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with the skill to be able to use it independently and successfully (Marzano, 2007). For

parents, teachers can provide helpful tips on facilitating an appropriate time and space for

completing homework. For homework to be effective in helping students learn, teachers

must communicate the scope and purpose of assignments. Students should be able to

relate the process and content of the homework assignment to classroom learning.

Teachers should use homework to check for understanding and provide non-punitive

feedback. Providing feedback on all assigned homework communicates to students that

teachers believe the assignments are important. Thus, homework is a strategy that

effective teachers use to increase student achievement. Like any strategy, however, it

must be employed skillfully to achieve desired results. Homework assignments should be

connected to classroom practice and student ability if they are to help students achieve at

higher levels.

Feedback

Feedback is a critical part of the learning process. Hattie (2003) conducted a

meta-analysis involving more than 100 variables that influence student achievement and

found that teacher feedback proved to be the most significant among them. Feedback

provides students with an opportunity to gain awareness of the gaps between current

performance or understanding and intended learning outcomes. Effective teachers give

specific feedback that is connected to learning goals and provides guidance on how

students should proceed to close the gap (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Feedback should

occur as close to learning as possible so that students can receive the advantages of either

positive reinforcement or immediate correction. Learning activities with long delays in

feedback can be frustrating and unproductive for students (Good & Brophy, 1987). Aside
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from timeliness, Gareis and Grant (2008) provided four additional qualities of effective

feedback. First, feedback must be truthful. It should not convey a sense of

accomplishment when learning objectives were not met. Second, it must be aligned to

intended learning outcomes. For this to occur, teachers must have a strong sense ofwhat

knowledge, skills, and dispositions comprise those learning outcomes. Also, feedback

should be specifically related to achievement criteria. Simply providing a grade to a

research paper, for example, does little to communicate achievement. Additionally,

feedback should be constructive. It should arm students with insight about improving

their learning and with the motivation to do so.

Teachers and students both believe that teacher feedback is important (Zacharias,

2007). However, teachers and students hold differing beliefs about the underlying

purpose of feedback. One study demonstrated that teacher feedback made students aware

of their mistakes, highlighted ways to make corrections, and informed them of teacher

expectations. Students reported that they valued corrective feedback from teachers when

it was specific and could aid them in revising their work to meet the teacher's

expectations. Underlying this belief, however, was the awareness that teachers controlled

grades (Zacharias, 2007). Thus, students in the study viewed feedback as a way of

revising the quality and content of their work to receive higher marks. Conversely,

teachers believe that grades often interfere with feedback. Lee (2007) found that teachers

believed the potential benefit ofproviding corrective feedback on students' written work

was diluted when students focused on the grade they received rather than on the specific

feedback associated with it. This suggests that teachers put greater stock in the written

feedback they provide to students than in the grades they assign. This is corroborated by a
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study in which teachers and administrators ranked grades among the weakest indicators

of student learning (Guskey, 2007). Despite this disconnect, Lee also found that teachers

continued to provide the same kind of feedback on written assignments despite the fact

that they did not believe it was effective.

To be effective, feedback must be related to improving a particular task or

performance (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Feedback that is general in scope has little

impact on narrowing the gap between current performance and intended outcomes.

Gareis and Grant (2008) argued, "Ifwe wish to convey instructive meaning about our

judgments, we must say something about the expectations or criteria that were met and

those that were unmet" (p. 164). Interestingly, teachers often provide feedback on

associated, but not central learning goals. For example, writing teachers provide more,

and more specific, feedback on writing mechanics than on the development of ideas and

the writing process even when the latter is the intended learning goal (Lee, 2007;

Matsumara, 2002; Zacharias, 2007). Matsumara followed that student gains in writing

mechanics improved as a result. This demonstrates that feedback is a powerful learning

tool. It is important that teacher feedback is aligned to intended learning outcomes.

The purpose of feedback is to improve student learning (Gareis & Grant, 2008).

Providing written comments on assignments is one way that teachers can assist students

in improving their learning and achievement. Assigning grades is another form of

feedback that communicates meaning to students about their current level of

performance. The purpose of assigning grades, like other forms of feedback, is to

improve student learning (Gareis & Grant, 2008; O'Connor, 2007). Therefore, the

meaning that grades convey should be uniformly recognizable to all involved parties
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(teachers, students, parents, administrators, and so forth) whether they are numbers,

letters, check marks, or other symbols. These symbols communicate a certain judgment

about student progress toward a particular intended learning outcome. However, teacher

grading practices often reflect student compliance rather than student learning (Winger,

2009). Grades are often weighted so that they overemphasize the quantity of assignments

completed rather than the quality of those assignments. When this occurs, grades fail to

serve as a means to improve student learning because the message sent is that teachers

value compliance more than learning.

Because important decisions about student placement, retention, and even college

acceptance are made largely on the basis of grades, teachers must ensure that grades

reflect actual learning as accurately as possible. Accordingly, teachers must ensure that

assessments are aligned to intended learning outcomes. A variety of assessments should

be used to measure each intended learning outcome. When grades are comprised of an

adequate quantity and variety of assessments, the reliability of the message that the grade

is intended to communicate increases. Grades should then be based on student

achievement toward the learning outcome. Grades that incorporate other criteria, such as

participation or behavior, do not accurately communicate student achievement toward

learning outcomes (O'Connor, 2007). Though such criteria may be valued, feedback

about them should be clearly distinguishable from feedback given about progress toward

academic goals. Table 6 summarizes the literature on monitoring student progress.
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Summary

Student learning is the primary intended outcome of schooling. Teachers play a

significant role in determining the degree to which students learn while they are in

school. Effective teachers possess attitudes and exhibit behaviors that influence student

motivation, performance, and achievement (Strange, et al., 2008). This influence

manifests in teachers' personal and professional behavior toward students, classroom

management strategies, instructional planning, instructional activities, and monitoring

student progress.

The literature, however, does not reveal a universal consensus among educators as

to which teacher qualities or characteristics promote the greatest gains in student

learning. Some researchers focus on connecting characteristics such as years of

experience, education attainment (Munoz & Chang, 2008), or certification status

(Darling-Hammond, 2000) to student achievement. Others emphasize qualities of teacher

personality, motivation, and classroom practice (Good & Brophy, 1987; Strange, Ward,

Tucker, & Hindman, 2008). The result is that educators are often left to rely upon their

own perceptions to inform instructional practice. These perceptions grow out of belief

systems that require only personal and not empirical validation (Snider & Roehl, 2007).

The idea that teachers and administrators may base many important decisions that affect

student learning on their own limited experiences can have enormous consequences for

student learning.

The purpose of the current study was to determine which teacher qualities

administrators and teachers perceive as having the greatest impact on student

achievement, and ifperceptions are unduly prejudiced by the following demographic
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factors: (a) region, (b) urbanicity, (c) level of school, (d) years of experience, and (e)

gender. The literature demonstrates that educators' perceptions play a role in the way that

they carry out their professional duties (see, Hardre & Sullivan, 2009; Roehrig, et al.,

2009; Tsai, 2007). Ifperceptions are largely based on individual experiences, then it

would be expected that educators from various settings would form different beliefs

about teaching and learning, about students, and about how they should perform their

roles as educators. This study adds to the existing literature by determining whether or

not educators' perceptions align with one another across demographic factors or if they

are significantly affected by those factors.



Chapter 3: Methodology

Effective teachers possess many abilities that aid them in promoting student

learning. Stronge's (2007) framework provides a synthesis of research-based qualities

that effective teachers employ to affect student learning. The purpose of this study was to

determine which of those qualities teachers and administrators perceived as having the

greatest impact on student achievement, and to determine whether those perceptions

varied between administrators and teachers, and across demographic factors. To achieve

this purpose, a quantitative study was employed using a web-based survey as the data

collection instrument. The survey was designed around Stronge's framework for effective

teacher qualities. Participants ranked the qualities and indicators of quality identified by

Stronge according to their knowledge and experience.

Research Questions

1. Which qualities of effective teachers do administrators and teachers perceive as

having the greatest impact on student achievement?

2. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement between administrators and teachers?

3. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement among administrators (a) in different

regions of the United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in

elementary, middle, and high schools; (d) with different years of experience; and

(e) of different gender?

4. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement among teachers (a) in different regions of
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the United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in elementary,

middle, and high schools; (d) with different years of experience; and (e) of

different gender?

5. Do administrators and teachers believe that there are additional qualities of

effective teachers that impact student achievement that are not represented by

Stronge's (2007) framework, and if so, what are those qualities?

Sample

The target population for this study was K- 12 teachers and building

administrators in public schools in the United States. Systematic stratified random

sampling was used to identify a national accessible equal-size sample of 1,000 teachers

and 1,000 administrators to participate in the study. Systematic random sampling is an

efficient means of selecting participants from a large accessible population. Stratified

random sampling ensured that subgroups that are important to the study—in this case,

teachers and administrators divided by elementary, middle, and high school levels—were

represented in the sample (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).

The survey sample was accessed using the services of Market Data Retrieval

(MDR), a company that specializes in education marketing. MDR maintains lists of email

addresses for more than 100,000 school principals (including assistant principals) and

over one million K- 12 teachers in the United States

(http://www.schooldata.com/pdfs/MDR_Ed_catalog.pdf). MDR created a customized list

composed of 1,039 randomly selected public school teachers in the United States. The list

was stratified so that elementary, middle, and high school teachers each represented

approximately one-third of the sample. A second list included 1,050 randomly selected
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public school administrators in the United States. This list was also stratified so that

elementary, middle, and high school administrators were similarly represented.

To create a list of teachers and a list of administrators MDR systematically

selected participants from the total number of email addresses available in their

databases. MDR maintains 1,1 17,956 email addresses for elementary teachers; 417,099

for middle school teachers; and 648,373 for high school teachers. A list of 1,039 total

teachers equally represented by all three levels was created by dividing the number in

each group by 333. For example, every 3,357th elementary teacher on the list was selected
to receive an email inviting them to participate in the study. In addition, every 1,252nd
middle school teacher and every 1,947th high school teacher received and email inviting
them to participate (R. Butz, personal communication, May 19, 2010).

MDR's databases contain the email addresses of43,976 elementary principals and

assistant principals; 19,205 middle school principals and assistant principals; and 26,947

middle school principals and assistant principals. Again, a list of 1,050 administrators

equally represented by all three levels of schools was created by dividing the total

number of each group by 333. Therefore, every 132nd elementary administrator on the
list, every 57th middle school administrator, and every 81st high school administrator was
selected to receive an email inviting them to participate in the study (R. Butz, personal

communication, May 19, 2010).

Instrumentation

A survey was developed for this study based on Stronge's (2007) framework for

qualities of effective teachers. The survey instrument contained six force choice items

and one open-ended item. The survey was divided into four sections. The first section



required participants to rank the indicators of the five general qualities of effective

teachers examined in the study: (a) Planningfor Instruction, (b) Classroom Management

and Organization, (c) Implementing Instruction, (d) Monitoring Student Progress, and (e)

The Teacher as a Person. The second section required the ranking of the five general

qualities themselves. In the third section, participants were provided an opportunity to

identify any additional qualities that they believed impact student achievement that were

not presented in the survey. In the fourth section, participants answered six demographic

questions related to the research questions. Demographic questions pertained to the

participant's (a) current position, (b) years experience in education, (c) gender, (d)

urbanicity of the school in which they work, (e) state in the which their school is located,

and (f) the type of school in which they work.

Guskey (2007) identified three advantages to using the rank order feature. First, it

forces participants to compare the qualities and indicators against one another. That

means that participants must evaluate the validity of each item against similar items.

Second, rank ordering increases the variation of responses because participants must

make choices as to which items are more important than other, similar items. Guskey

argued that a third reason for using the rank order feature is that, for reasons stated above,

it has been found to be more valid and reliable than using ratings. The third part of the

survey contained one open-ended item that asks participants to write in and describe any

additional qualities or indicators of quality that they believe are not represented in the

survey.

The survey instrument was field tested on two occasions. The first test required

participants to rate each of the qualities and indicators of quality on a seven point likert-
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type rating scale. Twenty administrators from two states took part in this field test.

Results from the first test indicated that participants viewed all of the qualities and

indicators as similarly important. Mean scores ranged from 6.03 for the lowest rated

quality to 6.19 for the highest rated quality (Williams, 2008) representing little variation

in scores and indicating that participants viewed all of the qualities as important. The

second field test required participants to rank order the qualities and indicators of quality

against each other. Results from the second test yielded greater variability in scores, and

thus were more easily analyzable. However, caution must used when interpreting rank

order studies because rank order data are ordinal and not to scale. For example, the

perceived separation between a first and second ranked response may or may not be equal

to the perceived separation between a second and third ranked response. Therefore, all of

the ranked items may be perceived by participants as important (as evidenced by the first

field test) even though one will necessarily be ranked lower than all of the others.

Additionally, participants in the field tests critiqued the language and format of

the surveys. Most commonly, participants commented that some of the items were

difficult to rank against other items because they were perceived as either similar or

related constructs. This was reported most often in the Teaches as a Person section of the

survey. Teacher as a Person was also viewed as the most difficult category to rank and

was moved to the end of the survey. Other comments from the field tests indicated that

participants found the descriptors connected to each indicator of quality helpful in

determining the meaning of the indicator. These descriptors were either taken verbatim

from Stronge's framework or were a synthesis of related literature. The final version of

the survey is presented in Appendix A.
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Table 7

Table ofSpecificationsfor Survey Items

Qualities of Effective Teachers (Strange, 2007) Descriptors of Qualities on Survey
Instrument

Prerequisites for Effective Teaching
• Verbal Ability
• Knowledge of Teaching and Learning
• Certification Status
• Content Knowledge
• Teaching Experience

These qualities and indicators of
quality are not addressed in the current

study

Teacher as a Person
• Caring

• Fairness

• Respect

• Interactions with Students

• Enthusiasm & Motivation.

• Dedication to Teaching

• Reflective Practice

"Demonstrates concern for the physical
and emotional well-being of students."
"Treats students with fairness."

"Treats all students with respect."

"Interacts and fosters positive
relationships with students."

(a) "Displays an excitement for
teaching and learning."

(b) "Displays an excitement for
subject area content."

"Demonstrates an on-going
commitment to the profession."
"Uses reflection to improve his or her
own teaching practice."

Classroom Management & Organization
• Classroom Management

• Organization

• Discipline of Students

(a) "Maintains order and routines."
(b) "Maintains a physically and
emotionally safe environment for
students."
"Prepares materials ahead of time and
has them ready to use."
"Reinforces expectations for positive
behavior and responds to misbehaviors
promptly."

Planning for Instruction
• Importance of Instruction.

Time Allocation

"Limits interruptions and focuses
classroom time on teaching and
learning."
"Maintains an appropriate pacing of
instruction."
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• Teachers' Expectations

• Instructional Plans

"Establishes and communicates high
expectations for student achievement."
(a) "Links instruction to objectives."
(b) "Links instruction to students' real-
life situations."
(c) "Considers student learning styles
and plans instruction accordingly."

Implementing Instruction
• Instructional Strategies..

• Content & Expectations.

Complexity

• Questioning

• Student Engagement.

"Employs a variety of techniques and
instructional strategies to accomplish
learning goals."
"Provides clear examples and offers
guided practice."

"Focuses instruction on higher-order
skills rather than memorization of
information."
"Uses a variety of questioning
techniques."
"Designs lessons to actively engage
students in the learning process."

Monitoring Student Progress
• Homework

Monitoring Student Progress

Responding to Student Needs and Abilities

"Uses homework to augment student
learning."
(a) "Gives clear, specific, and timely
feedback."
(b) "Selects appropriate assessment
tools and strategies to evaluate student
progress."
(c) "Re-teaches when students do not
achieve mastery."
"Uses student achievement data to
make instructional decisions."

Procedures

Potential participants received an email from the researcher informing them of

their selection to participate in the study. The email contained a link to an online survey

in which participants rank ordered the qualities of effective teachers as they perceived

them to affect student achievement. A follow up email was sent within one week of the
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initial contact as a reminder for those who had not yet completed the survey. A second

follow up email was sent approximately two weeks after the initial email. In all,

participants received three emails informing them of the study and providing a link for

their participation. Studying the methods and response rates of online surveys, Mitra,

Jain-Shukla, Robins, Champion, and Durant (2008) found that as much as 91% of data

from online surveys is collected within the first 13 days after initial contact is made with

participants. This survey contained a feature to allow participants to save their responses

and return at a later date to complete the unfinished items. The survey remained open for

approximately one month from the time of initial contact with participants.

Data Analysis

Results from the survey were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Spearman

rank-order coefficient, analysis of variance (ANOVA), and content analysis. Means were

calculated and ranked for each quality and indicator of quality in the survey. Mean

rankings were then subjected to an ANOVA test for each demographic variable in the

study to determine significance within groups. For example, to determine if the level of

school in which teachers worked significantly impacted perceptions, ANOVA was run

for mean rankings provided by teachers using level of school (elementary, middle, and

high school) as the independent variable. ANOVAs compared between-group variance

with within-group variance (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). A resulting significant F statistic

meant that between-group variance was significantly greater than variance by chance

(Kiess & Green, 2010). If a significant F statistic was obtained in any of the ANOVA

tests, then post-hoc analysis was run using Tukey's HSD test. Whereas, ANOVA results

indicate that there may be significant differences between any groups or variables,



72

Tukey's test is a follow up procedure that specifies where the significant differences are

found. IfANOVA procedures indicated no significant F ratios, then no post-hoc analysis

was necessary. The Spearman rank-order coefficient was used to determine the

directionality and strength of the relationship between administrator and teacher rankings.

Finally, the last research question concerned additional qualities that participants

believed were not addressed in the survey. An open-ended question on the survey

provided participants the opportunity to remark on any additional teacher qualities that

they believed impact student achievement. Content analysis was used to discover

emergent patterns and themes from participant responses. Content analysis involves

reducing and organizing data in an effort to make sense out of a large volume of data

(Patton, 2002).The researcher initially coded responses to correspond with the existing

framework of the survey. It was possible that participants would identify qualities that

were already present in the survey, but would identify them with an alternate name.

Qualities that did not fit into the categorical framework of the survey and were reported

by multiple participants were considered additional qualities. These additional qualities

are presented in Appendix E and Appendix F.

Table 8

Data Analysis

Research Questions Data Sources Data Analysis
Procedures

1. Which qualities of effective teachers
do administrators and teachers perceive
to have the greatest impact on student
achievement?

Teacher and
Administrator
Perception Survey

Descriptive statistics

2. Is there a significant difference in the
perceptions regarding qualities of
effective teachers that impact student

Teacher and
Administrator
Perception Survey

Spearman Rank-
Order Coefficient,
ANOVA
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achievement between administrators and
teachers?
3. Is there a significant difference in the
perceptions regarding qualities of
effective teachers that impact student
achievement among administrators (a) in
different regions of the United States; (b)
in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c)
in elementary, middle, and high schools;
(d) with different years of experience;
and (e) of different gender?

Teacher and
Administrator
Perception Survey

Descriptive
statistics, ANOVA

5. Is there a significant difference in the
perceptions regarding qualities of
effective teachers that impact student
achievement among teachers (a) in
different regions of the United States; (b)
in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c)
in elementary, middle, and high schools;
with different years of experience; and
(e) of different gender?

Teacher and
Administrator
Perception Survey

Descriptive
statistics, ANOVA

8. Do administrators and teachers believe
that there are additional qualities of
effective teachers that impact student
achievement that are not represented by
Stronge's (2007) framework, and if so,
what are those qualities?

Teacher and
Administrator
Perception Survey

Content Analysis

Ethical Considerations

Each participant's privacy and psychological safety was protected throughout the

study. Participants received an introductory email describing the study and the ethical

safeguards that were provided. Participants were free to withdraw from the study at any

time. The researcher received approval for the study from the Human Subjects Review

Committee at The College of William and Mary.
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Chapter 4 - Analysis ofResults

This study sought to ascertain the perceptions that K- 12 administrators and

teachers have about qualities of effective teachers. Specifically, the researcher sought to

determine which research-based qualities of effective teachers that administrators and

teachers perceived as having the greatest impact on student achievement and if certain

demographic characteristics affected those perceptions. Data were collected using a

survey created by the researcher (see Appendix A) based on Stronge's (2007) framework

for the qualities of effective teachers. A national stratified random sample of 170 U.S.

educators ranked five qualities of effective teachers in the order they believed that those

qualities to impact student achievement. Participants also ranked teacher behaviors and

attitudes that serve as indicators of those qualities in similar fashion. The survey was

organized into four parts. In the first part, participants ranked the indicators of quality in

each of five domains: (a) Planningfor Instruction, (b) Classroom Management and

Organization, (c) Implementing Instruction, (d) Monitoring Student Progress, and (e) The

Teacher as a Person. Participants then ranked the domains themselves. In the third part

of the survey, participants were provided an opportunity to add any additional qualities or

indicators of quality that they believed were not represented in the survey. Finally,

demographic information was solicited in the final six items of the survey. That

information included: (a) job title; (b) gender; (c) level of school in which the participant

worked (elementary, middle, or high); (d) number of years experience in education; (e)

whether the participant's current school was located in a rural, suburban, or urban setting;

and (f) the state in which the participant worked.
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Research question one was addressed using descriptive statistics. Mean rankings

were calculated using Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) software. Mean ranks

were then themselves rank ordered to determine which qualities and indicators ofquality

administrators and teachers perceived as having the greatest impact on student

achievement. To answer research question two, the Spearman rank-order correlation

coefficient was calculated using the formula provided in Kiess and Green (2010). This

statistic demonstrated the degree to which administrator and teacher rankings of specific

qualities correlated. ANOVA was also used to determine the statistical differences in

means between administrator and teacher ranks. Research questions three and four were

answered running a one-way ANOVA on SPSS for each quality. For each ANOVA, one

of the demographic factors served as the independent variable. Finally, research question

five was addressed by coding and categorizing open-response data provided by

participants. Themes were examined to determine if additional qualities were presented

by participants.

Research Questions

1. Which qualities of effective teachers do administrators and teachers perceive as

having the greatest impact on student achievement?

2. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement between administrators and teachers?

3. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement among administrators (a) in different

regions of the United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in
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elementary, middle, and high schools; (d) with different years of experience; and

(e) of different gender?

4. Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities of effective

teachers that impact student achievement among teachers (a) in different regions of

the United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in elementary,

middle, and high schools; (d) with different years of experience; and (e) of

different gender?

5. Do administrators and teachers believe that there are additional qualities of

effective teachers that impact student achievement that are not represented by

Stronge's (2007) framework, and if so, what are those qualities?

The Study

Return Rate

Data for the study were collected in May and June 2010. Three emails were sent

to a stratified equal-size random sample of K- 12 teachers and administrators. The

researcher created an online survey and imbedded a link to the survey in an email

message to prospective participants. MDR, an educational marketing company, was hired

to create an email list of K- 12 teachers and administrators evenly stratified by

elementary, middle, and high school levels and to deploy those emails. The list contained

1,039 teacher emails (346 elementary, 347 middle, and 346 high) and 1,050 administrator

emails (351 elementary, 346 middle, and 353 high) for a total of2,089 potential

participants. Table 10 shows the response rate of subgroups.

Three emails were sent to participants informing them of the study and requesting

their participation. Each email contained an introductory message (see Appendix B), a
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consent agreement (see Appendix C), and a link to the online survey. The initial email

was sent on May 20, 2010. MDR records indicate that 304 people opened this email

(14.62%), 113 continued to open the link to the survey (5.44%), and 69 completed the

survey (3.30%). A second email was sent as a reminder on May 26, 2010 and was

delivered to the same sample. From this deployment, 251 people opened the email

(12.02%), 97 continued to open the link to the survey (4.64%), and 53 completed the

survey (2.54%). A final reminder message was sent on June 2, 2010 and resulted in 222

people opening the email (10.63%), 92 continuing to open the link to the survey (4.40%),

and 55 completing the survey (2.63%). In sum, 177 out of 2,087 K-12 teachers and

administrators completed the survey for a total response rate of 8.48%.

Consistent with research on online surveys (see Mitra, Jain-Shukla, Robins,

Champion, and Durant, 2008), the rate ofparticipation dropped as the amount of time

after email notification about the study increased. In this study, three email notifications

were sent. Within three hours of the first email, 43 surveys were completed (24.29% of

total responses). Within twenty-four hours of the first message deployment, an additional

17 surveys had been completed for a total of 60 (33.90% of total responses). Only nine

additional surveys were completed within this initial 24 hour period and the deployment

of the second notification five days later. Response rates for the second and third

deployment were similar to the first with most responses arriving within a few hours of

the message deployment. As the amount of time increased after each deployment, the

number of responses drastically dropped. Table 9 shows the response rates per email

deployment.
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Table 9

Response Rates per Email Notification

Elapsed
Time after
Email
Deployment

Email sent May 20

Number of
Completed Surveys

Email sent May 26

Number of
Completed Surveys

Email sent June 2

Number of
Completed Surveys

3 hours 43 22 29
24 hours 17 13 13

4 days 13

6 days
16 Days N/A N/A

Table 10

Homogeneity ofResponses

Level and Job of
Participants

Invited to
Participate

Number
Participating

Percent
Participating

Elementary
Administrators

351 26 7.41%

Middle School
Administrators

346 42 12.14%

High School
Administrators

353 32 9.07%

Elementary
Teachers

346 27 7.80%

Middle School
Teachers

347 26 7.49%

High School
Teachers

346 20 5.78%

Demographic Information

The Teacher andAdministrator Perceptions of the Qualities ofEffective Teachers

survey contained six demographic items. Those items requested information on

participants' job, gender, years of experience, level of school in which they worked,

urbanicity of the school in which they worked, and the state in which they worked.
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Job and level ofschool. One hundred administrators and 77 teachers completed

the survey for a response rate of 9.52% and 7.41% respectively. Although 177 surveys

were completed, seven had to be removed from analysis because either the participant's

job or level of school was indeterminable based on the information he or she provided in

the survey. Therefore, the final number ofusable surveys in the study was 170. Table 1 1

shows the number ofusable completed surveys by participant's job title and level of

school.

Table 11

Level ofSchool

Total
Sample

Completing
Survey
N=170

Percent
of

Total
Group Administrators

N=IOO

Percent
ofTotal
Admin.
Group Teachers

N=70

Percent
of

Teacher
Group

Elementary 53 31.17% 26 26% 27 38.57%
Middle 65 38.24% 42 42% 23 32.86%
High 52 30.59% 32 32% 20 28.57%

Gender. Out of 170 completed surveys, 104 were completed by females and 66 by

males. When disaggregated by job, the 100 administrators were evenly divided by

gender, 50 females and 50 males. This split is representative of the to the total population

of K-12 public school administrators ofwhom 54% were female and 46% male in 2007-

2008 (the most recent year for which data are available) according to the U.S.

Department ofEducation's National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) website.

Teachers completing the survey were represented by 54 females (77%) and 16 males

(23%). This breakdown is also representative of the target population of U.S. public

school teachers. NCES data from 2007-2008 indicated that 75% ofU.S. teachers were
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female and 25% male (http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/2010/section4/indicator27.asp).

Table 12 illustrates the breakdown ofparticipants' gender by total sample, administrators,

and teachers.

Table 12

Gender

Total
Sample
N=170

Percent
of Total
Group Administrators

N=IOO

Percent of
Admin.
Group Teachers

N=70

Percent
of

Teacher
Group

Female 104 61.18% 50 50% 54 77.14%
Male 66 38.82% 50 50% 16 22.86%

Years ofExperience. Participants were asked to select a range of years from a

drop-down menu on the survey that most accurately reflected the total number of years of

experience they had worked in education. The choices were: (a) 1-5 years, (b) 6-10 years,

(c) 11-15 years, (d) 16-20 years, and (e) 20+ years. Nearly halfof all participants in the

study reported having 20 or more total years of experience in education. Ten participants

reported having 5 or fewer years of experience, all of whom were teachers; 18 reported 6-

10 years of experience, eight administrators and 10 teachers; 35 reported having 11-15

years of experience, 24 administrators and 1 1 teachers; 26 reported having 16-20 years of

experience, 17 administrators and nine teachers; and 81 reported having 20 or more years

of experience, 51 administrators and 30 teachers. Table 13 shows respondents' reported

years of experience by job.
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Years Experience

Total
Sample
N=170

Percent
ofTotal
Group Administrators

N=IOO

Percent
of

Admin.
Group

Teachers
N=70

Percent
of

Teacher
Group

1-5 Years 10 5.88% 0 10 14.29%
6-10 Years 18 10.59% 8 8% 10 14.29%
11-15 Years 35 20.59% 24 24% 11 15.71%
16-20 Years 26 15.29% 17 17% 12.86%
20+ Years 81 47.65% 51 51% 30 42.86%

Urbanicity ofSchool. Participants were asked to characterize the setting of the

school in which they worked as rural, suburban, or urban. Table 14 reveals that 58

(34. 12%) of the total group of respondents (administrators and teachers) reported the

setting of their school as rural, 66 (38.82%) reported the setting as suburban, and 46

(27.06%) reported the setting as urban.

Table 14

Urbanicity ofSchool

Total
Sample
N=170

Percent
of

Total
Group

Administrators
N=IOO

Percent
of

Admin.
Group

Teachers
N=70

Percent
of

Teacher
Group

Rural 58 34.12% 33 33% 25 35.72%
Suburban 66 38.82% 40 40% 26 37.14%
Urban 46 27.06% 27 27% 19 27.14%

Region. Region was determined by asking participants in which state they

currently worked. States were then grouped into regions based on the four major regions

of the United States identified by the U.S. Census Bureau

(http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf). The Census Bureau identifies Region

1 as "Northeast" and consists ofnine states; Region 2 is identified as "Midwest" and
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consists of 12 states; Region 3 is identified as "South" and consists of 16 states; Region 4

is identified as "West" as consists of 13 states. Appendix D contains a complete listing of

states divided by region. The results illustrated in Table 15 demonstrate that

approximately half of all participants in the study worked in one of the 16 states

comprising the South. One quarter ofparticipants worked in the 12 states of the Midwest

and the remaining one quarter ofparticipants worked in either the Northeast or West.

Table 15

Region ofthe United States

Total
Sample
N=170

Percent
of

Total
Group

Administrators
N=IOO

Percent
of

Admin.
Group

Teachers
N=70

Percent
of

Teacher
Group

Northeast 18 10.59% 13 13% 7.14%
Midwest 44 25.88% 27 27% 17 24.29%
South 84 49.41% 45 45% 39 55.71%
West 24 14.12% 15 15% 12.56%

Findingsfor the Research Questions

Research Questions One

Which qualities ofeffective teachers do administrators and teachers perceive as having

the greatest impact on student achievement?

Strange' s (2007) meta-review of the qualities of effective teachers revealed a

broad array of actions and dispositions that characterize what teachers do in the

classroom that affect student achievement. These actions and dispositions are organized

into five general qualities: (a) The Teacher as a Person, (b) Classroom Management and

Organization, (c) Planningfor Instruction, (d) Implementing Instruction, and (e)

Monitoring Student Progress. K- 12 School administrators and teachers were asked to

rank these general qualities from 1-5 in the order in which they impact student
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achievement; a rank of 1 represented the most important quality and a rank of 5

represented the least important. Descriptive statistics were calculated for each quality,

including mean, median, and standard deviation. Mean rankings displayed in Table 16

reveal that both administrators and teachers perceived Planningfor Instruction to be the

most important teacher quality that impacts student achievement and Monitoring Student

Progress the least important. Interestingly, participants in the study overwhelmingly

ranked The Teacher as a Person as either the most important or the least important

quality. Few administrators or teachers ranked it second, third, or fourth. In fact, more

administrators gave The Teacher as a Person a ranking of 1 than any other individual

quality. However, nearly twice as many gave it a rank of 5, bringing the mean rank down

to 3.44, making it the fourth most important quality out of five. Table 16 provides

descriptive statistics for administrator and teacher rankings of the general qualities of

effective teachers. Included in the table are the frequency that each quality was ranked

first, second, third, fourth, or fifth; the mean for each quality; and the mean ranking of

each quality.
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Table 16

Rankings ofQualities ofEffective Teachers
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Planning for
Instruction

#1=26
#2 = 28
#3 = 16
#4 = 21
#5= 9

2.0 2.59 1.32 #1=35
#2 = 18
#3 = 7
#4 = 5
#5 = 5

1.5 1.96 1.24

Implementing
Instruction

#1 = 19
#2 = 25
#3 = 32
#4 = 23
#5= 1

3.0 2.62 1.07 #1=6
#2 = 15
#3=23
#4 = 21
#5 = 5

3.0 3.06 1.08

Classroom
Management
and
Organization

#1=21
#2 = 27
#3 = 23
#4=19
#5 = 10

3.0 2.70 1.28 #1 = 10
#2 = 28
#3 = 18
#4 = 7
#5 = 7

2.0 2.61 1.16

The Teacher
as a Person

#1 = 30
#2= 8
#3= 3
#4= 6
#5 = 53

5.0 3.44 1.82 #1 = 17
#2 = 3
#3=4
#4=11
#5=35

4.5 3.63 1.68

Monitoring
Student
Progress

#1=4
#2=12
#3 = 26
#4 = 31
#5 = 27

4.0 3.65 1.23 #1=2
#2 = 6
#3 = 18
#4 = 26
#5=18

4.0 3.74 1.03

Planningfor Instruction. Administrators and teachers both ranked Planningfor

Instruction the most important teacher quality that impacts student achievement. Six

indicators ofquality comprised this general quality. Each indicator was coded for

statistical analysis by the researcher. Table 17 illustrates those indicators.
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Indicators ofQuality: Planningfor Instruction

Code Indicator Description of Indicator

Plani Time Allocation Limits interruptions and focuses classroom time
on teaching and learning.

Plan 2 High Expectations Establishes and communicates high expectations
for student achievement.

Plan 3 Pacing Maintains appropriate pacing of instruction.

Plan 4 Learning Styles Considers student learning styles and plans
instruction accordingly.

Plan 5 Relevance Links instruction to students' real-life situations.

Piano Linking Instruction to
Objectives

Links instruction to objectives.

Participants were provided the description of each indicator and asked to rank them in the

order they believed that they impact student achievement. Findings are displayed in Table

18.

Table 18

Rankings andDescriptive Statisticsfor Indicators ofPlanningfor Instruction
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2.0 2.30 1.38 High Expectations 2.0 2.73 1.76

3.0 2.86 1.39 Learning Styles 3.0 3.00 1.59

3.0 3.55 1.88 Time Allocation 3.0 2.79 1.69

3.0 3.57 1.68 Linking to Instruction to
Objectives

5.0 4.43 1.50

4.0

5.0

3.93

4.68

1.65

1.15

Relevance

Pacing

4.0

4.0

3.97

4.09

1.43

1.50
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The results in Table 18 indicate that both administrators and teachers perceived

"Establishing and communicating high expectations" as the most important component of

Planningfor Instruction with means of2.30 and 2.73 respectively. Administrator

rankings revealed the following rank order for indicators of Planning for Instruction: (1)

High expectations, (2) learning styles, (3) time allocation, (4) linking instruction to

objectives, (5) relevance, and (6) pacing. Mean rankings for teachers indicate the

following rank order for the indicators ofPlanningfor Instruction: (1) High expectations,

(2) time allocation, (3) learning styles, (4) relevance, (5) pacing, and (6) linking

instruction to objectives. These findings indicate that

Implementing Instruction. Administrators ranked Implementing Instruction as the

second, and teachers the third, most important teacher quality that impacts student

achievement. Six indicators characterize this quality and they were also ranked against

one another. Table 19 describes those indicators.

Table 19

Indicators ofQuality: Implementing Instruction

Code Indicator Description of Indicator

Instrl Variety Employs a variety of techniques and
instructional strategies to accomplish
learning goals.

Instr2 Engagement Designs lessons to actively engage students
in the learning process.

Instr3 Questioning Uses a variety of questioning techniques.

Instr4 Guided Practice Provides clear examples and offers guided
practice.

Instr5 Grouping Uses effective grouping strategies in the
classroom.

Instró Higher-Order Skills Focuses instruction on higher-order skills
rather than memorization of information.



87

Participants ranked these indicators against one another in the order they perceive them to

impact student achievement. Findings are displayed in Table 20.
Table 20

Rankings and Descriptive Statisticsfor Indicators ofImplementing Instruction
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Table 20 demonstrates that administrators and teachers in the study both perceived that

"Designing lessons to actively engage students in the learning process" is the most

important component of implementing instruction. Both groups also ranked "employing a

variety of techniques and instructional strategies to accomplish learning goals" as the

second most important indicator of effectively implementing instruction. Mean rankings

reveal that administrators rank ordered the indicators for Implementing Instruction as

follows: (1) Engagement, (2) variety, (3) high-order skills, (4) questioning, (5) guided

practice, and (6) grouping. Teachers in the study rank ordered the indicators as: (1)
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Engagement, (2) variety, (3) guided practice, (4) higher-order skills, (5) questioning, and

(6) grouping.

Classroom Management and Organization. Mean rankings demonstrate that

administrators perceived Classroom Management and Organization to be the third most

important quality of effective teachers, whereas, teachers perceive it to be second. Table

21 illustrates the indicators of quality for Classroom Management and Organization and

a description of each quality.

Table 21

Indicators ofQuality: Classroom Management and Organization
Code

CRMl

CRM2

CRM3

CRM4

Indicator

Order

Preparation

Safe Environment

Discipline

Description of Indicator

Maintains order and routines.

Prepares materials ahead of time and has
them ready to use.
Maintains a physically and emotionally
safe environment for students.
Reinforces positive expectations for
student behavior and responds to
misbehaviors promptly.
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Table 22

Rankings andDescriptive Statisticsfor Indicators ofClassroom Management and

Organization
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2.0 2.02 1.15 Safe Environment 2.0 2.20 1.10

2.0 2.30 1.05 Discipline 3.0 2.63 1.12

3.0 2.76 1.06 Preparation 3.0 2.47 1.16

3.0 2.84 1.03 Order 3.0 2.70 1.05

The findings displayed in Table 22 suggest that administrators and teachers both believe

that "Maintaining a physically and emotionally safe environment for students" is the most

important component of classroom management and organization. Administrators viewed

"Reinforcing positive expectations for student behavior and responding to misbehaviors

promptly" as the second most important component. Teacher viewed this indicator as

third, preferring the indicator "Preparing materials ahead of time and having them ready

to use" as second. Both administrators and teachers viewed "Maintaining order and

routines" as the least important component of classroom management and organization.

The Teacher as a Person. The Teacher as a Person was ranked fourth out of the

five general qualities that impact student achievement by both administrators and

teachers. This quality is comprised of eight indicators that characterize both personal and

professional attributes of teachers. Table 23 describes those indicators.
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Table 23

Indicators ofQuality: The Teacher as a Person

Code Indicator Description of Indicator

PERSONl Concern Demonstrates concern for the physical
and emotional well-being of students.

PERSON2 Fairness Treats all students with fairness.

PERSON3 Respect Treats all students with respect.

PERSON4 Interaction Interacts and fosters positive relationships
with students.

PERSON5 Content Knowledge Displays and excitement for subject area
content.

PERSONÓ Teaching Displays an excitement for teaching and
learning.

PERSON7 Commitment Demonstrates an on-going commitment to
the profession.

PERSON8 Reflection Uses reflection to improve his or her own
teaching practice.

Participants ranked these eight indicators against one another in the order that they

perceive them to affect student achievement. Findings are displayed in Table 24.
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Table 24

Rankings and Descriptive Statisticsfor The Teacher as a Person
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3.0 3.26 2.00 Interaction 4.0 3.94 1.97

3.0 3.43 1.67 Respect 3.0 3.54 2.08

4.0 3.74 2.25 Concern 4.0 3.97 2.09

4.0 4.01 2.11 Teaching 4.0 4.14 1.94

5.0 4.63 1.92 Fairness 5.0 4.33 2.01

5.0 4.76 2.20 Content Knowledge 5.0 4.56 2.25

6.0 5.22 2.31 Reflection 6.0 5.43 2.43

7.0 6.67 1.97 Commitment 7.0 6.09 2.48

Findings in Table 24 show that administrators ranked "Interacting and fostering positive

relationships with students" as the most important indicator, while teachers ranked

"Treating all students with respect" as the most important indicator of the quality The

Teacher as a Person. These rankings were reversed, with teachers ranking "Interacting

and fostering positive relationships with students" and administrators ranking "Treating

all students with respect" as the second most important indicators of this quality.

Administrators' and teachers' rankings were identical for the remainder of the indicators

as follows: (3) "Demonstrates concern for the physical and emotional well-being of

students", (4) "Displays an excitement for teaching and learning", (5) "Treats all students

with fairness", (6) "Displays an excitement for subject area content", (7) "Uses reflection
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to improve his or her own teaching practice", and (8) "Demonstrates an on-going

commitment to the profession".

Monitoring Student Progress. Of the five general qualities of effective teachers in

this study, administrators and teachers both ranked Monitoring Student Progress as

having the least impact on student achievement. In fact, 102 participants (60 percent)

ranked Monitoring Student Progress as the fourth most important (next to last) or fifth

most important (last) quality impacting student achievement. In contrast, only 24 (14

percent) ofparticipants ranked it either the most or second most important quality. Table

25 describes the five indicators that comprise this quality.

Table 25

Indicators ofQuality: Monitoring Student Progress
Code

MONI

MON2

MON3

MON4

MON5

Indicator

Homework

Feedback

Re-teaching

Using Data

Assessment

Description of Indicator

Uses homework to augment student
learning.
Gives clear, specific, and timely
feedback.
Re-teaches when students do not achieve
mastery.
Uses student achievement data to make
instructional decisions.
Selects appropriate assessment tools and
strategies to evaluate student progress.

Participants ranked these indicators against one another as they perceive them to impact

student achievement. Findings are displayed in Table 26.
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Table 26

Rankings and Descriptive Statisticsfor Monitoring Student Progress
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2.0 2.37 1.18 Assessment 2.0 2.37 1.38

3.0 2.77 .099 Re-teaching 3.0 2.71 1.19

3.0 2.86 1.24 Feedback 3.0 2.81 1.25

5.0 4.75 .076 Homework 5.0 4.34 1.24

Table 26 shows that administrators believe that "Using student achievement data to make

instructional decisions" has the most impact on student achievement of the indicators in

this quality. Teachers in the study, on the other hand, believe that "Selecting appropriate

assessment tools and strategies to evaluate student progress" has the greatest impact on

achievement. Mean rankings reveal that administrators view assessment selection as the

second most important quality, followed by "Re-teaching when students don't achieve

mastery"; "Providing clear, specific, and timely feedback"; and "Using homework to

augment student learning". Following selection of assessments, teachers ranked "Re-

teaching when students don't achieve mastery" second; "Using data to make instructional

decisions" third; "Providing clear, specific, and timely feedback" fourth; and "Using

homework to augment student learning" fifth.
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Research Question Two

Is there a significant difference in theperceptions regarding qualities ofeffective

teachers that impact student achievement between administrators and teachers?

Congruence between administrators' and teachers' rankings of the qualities of

effective teachers and the indicators of those qualities was calculated in two ways. First,

the Spearman rank order coefficient was used to measure the correlation ofpaired ordinal

data. Because mean rankings were obtained for both administrators and teachers on the

same qualities and indicators, the Spearman coefficient was a suitable statistic. However,

no statistical significance could be determined using the Spearman coefficient because of

the low number of ranked pairs in this study. Nonetheless, it does provide strength and

directionality for the correlation between administrator and teacher rankings. Spearman

correlations range from -1.00 to 1.00. A correlation coefficient of 1.00 reveals an

absolute positive correlation and a coefficient of -1.00 demonstrates an absolute negative

correlation. Table 27 displays the correlation between administrators' and teachers'

rankings for the general qualities of effective teachers and each individual quality.

Table 27

Correlation ofAdministrator and Teacher Responsesfor Qualities ofEffective Teachers

Quality
General Qualities
Planning for Instruction
Classroom Management & Organization
Implementing Instruction
Monitoring Student Progress
The Teacher as a Person

Spearman
Correlation
Coefficient

.90

.77

.83

.80

.98

.70
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Additionally, ANOVA was calculated for each general quality to determine

whether statistical significance was present between administrator and teacher means.

Significance was set at the ? < .05 level. ANOVA results tested statistical differences in

actual means obtained from administrators' and teachers' rankings. The ANOVA did not

test for differences in rank ordering. Thus statistically significant differences between

administrators and teachers in ANOVA were present even when the rankings were

identical. This was the case for between group rankings for the general quality Planning

for Instruction. Administrators and teachers both ranked this as the most important

quality of effective teachers, though the teacher mean was significantly lower

(representing a higher perceived value) than the administrator mean. Conversely, the

administrator mean was significantly lower than the teacher mean for Implementing

Instruction. In this case, administrator and teacher ranks were not identical. The ANOVA

findings are detailed in Table 28.

Table 28

ANOVA Resultsfor General Qualities ofEffective Teachers
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.

Quail
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

16.492

279.061

295.553

1

168

169

16.492

1.661

9.928 .002

Qual2
Classroom
Mgmnt. &
Organization

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

.303

253.586

253.888

1

168

169

.303

1.509

.200 .655

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

7.869

193.331

201.200

1

168

169

7.869

1.151

6.838 .010

Qual4
Monitoring
Student
Progress

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

.355

198.121

198.476

1

168

169

.355

1.179

.301 .584

Qual5
The Teacher
as a Person

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

1.464

520.983

522.447

1

168

169

1.464

3.101

.472 .493
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Research Question Three

Is there a significant difference in theperceptions regarding qualities ofeffective

teachers that impact student achievement among administrators (a) in different regions

ofthe United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in elementary, middle,

and high schools; (d) with different years ofexperience; and (e) ofdifferent gender?

Region. Administrator and teacher responses were separated to create two distinct

data sets. Data from each group were then analyzed to determine whether specific

demographic criteria accounted for differences within groups. ANOVA tests were run

using SPSS with the significance level set at ? < .05. Table 29 demonstrates that

significant differences among administrator rankings of the five general qualities of

effective teachers were not evident based on region of the country.

Table 29

Administrator ANOVA by Region

ANOVA

Sum of Squares df
Mean

Square Sig.
Quali
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

1.869

170.321

172.190

96

99

.623

1.774

.351 .788

Qual2
Classroom
Management
&
Organization

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

8.344

152.656

161.000

96

99

2.781

1.590

1.749 .162

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

1.505

112.055

113.560

96

99

.502

1.167

.430 .732

Qual4
Monitoring
Student
Achievement

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

4.173

120.577

124.750

96

99

1.391

1.256

1.108 .350

Qual5
The Teacher
as a Person

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

25.325

301.315

326.640

96

99

8.442

3.139

2.690 .051
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Although region of the country did not account for significant differences among

administrators for the general qualities, several significant differences were evident when

qualities were disaggregated and examined by their indicators. First, significant

differences emerged for the indicator of quality "Maintaining order and routines" within

the quality Classroom Management and Organization, F(3,96) = 2.978, ? = .035. Tukey

post-hoc analysis revealed that the difference occurred because administrators in the

South ranked this indicator as significantly higher (more important) than administrators

in the Midwest.

Additional differences appeared within the quality Monitoring Student Progress

for the indicator "Gives clear, specific, and timely feedback" F(3,96) = 4.961, ? = .003

and the indicator "Selects appropriate assessment tools and strategies to evaluate student

progress" F(3,96) = 2.807, ? = .044. Tukey post-hoc analysis revealed that administrators

in the Midwest ranked the "Feedback" indicator significantly higher than administrators

in both the South and West and that administrators in the Northeast ranked the

"Assessment" indicator significantly higher than administrators in the Midwest.

Differences also appeared within the quality The Teacher as a Person for the

indicator "Treats all students with fairness" F(3,96) = 4.650, ? = .004. Tukey post-hoc

analysis demonstrated that the difference was the result of administrators in the South

ranking this indicator as significantly more important than administrators in the Midwest.

Also, significant differences were found for the indicator "Uses reflection to improve his

or her own teaching practice" F(3,96) = 3.766, ? = .013. Post-hoc analysis revealed that

administrators in the West ranked this indicator significantly more important than

administrators in the South.
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Urbanicity. Table 30 demonstrates that no significant differences emerged for the

five general qualities of effective teachers among administrators based on the urbanicity

of the school in which they worked. However, ANOVA tests of the indicators for the

individual qualities did reveal statistical significance in two places. First, administrator

rankings for the indicator "Establishes and communicates high expectations for student

achievement" were significant at the .05 level, F(2,97) = 3.536, ? = .033. Tukey post-hoc

analysis revealed that this difference existed because administrators in urban schools

ranked this indicator significantly more important than their counterparts in suburban

schools. Second, the indicator "Treats all students with fairness" was also significant at

the .05 level, F(2,97) = 5.666, ? = .005. Again, post-hoc analysis revealed that this

difference was the result of a ranking of higher importance by urban administrators than

by suburban administrators.

Table 30

Administrator ANOVA by Urbanicity

ANOVA

Sum of
Squares df

Mean
Square Sig.

Quali
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

6.435

165.755

172.190

97

99

3.218

1.709

1.883 .158

Qual2
Classroom
Management &
Organization

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

6.634

154.366

161.000

97

99

3.317

1.591

2.084 .130

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

1.257

112.303

113.560

97

99

.628

1.158

.543 .583

Qual4
Monitoring
Student Progress

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

.376

124.374

124.750

97

99

.188

1.282

.146 .864

Qual5
The Teacher as
a Person

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

3.534

323.106

326.640

97

99

1.767

3.331

.531 .590
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Level ofschool. Table 3 1 demonstrates that whether an administrator worked at

an elementary, middle, or high school only had a significant affect on the ranking of one

general quality of effective teachers, The Teacher as a Person F(2,97) = 5.627, ? = .005.

Table 31

Administrator ANOVA by Level ofSchool

ANOVA

Sum of
Squares df

Mean
Square Sig.

Quail
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

4.284

167.906

172.190

97

99

2.142

1.731

1.238 .295

Qual2
Classroom
Management &
Organization

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

.535

160.465

161.000

97

99

.267

1.654

.162 .851

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

2.073

111.487

113.560

97

99

1.036

1.149

.902 .409

Qual4
Monitoring Student
Progress

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

3.419

121.331

124.750

97

99

1.709

1.251

1.367 .260

Qual5
The Teacher as a
Person

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

33.956

292.684

326.640

97

99

16.978

3.017

5.627 .005

Tukey post-hoc analysis revealed that both middle and high school administrators ranked

The Teacher as a Person as a significantly more important quality than did elementary

administrators. Table 32 shows the post-hoc results.



Table 32

Tukey Post-hoc Analysisfor The Teacher as a Person by Administrators Level

Multiple Comparisons
Qual5
Tukey HSD

(I) Level (J) Level
Mean

Difference (l-J) Std. Error Sig.

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Elementary Middle

High

1.32784

1.32933'
.43347

.45863

.008

.013

.2961

.2377

2.3596

2.4210

Middle Elementary
High

-1.32784

.00149

.43347

.40760

.008

1.000

-2.3596

-.9687

-.2961

.9717

High Elementary
Middle

-1.32933

-.00149

.45863

.40760

.013

1.000

-2.4210

-.9717

-.2377

.9687

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Administrator level of school only accounted for one significant difference among

all of the indicators of the qualities of effective teachers examined in the study. That

difference was found for the indicator "Uses student achievement data to make

instructional decisions" and was significant at the .05 level, F(2,97) = 4.154, ? = .019.

Post-hoc analysis revealed that the difference resulted from rankings ofhigher

importance by elementary administrators than by middle school administrators.

Years ofexperience. To determine the effect of administrators' years of

experience, administrators' years of experience served as the constant independent

variable while the dependent variable alternated between the five general qualities of

effective teachers and the specific indicators of those qualities. Table 33 demonstrates

that no significant differences emerged from administrator rankings of the five general

qualities that could be attributed to their years of experience. Further analyses revealed

that no significant differences surfaced for any specific indicator of quality that could be

attributed to years of experience.
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Table 33

Administrator ANOVA by Years ofExperience

ANOVA

Quali
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Qual2
Classroom
Management &
Organization

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Qual4
Monitoring
Student
Achievement

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Qual5
The Teachers as
a Person

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares
2.847

169.343

172.190

6.569

154.431

161.000

1.511

112.049

113.560

5.623

119.127

124.750

3.660

322.980

326.640

df

96

99

96

99

3

96

99

3

96

99

3

96

99

Mean
Square

.949

1.764

2.190

1.609

.504

1.167

1.874

1.241

1.220

3.364

.538

1.361

.432

1.510

.363

Sig.
.657

.259

.731

.217

.780

Gender. To determine the role that gender played on administrators' perceptions,

gender served as the constant independent variable while the five general qualities and

their indicators alternated as dependent variables. Table 34 reveals that administrator

rankings ofboth Classroom Management and Organization and The Teacher as a Person

were affected by gender.



Table 34

Administrator ANOVA by Gender

ANOVA

Quali
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Qual2
Classroom
Management &
Organization

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Qual4
Monitoring Student
Achievement

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Qual5
The Teacher as a
Person

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

.010

172.180

172.190

6.760

154.240

161.000

.040

113.520

113.560

.810

123.940

124.750

14.440

312.200

326.640

df

1

98

99

1

98

99

1

98

1

98

1

98

99

Mean
Square

.010

1.757

6.760

1.574

.040

1.158

.810

1.265

14.440

3.186

.006

4.295

.035

.640

4.533

Sig.
.940

.041

.853

.425

.036

When specific indicators of quality replaced the general qualities as dependent

variables, four significant differences emerged as a result of administrator years of

experience. One of those differences was found for "Links instruction to objectives",

F(I,98) = 8.377, ? = .005. Because there were only two levels of the independent

variable, no post-hoc analysis was necessary. Nonetheless, it was determined that this

difference was the result of female administrators in the study ranking this indicator as

significantly more important than male administrators. The other three differences

attributable to administrators' gender were all indicators ofthe general quality, The

Teacher as a Person. The first was "Displays an excitement for content knowledge",

F(l,98) = 4.135, ? = .045. Male administrators ranked this quality significantly higher

than female administrators. The second indicator of The Teacher as a Person that was

significantly different for females and males was "Displays an excitement for teaching



and learning", -F(l,98) = 5.143, ? = .026. Again, this difference was attributable to male

administrators ranking this indicator more importantly than females. Lastly, the indicator

"Uses reflection to improve his or her own teaching practice" also proved significantly

different based on gender, F(l,9S) = 5.715, ? = .019. Unlike the previous two indicators,

this difference was the result of female administrators in the study ranking this indicator

as significantly more important than did male administrators.

Research Question Four

Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities ofeffective

teachers that impact student achievement among teachers (a) in different regions of the

United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in elementary, middle, and

high schools; (d) with different years ofexperience; and (e) ofdifferent gender?

Region. The region of the country in which teachers worked did not account for

any meaningful differences in their rankings of the general qualities of effective teachers.

Table 35 displays the findings for the ANOVA run using the teacher data set by region.

Table 35

Teacher ANOVA by Region
Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.

Quail
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.011

104.860

106.871

3

66

69

.670

1.589

.422 .738

Qual2
Classroom
Management &
Organization

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

3.048

89.537

92.586

3

66

69

1.016

1.357

.749 .527

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.020

77.751

79.771

3

66

69

.673

1.178

.572 .636

Qual4
Monitoring Student
Progress

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

6.739

66.632

73.371

3

66

69

2.246

1.010

2.225 .093

Qual5
The Teacher as a
Person

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

7.260

187.083

194.343

3

66

69

2.420

2.835

.854 .47Oi
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However, when each quality was disaggregated by its indicators, three significant

differences emerged. First, the ANOVA revealed a statistically significant difference at

the .05 level for the indicator "Establishes and communicates high expectations for

student achievement" F(3,66) = 3.262, ? = .027. Tukey post-hoc analysis confirmed that

this difference was the result of teachers in the West ranking this indicator as

significantly less important than teachers in the Northeast and the South. Second, region

accounted for a significant difference in teachers rankings of the indicator "Designs

lessons to actively engage students in the learning process" F(3,66) = 3.339, ? = .024.

This difference emerged because teachers in the Midwest believed it to be significantly

more important that did teachers in the West. The last difference attributable to region

was for the indicator "Displays an excitement for teaching and learning" F(3,66) = 2.849,

? = .044. Tukey post-hoc analysis revealed that this difference was the result ofteachers

in the Midwest ranking this indicator as more important than teachers in the South.

Urbanicity. Whether teachers described their school as rural, suburban, or urban

did produce a significant difference in their rankings of one of the five general qualities

of effective teachers. Teachers in rural schools ranked The Teacher as a Person as a more

important contributor to student achievement than did teachers in urban schools. Table 36

displays the findings for the ANOVA for teacher rankings of the general qualities run by

urbanicity. Only one significant difference emerged when the individual qualities and

their indicators were submitted to ANOVA tests. The indicator "Maintains a physically

and emotionally safe environment for students" was significant at the .05 level, F(2,67) =

4.102, ? = .021. Post-hoc analysis showed that this difference was attributable to teachers

in rural schools ranking it significantly higher than teachers in urban schools.



Table 36

Teacher ANOVA by Urbanicity

ANOVA

Sum of Squares df
Mean

Square Sig.
Quail
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

4.058

102.813

106.871

2

67

69

2.029

1.535

1.322 2.73

Qual2
Classroom
Management &
Organization

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

.928

91.658

92.586

2

67

69

.464

1.368

.339 .714

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

3.93

75.798

79.771

2

67

69

1.986

1.131

1.756 .181

Qual4
Monitoring Student
Progress

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.151

73.221

73.371

2

67

69

.075

1.093

.069 .933

Qual5
The Teacher as a
Person

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

19.660

174.683

194.343

2

67

69

9.830

2.607

3.770 .028

Level ofschool. Whether teachers worked in an elementary, middle, or high

school did not significantly impact teacher rankings of the five general qualities of

effective teachers. Table 37 shows the results of the ANOVA run for the teacher data set

using the five general qualities as the dependent variables and the level of school as the

independent variables.



Table 37

Teacher ANOVA by Level ofSchool

ANOVA

Quali
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Qual2
Classroom
Management &
Organization

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Qual4
Monitoring Student
Progress

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Qual5
The Teacher as a
Person

Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares
7.297

99.575

106.871

.617

91.969

92.586

3.041

76.730

79.771

.571

72.801

73.371

9.178

185.165

194.343

df

2

67

69

2

67

69

2

67

69

2

67

69

2

67

69

Mean Square
3.648

1.486

.308

1.373

1.521

1.145

.285

1.087

4.589

2.764

2.455

.225

1.328

.263

1.660

Sig.
.094

.799

.272

.770

.198

When disaggregated by individual qualities and the indicators of those qualities

became the dependent variables, three significant differences surfaced. First, a significant

difference existed for the indicator "Maintains appropriate pacing of instruction", F(2,67)

= 3.143, ? = .050. Post-hoc analysis showed that this was because high school teachers

ranked this indicator as more important than teachers in elementary schools. An

additional difference occurred for the indicator "Prepares materials ahead of time and has

them ready to use", F(2,67) = 4.702, ? = .012. Post-hoc analysis demonstrated that

elementary and high school teachers ranked this indicator as significantly more important

than middle school teachers. Lastly, a significant difference appeared for the indicator

"Uses student achievement data to make instructional decisions", F(2,67) = 5.677, ? =

.005. The difference was explained through post-hoc analysis by elementary teachers

ranking this indicator as significantly more important than high school teachers.



Years ofexperience. The effect of teachers' years of experience was determined

by running a series of one-way ANOVAs using teachers' years of experience as the

constant independent variable and by alternating the five general qualities and their

indicators as the dependent variables. Table 38 shows that teachers' years of experience

explained three significant differences in teacher rankings ofthe five general qualities.

The first difference was found for the quality Classroom Management and Organization,

F(4,65) = 3.834, ? = .007. Interestingly, teacher mean rankings for this quality had bell

shaped quality. Teachers with the least experience (one to five years) and most

experience (20 or more years) ranked Classroom Management and Organization

significantly more important than other qualities—as indicated by lower means— than

did teachers with 11-15 years of experience. Chart 1 demonstrates the pattern of teacher

rankings for this quality based on their years of experience.

Table 38

Teacher ANOVA by Years ofExperience

ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Quali
Planning for
Instruction

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

3.049

103.822

106.871

4

65

69

.762

1.597

.477 .752

Qual2
Classroom
Management &
Organization

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

17.674

74.912

92.586

4

65

69

4.418

1.152

3.834 .007

Qual3
Implementing
Instruction

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

13.259

66.512

79.771

4

65

69

3.315

1.023

3.239 .017

Qual4
Monitoring Student
Progress

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.823

70.548

73.371

4

65

69

.706

1.085

.650 .629

Qual5
The Teacher as a
Person

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

35.305

159.037

194.343

4

65

69

8.826

2.447

3.607 .010
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Chart 1

Teacher Mean Rankingsfor Classroom Management & Organization by Years of

Experience
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The second general quality impacted by teachers' years of experience was

Implementing Instruction, F(4,65) = 3.239, ? = .017. Post-hoc analysis revealed that this

difference was attributable to teachers with six to 10 years experience ranking this quality

as significantly more important than did teachers with 16-20 years experience. The third

difference in teachers rankings of the general qualities that could be attributed to years of

experience was The Teacher as a Person, F(4,65) = 3.607, ? = .010. Unlike the pattern

that emerged for Classroom Management and Organization, teacher rankings for this

quality yielded an inverse bell-shaped curve. That is, teachers with the least and most

experience ranked The Teacher as a Person significantly less important relative to other

qualities—as indicated by higher means—than teachers with 11-15 years of experience.

Chart 2 demonstrates this pattern. These differences were statistically significant at the ?

< .05 level.
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Chart 2

Teacher Mean Rankingsfor The Teacher as a Person by Years ofExperience
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Despite the many differences that emerged for teacher rankings of the general

qualities based on years of experience, only one significant difference appeared when

analyzing the indicators of those qualities by years of experience. That difference

occurred for the indicator "Re-teaches when students do not achieve mastery", F(4,65) =

2.741, ? = .036. This difference existed because teachers in the study with one to five

years experience ranked it as significantly more important than teachers with twenty or

more years of experience.

Gender. Unlike the teacher rankings for the general qualities based on years of

experience, rankings based on gender did not yield any significant differences. Table 39

shows the results of the ANOVA run with teachers' gender as the independent variable

and the general qualities as the dependent variables.
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Table 39

Teacher ANOVA by Gender

ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
Quali Between Groups

Within Groups
Total

.890

105.981

106.871

1

68

69

.890

1.559

.571 .452

Qual2 Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4.167

88.419

92.586

1

68

69

4.167

1.300

3.204 .078

Qual3 Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.068

79.704

79.771

1

68

69

.068

1.172

.058 .811

Qual4 Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.288

73.083

73.371

1

68

69

.288

1.075

.268 .606

Qual5 Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.091

194.252

194.343

1

68

69

.091

2.857

.032 .859

Significant differences did emerge, however, when indicators of the general

qualities were the dependent variables and teachers' gender was the independent variable.

The first of these differences was for the indicator "Maintains appropriate pacing of

instruction", F(1,68) = 5.893, ? = .018. Tukey post-hoc analysis showed that this

difference resulted from male teachers in the study ranking this indicator as significantly

more important than did female teachers. The second significant difference among

teacher rankings based on gender was for the indicator "Uses student achievement data to

make instructional decisions", F(l,68) = 6.651, ? = .012. Female teachers in the study

ranked this indicator significantly higher than did male teachers. Lastly, a difference

existed for the indicator "Demonstrates an on-going commitment to the profession"

F(1,68) = 4.670, ? = .034. Male teachers in the study ranked this indicator significantly

higher than female teachers.
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Research Question Five

Do administrators and teachers believe that there are additional qualities ofeffective

teachers that impact student achievement that are not represented by Stronge 's (2007)

framework, and ifso, what are those qualities?

Administrators. Participants in the study were asked if they believed additional

qualities existed that impact student achievement that were not present in the survey.

Forty-seven administrators (47%) responded to this open-ended question. Responses

were coded by the researcher and compared to the description of qualities of effective

teachers and the indicators of those qualities in the survey. Many administrators

responding to this question echoed qualities and indicators that were already in the

survey. For example, an administrator from a suburban middle school in the South

remarked that "The teacher must display a genuine concern for students." This comment

was coded "Concern for Students" and compared to items in the survey. The researcher

determined that the comment was similar to the item on the survey "Demonstrates

concern for the physical and emotional well-being of students" and it was eliminated as

an additional quality. Several other comments involved the teachers' knowledge of

subject area content as well knowledge of teaching and learning. These comments were

also eliminated for their similarity to survey items.

There were, however, coded items from administrators' responses that were not

similar to items on the survey. Six additional qualities or indicators of qualities emerged

from these responses: Using technology in instruction, collaboration with peers,

flexibility, parent communication, continuing education, and humor. The most common

of these coded responses were flexibility which appeared seven times, collaboration with
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peers, and parent communication, both of which appeared five times. Appendix E

contains the coded responses disaggregated by demographic criteria and shows that these

two additional items occurred consistently across region, level of school, urbanicity of

school, gender, and years of experience.

Teachers. Twenty-five teachers (35.71%) responded to the open-ended question

on the survey that asked for additional qualities of effective teachers or indicators of

those qualities. Like administrators, many teachers reiterated qualities that were already

present in the survey. For example, one middle school teacher from an urban school in

the West commented that an additional quality was "Building a positive teacher-student

relationship where learning and teaching can be exchanged so both are changed in the

relationship." This comment was coded "Student/Teacher Relationships" and was

compared to items in the survey. It was determined by the researcher that it was similar to

the survey item "Interacts and fosters positive relationships with students" and was

eliminated as an additional quality.

Teacher responses did yield seven additional qualities or indicators of quality that

were not stated in the survey: Flexibility, parent communication, the teachers' personal

values, honesty, continuous improvement, teacher dress, and experience. Like

administrators responses, the only recurring responses were flexibility, which appeared

twice, and parent communication which appeared six times. Appendix F shows the coded

teacher responses for additional qualities disaggregated by demographic criteria.

Although many of the items identified by administrators and teachers as

additional qualities and indicators were not explicitly stated in the survey, some of them

are either explicitly or implicitly found in Stronge's (2007) framework. For example, a
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teacher's personal values, his or her honesty, and continuous improvement are implied

within the several indicators of the quality The Teacher as a Person. Also, experience

was mentioned by participants as an additional quality. Although it was not an explicit

quality in the survey, it is clearly stated in Stronge's framework as an indicator of the

quality Prerequisitesfor Effective Teaching. This general quality, however, was

purposefully left out of the study by the researcher because its characteristics are not easy

to alter to improve practice. In sum, the major findings for the open-ended question in the

survey revealed that both administrators and teachers both believed that effective teachers

must be flexible and successfully engage parents in communicating about student

progress.
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Chapter 5: Summary and Discussion of Findings

The central purpose of schooling is the advancement of student learning and

academic achievement. There is an abundance of evidence that teachers play an integral

role in this purpose. Many studies have explored the particular attributes and

characteristics of teachers who effectively promote student learning and achievement (see

for example, Darling-Hammond, 2000; Hattie, 2003; Nye, Konstantopoulos, & Hedges,

2004; Olson, 2008; Strange, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman, 2007; Wenglinsky, 2004). A

meta-analysis by Strange (2007) identified several general qualities and indicators of

those qualities that impact student achievement. This study sought to clarify which

research-based qualities of effective teachers that K- 12 public school administrators and

teachers perceived as having the greatest impact on student achievement.

Data were collected from a national random sample of 100 administrators and 70

teachers who completed an online survey in May and June of2010. Specifically,

administrators and teachers were asked to rank a set of research-based qualities of

effective teachers and the indicators of those qualities in the order in which they

perceived them to impact student achievement. Qualities and indicators of quality were

drawn from Strange' s (2007) framework for the qualities of effective teachers. Rankings

were disaggregated by participants' responses to demographic factors and analyzed for

statistical significance. Demographic factors included: (a) region of the country in which

participants worked, (b) urbanicity of the school in which they worked, (c) level of school

in which they worked, (d) the number of years they had worked in education, and (e)

their gender. The purpose of the current study was to determine which qualities of

effective teachers that educators perceived as having the strongest link to student
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achievement and to determine if demographic factors significantly influenced those

perceptions.

Results revealed a general agreement between administrators and teachers

concerning the rankings of overall teacher qualities as they impact student achievement.

There was general agreement among administrators and teachers from various types of

schools, regions of the country, levels of experience, and gender. There did emerge,

however, a few significant differences among administrators and teachers in the study

based on demographic criteria. Further, participants were asked to identify any additional

qualities and indicators of quality that impact student achievement that were not

presented in the survey. Content analysis revealed that administrators and teachers both

believed there were two additional indicators of quality not included in the survey that

impact student achievement.

Summary ofFindings

Research Question One

Which qualities ofeffective teachers do administrators and teachers perceive as having

the greatest impact on student achievement?

Administrators and teachers participating in the study ranked five general

qualities of effective teachers in the order in which they perceived those qualities to

impact student achievement. Those qualities were based on Stronge's (2007) framework

and included: (a) The Teacher as a Person, (b) Classroom Management and

Organization, (c) Planningfor Instruction, (d) Implementing Instruction, and (e)

Monitoring Student Progress. Administrators and teachers both ranked Planningfor

Instruction as the most important teacher quality impacting student achievement (M =
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2.59, 1.96). Administrators ranked Implementing Instruction (M = 2.62) as the second

and Classroom Management and Organization (M = 2.70) as the third most important

quality. Teachers, on the other hand, ranked Classroom Management and Organization

(M = 2.61) second and Implementing Instruction (M = 3.06) third. Administrators and

teachers both ranked The Teacher as a Person fourth (M = 3.65, 3.74) and Monitoring

Student Progress fifth (M = 3.44, 3.63).

There were 29 indicators of quality organized within the five general qualities

examined in the study. Each general quality contained four to eight indicators.

Participants also ranked these indicators of quality in the order in which they perceived

them to impact student achievement. Table 40 contains a list of the indicators associated

with each quality and the mean administrator and teacher rankings for indicators.
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Table 40

Administrators ' and Teachers ' Mean Rankings ofthe Indicators ofQuality

Administrators'
Mean Rank

Indicators of Quality

5
2
1
6
4

THE TEACHER AS A PERSON
Demonstrates concern for the physical & emotional well-being of
students.
Treats all students with fairness.
Treats all students with respect.
Interacts and fosters positive relationships with students.
Displays an excitement for subject area content.
Displays an excitement for teaching and learning.
Demonstrates and on-going commitment to the profession.
Uses reflection to improve his or her own practice.

4
3
1
2

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATION
Maintains order and routines.
Prepares materials ahead of time and has them ready to use.
Maintains a physically and emotionally safe environment for students.
Reinforces expectations for positive behavior and responds to
misbehaviors promptly.

3
1
6
2
5
4

PLANNING FOR INSTRUCTION
Limits interruptions and focuses classroom time on teaching and learning.
Establishes and communicates high expectations for student achievement.
Maintains appropriate pacing of instruction.
Considers student learning styles and plans instruction accordingly.
Links instruction to students' real-life situations.
Links instruction to objectives.

1
4
5
6
3

IMPLEMENTING INSTRUCTION
Employs a variety of techniques and instructional strategies to accomplish
learning goals.
Designs lessons to actively engage students in the learning process.
Uses a variety of questioning techniques.
Provides clear examples and offers guided practice.
Uses effective grouping strategies.
Focuses instruction on higher-order skills rather than memorization of
information.

MONITORING STUDENT PROGRESS
Uses homework to augment student learning.
Gives clear, specific, and timely feedback.
Re-teaches when students do not achieve mastery.
Uses data to make instructional decisions.
Selects appropriate assessment tools and strategies to evaluate student
progress.

Table 40 demonstrates that administrators and teachers generally ranked the

indicators of quality similarly to one another. Where discrepancies did occur, they tended
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to be only one ranked difference. For example, within the quality, The Teacher as a

Person, administrators and teachers ranked six of the eight indicators identically. The

only discrepancy was that administrators ranked "Interacts and fosters positive

relationships with students" first and teachers ranked it second. This represents a minor

difference in the overall rankings of these indicators of quality.

More significant were the indicators in which the difference between

administrator and teacher ranks was greater than one. This occurred in three places. First,

within the general quality Planningfor Instruction, administrators ranked "Links

instruction to objectives" fourth, whereas, teachers ranked it sixth. This difference

suggests that teachers regard other indicators as more important to promoting student

achievement. For example, teachers ranked "Linking instruction to students' real-life

situations" higher than they ranked "Linking instruction to objectives" (the opposite was

true for administrator rankings). Perhaps teachers, who are in closer proximity to students

than administrators believed that relevance is a more powerful motivator for learning than

well-defined objectives. Second, teachers ranked "Provides clear examples and offers

guided practice" as the third most important indicator ofthe quality Implementing

Instruction, whereas, administrators ranked it fifth. Again, this difference may be the

result of teachers in the classroom seeing first hand the benefits ofguided practice as they

relate to student achievement. Third, within the general quality, Monitoring Student

Progress, administrators in the study ranked "Uses data to make instructional decisions"

as the most important indicator of quality, whereas, teachers in the study ranked it third.

The fact that administrators ranked this indicator as the most important relative to the

others within Monitoring Student Progress is not surprising. Student achievement data
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have become the yardstick by which schools and districts demonstrate proficiency to earn

state accreditation and meet AYP goals. That teachers did not rank it as high may be an

indication that discussions of "data" in schools have increasingly focused on end-of-

course testing. Teachers' perceptions, unlike those of administrators, may be guided by a

classroom-centered orientation. The difference in these rankings may be a function of

what Guskey (2007) termed "different views ofpurpose" in explaining the dissimilar

perceptions between administrators and teachers on sources of evidence of student

learning. Administrators and teachers may have different purposes for using student

achievement data and other indicators, and those differences may influence perceptions

about the relative importance of each.

Research Question Two

Is there a significant difference in theperceptions regarding qualities ofeffective

teachers that impact student achievement between administrators and teachers?

Results from the study indicate that administrators and teachers hold similar

perceptions of the impact of certain teacher qualities on student achievement.

Administrator and teacher mean rankings formed paired ordinal data that were correlated

using the Spearman rank-order coefficient. Administrator and teacher rankings were

correlated to a large degree (r = .90) though there were too few ordered pairs in the data

to achieve statistical significance. Nonetheless, a strong directional relationship was

established for rankings of the five general qualities. Spearman coefficients ranged from r

= .70 to r = .98 for the indicators of the general qualities. This similarly suggests that

administrators and teachers hold comparable beliefs about the relative importance of each

of the qualities and indicators of quality. Further analysis was conducted by comparing



administrators' and teachers' mean rankings of the five general qualities. One-way

ANOVA using participants' job as the independent variable revealed that the teacher

mean rank for Planningfor Instruction was significantly lower than the administrator

mean rank. Conversely, the administrator mean was significantly lower than the teacher

mean for Implementing Instruction. Differences in means, however, did not necessarily

equate to differences in rankings. For example, a statistically significant difference

emerged between administrator and teacher means for the general quality, Planningfor

Instruction (M = 2.59, 1.96). Yet, both groups ranked this quality as the most important

quality related to student achievement. The other statistically significant difference

occurred for the general quality, Implementing Instruction. In this case, differences in

means did result in a difference in rankings. Administrators ranked this quality second

and teachers ranked it third. Table 41 provides a list of the five general qualities,

administrator and teacher means, and mean rankings.
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Table 41

Administrator and Teacher Rankings of the Five General Qualities
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#1=26
#2 = 28
#3 = 16
#4 = 21
#5=9

1 2.59 1.32 Planning for Instruction #1=35
#2 = 18
#3=7
#4 = 5
#5 = 5

1 1.96 1.24

#1 = 19
#2 = 25
#3=32
#4 = 23
#5= 1

2.70 1.28 Classroom
Management &
Organization

#1=6
#2 = 15
#3=23
#4 = 21
#5 = 5

2.61 1.16

#1=21
#2=27
#3=23
#4=19
#5 = 10

2.62 1.07 Implementing
Instruction

#1 = 10
#2=28
#3 = 18
#4 = 7
#5=7

3.06 1.08

#1=30
#2= 8
#3= 3
#4= 6
#5 = 53

3.65 1.12 Monitoring Student
Progress

#1 = 17
#2 = 3
#3=4
#4=11
#5=35

3.74 1.03

#1=4
#2=12
#3 = 26
#4 = 31
#5 = 27

3.44 1.82 The Teacher as a
Person

#1=2
#2 = 6
#3 = 18
#4 = 26
#5=18

3.63 1.68

Patterns emerged in the rankings of the five general qualities that suggest some

discrepancies between administrators and teachers. For example, administrator and

teacher mean ranks both revealed that Planningfor Instruction was the most important

quality related to student achievement. However, frequency counts show parity in the

number of administrators who ranked this quality first, second, third, and fourth (26%

ranked first, 28% ranked second, 16% ranked third, 21% ranked fourth, and 9% ranked

fifth). This indicates that administrators were not uniform in their selection of this quality



as the most important. Teacher rankings, on the other hand, revealed a stronger

agreement that Planningfor Instruction was, in fact, their choice as the most important

general quality impacting student achievement (50% ranked first, 26% ranked second,

10% ranked third, 7% ranked fourth, and 7% ranked fifth). Thus, teachers appeared to

have a stronger sense that this quality was the most important.

Research Questions Three and Four

Is there a significant difference in the perceptions regarding qualities ofeffective

teachers that impact student achievement among administrators and among teachers (a)

in different regions ofthe United States; (b) in rural, suburban, and urban schools; (c) in

elementary, middle, and high schools; (d) with different years ofexperience; and (e) of

different gender?

Administrators and teachers in the study ranked the five general qualities of

effective teachers in the order in which they perceived those qualities to impact student

achievement. They also each ranked the indicators of those qualities—29 in all—in the

order in which they were perceived to impact student achievement. Thus, administrators

and teachers each ranked 34 items—five general qualities and 29 indicators. Each

ranking was then tested for statistical significance using one-way ANOVAs. For each

ANOVA one of the following demographic factors served as the independent variable:

(a) region of the country; (b) rural, suburban, or urban school; (c) elementary, middle, or

high school; (d) years of experience; and (e) gender. When analyzing each factor, there

were 68 possibilities for significant differences to emerge (34 items each ranked by

administrators and teachers). There were five factors in the study, resulting in a total

number of 340 potential differences. To illustrate, region could have accounted for 68



differences—34 among administrators and 34 among teachers. The same could be said

for each of the five demographic factors. Results of the study, however, revealed that

only 30 significant differences actually were found out of 340 possibilities (8.82%).

Administrators' rankings demonstrated that no significant differences among

rankings of general qualities could be accounted for by region of the country, urbanicity,

or an administrator's years of experience. For teachers, no significant differences for

rankings among the five general qualities emerged for region, level of school, or gender.

Thus, significant differences did emerge for administrator rankings for level of school

and gender, and for teachers' urbanicity and years of experience. The only consistency

was that region of the country did not account for any significant differences for

administrator or teacher rankings of the five general qualities.

A review of the findings from the study follows. The review is organized by

demographic characteristic of the participants and the schools in which they work—

region of the country, urbanicity of school, level of school, years experience in education,

and gender. This organization provides insight into how much influence each

demographic factor played in shaping participants' perceptions about the impact of

specific teacher qualities on student achievement.

Region. One of the demographic items in the study asked participants to identify

the state in which they worked. States were then grouped into one of four regions

identified by the United States Census Bureau: Northeast, Midwest, South, and West.

Nearly half of all administrators responding to the survey were from the South (45%).

Additionally, 27% were from the Midwest, 15% from the West, and 13% from the

Northeast. Similarly, 56% of teachers who participated in the study were from the South,



24% from the Midwest, 13% from the West, and 7% from the Northeast. Participants had

six different sets of information to rank. The first five sets were comprised of the

indicators of quality for each of the five general qualities of effective teachers. The next

set included the five general qualities themselves. Results of the study indicate that the

region of the country in which participants worked did not account for any significant

differences among rankings of the five general qualities of effective teachers. This

suggests that neither administrators' nor teachers' perceptions of effective teaching are

unduly influenced by the cultural characteristics that often distinguish one region of the

country from another. However, caution should be used when making inferences about

this finding because of the low number ofparticipants in some of the regional subgroups.

Although region of the country accounted for no significant differences among

administrators' and teachers' rankings of the five general qualities, it did account for five

differences for the administrator rankings and three differences for teacher rankings of

the 29 indicators of quality in the study. When combining administrator and teacher

rankings, region accounted for significant differences in eight of 58 opportunities. The

researcher sought to draw meaningfiil conclusions from any patterns that emerged

between administrator and teacher rankings on the same indicators for the same variable

(in this case, region). However, no discernable pattern emerged among these differences.

Rankings ofparticipants in the Midwest, for example, were significantly different from

rankings ofparticipants from other regions on three items. Midwestern administrators

ranked "Providing clear and timely feedback" as significantly more important than

administrators in both the South and West. Teachers in the Midwest ranked "designs

lessons to actively engage students in the learning process" significantly higher than
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teachers in the West. Midwestern teachers also ranked "displays excitement for teaching

and learning" significantly higher than teachers in the South. Although Midwestern

administrators and teachers did hold significantly different views on three indicators as

compared to participants from other regions of the country, they did not differ on the

same indicators with each other. Therefore, it was difficult to conclude that the condition

ofbeing in the Midwestern region had a meaningful impact on administrators and

teachers that made them different from administrators and teachers in other parts of the

country. In fact, the opposite appears to be true. Of the 29 indicators of quality each

ranked by administrators and teachers, only three significant differences emerged that

differentiated Midwestern educators from others in the study. Because administrators and

teachers both ranked 29 indicators, meaning that those three differences aside, there were

55 times in which no such significant differences emerged. Thus, from a quantitative

standpoint, the evidence appears overwhelming that region of the country played, at best,

only a minimal part in influencing the perceptions that educators had about which teacher

qualities impact student achievement.

Urbanicity. Urbanicity of schools was self-reported by participants. Thirty-four

percent ofparticipants reported working in rural schools, 39% reported working in

suburban schools, and 27% reported working in urban schools. This division was similar

for both administrators and teachers in the study. Whether schools were located in a rural,

suburban, or urban area produced only a few significant differences in the administrator

and teacher rankings. Of the five general qualities, there were no significant differences

among administrators and only one emerged for teachers. Teachers in rural areas ranked

the general quality The Teacher as a Person significantly higher than teachers in urban



areas. Of the 29 indicators ofquality, only one significant difference emerged for

teachers and only two for administrators. Rural teachers ranked the indicator of quality,

"Maintains a physically and emotionally safe environment for students," as significantly

more important than teachers in urban areas. Administrators in urban schools ranked the

indicators, "Establishes and communicates high expectations for student achievement"

and "Treats all students with fairness," as significantly more important than

administrators in suburban schools. Thus, out of 68 possibilities for urbanicity to account

for significant differences among administrators and teacher rankings, only four such

differences emerged.

Level ofSchool. Elementary administrators made up 26%, middle school

administrators made up 42%, and high school administrators made up 32% of the

administrator sample. Elementary teachers made up 39%, middle school teachers made

up 37%, and high school teachers made up 29% ofthe teacher sample. Among the five

general qualities, administrators in middle and high school ranked The Teacher as a

Person significantly more important than administrators in elementary schools. There

were four significant differences among the indicators of quality based on Level of

School. First, teachers in high school ranked "Maintaining appropriate pacing of

instruction" more importantly than elementary teachers. This finding is not surprising

given the amount of subject-related content in most high school curricula. Second, high

school and elementary teachers both ranked "Prepares materials and has them ready to

use" higher than middle school teachers. Lastly, elementary teachers ranked "Uses data to

make instructional decisions" higher than high school teachers. This third difference is

interesting because elementary administrators also ranked "Uses data to make
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instructional decisions" significantly more important than middle school administrators.

This suggests that working in an elementary school either as an administrator or a teacher

significantly impacts how one perceives using data to inform instruction. However, of the

68 potentialities for significance, administrator and teacher rankings of qualities and

indicators based on level of school only produced five significant differences.

Experience. Participants in the study selected one of five possible ranges to

represent their total years of experience working in education: (a) 1-5 years, (b) 6-10

years, (c) 11-15 years, (d) 16-20 years, and (e) 20 or more years. Nearly half of all

participants reported having 20 or more years of experience in education. Interestingly,

no significant differences for either the five general qualities or the 29 indicators of

quality resulted from administrator rankings when the independent variable was years of

experience. Four significant differences resulted from teacher rankings—three among the

five general qualities and one among the 29 indicators of quality. First, teachers with the

least and most experience ranked the general quality, Classroom Management and

Organization, significantly less important than teachers with 11-15 years of experience.

This trend was reversed for the general quality, The Teacher as a Person, as teachers

with the least and most experience ranked this quality significantly higher than those with

11-15 years of experience. Lastly, teachers with 1-5 years of experience ranked the

indicator "Re-teachers when students do not achieve mastery" as significantly more

important than their more seasoned peers with 16-20 years of experience.

Gender. Females comprised 61% of all participants in the study. Fifty percent of

administrators and 77% of teachers were female. These percentages are representative of

administrators and teachers in the United States according to NCES statistics



(http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/2010/section4/indicator29.asp;

http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/2010/section4/indicator27.asp). Among the five general

qualities of effective teachers, gender accounted for two significant differences. Female

administrators ranked Classroom Management and Organization significantly higher

than male administrators who, in turn, ranked The Teacher as a Person significantly

higher than female administrators. Of the 29 indicators of quality, four significant

differences emerged for administrators' rankings. These differences were the result of

female administrators ranking both "Linking instruction to objectives" and "Uses

reflection to improve his or her own practice" significantly higher than male

administrators. Male administrators ranked "Displays excitement for content" and

"Displays excitement for teaching and learning" significantly higher then female

administrators. Three differences emerged for teachers' rankings of the 29 indicators of

quality. Male teachers ranked "Maintains appropriate pacing of instruction" and

"Demonstrates an on-going commitment to the profession" significantly higher than

female teachers. Female teachers, on the other hand, ranked "Uses data to make

instructional decisions" significantly higher than male teachers. In all, gender accounted

for nine significant differences among administrators and teacher rankings, more than any

other factor.



Research Question Five

Do administrators and teachers believe that there are additional qualities ofeffective

teachers that impact student achievement that are not represented by Stronge 's (2007)

framework, and ifso, what are those qualities?

Participants in the study were asked to identify any qualities of effective teachers

or indicators of those qualities that they believe impact student achievement that were not

addressed in the survey. Content analysis was used to analyze this open-ended question.

Three additional indicators of quality emerged. First, administrators and teachers both

identifiedflexibility as an indicator of teacher quality that impacts student achievement.

This is not surprising given the current atmosphere of accountability in which school

accreditation is linked to AYP and the performance of all subgroups of students. Teachers

and administrators recognize the importance of reaching all students including marginal,

special needs, and at-risk students who may previously have slipped through the cracks.

Second, administrators and teachers also identified parent communication as an

important indicator of quality that impacts student achievement. This indicator was

reported by participants in rural, suburban, and urban schools; elementary, middle, and

high schools; all regions of the country; and was most evident among participants with

the greatest number of years experience. This demonstrates the importance that

experienced educators in every setting place on communicating with parents and the

influence they believe that such communication has on student achievement. Lastly,

administrators reported collaboration with peers as an additional indicator ofquality.

Collaboration allows effective teachers to share their expertise and influence the practice

of their peers. One administrator from the Midwest described the purpose of
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collaboration as the enrichment and improvement of instruction. Most administrators who

identified collaboration as an indicator of quality referred to it as an ability—suggesting

that some teachers are more capable of collaborating with colleagues than others. If this

is the case, and if administrators perceive collaboration to be an important component of

student achievement, then time and effort should be made to increase the ability of all

teachers to be collaborators. Expending administrative energy toward an effective

collaboration model within the school would be a useful way in which administrators can

put into practice that which they believe about a teacher's influence on student

achievement.

Discussion

Validation Supportfor Qualities ofEffective Teachers

This study provides evidence that K- 12 public school administrators and teachers

across the United States hold similar beliefs about which teacher behaviors, qualities, and

attributes have the greatest impact on student achievement. The study has also shown that

perceptions of teacher quality both among administrators and among teachers are only

minimally affected by region of the country, urbanicity of school, level of school, years

of experience, and gender.

Administrator and teacher rankings in the study demonstrate which qualities and

indicators that each group independently believed most affect student learning. The

alignment ofperceptions demonstrates inter-rater agreement and adds support for the

validation of the qualities of effective teachers examined in the study. Inter-rater

agreement in the study suggests the existence of a standard for effective teaching that

administrators and teachers both support. Such a standard may be reflected in Stronge's



(2007) framework because it provided the organizational backdrop for the study. Inter-

rater agreement for the framework was further strengthened by the initial field test for

this study which required participants to rate the qualities and indicators of quality on a

Likert-type scale. Results of the field test indicated that participants perceived all of the

qualities and indicators to play an important role in student achievement with very little

variation in ratings (Williams, 2008). Because qualities of effective teaching overlap in

several frameworks, other frameworks may also be indicative of standards for effective

teaching (see Danielson, 1996; Davis & Thomas, 1989; Marzano, 2007). Nonetheless,

results of the study demonstrate that Stronge's framework is a valid representation, at

least in terms of teachers' and administrators' perceptions, of the qualities educators

believe to be associated with effective teachers.

The results of the study support the validation ofparticular teacher qualities and

indicators of quality found throughout the literature (see Danielson, 1996; Marzano,

2007; Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock, 2005; Stronge, 2007). Strengthening the validity

of effective teacher qualities contributes to a growing body ofknowledge on teacher

effectiveness. Specifically, results of the study demonstrated that administrators and

teachers both agreed that Planningfor Instruction is the most important component of a

teacher's work that impacts student achievement. Additionally, administrators and

teachers both ranked "Establishes and communicates high expectations for student

achievement" as the most important indicator of the general quality, Planningfor

Instruction. Both ranked "Maintains a physically and emotionally safe environment for

students" as the most important indicator of the general quality, Classroom Management

and Organization. Both groups ranked "Designs lessons to actively engage students in
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the learning process" as the most important and "Employs a variety of techniques and

instructional strategies to accomplish learning goals" as the second most important

indicator of the quality, Implementing Instruction. Although participants were given a list

of qualities and indicators to rank, the precise alignment among these variables, as well as

the general alignment among other variables, increases the validity that these are, in fact,

perceived qualities of effective teachers. Participants also provided similar responses

when prompted for additional qualities in an open-end question format. Administrators

and teacher both agreed that flexibility and parent communication were important

indicators of teacher quality not present in the survey that also impact student

achievement. This finding lends to the validation of those additional indicators of quality.

The literature on teacher effectiveness is replete with research-based classroom

practices and teacher qualities that positively and significantly impact student learning. If

educators place more value on their own experiences to guide instructional practice than

on empirical evidence, then student learning may suffer. Therefore, the degree to which

educators allow their personal experiences to shape their professional practice is an

important issue. There is evidence that perceptions of effective teaching are unduly

influenced by personal experience (see Kane & Temple, 1997; Murphy, Delli, &

Edwards, 2004; Snider & Roehl, 2007). If individual experience is the dominant factor in

forming perceptions, then one might expect considerable variation among educators'

perceptions of teacher effectiveness. Yet, results from this study showed the opposite to

be true. Instead of rankings of the qualities and indicators of quality being divided by

demographic factors, results showed homogeneity ofperceptions among educators across

factors. The like-mindedness among administrators and teachers in the study suggests



that situational factors associated with personal experience—region, level of school,

urbanicity, years of experience, and gender—play a minimal role in shaping perceptions

regarding teacher effectiveness. This finding supports the validation of research-based

qualities of effective teachers, particularly those in Stronge's (2007) framework.

Implicationsfor Improving Teacher Practice

Validation of effective teacher qualities provides a launching point for improving

teacher practice. If education were viewed as an input-process-output model where

student learning is the most important output, then teacher quality would be the most

powerful of the process variables. Therefore, validating the qualities and practices of the

most effective teachers contributes to the knowledge ofwhat teachers should do to have

the greatest effect on student learning. The fact that perceptions of educators in the study

correspond to the literature on effective teaching makes it more probable that

administrators and teachers who intend to improve student learning through the

enhancement of teaching will be able to do so.

The fact that administrators and teachers ranked the qualities and indicators of

quality for effective teachers similarly has at least three important implications for

improving teacher practice: (a) teacher selection, development, and retention; (b)

assessment and evaluation of teachers; and (c) creating a culture of teaching and learning

within schools. First, a core responsibility of school administrators is to hire, develop,

and retain effective teachers. This requires administrators to be able to recognize qualities

in prospective teachers that will promote the greatest gains in student performance.

Administrators must also be able to recognize qualities and practices among in-service

teachers that do not produce desired effects so they can remediate and guide teachers in



developing those qualities essential to student learning. These efforts can be complicated

by the multifaceted nature of teacher effectiveness. If characteristics of teacher

effectiveness were dependent on demographic factors, then the task ofhiring and

developing effective teachers would become even more confused. Results of the study,

however, demonstrate that administrators share perceptions ofwhich teacher qualities

have the greatest impact on student achievement. Those perceptions also align with

teacher perceptions. Accordingly, efforts to recruit the most capable teachers and develop

effective qualities in others should be less complicated than they would have been had

administrators and teachers disagreed on which teacher qualities were most important.

Another important responsibility of administrators is to assess and evaluate

teachers and to remediate those that are ineffective. If administrators and teachers hold

differing views about what constitutes effective teaching, then this task could become

confounded or even fruitless. Results from this study indicate that administrators and

teachers hold similar beliefs about which teacher qualities most affect student

achievement. Therefore, administrators wishing to improve the effectiveness of their

teachers should be aided in doing so because they share common perceptions with

teachers about the contribution that specific teacher qualities have on student

achievement. Efforts to assess and evaluate teaching should revolve around these

common perceptions. Like assessment of student learning, assessment of teaching is

inextricably connected to improvement. Yet, if assessment of teacher performance were

based on factors that conflicted with teacher beliefs, then improvement would not be

likely. This study suggests that teachers already buy-in to administrator perceptions of

effective teaching and that those perceptions are aligned with research-based qualities of
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effective teaching. This increases the potential for assessment and evaluation of teacher

performance to actually result in improved performance.

Lastly, administrators expend time and energy to create a culture for teaching and

learning within their schools. Hoy and Miskel (2005) described organizational culture as

"a system of shared orientations that hold the unit together and give it a distinctive

identity" (p. 165). In educational settings, the outcome of these efforts is measured by

student achievement. Administrators share a vision of success with their teachers and

staff and guide all members ofthe school community toward the successful realization of

that vision. This study demonstrates that administrators and teachers share common

perceptions about which qualities and practices are most important. Therefore, the task of

creating a culture of shared orientations among the school community should be less

complicated than if administrator and teacher perceptions were greatly misaligned.

The Teacher as a Person

Administrators and teachers both ranked The Teacher as a Person as the fourth

most important of the five general qualities in the study that impacts student achievement.

Descriptive statistics revealed a bimodal distribution of ranks for both groups. Thirty

percent of administrators and 24% of teachers ranked The Teacher as a Person as the

most important quality, and 53% of administrators and 50% of teachers ranked it as the

least important. In sum, 75% ofparticipants ranked this quality as either the most or the

least important general teacher quality impacting student achievement. Chart 3 shows the

percentage ofparticipants who ranked this quality from most important (1st) to least

important (5th).



Chart 3

Bimodal Distribution ofScoresfor The Teacher as a Person

B Administrators

¦Teachers

A teacher's personal qualities are often viewed as "fuzzy" variables (Ornstein &

Lasley, 2000) that may be difficult to discern and measure. The bimodal distribution of

ranks in the study demonstrates that a large portion of administrators and teachers viewed

personal qualities as either most or least important. Analysis ofno other general quality

in the study revealed a similar distribution skewed toward both ends. This suggests that

educators are divided as to the relative importance of a teacher's personal qualities.

Differences Based on Gender

Administrators and teachers both ranked five general qualities and 29 indicators

of quality in the order in which they perceived them to impact student achievement. Thus,

each group ranked a total of 34 items. Analyses were run to determine if any of five

demographic factors—region, urbanicity, level of school, years of experience, and

gender—influenced the rankings. When examining each factor there was a possibility for

68 significant differences to emerge—34 differences among administrators and 34

differences among teachers. Although there was general agreement among participants in

the study, differences did occur. Gender accounted for nine differences, more than any

other factor.
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Table 42

Number ofSignificant Differences Based on Demographic Factors

Factor General Quality Indicators of
Quality

Total

Region 8

Urbanicity
Level of School
Years of Experience
Gender

Educators' gender influenced perceptions more than any other factor in the study.

Table 43 shows the number of significant differences (p < .05) based on the five

demographic factors in the study. One explanation for these differences among teachers

is the uneven distribution of female and male teachers by grade level. NCES data confirm

that female teachers overwhelmingly outnumber male teachers at the elementary level

and that the distribution is more equitable at the secondary level

(http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/2010/section4/table-tsp-l.asp). This may account for

two differences among teachers that appear to be based on gender. First, males in the

study ranked the indicator of quality, "Maintains appropriate pacing of instruction,"

significantly higher than females. High school teachers also ranked this indicator

significantly higher than elementary teachers. The fact that male teachers are more likely

to be high school teachers than elementary teachers may explain this difference. Second,

elementary teachers ranked the indicator, "Uses data to make instructional decisions,"

significantly higher than high school teachers. This indicator was also ranked

significantly higher by females than males. This difference may be accounted for because
there are so few male teachers in elementary schools.



Differences based on gender also emerged among administrators. These

differences cannot be linked directly to different grade levels because there is parity in

the distribution of female and male administrators in public schools. However,

differences may be indirectly linked to grade level. School administrators typically have

teaching experience. Therefore, administrator perceptions may be influenced by personal

experiences as a classroom teacher. For example, male administrators in the study ranked

"Displays an excitement for subject area content" significantly higher than female

administrators. This may be linked to the fact that male administrators were more likely

to have been secondary teachers than elementary teachers before moving into

administration. Secondary teachers tend to teach one subject and develop expertise on

that subject. Elementary teachers, on the other hand, typically teach a wide range of

subjects. Male administrator perceptions of the relationship between content knowledge

and student achievement may be attributable to the high proportion of male teachers

working in secondary schools.

The effect that gender had on perceptions in the study produces a blurred picture.

While some of the differences that appear to be based on gender may actually be

attributable to grade level, other differences are not as readily explainable by other

factors. For instance, female administrators in the study ranked Classroom Management

and Organization significantly higher than male administrators. Male administrators

ranked The Teacher as a Person significantly higher than female administrators. Male

administrators also ranked the indicator of quality, "Displays an excitement for teaching

and learning," significantly higher than females, and male teachers ranked "Demonstrates
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an on-going commitment to the profession" significantly higher than female teachers.

These differences appear to be the effect of gender.

There is evidence that gender plays a role in perceptions of teacher effectiveness.

Two studies ofpre-service teachers' perceptions of effective teaching found that males

perceived subject matter expertise to be more important than females pre-service teachers

(Minor, Onwuegbuzie, Witcher, & James, 2002; Mowrer-Reynolds, 2008). Studying the

perceptions ofnational board certification (NCB), Okpala, James, and Hopson (2009)

found that male educators viewed NCB teachers as more effective than female educators.

Another study found that differences in perceptions of teacher effectiveness based on

gender were greatest among pre-service teachers and diminished with years ofexperience

(Behrens, Hoewisch, and Kazelskis, 1993). Interestingly, the same study also found only

minimal differences in perceptions of teacher effectiveness between male and female

administrators. Thus, while some of the differences in the current study based on gender

may actually have been a function of grade level, other differences, indeed, may have

been related to gender.

The Low Value ofMonitoring Student Progress

Administrators and teachers in the study ranked Monitoring Student Progress as

the least important teacher quality impacting student achievement. In ranking the five

general qualities, only four percent ofparticipants ranked Monitoring Student Progress as

the quality having the greatest impact on student achievement, whereas, 60% of

participants ranked it either fourth or fifth. Table 42 displays the percentage of

participants who ranked Monitoring Student Progress as first, second, third, fourth, or

fifth most important among the five general qualities of effective teachers examined in
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the study. This finding suggests that educators consider assessment of student learning to

be of lesser value than many of their other responsibilities. Results of the study indicate

that administrators and teachers both consider planning, classroom management,

classroom instruction, and a teacher's personal qualities to have a greater impact on

student learning than assessment.

Table 43

Participants ' Ranking ofMonitoring Student Progress

Rank Total Sample Administrators Teachers
Is 4% 4% 3%
>nd 10% 12% 8%
ÏÏ3- 27% 27% 26%
ïtE~ 34% 31% 37%
FîE" 26% 27% 26%

The low value of Monitoring Student Progress in the study may be a function of

the accountability movement and NCLB. Commenting on the mounting emphasis placed

on external testing over the past decade, Gareis and Grant (2008) suggested that

educators have increasingly come to view assessment as a negative external act that is

done to them and their students. An example of this is found in a study of middle school

teachers who perceived that state testing had negatively impacted instruction because it

forced them to alter their selection of teaching and assessment strategies (Faulkner &

Cook, 2006). The increased prominence of external testing has shifted the focus of

assessment away from the formative and summative classroom assessments over which

teachers have control to external summative assessments over which teachers have little

or no control. Further, external testing is accompanied by sanctions for consistently

underperforming schools which may exacerbate the negativity associated with



assessments. Thus, measuring school success using external assessments may account for

educators' low perceptions of the importance of Monitoring Student Progress.

Another possible reason for the low ranking of Monitoring Student Progress is

that educators may receive less formal training in the area of assessment than in other

areas of effective teaching. Minor et al. (2002) found that preservice teachers'

perceptions of effective teaching included qualities within the broad themes of

enthusiasm for content and students, ethical behavior, and instruction and management.

Preservice teachers' perceptions did not include assessment of student learning. This may

be a function of the amount of attention traditionally given to assessment in teacher

preparation programs. Stiggins (cited in Kohn, 2009) argued that virtually all teacher

preparation programs lack adequate assessment training. This is supported by Good et al.

(2006) who examined first year teachers' competency in three areas—assessment,

classroom management, and implementation of instruction—and found that first year

teachers had the greatest difficulty with assessment of student learning. Even teachers

with many years of experience may undervalue the role of assessment in student

achievement. Assessment carries the stigma ofbeing traditionally viewed as an act

separate from instruction. Teachers often consider assessment solely in the context of an

event that takes place after instruction is finished. This perceived separation may lead

teachers to devalue its importance in the learning process.

Administrators are the formal instructional leaders of schools. It is their

responsibility to assist teachers in developing and using assessments to improve student

learning. Yet, administrators also ranked Monitoring Student Progress as the least

influential teacher quality affecting student achievement. This also may be a function of
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inadequate training. Although administrators are trained as instructional leaders, that does

not necessarily mean that their preparation included training in assessment leadership

(Stiggins & Duke, 2008). Therefore, the low value of Monitoring Student Progress in the

study may be a result of the traditional preparation that administrators and teachers

receive.

Regardless of the reason for the low value of Monitoring Student Progress in the

study, the practical implications are large. A major purpose of schooling is student

learning, and assessment is the instrument by which teachers gain information about

student learning (Gareis & Grant, 2008). Therefore, a low value of assessment makes it

difficult for educators to accurately know if they are successful in fulfilling their purpose.

The fact that educators in the study perceived other qualities to have a greater impact on

student learning than assessment suggests that they focus their efforts on factors such as

planning and implementing instruction. The consistent low ranking of Monitoring

Student Progress among participants suggests that educators do not place the same

emphasis on discovering if their planning and instructional efforts actually result in

student learning.

The lack of emphasis on assessment means that administrators and teachers may

be missing an important opportunity to maximize student learning. The power of

assessment is in the information it provides to both teachers and students. This

information, when properly used, increases student performance. Effective teachers use

the information gained from assessments to communicate to students about their progress

and how it can be improved. Studies on teacher feedback of student performance

demonstrate that providing feedback is among the most powerful educational



interventions (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Hattie, 1999; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Yet,

results of the study suggest that this powerful intervention is undervalued. When teachers

and administrators ranked the five indicators of quality for Monitoring Student Progress,

both ranked "Provides clear, specific, and timely feedback" fourth. When combined with

the low ranking of Monitoring Student Progress, this finding suggests that educators do

not recognize the power of feedback and assessment on student achievement.
Conclusion

Effective teachers make a positive and significant impact on students' learning

and achievement. They possess pedagogical knowledge and skills as well as personal

attributes that stimulate student interest, inspire performance, and prolong learning

beyond the confines of the classroom. Ineffective teachers, on the other hand, may

actually impede student learning and academic growth. Thus, central to the task of

improving student performance is the identification and promulgation of effective

teaching practices. Students with effective teachers show significant learning gains.

Effectiveness, however, can be difficult to discern especially given the complexities of

teaching and learning. Several factors that are both under and beyond control of teachers

affect student learning. Educators' perceptions of teacher effectiveness provide valuable

insight into which teacher behaviors and attributes practitioners believe have the greatest

impact on student learning. The current study contributed to this task by identifying the

teacher qualities and indicators of quality that educators believe are most important to

promoting student achievement.

Educators share the common goal of improving student learning. Ensuring that

students have highly effective teachers is the most powerful way that educators can



improve student learning. Yet, educators' perceptions of effectiveness may differ based

on demographic differences. Experience is a powerful informant that shapes perceptions

and influences action. By the nature of the profession, educators have a certain degree of

shared experience. Perceptions may also be formed around non-shared situational factors

which may in turn shape instructional practices. If these factors play a significant role in

shaping experiences and forming perceptions, then enhancing student performance

through the identification of common qualities of effective teachers would be impractical.

The central finding of the study was congruence among participants' perceptions

ofwhich qualities of effective teachers have the greatest impact on student achievement.

Perceptions were largely consistent between administrators and teachers and across the

demographic factors (a) region ofthe country, (b) urbanicity of school, (c) level of

school, (d) years of experience, and (e) gender. Where significant differences occurred,

gender appeared to play the largest role. However, caution must be used when

interpreting this finding. There is a possibility that some of the differences that appeared

to be attributable to gender may actually be explained by the fact that males are

significantly more likely to be high school teachers than elementary teachers. Some of the

differences created by gender were similar to differences also attributable to differences

between elementary and secondary educators.

These few differences aside, results of the study indicate that educators share a

common understanding of the importance ofparticular teacher behaviors and attributes

relative to others examined in the study. If experience is an important determinant of

perception, then results of this study indicate that situational factors associated with

experience are less important than educators' shared experiences in determining which



teacher qualities most impact student achievement. The aim of schooling is to improve

student learning and teacher effectiveness is essential toward that end. Therefore, it is

important that teachers and administrators have a common understanding ofwhich

qualities comprise an effective teacher. Results of this study indicate that such a common

understanding exists among K- 12 educators.

There is an increasing literature base on teacher perceptions of teacher

effectiveness. A recent query on the Education Research Complete database yielded 148

matches for a combined search of the terms "teacher perceptions" and "teacher

effectiveness." However, less than 10 results appeared for a similar search when

"principal perceptions" and "administrator perceptions" replaced "teacher perceptions" in

the query. Still fewer results were produced when attempting to find both administrator

and teacher perceptions of teacher effectiveness. This study adds to the literature by

comparing administrator and teacher beliefs about effective teaching.

Limitations

Generalizability of the study's results was affected by three factors. First, the

study relied on a rank ordering survey instrument for data collection. Rank ordering is

preferable to rating scales for several reasons, not the least of which is that rankings

provide greater variability in results. Participants were forced to choose among

competing variables and were not permitted to find all variables equally valuable.

Caution must be used when interpreting the results of rank ordered responses because

there cannot be an assumption of equal intervals between ranks (Gall, Gall, & Borg,

2007) as one would expect between intervals on a rating scale. Additionally, the wording

used to describe the qualities and indicators of quality in the survey may have affected
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participants' perceptions and rankings. Second, the low response rate (? = 170, 8.48%)

reduced the power of the findings that resulted from statistical analysis. A larger sample

size would have decreased the standard error of difference in the analyses (Kiess &

Green, 2010). The third limitation is also related to the analyses of results. Multiple one-

way ANOVAs were used to compare the means among participants employing a different

independent variable for each test. However, the greater the number of analyses, the more

likely for Type I errors to occur. Therefore, results regarding any perceived differences in

the qualities of effective teachers must be interpreted cautiously because the number of

ANOVA tests increased the likelihood that reported significant differences were actually

differences that occurred by chance.

Recommendationsfor Future Research

Additional research may add to the understanding of educators' perceptions of

effective teacher qualities. The following are recommended.

• In the current study, participants were provided with a set of qualities and

indicators of quality to rank in the order in which they perceived them to impact

student achievement. An additional feature that may yield important results would

be to withhold the research-based framework from participants and simply ask

them to identify which qualities they believe most affect student achievement.

This could be accomplished through open-ended questionnaires or by individual

or group interviews. The researcher could then compare the results to an

established framework to determine if educators' responses correlate to research-

based qualities.



• It would be interesting to learn if teacher licensure type as an independent

variable would affect the rankings of effective teacher qualities. In the current

study, no such data were collected. However, given the surge in accelerated

teacher preparation and career-switcher programs across the country, it would be

important to see if teachers with previous career experience who had undergone

non-traditional training have similar beliefs about effective teaching as those who

were traditionally prepared.

• Additional knowledge about the role ofperceptions in teacher quality may be

obtained from a replication of the current study with parents, students, and/or

policy makers as participants. It would particularly be interesting to see ifpolicy

makers—from the local school board level up to the federal level—plan and

implement policies concerning teacher effectiveness that are aligned with

education practitioners perceptions.

• Greater understanding of the current study could be gained from a follow-up that

involved focus group interviews. Focus groups could reveal the underlying

reasons for rankings ofparticular qualities and indicators. Allowing participants

to verbally express their perceptions may reduce the amount of error created by

the specific wording of qualities and indicators on the survey instrument of the

current study.
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Appendix A

Survey

Administrator and Teacher Perceptions ofthe Qualities ofEffective Teachers
(modifiedfrom onlineformat)

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATION

Based on your knowledge and experience, please rank thefollowing indicators of
teacher quality from 1-4 in order oftheir impact on student achievement
(l=strongest impact; 4 = lowest impact)

_____ Maintains order and routines.

_____ Prepares materials ahead of time and has them ready to use.

_____ Maintains a physically and emotionally safe environment for students.

_____ Reinforces expectations for positive behavior and responds to misbehaviors
promptly.

PLANNING FOR INSTRUCTION

Based on your knowledge and experience, please rank thefollowing indicators of
teacher quality from 1-6 in order oftheir impact on student achievement
(l=strongest impact; 6 = lowest impact)

_____ Limits interruptions and focuses classroom time on teaching and learning.

_____ Establishes and communicates high expectations for student achievement.

_____ Maintains appropriate pacing of instruction.

_____ Considers student learning styles and plans instruction accordingly.

_____ Links instruction to students' real-life situations.

Links instruction to objectives.
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IMPLEMENTING INSTRUCTION

Based on your knowledge and experience, please rank thefollowing indicators of
teacher quality from 1-6 in order oftheir impact on student achievement.
(1= strongest impact; 6 = lowest impact)

_____ Employs a variety of techniques and instructional strategies to accomplish
learning goals.Designs lessons to actively engage students in the learning process.

_____ Uses a variety of questioning techniques.

_____ Provides clear examples and offers guided practice.

_____ Uses effective grouping strategies.

_____ Focuses instruction on higher-order skills rather than memorization of
information.

MONITORING STUDENT PROGRESS

Based on your knowledge and experience, please rank thefollowing indicators of
teacher quality from 1-5 in order oftheir impact on student achievement
(l=strongest impact; 5 = lowest impact)

_____ Uses homework to augment student learning.

_____ Gives clear, specific, and timely feedback.

_____ Re-teaches when students do not achieve mastery.

_____ Uses data to make instructional decisions.

_____ Selects appropriate assessment tools and strategies to evaluate student progress.
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TEACHER AS A PERSON

Based on your knowledge and experience, please rank thefollowing indicators of
teacher quality from 1-6 in order oftheir impact on student achievement
(l=strongest impact; 6 = lowest impact)

_____ Demonstrates concern for the physical & emotional well-being of students.

_____ Treats all students with fairness.

_____ Treats all students with respect.

_____ Interacts and fosters positive relationships with students.

_____ Displays an excitement for subject area content.

_____ Displays an excitement for teaching and learning.

_____ Demonstrates and on-going commitment to the profession.

_____ Uses reflection to improve his or her own practice.

TEACHER QUALITIES

Based on your knowledge and experience, please rank thefollowing teacher qualities
from 1-5 in order oftheir impact on student achievement
(!^strongest impact; 5 = lowest impact)

_____ Teacher as a Person

_____ Classroom Management & Organization
_____ Planning for Instruction
_____ Implementing Instruction
_____ Monitoring Student Progress

Please use the space below to list any additional qualities/indicators of quality that
you believe are not represented in the survey.



DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Which of the following best describes your current position?
_____ Teacher
_____ Administrator
_____ Other

Please indicate your gender.
_____Female
_____ Male

Please indicate the total number of years that you have worked in education.
_____ 1-5 years
_____ 6- 10 years
_____ 11-15 years
_____ 16-20 years
_____ 20+ years

Which of the following best describes the school in which you currently work?
_____ Elementary School
_____ Middle School
_____ High School
_____ Other

Which of the following best describes the setting of the school in which you currently
work?
_____ Rural
_____ Suburban
_____ Urban

Please use the drop down menu to select the state where you currently work.
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Appendix B

Email Sent to Participants

Thank you for reading this email!

My name is Rob Williams and I am a school administrator in Central Virginia and a
doctoral student in the Education Policy, Planning, and Leadership program at the
College ofWilliam and Mary.

To collect data for my dissertation, I have created a brief online survey titled "Teacher
and Administrator Perceptions of the Qualities ofEffective Teachers". The survey
requires you to rank qualities of effective teachers against one another in terms of their
impact on student achievement.

Click the link at the top of the page to begin the survey

The survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. Once you click on
the link to begin the survey, the first page you will see is a Consent Agreement
that describes the study and its ethical safeguards. Click the Start button at the
bottom ofthat page to begin the survey.

Ifyou would like a copy of the results of the study, send an email to
rewill@email.wm.edu with "survey results" in the subject line.

Why were you selected to participate in the study?
I have employed the services of a vendor that maintains email addresses of educators.
That vendor randomly selected 2,000 educators from across the United States to
participate in the study. You have received this email because your email address was
randomly selected from the vendor's database.

As an educator, I know how precious your time is. That's why I have designed the survey
to be brief. I sincerely hope that you will take just a few minutes to complete the survey.

Thank you for taking the time to take my dissertation survey!
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Consent for Participation
Please read the following Consent Agreement and then click the Start button at the
bottom of the page to proceed to the survey.

I agree to participate in a dissertation study investigating the perceptions that K- 12
teachers and administrators possess about the qualities of effective teachers. The purpose
of this study is to determine which qualities of effective teachers participants believe
have the greatest impact on student achievement. I understand that my selection to
participate in the study is the result of a random selection process conducted by a third
party vendor whose involvement in the study is limited exclusively to selecting and
distributing information to potential participants. I understand that the researcher is
conducting this study to fulfill the requirements of a doctoral program in Education
Policy, Planning, and Leadership at the College of William and Mary in Williamsburg,
Virginia.

As a participant, I understand that my involvement in the study is limited solely to taking
an online survey. I understand that the survey requires the ranking of qualities against one
another that are identified in the literature as those of effective teachers. As a participant
in the study I will provide relevant demographic information used in the study to answer
research questions. I understand that none of the information collected will be used to
reveal my identity as a participant or to link my responses with my identity.

The survey is comprised of 12 rank-order items and one open-ended item, and may take
approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. I further understand that I may request a copy
of the study's results from the researcher by sending an email requesting results to
rewill@email.wm.edu.

I understand that there may be minimal psychological discomfort directly involved with
this research. Further, I understand that I do not have to answer every question asked of
me, and I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue participation in this study at
any time simply by discontinuing the survey. IfI have any questions or problems that
arise in connection with my participation in this study, I should contact Dr. James
Strange, the project director at 757-221-2339 orjhstro@wm.edu. IfI have any ethical
concerns with the conduct of the study, I should contact Dr. Michael Deschenes, the chair
of the Protection of Human Subjects Committee at the College ofWilliam and Mary at
757-221-2778 or mrdesc@wm.edu.

By taking the survey, I verify that I am at least 18 years of age, that I have received a
copy of this consent form, and that I consent to participate in this study and the tasks
outlined above.
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Four Regions of the United States

http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf

Northeast:
1 . Maine
2. New Hampshire
3. Vermont
4. Massachusetts
5. Connecticut
6. Rhode Island
7. New York
8. Pennsylvania
9. New Jersey

Midwest:
1. Ohio
2. Michigan
3. Indiana
4. Illinois
5. Wisconsin
6. Minnesota
7. Iowa
8. Missouri
9. Kansas
10. Nebraska
11. South Dakota
12. North Dakota

South:
1 . Delaware
2. Maryland
3. Virginia
4. West Virginia
5. Kentucky
6. Tennessee
7. North Carolina
8. South Carolina
9. Georgia
10. Florida
1 1 . Alabama
12. Mississippi
13. Louisiana
14. Arkansas
15. Oklahoma
16. Texas

West:
1 . Montana
2. Wyoming
3. Colorado
4. New Mexico
5. Arizona
6. Utah
7. Idaho
8. Washington
9. Oregon
10. Nevada
1 1 . California
12. Alaska
13. Hawaii
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Appendix E

Disaggregated Administrator Additional Qualities
Level

ELEMENTARY MIDDLE HIGH
Technology
Collaboration (2)
Flexible (2)
Parent Communication (2)

Flexible (4)
Parent Communication (2)
Continuing Education
Humor

Flexible
Parent Communication (2)
Collaboration (4)

Urbanicity
RURAL SUBURBAN URBAN

Parent Communication (2)
Flexible (3)
Collaboration (2)

Technology
Collaboration
Flexible (3)
Parent Communication (3)
Continuing Education
Humor

Flexible
Collaboration (3)
Parent Communication

Gender
FEMALE

Flexible (5)
Technology
Collaboration (3)
Parent Communication (3)

MALE
Parent Communication (3)
Collaboration (3)
Flexible (2)
Continuing Education
Humor

Years ofExperience
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 20+

n/a Flexible
Cont Education

Collaboration
Flexible

Flexible
Parent Com
Humor

Flexible (4)
Technology
Collaboration (5)
Parent Com (5)

Region
Northeast Midwest South West

Technology
Collaboration (3)
Flexible (2)
Parent Com (2)

Flexible
Parent Com (3)
Collaboration
Cont Education

Flexible (3)
Collaboration (2)
Parent Com
Humor

Flexible

Parent Com - Parent Communication
Cont Education - Continuing Education
(#) - Number of times item appeared in the survey as an additional quality
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Appendix F

Disaggregated Teacher Additional Qualities
Level

ELEMENTARY MIDDLE HIGH
Flexible (2) Parent Communication (2)

Values
Honest
Continuous Improvement

Parent Communication (4)
Teacher Dress

Urbanicity
RURAL SUBURBAN URBAN

Parent Communication (3)
Flexible

Parent Communication (2)
Flexible
Honest
Continuous Improvement

Parent Communication
Values
Teacher Dress

Gender
FEMALE

Parent Communication (4)
Flexible (2)
Values
Honest
Continuous Improvement

MALE
Parent Communication (2)
Teacher Dress

Years of Experience
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 20+

Values Flexible Parent Com (2) Flexible Parent Com (4)
T Dress
Honest

Cont Imp

Region
Northeast Midwest South West

Parent Com (3) Parent Com (2)
Flexible
Values
T Dress
Honest
Cont Improvement

Parent Com
Flexible

Parent Com - Parent Communication
T Dress - Teacher Dress
Cont Improvement - Continuing Improvement
(#) - Number of times item appeared in the survey as an additional quality
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