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 European Journal of Education,Vól. 46, No. 4, 2011

 Developing High-Quality Teachers: teacher
 evaluation for improvement

 Janet Looney

 Introduction

 Teaching and learning are at the core of educational practice, and as a significant
 body of research demonstrates, teacher quality is the most important school-level
 factor affecting student achievement. The seminal 1966 Coleman report 'Equality
 of Educational Opportunity' in the US found that teacher characteristics explained
 more variance in student achievement than any other school factor (Coleman,
 et al. y 1966). Hanushek (1992) found that students learning with the most effective
 teachers outperformed their peers who were learning with the least effective
 teachers by as a much as one grade level.

 Students from low-income families may benefit the most from learning with
 very effective teachers (Nye et al ., 2004; Sanders & Rivers, 1996) and those with a
 succession of high-quality teachers may potentially achieve the same levels as their
 peers from high-income families (Motoko et а1.ъ 2007). On the other hand,
 Sanders and Rivers (1996) found that the residual effects of learning with poor-
 quality teachers were long lasting, and that students assigned to more effective
 teachers in later grades were unable to compensate for earlier gaps.

 As countries aim to ensure high achievement for all students, improving and
 sustaining the quality of the teacher workforce are thus vital policy priorities. But
 what is the best approach to achieving these goals? A number of researchers have
 found that teacher credentials are a poor predictor of quality (Goldhaber &
 Anthony, 2007; Rockoff, 2004). Moreover, teachers need to continuously update
 knowledge and skills over the course of their careers to reflect changes in curricula
 and new knowledge on effective teaching and learning and better meet diverse
 student needs.

 Several studies have found that well-designed teacher evaluation systems,
 aligned with professional learning and development, can contribute to improve-
 ments in the quality of teaching and raise student achievement. At the same time,
 teachers in many countries report that individual teacher evaluations are not
 conducted systematically, that evaluators may not be trained or may use ineffective
 methods or tools, and that professional learning and development are often not
 aligned with their needs (OECD, 2005a; 2009a). While other modes of evaluation,
 such as national or regional student assessments or school-level evaluations are
 conducted more systematically and provide some information on teacher perfor-
 mance, these evaluations may not provide the timely feedback or the detailed
 information on classroom practices needed to shape improvements in teaching.

 These different approaches to teacher evaluation are also shaped by the relative
 emphasis education systems place on the use of results for accountability (high
 stakes rewards and/or sanctions) and for improvement (professional development
 targeted to identified needs and support for innovation). There are real tensions
 between these dual goals for evaluation, and education systems need to find an
 appropriate balance.

 © 201 1 Blackwell Publishing Ltd., 9600 Garsington Road, Oxford OX4 2DQ, UK and 350 Main Street, Maiden, MA
 02148, USA.
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 This article provides an overview of research on teacher evaluation for
 improvement and suggests directions for policy and research to strengthen
 systems. It begins with a summary of the research on the characteristics of effec-
 tive teachers, which may set the standards against which teachers are evaluated.
 It then outlines different approaches to teacher evaluation and development and
 the evidence of their impact on student learning. These approaches include
 formal performance appraisals, teacher peer evaluation and student ratings.
 School-level evaluations are also used to gauge teacher effectiveness and identify
 areas for improvement for all teachers in the school. They include external
 school inspection and internal school self-evaluation. Data from large-scale,
 national or regional student assessments are also used to identify areas for
 improvement. The article concludes with a discussion on broad directions for
 policy and highlights areas where more research is needed. While the research
 cited in this article can help shape policy, there is a need for more evidence on
 the impact of different forms of teacher evaluation and development. Given the
 importance of teacher quality for student learning, this should be a priority for
 both policy makers and educational researchers.

 Defining Teacher Quality
 Any system for teacher evaluation needs to be tied to a clear set of standards and
 competences. While there is currently no single, widely accepted definition of
 teacher quality, perhaps a reflection of the complexity of teaching and learning,
 research shows that the most effective teachers:

 • Are intellectually able. Verbal skills are particularly important; students achieve
 more with teachers who perform well on tests of literacy and verbal ability
 (Gustafsson, 2003; Hanushek, 1989; Rice, 2003).

 • Have good knowledge of the subject-area(s) and competences they are teach-
 ing as well as a broad repertoire of teaching methods and strategies to meet
 diverse student needs (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Monk, 1994).

 • Develop positive relationships with their students and recognise the crucial
 role of motivation and emotions in learning (Hinton & Fischer, 2010;
 Immordino-Yang & Damasio, 2007). Empathy - the teachers' ability to
 understand the student's perspective, feelings, cultural background, chal-
 lenges and needs - plays a strong role in supporting student learning. Teach-
 ers who show they care about students' learning and set challenging goals for
 learning are particularly effective (Bishop & Glynn, 1999; Cornelius-White,
 2007; Hattie, 2009; Marshall &Wiliam, 2006). Teachers who communicate
 low expectations for their students, on the other hand, have a negative impact
 on student achievement (Bransford et al.b 1999; Rubie-Davis et al.> 2006;
 Rubie-Davis, 2007).

 • Have strong classroom management skills, including clarity in presentation of
 ideas, well-structured lessons and appropriate pacing (Hattie, 2009). Effective
 teachers also have a good knowledge of typical learner misconceptions and
 patterns for progression in the subject(s) they are teaching (Bransford et al.,
 1999; Pellegrino et al ., 1999).

 • Are skilled assessors. Teachers use assessment 'formatively' to monitor stu-
 dents and provide timely and specific feedback on what they need to do to
 improve performance and meet learning goals. They also adapt teaching to
 better meet identified learning needs (OECD, 2005b).

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 442 European Journal of Education , Part I

 • Work collaboratively with their peers to develop a positive school climate, to
 improve overall school performance, and to engage in mutual support and
 professional learning (OECD, 200 1 ; O'Day, 2002; Seashore Louis et al., 2010).

 Teachers may develop expertise in each of these areas with experience. Effective
 evaluation systems will take this progression into account. Moreover, ongoing
 opportunities for individual and collective teacher development are particularly
 important if teachers and schools are to improve over time.

 The Different Purposes of and Approaches to Teacher Evaluation

 The different forms of teacher evaluation focus on individual teaching perfor-
 mance in classrooms ( teacher appraisal, teacher peer evaluation and student ratings )*;
 the school context (< external school inspection and internal school self evaluation2) and
 student outcomes ( national or regional student assessments 3 and value-added assess-
 ments 4 to measure gains in learning over time) (See Box 1 below for definitions of
 these and other relevant terminology used in this article).

 Box 1. Terminology

 The key terms used to describe different approaches to teacher evaluation as
 used in this report are:

 Teacher appraisal - Formal performance reviews, usually conducted by a
 school level supervisor, to judge individual teacher performance. The results
 of appraisals may be used formatively to identify specific needs for profes-
 sional development, or summatively for decisions related to promotion,
 rewards or sanctions.

 Teacher peer evaluation - Teachers working in the same subject area (in
 the same or a different school) may observe their peers and offer feedback
 and suggestions for improvement. They may use evaluation tools to guide the
 process. The results may be used formatively, with primary emphasis on
 providing feedback for improvement, or summatively, as a complement to
 formal appraisals.

 Student ratings - Students are invited to complete evaluation forms,
 providing feedback on teacher effectiveness at the end of a term.

 School evaluation (external and internal) - External evaluations {e.g.
 school inspections are targeted project evaluations) are conducted by an
 individual or team who are not part of the school staff. Internal evaluations
 (school self-evaluations) are conducted by project or school staff. The dis-
 tinction is in regard to who conducts the evaluation and for what purposes
 (school accountability vs. improvement).

 NB: Education specialists in English-speaking countries often distinguish between
 "assessment" and "evaluation". As used in this report , the term "assessment" refers
 to judgements of individual student performance "Evaluation" is used for
 judgements on the effectiveness of policies, schools and school system and/or specific
 learning programmes . It includes external school inspections and programme evalu-
 ations, and internal school self-evaluations .

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 Large-scale national or regional assessments - These tests of student
 achievement have the primary purpose of evaluating the performance of the
 school system. They may also be used to hold schools accountable for student
 learning and/or to provide feedback to schools and teachers on their perfor-
 mance. The results may be published and used to guide school choice and
 create incentives for schools to improve performance. They do not have civil
 effect for students {e.g. graduation or university admissions).

 Value-added assessments - Valued-added measurements of student

 achievement refer to gains over a given year, which can be attributed to the
 contributions of the local education area, the school or individual teachers.
 These gains are the "value added". The approach is intended to show how
 educators promote student progress beyond the level predicted by the stu-
 dent's socio-economic status.

 Most systems use some combination of these measurements to evaluate teacher
 performance (although value-added assessments have thus far only been imple-
 mented in the UK and the US). This is important, as no single measurement can
 capture the full range of teacher performance in different contexts or conditions,
 or the qualities that are important for effective teaching. Different assessment
 methods will also provide different kinds of information as to how teacher char-
 acteristics and instructional strategies are influencing learning and can help build
 the knowledge base on 'what works' (Baker, 2004; Herman, 2005; Abu-Alhija,
 2007). Moreover, all assessments and evaluations contain some degree of error,
 and as Haertel and Lorié (2004) assert, can only provide can imperfect estimate of
 student performance'; multiple measurements may help to avoid the risk of incor-
 rect decisions based on error (Koretz, 2005).

 The tools and processes for each of these different forms of evaluation should
 also be valid and reliable, i.e. they should be appropriate for their intended
 purposes (valid) and evaluators' judgements should be consistent across repeated
 observations (reliable). However, at this point, there is little comparative informa-
 tion on the processes used to validate different tools or to train evaluators in
 different countries.

 Alignment and Coherence within Broader Frameworks for Assessment and Evaluation

 The effectiveness of teacher evaluation will also depend on its alignment and
 coherence within the overall educational assessment and evaluation framework.

 Indeed, the core logic of assessment and evaluation frameworks rests upon align-
 ment of standards (for students as well as teachers), curriculum and assessment
 and evaluation (Gordon et al. , 2009). If systems are misaligned, it is impossible to
 draw valid conclusions about the success of teaching and learning or to develop
 effective strategies for improvement.

 At the same time, systems should avoid too much alignment. Systems
 focused on tight alignment may undermine new and innovative approaches to
 teaching and learning. They will also need to recognise how teachers develop
 expertise over time, and in turn, how they contribute to their peers' development
 and learning.

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 The Impact of Teacher Evaluation and Development of Student
 Learning

 Large-scale international surveys on teacher evaluation, as noted at the beginning
 of this article, indicate that in many systems teachers are not evaluated systemati-
 cally and that professional development is rarely linked to specific needs targeted
 through the evaluation process (OECD, 2005a; 2009a). Nevertheless, smaller scale
 studies have shown that evaluation focused on improvement can help to raise
 student achievement.

 Evaluations of Individual Teacher Performance

 Teacher evaluation (or appraisal) is common across OECD countries. However,
 according to findings of the OECD's (2005a)5 Teachers Matter report on attracting,
 retaining and developing teachers, individual teacher evaluations are not necessar-
 ily conducted systematically. The study found that teacher evaluation was con-
 ducted on a regular basis in approximately half of the 25 participating countries.
 School leaders often did not have appropriate or valid tools for evaluation and did
 not spend the necessary time observing classroom practices to gain any real insight
 on teacher effectiveness. Many teachers interviewed for the study also noted that
 they did not receive systematic feedback from evaluators or guidance regarding
 professional development (OECD, 2005a).

 According to the OECD's (2009a) Teaching and Learning International
 Survey (TALIS)6, 13% of teachers across the 23 participating countries reported
 that they did not receive any appraisal or feedback. Nearly half the teachers
 responding to TALIS also indicated that they did not believe school leaders
 used effective methods to evaluate their performance and 75% said that they
 would not receive any recognition for improvements in their performance
 (OECD, 2009a). Despite these concerns, teachers responding to TALIS indi-
 cated that they appreciated feedback from school leaders. They also noted that
 they were more likely to focus on priorities for instruction as highlighted in
 evaluations. At the same time, most systems do not set priorities, tending to put
 equal weight on different areas evaluated (with the exception of priorities related
 to special learning needs and teaching in multicultural settings). Most teachers
 responding to TALIS viewed individual and collaborative research, informal dia-
 logue to improve teaching and qualification programmes as having the greatest
 impact on their development. These survey results, however, do not reveal the
 impact of different development approaches on student learning (OECD,
 2009a).

 Other smaller scale studies found that the effectiveness of formative teacher

 evaluation and development depended in large part on the manner in which
 feedback was given and on whether teachers had opportunities to discuss teaching
 methods, and were able to take on new approaches over time. For instance, timely
 and specific feedback appears to be important in the evaluation as well as in
 training and professional development. Freiberg, Waxman, and Houston (1987)
 found that student teachers participating in a controlled experiment felt that
 feedback from supervisors and peers was most effective when it was followed by
 seminars where they could discuss teaching performance and ways to improve
 instructional strategies with peers. Wade (1985) found that the most effective
 training involved classroom observation, microteaching, video/audio feedback on
 performance, and practice.

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 Timperley and colleagues (2007) found that professional development was
 most effective when it challenged teachers regarding their conceptions of student
 capabilities or focused on approaches to teaching specific parts of the curriculum;
 occurred over time; focused on methods to improve student outcomes; engaged
 teachers in a professional community of practice; and when school leaders sup-
 ported teachers' opportunities to learn and to process new information, and then
 offered relevant expertise.

 A few studies have focused on the effectiveness of teacher peer evaluation.
 Goldstein (2002), in an examination of a programme known as the 'Peer Assis-
 tance Review' in a large urban school district in the US, found that teachers were
 generally positive about the process, but also wanted school leaders to maintain
 their central role in evaluation. Munson (1998) found that teachers believed that
 peers could provide constructive feedback on their teaching, and that it was also
 important for building collegiality. However, Kumrow and Dahlen (2002)
 reported that they were unable to identify any studies showing a relationship
 between teacher peer review and better student performance.

 Box 2. Tools for teacher evaluation

 It is important that tools and processes for teacher evaluation, whether
 conducted by the school leader or peers, are valid and reliable and that
 criteria for evaluation are linked to clear standards on teaching. This is
 particularly true for summative evaluations that have an impact on the
 teachers' record and career prospects. (Validity of teacher evaluation means
 that the instruments and processes for evaluation meet their intended pur-
 poses. Reliability means that evaluators' judgements are consistent across
 repeated observations).

 Classroom observation tools are usually based on checklists or rubrics setting
 out parameters for teacher performance in different contexts. However, as
 Haertel (1991) points out, the context specificity of teaching means that it is
 difficult to achieve reliability of judgements for different teachers working in
 different settings. Ultimately, evaluations that are based on classroom obser-
 vations will rely on the evaluators' professional judgement. Instruments for
 classroom observations should be tested for validity, and evaluators should be
 trained.

 Student ratings of teacher performance are relatively rare (currently only in
 Mexico, the Slovak Republic, Spain and Sweden) and their use is not compulsory
 (Isoré, 2009). No English-language studies of their impact on teaching were
 identified in the writing of this article. However, there is evidence that younger
 students may provide effective feedback on the quality of their learning experi-
 ences. For example, The Middle East Voice of Children survey, implemented from
 April to June 2006 in Jordan, Lebanon and Palestine, which surveyed approxi-
 mately 1,500 15- and 16-year-old students, found that students valued teachers
 who nurtured their curiosity, helped them to develop their thinking skills and
 encouraged their active participation in class. They were concerned with the
 quality of their relationships with teachers, expressing their dissatisfaction with

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 rote learning and teachers who berated them. These younger students were eager
 to learn and appreciated their teachers' support and encouragement (Awartani
 et al ., 2007).

 Studies on student ratings conducted in university settings found that students
 provided accurate feedback on the quality of their teachers (Marsh, 2007). As with
 younger students, the qualities they value are in line with those practices identified
 as important for improving student learning. For example, students rate those
 teachers who have high expectations and strong subject knowledge more favour-
 ably. Cohen (1980; 1981) found that student feedback had a medium impact on
 the improvement of teaching at the college level. Hattie (2009) notes that students
 generally provide accurate feedback regardless of the quality of the evaluation tool
 used. This may be because they do not feel constrained by the tool. They observe
 teacher practices on a daily basis, and are clearly well placed to comment on the
 teacher's impact on their learning.

 School Level Evaluations (External and Internal)

 Several OECD countries require both external (school inspections, which typically
 are conducted tri-annually) and internal school self evaluations (typically con-
 ducted annually) Although appraisal of individual teacher performance is beyond
 their scope, these school-level evaluations include classroom observations and
 review of other school-level data. Evaluators have opportunities to identify differ-
 ent strengths and areas for improvement across a school faculty.

 There is some evidence that school-level inspections may contribute to
 improvements in teacher and student performance. Luginbuhl and colleagues
 (2007), in a study conducted for the Dutch Central Planning Agency found that in
 the first two years following an inspection, student performance improved by 2%
 to 3% of a test score's standard deviation. More intensive inspections produced
 greater improvements in school performance. Also working in the Netherlands,
 DeWolf and Janssens (2007) found that the visits did appear to lead to improve-
 ments. However, they also conjecture that this may be in part a result of schools'
 strategic behaviour {e.g. reshaping the test pool, 'indicator fixation', or fraud).
 Grubb (2000) argues that teachers' positive and negative perceptions of the
 inspection process will also shape perceptions regarding effectiveness.

 Most studies on school self-evaluation focused on the process of the evaluation
 itself rather than on impact on teaching and student outcomes (Blok et al ., 2007).
 In a large-scale survey of Dutch teachers, Hofman and colleagues (2009) went
 further than most studies to examine processes and improvements in teaching.
 They found a significant relationship between the quality of teaching and learning
 processes and school self evaluation. However, the study does not provide infor-
 mation on changes in student achievement related to these improvements.

 A number of OECD countries now implement large-scale national or
 regional examinations to monitor student progress toward central standards.
 They include Australia, Belgium (French and Flemish communities), Canada,
 England, Estonia, Finland, France, Hungary, Italy, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico,
 Norway, Scotland, Spain, Sweden, Turkey and the US. Students in selected year
 levels (e.g. years 4 and 9) are tested in priority subject areas, such as language,
 mathematics and science. The data are generally not used to evaluate individual
 teacher performance, but rather for school-level accountability, to guide school
 choice, and to identify areas for school improvement.

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 These large-scale assessments do not capture teaching processes within class-
 rooms, but the focus on student outcomes is nevertheless important. Data from
 these assessments help school leaders decide how to direct resources (time, money
 and personnel). Teachers may collaborate to improve instructional strategies in
 areas where students perform less well.

 Several studies from the US have found that standards-based approaches have
 been highly effective in focusing attention of schools and teachers on priorities for
 student learning (Herman & Baker, 2009). At the same time, external assessments
 may lead to a narrowing of curriculum, particularly in high stakes environments
 (e.g. rewards or sanctions or publication of assessment results) (Koretz, 2005;
 Popham, 2002).

 Value-added assessments are currently implemented only in the UK and
 US, although there are regional and pilot initiatives in other OECD countries. The
 approach, which relies upon complex statistical methods to isolate the contribu-
 tions of specific teachers, schools or local education areas, can be useful for
 identifying effective practices (OECD, 2008c). They are intended to address con-
 cerns that student assessments do not take into account prior achievement levels
 or student characteristics, such as their socio-economic background. Attention to
 students' prior achievement also contributes to a better understanding of student
 performance over time (Doran & Izumi, 2004).

 Well-designed value-added assessments can provide more accurate quantitative
 information on school and teacher performance and target areas for school and
 system-wide improvement. They may also facilitate learning across schools or
 systems that have very different results for similar populations of students (Baker
 et al ., 2010; OECD, 2008c).

 At the same time, there are concerns that value-added models weaken policies to
 promote equity of student outcomes. A potential message of these models is that
 teachers should not be held to account when students with lower levels of prior
 attainment do not meet standards. Factors beyond school, including students'
 socio-economic background and the effects of poor teachers in earlier years,
 certainly do have a powerful impact on student learning. But as noted earlier,
 lowered expectations for student performance also have an important negative
 impact on learning. Polices promoting value-added analyses need to balance these
 issues.

 Baker and colleagues (2010) have argued that student test scores, including
 those that take teacher value-added into account, should not be used as the
 primary measure of teacher performance. They note that value-added estimates
 are unstable across models, years, and the classes teachers teach. A teacher iden-
 tified as ineffective one year could have significantly different results the follow-
 ing year. They conclude that value-added assessments are indeed valuable, but
 should supplement evaluations conducted by competent supervisors and peers.

 The Role of Incentives

 As noted earlier, countries tend to emphasise either accountability or the improve-
 ment functions of assessment and evaluation. Certainly, both approaches are
 focused on improvement, but they reflect fundamentally different ideas as to how
 to promote change.

 In systems emphasising accountability, teacher evaluation may include high-
 stakes incentives such as performance-based advancement, salary increases, bonus

 © 201 1 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 pay, or alternatively the threat of teacher job loss or school sanctions for under-
 performance. These material incentives, it is believed, will motivate teachers to
 improve teaching and raise student outcomes. Researchers found that teachers also
 behaved as if assessments had high stakes when the results were published (even if
 there are no specific sanctions attached), as teachers worked to avoid the stigma of
 low rating (Corbett & Wilson, 1991; Madaus, 1988; McDonnell & Choisser,
 1997)7.

 The empirical evidence on the impact of high-stakes assessments on classroom
 instruction is mixed, although a number of studies report neutral or negative
 effects8. Santiago and Benavides (2009) argue that teacher evaluation systems that
 emphasise accountability may be counterproductive to improvement. Teachers are
 less likely to reveal any weaknesses in their performance, and therefore miss
 opportunities for feedback or professional learning and development. Baker and
 colleagues (2010) have argued that competition for monetary incentives may
 weaken peer learning.

 High stakes student assessments may also create incentives to 'teach to the tesť.
 Teachers may significantly narrow learning if they focus only on areas most likely
 to be on the test, as no single test will measure the full range of knowledge, skills
 and competences set out in central standards or competences. Teachers may use
 strategies such as coaching, (focusing on test taking strategies and tricks), realign-
 ment (focusing on the content and kinds of problems most likely to appear in the
 test), and/or reallocation (of time spent on higher priority subjects). These strate-
 gies may lead to 'score inflation' (overstatement of students' actual learning), and
 undermine efforts to develop appropriate strategies for improvement (Koretz,
 2005; Looney, 2009).

 In systems emphasising improvement, information gathered in evaluation pro-
 cesses is used to identify teacher strengths and weaknesses and appropriate pro-
 fessional development opportunities. Incentives are based on teachers' desire to
 help students succeed (purposive incentives) and to be respected in their profes-
 sional community (solidary incentives).

 There is growing evidence that teacher collaboration and peer learning have
 a strong impact on improved student achievement over time (Jackson & Brue-
 gmann, 2009). In a large-scale longitudinal study conducted in the US, Seashore
 Louis and colleagues (2010) also found that collective leadership at both the
 school and district levels was associated with stronger impacts on student
 achievement. At the school level, collective leadership focused on instructional
 improvement had a significant positive impact on teachers' working relationships
 and on student achievement.

 In another US-based study, Finnigan and Gross (2007) conducted a survey
 of teachers in ten low-performing schools in Chicago which had been placed on
 probation in order to learn more about how they responded to different incen-
 tives. They found that rewards and sanctions had less influence on teachers than
 their desire to help students or to maintain their status in their professional
 community. The survey data also showed that accountability policies with high
 stakes might have a counterproductive effect on teacher motivation over time,
 particularly in schools that continue to struggle. The Consortium for Policy
 Research in Education (CPRE), also working in Chicago, found that among
 low-performing schools that had been placed on probation, those that had pre-
 viously developed strong cultures of peer collaboration were able to exit

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 probationary status relatively rapidly (DeBray, Parson, & Woodworth, 2001;
 Elmore, 2001).

 These findings point to a number of unintended consequences related to higher
 stakes assessment and evaluation. However, the message here is not that systems
 emphasising accountability are bad and those emphasising improvement are good.
 Accountability is an extremely important goal for education systems. Rather, care
 needs to be taken to balance different approaches to ensure that systems incorpo-
 rate multiple measures so that judgements are based on strong evidence, to
 distinguish evaluations intended for formative versus summative purposes, and to
 ensure that teachers receive appropriate support for improvement.

 Directions for Policy
 While the evidence based on whether and how teacher evaluation can lead to

 improvements in teacher quality and student outcomes is still relatively under-
 developed, a few broad directions for policy are clear:

 First , teacher evaluations need to tie to clear standards and competences . These
 standards set the bar for the teacher workforce. Teacher evaluation, as a formative
 process, will be most effective when it measures current teacher performance
 against defined standards and competences for high quality teaching, and then
 identifies strategies and development needs to help teachers meet standards.

 Second , teacher evaluations need to be integrated with broader assessment and
 evaluation frameworks . As part of this framework, standards and competences for
 teacher performance and systems of measurement need to align with standards
 and competences for student learning. It is also important to consider how systems
 balance goals for accountability and improvement, and ensure that teachers'
 professional development is aligned with broader goals for school improvement.

 Third , teacher evaluations should be based upon multiple measurements . Evalua-
 tions by competent peers and supervisors, supplemented by student ratings,
 school-level evaluations and measures of student outcomes can provide a more
 complete picture of performance. These may also include opportunities to observe
 less easily quantifiable characteristics, such as relationships with students, how
 teachers communicate their expectations for student performance, and how they
 guide formation of values.

 Multiple forms of measurement also provide more information regarding per-
 formance and can guide better decision-making regarding strategies for improve-
 ment. At the same time, policy makers will need to determine how much
 redundancy systems should include, how different assessments and evaluations
 should be weighted, how these measures take into account the different charac-
 teristics of high quality teachers, and how to design systems with complementary
 measures (Baker, 2004).

 Fourth y evaluations should emphasise timely feedback linked to specific ideas for
 improving instructional strategies and opportunities to practice . The most effective
 teacher evaluation and development will, when appropriate, challenge teacher
 conceptions regarding student learning and capabilities.

 Fifth , professional development should align with identified needs for development
 and encourage the development of communities of practice within and among schools.
 Large-scale student assessments and school inspections and evaluations help to
 identify key areas where local education authorities and schools need to improve
 practice. School improvement efforts focused on building instructional capacity

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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 450 European Journal of Education, Part I

 not only examine practices in individual classrooms, but also allow teachers to
 move out of their individual classrooms to engage in collective efforts to improve
 student achievement. Peer learning may also extend well beyond individual schools
 to encompass learning across a local education authority and beyond9.

 Sixth , evaluation for improvement (formative) should align with evaluations with
 summative impact (for career advancement) . Teacher evaluation aimed at improve-
 ment should also support teachers' career advancement and progress towards
 greater expertise and ability to mentor more junior teachers at later points in their
 careers. This can support efforts to improve the quality of the teacher workforce.

 A Research Agenda

 Given the importance of teacher quality for student achievement, efforts to identify
 the most effective approaches to teacher evaluation and development are vital.
 Priorities for future research include:

 • The impact of different incentives on teacher motivation and improvement . There is
 a need for further research on how teachers respond to different incentives -
 for financial rewards, professional status and the desire to help students
 succeed. This research may also help systems as they balance goals for
 accountability and for improvement.

 • Validated tools and processes for teacher evaluation (and training for evaluators).
 Systems will need to invest in the design and evaluation of more effective
 evaluation tools as well as training for evaluators. Teacher evaluation will have
 little impact if these processes do not capture important elements of quality
 teaching, or consider the impact of different approaches on student learning.

 • How teachers progress from novice to expert status . A better understanding of how
 teachers develop expertise over time can help shape professional development
 programmes, as well development of effective career ladders and reward
 systems.

 • Effective approaches to collective teacher learning and development . Research in this
 area should examine how teachers working in different settings (urban vs. rural,
 low vs. higher socio-economic status, younger vs. older students) build effective
 learning communities, focused on improving outcomes for all students.

 Effective teacher evaluation and development can potentially play a vital role in
 improving the quality of teacher workforce, but there is still much work to do, at
 the conceptual and empirical levels, and in designing effective strategies for policy
 and implementation.

 Janet Looney, 14 , rue de l'Ecole Polytechnique > 75005 Paris , France ,
 janetlooneyl @yahoo.fr

 NOTES

 1 . Student ratings are used at the school level in Mexico, the Slovak Republic,
 Spain or Sweden (Isoré, 2009). In most OECD countries, are more commonly
 used at the university level.

 2. Ten countries reported to the OECD's Education at a Glance survey (2009b)
 that they require external school inspection as well as internal school self-
 evaluation (usually on an annual basis) (the States and Territories of Australia,
 the Czech Republic, England, Iceland, Korea, New Zealand, Portugal, Scot-
 land, Sweden and Turkey) (UNESCO, 2006/07).

 © 2011 Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

This content downloaded from 
������������202.92.148.253 on Sun, 26 Sep 2021 08:55:39 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Janet Looney 45 1

 3. More than half of OECD countries monitor student performance through
 periodic national or regional assessments [Australia, Belgium (French and
 Flemish communities), Canada, England, Estonia, Finland, France, Hungary,
 Italy, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico, Norway, Scotland, Spain, Sweden, Turkey,
 and the US]. In Germany, the Länder recently cooperated to develop external
 examinations to provide comparable information on student performance
 (UNESCO, 2006/07).

 4. Currently, valued-added assessments are implemented only in the UK and the
 US. However, as an indication of the growing interest in this approach, 13
 countries and regions took part in the 2008 OECD study on best practices to
 assess the value-added of schools. They were: Australia, Belgium (Flemish
 Community), Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Netherlands, Norway,
 Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the UK.

 5. The 2008 TALIS surveyed teachers and principals in lower secondary schools
 in 16 OECD countries and 7 partner countries. They included: Australia,
 Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, Iceland,
 Ireland, Italy, Republic of Korea, Lithuania, Malta, Malaysia, Mexico,
 Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Turkey.

 6. The study included 20 student teachers working in secondary schools. They
 were randomly assigned to three groups. Supervisors and peers in the first
 group gave feedback only. Teachers in a second group received written feed-
 back based on three classroom observations, followed by a one-hour seminar
 discussing their profile. They did not have an opportunity to discuss ways to
 improve their instructional strategies.

 7. At least 18 OECD countries publish the results of external assessments and/or
 evaluations (inspections and/or school self-evaluations). They include the
 Czech Republic, Denmark, England, France, Hungary, Iceland, Korea, the
 Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Scotland, Slovenia, Sweden
 and Turkey. Australia, Belgium (Flemish Community) Ireland
 and Italy also publish results, but avoid the use of tables that compare
 school performance. Results are not published in Finland, Mexico and Lux-
 embourg.

 8. In the US, two macro-level studies on results of the National Assessment of
 Educational Progress (NAEP) came to very different conclusions. Linn (2000)
 compared NAEP with state level assessments and found no clear trends.
 Hanushek and Raymond (2005) found gains in student performance on the
 NAEP (an effect size of 0.2 standard deviations). The gains were only in states
 with high stakes for student performance on state-level assessments, which
 Hanushek and Raymond claim as support for the role of stakes in improving
 student achievement.

 9. Internet enabled networks provide opportunities for teachers to share best
 practices across countries and continents. For example, iNet, based in the UK,
 focuses on effective practices related to personalising student learning. The
 network extends well beyond the UK, to include networks on four continents
 (www. sst-inet.net/countrynetworks.aspx) .
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