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Asthe accountability movement
has gained momentum, policy
makers and educators have striven
to strike adifficult balance
between the sometimes competing
demands at the local, state, and
federal levels. Effortstoimprove
accountability and teacher evalu-
ation havetaken an especially
unique route in lowa, where local
control and resistance to state
mandated curricular standards
have been popular topics from
the statehouse to the convenience
store.

Thisresearch exploresprincipals
impressions of lowa's state-
mandated standards for teacher
behaviors (as opposed to state-
mandated curricular standards).
Further, the research examined
the extent to which the lowa
Teaching Standards (ITS) and
accompanying lowa Evaluator
Approval Training Program

(IEATP) have impacted the way
teacher evaluations are conducted
inthe state. Evidenceindicates
that most principalsfelt that ITS
and the accompanying |EATP
made them feel adequately or
very well prepared to conduct
teacher evaluations. In addition,
65% of respondents reported that
|AETP had changed the way
teachers are evaluated.

The accountability movement in
education has appeared in many
formsacrossall levels of educa-
tion. Regardless of their personal
politics, K-12 educators are now
actively engaged in processes
they hope will meet the require-
ments of the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) legidation, aswell asa
host of accompanying require-
ments from state departments of
education. The accountability era
has even impacted theinsular
world of higher education, with
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scathing criticismsfrom Levine
(2005) and others who point to
disconnected curriculaand

faculty, among other problems.

The presence of sanctions for
schoolsfailing to meet required
levelsof performance hasclearly
raised the stakes. Theinfamous
cal fromthemovie Jerry McGuire,
“show methe money” might be
aptly altered in the current
educational discussion to “show
us the scores.” Today’s standards
areincreasingly specificinterms
of expected (or required) student
outcomes. Tellez (2003), Wasley
and McDiarmid (2003) among
many others have noted how
standards specify what students
should know and be able to do,
aswell asexpecting improved
student test scores. Lane and
Stone (2002, p. 24) note that,
“Most states have implemented
assessment programs that are
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being used for high-stakes
purposes, such as holding schools
accountable to improved
instruction...”

Higher expectations of teachers
are an essentia part of the call for
improved student outcomes. Cdls
for reform of the teacher evalua-
tion process have moved beyond
political rhetoric and stump
speechesthat call for a“qualified
teacher in every classroom.” For
example, Henneman and
Milanowski (2003, p. 174) note
that the call for higher expectations
for studentsis coupled with calls
for reform toward “...standards-
based teacher evaluation.” Work
by Danielson and McGreal (2000)
points out how “ standards of
teaching state what teachers
should know and be ableto do...”
Quinn (2004) notes how improved
student achievement does not
stop with simply expecting more
from students. Many havecalled
for explicitly defining expectations
for teachers, aswell.

The state of lowaenjoysalong
and storied history as a place with
an excellent educational system.
Included in that history isafierce
tradition of local control. While
the accountability movement has
prompted most other states to
adopt statewide curricular
standards, lowa has resisted until
recently, leaving curricular
decisionsto individual boards of
education, though with input from
the state department of education.
Instead of embracing curricular
mandates from the state capitol,

lowa chose to adopt the 2001
lowa Teaching Standards (ITS)
for teacher behaviors.

Our Question

The culmination of these factors
created an intriguing discussion
for Educational Leadership
faculty at the University of

Show us the scores!

Northern lowa. We wondered
about the effects of lowa's
decison to hold onto loca control
with regard to curricula combined
with its decision to instead adopt
specific standardsfor all teachers.
The greatest push toward this
research, however, came from
more practical sources.

Each of us had numerous practica
examples of how the new lowa
Teaching Standardswere being
received and implemented. For
example, some of usin teacher
education were becoming used to
conversationsin which student
teacherswere describing how
experienced teacherswere
frequently asking themfor “copies
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of those standards.” We were
comforted by the fact that our
soon-to-be graduates were well
versed in ITS, we were disturbed
that some experienced teachersin
the state seemed to know little or
nothing about them, as evidenced
by the fact that they were asking
our student teachers for
information.

We were also struck by the number
of principalswho, in casual con-
versation, spoke of the importance
of our new graduates serving as
mentors and models to more
experienced teachers, especially
with regard to the new ITS. A
pilot study by Lasswell (2005)
indicated that 80% if lowa
principalssurveyed felt that new
teachers were important models
of how to show competencein
the ITS.

These conversationsultimately
led usto specifically ask: What
do lowa principals think about
the implementation of ITSand
the accompanying teacher
evaluation process? Further, did
I TS and the accompanying

| AETP change the way they
conducted teacher eval uations?

Methods

AsITSrepresented asignificant
departure from “evaluation as
usual,” UNI Educational Leader-
ship faculty sought to understand
principas viewsof theimplemen-
tation of ITS and the accompa-
nying teacher eval uation process.
Faculty developed asurvey
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instrument featuring short answer
and Likert-scaleresponses. Using
the lowa Education Directory, we
randomly selected principalsin
every third lowa public school
district to receive the survey
instrument. Principalsinone
hundred sixty-seven of lowa's
three hundred sixty-fivedistricts
received the surveys, along with a
return envelope. These were
mailed directly to the principals.
Sixty-three survey instruments
(38%) were returned. Of the
survey instrumentsreturned,
40.6% were completed by
elementary principals, 46% by
secondary principas, witha
handful of surveyscompleted by
shared middle and high school
principals, curriculum directors,
or superintendents.

Results

More than a quarter of respondents
(28%) indicated that they had no
first year teachersintheir buildings.
Seventy percent, however,
identified between oneandfive
new teachers who had been
evaluated usingthenew ITS
system. Similarly, 36% of
respondentsindicated that they
had no second year teachersin
their buildings, but 63% indicated
that they had evaluated between
one and five second year teachers
using theITS.

Nearly twenty-two percent of
responding administrators
indicated that the IEATP program
madethemfeel “very well
prepared” to conduct teacher
evaluationsusing the TS

standards and criteria. Nearly
seventy-five percent reported that
IEATPhad “adequately” prepared
them, while just more than four
percent reported that IAETP had
left them poorly prepared.

In addition, survey resultsrevealed
that, asthe legislators had hoped,
teacher evaluations were con-
ducted differently after theimple-
mentation of ITS. Sixty-five
percent of administrators reported
adifferencein the way teacher
eval uations had been conducted
intheir buildings. However,
nearly 30% reported that IAETP
had not caused them to change
the way they administered teacher
evaluations. Roughly five percent
of respondents were new admini-
strators and thus could not respond
to how teacher evaluations had
been conducted in the past.

What are the effects
of Iowa's decision to
hold onto local control

with regard to curricula?

Respondentswho identified
differencesinthe way teacher
evaluations were conducted
noted a number of changes.
Open-ended questions on the
survey instrument revealed
differencessuchasusing ITSto
guide growth plansfor teachers,
use of specific, definitivecriteria
for observations, and an increased
use of datafor evaluative
judgments. These respondents
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also explained that teacher
evaluations conducted using ITS
consisted of a*“joint dialogue”
between teachers and administra-
tors. Many reflected that this
dialogue was on a deeper and
moresignificant level than before.
They aso revealed that the
dialogue produced narratives that
were more descriptive than
previousevaluations.

Additional responses pointing to
asignificant impact fromITS
included comments such as,
“...decisions are made together,
guestioning rather than telling.”
Others noted that using the ITS
and IAETP had “ helped
(principals) become better at
collecting data’ and encouraged
“more time spent with (teachers)”
and “improved conferencing
preparations.”

Given these positive comments
about ITS and the lAETP, we
were intrigued as to the reactions
of principalswho had indicated
that ITS and IAETP had not
significantly changed their
practice. While nearly 30% of
respondents indicated that the
new program had not caused
them to manage the evaluation
processdifferently, their reasons
did not necessarily reflect
negatively on ITSor IAETP,

Rather, many responsesfrom
those who indicated no change
reveal that they were already
doing anumber of things
advocated or required under ITS
and |[EATP. For example, one
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principal noted that, “...ITSare
very closeto the evaluated items
on our district’s evaluation instru-
ments. Thischangewasnot redly
needed.” Another principa noted
that growth plans and extensive
dialogue and questioning with
teachers were standard featuresin
evaluation. Others noted that the
use of “datain decision making
has been a standard practice.”
Some commented that the process
laid out by IEATP mirrored what
the district had been doing long
before.

The survey instrument also asked
respondentsto identify which of
the eight ITSwas most difficult
for first and second year teachers
to meet. We were not surprised
to learn that, for first year teachers,
standard six (demonstrates com-
petency in classroom management)
was among the most difficult.
Experience and alitany of
literature tell usthat thisissueis
paramount for first year teachers
and their principals. Respondents
overwhelmingly identified this
standard as the most important
for first year teachers.

Respondents’ commentson first
year teachers’ level of difficulty
were familiar. One noted,
“Usually a(first year) teacher is
struggling to come up with one
strategy to use with aclass. Itis
only with experience that they are
ableto differentiate and use
multiple strategieswith aclass.”
Another noted that the most
effective classroom managers
seem to have a natural knack for

Teacher evaluations conducted using ITS
consisted of a "joint dialogue”
between teachers and administrators.
This dialogue was on a deeper
and more significant level than before.

it and, “for those who don’t
naturally havethis, it’svery hard
tolearn.”

The second most difficult standard
for first year teachers, as reported
by respondents, was standard
seven (engagesin professional
growth). This standard was aso
identified as being one of the two
most difficult for second year
teachers. A number of respondents
indicated that increasing demands
onteachers time makethis
standard difficult to address. One
commented that first and second
year teachers are often so stretched
by “learning the ropes that
strategy isn’t on the horizon.”
Many seemed to say that, at least
initially, survival isthe name of
the gamefor first and second year
teachers.

Although standards six and seven
were seen asmore difficult for
first and second year teachers,
respondents also indicated that
they felt theseteachersgenerally
had little difficulty producing
artifacts that demonstrated
competency in all eight standards.
Further, nearly 80% of the
respondents indicated that
teachers seemed to understand
ITS, asevidenced by the artifacts
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they offered to show their
competencein each standard.
Discussion

Our findingsreved that on baance,
legislators, school leaders,
teachers, and other stakeholders
can be encouraged by the impact
that ITS and IEATP has had on
educationin lowa. Clearly, most
respondents reported that ITS
and thetraining they receivedin
|[EATP were of consequence and
impact. Even when respondents
revealed that ITSand IEATP had
not made significant changesto
their teacher evaluation proce-
dures, thelack of change appeared
to often be due to the fact that
many districtswere already
engaged in ateacher evaluation
process that mirrored many key
featuresof ITS, such asutilizing
key criteria, deep dialogue, and
data-driven decision making.

The results also underscore and
reinforce the importance of
classroom management skills,
particularly for first and second
year teachers. For many, thisisa
make-or-break issue. Initial
difficulty with classroom manage-
ment may well push teachers out
of the profession before they “ hit
their stride.” Assevera principas
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noted, the inordinate amount of
time many new teachers spend on
classroom management can take
their attention away from other
important standards.

In addition, we are encouraged
that an overwhel ming number of
respondentsindicated that their
teachers seemed to havelittle
difficulty producing artifactsthat
they felt demonstrated competency
intheeight ITS. Thisseemsto
indicate that efforts by teacher
education ingtitutions, lowa's
Area Education Agencies, the
lowa State Education Association,
and local districtsare making a
difference.

Conclusions

Teacher quality and student
achievement areinherently linked.
The age of accountability through
standards-based assessment has
brought unprecedented scrutiny
of what teachers should know
and be ableto do. But, callsfor
accountability have not stopped
there. Accountability includes
how said teacher competency
should be evaluated. ThelTS
and |EATPhave seemingly
provided a sound framework for
defining teacher quality and the
evaluation thereof.

Roughly two thirds of responding
administratorsindicated that
teacher evaluationswere
conducted differently following
their participationin IAETP.

L egislators and department of
education officials can, according
to these results, take heart in

these numbers. We do not know
if the one third who indicated that
their teacher evaluations are no
different after participatingin
IAETP are no different because
they’ ve been utilizing the basics
of theITSand IAETP modelsfor
some time or for some other
reason. Thisseemsareasonable
guestion for additional research.

Evaluatorsin lowa, at least from
thislitmus test, recognize the
value of such framework and are
working to find adifficult and
unique balancein acomplicated
era—fostering improved student
achievement in an environmentin
whichlocal control isnearly sacred,
yet defining what good teaching
looks and sounds like, and, of
course, how to recognize it.

References:

Danielson, C., & McGredl, T. L.
(2000). Teacher evaluation
to enhance professional
practice. Princeton:
Educational Testing Services.

Henneman, GH., & Milanowski,
A.T (2003). Continuing
assessment of teacher
reaction to a standards-based
teacher evaluation system.
Journal of Personnel
Evaluation in Education,
17(2), 173-195.

Lane, S., & Stone, C.A. (2002).
Strategiesfor examining the
consequences of assessment
and accountability programs.

Educational Measurement,
21(1), 23-30.

Lasswell, T.A. (2005). Factors
principalsidentify asbarriers
of and facilitators to
implementation of the teacher
quality programin lowa.
Unpublished raw data.

Levine (2005, March). Educating
school leaders. The
Education Schools Project.
Retrieved September 25,
2006 from http://www.ed
schools.org/pdf/Final 313.pdf.

Quinn, L. (2004). Modelsfor
assessing teacher impact on
student learning: Overview
and framework. InE. M.
Guyton & J. R. Dangel
(Eds.), Research linking
teacher preparation and
student performance:
Teacher education yearbook
XI1 (pp. 175-180). Dubuque,
IA: Kendall/Hunt.

Tellez, K. (2003). Inresponseto
increasing state and national
control over the teacher
education profession. The
Teacher Quarterly, 30(1), 9-72.

Wasley, PA., & McDiarmiad,
GW. (2003). Tying the
assessment of new teachers
too student learning and to
teacher preparation.
Unpublished manuscript,
Denver, CO.

Visit the lowa ASCD web site
at http://iowa.ascd.org

continued on page 6



Nicholas J. Pace is Assistant
Professor of Educational
Leadership at the University of
Northern lowa at Cedar Falls,
lowa. Heisthe primary contact
for more information about this
topic. Contact him at
nick.pace@uni.edu.

Terri A. Lasswell is Assistant
Professor of Education at Upper
lowa University at Fayette, lowa.
She can be reached at
Lasswel I T@uiu.edu.

Gregory A. Reed is Assistant
Professor of Teaching at
University of Northern lowa at
Cedar Falls. He can be reached
at greg.reed@uni.edu.




