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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this deconstructive case studytavasnduct a Foucauldian
power/knowledge analysis constructed from the getr@es of three teachers at an
intermediate school in South Texas regarding tleeabthe teacher evaluation process
and its influence on instructional practices. dgghoucault’'s (1977a) work on
power/knowledge, of special interest were issuesiofeillance, binary relationships,
discipline and punishment, and accommodations esidtance. Grounded in the history
and politics of evaluation in public educationstbtudy situates the role of Professional
Development Appraisal System (PDAS), which is #echer evaluation system in Texas
on instructional practices.

The findings indicate that PDAS has served to ggaea strong oppressive
network of power relations wherein the participasastinually struggle between
resisting and realigning themselves to the gramchtige of what it means to get the
desired label assigned to them through the evaluatiecklist system. The strength of
the network has impacted the participants to thergxhat they have become
institutionalized in their instructional practiceksciplined themselves even when not
needed, and surrendered their agency repeatedigsequently, the teachers became
similar to each other in appearance, much like etislg The implications for this study
reflect the role various stakeholders and powetiass can play in the teacher
evaluation process, including teachers, adminmtsateacher educators, and educational

leaders.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

In the United States, there were approximately #81Bon students enrolled in
public schools in grades prekindergarten to twelweng the 2006 — 2007 school year
(Sable & Noel, 2008). Of the 49 million, Texas leadenrollment of approximately 4.6
million students, which was only exceeded by oagesiCalifornia, with a student
enrollment of 6.4 million (Sable & Noel, 2008). @itdonally, the state of Texas is the
largest employer of public school teachers. Dutirgg2006- 2007 school year there
were approximately 3.1 million teachers employetiomawide. Approximately 311
thousand of those teachers were employed in TSadd€ & Noel, 2008). As the largest
employer of teachers and second largest studamtrailment, Texas has an interest in
cultivating and maintaining the professional depetent of teachers to meet the
numerous diverse academic demands of students.

In 1983, the National Commission on Excellencediu¢ation (NCEE) released a
report entitledA Nation at RiskThe Imperative for Educational Refo(iCEE, 1983).
Since the release of theNation at RisSKNAR) report the United States educational
system has been, and continues to be, under mdolitiny for its perceived inability to
meet the academic needs of all students. The ogdine of the report, “Our nation is at
risk” (NCEE, 1983, para. 1), announced a senseg&ngey all across the country. The
report further stated, “If an unfriendly foreignwer had attempted to impose on
America the mediocre educational performance thigtetoday, we might well have
viewed it as an act of war” (NCEE, 1983, para. Phe call to the people of the United
States not to tolerate such mediocrity was heard &nd clear. The public would

continue to hear about the failings of the pubtla@tional system. Nearly 20 years



later, the enactment of the federal legislationviam@s the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) of 2001(U.S. Department of Education, 20@®uld bring accountability to the
forefront (Kennedy, 2008). Since the NCLB, all edtional professionals, both
administrators and teachers, have been under singepublic scrutiny for ensuring that
the educational needs of all students includings&tpopulations such as minority and
special education students would be addressed.

NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) placeemphasis on federally
mandated high quality teacher professional devetstmThe term “highly qualified” is
described as a teacher who holds a bachelor’s eélegak has met state certification
requirements. Also, middle and high school teaxhes required to pass a rigorous
subject area test for each of the content areasiich they teach. The premise of
passing the state certification examinations isitha expected to demonstrate the
teacher’s content area knowledge and teachingsktlexibility was built into the law in
three areas. For example, the High, Objectivefddm State Standard of Evaluation
(referred to as HOUSSE) provides flexible critéaaertify teachers as highly qualified
who were in the public school system when the |aas enacted. HOUSSE allowed
states to develop an alternate method to demoastusiject-matter competency. A
combination of teaching experience, professionaklbgpment, and knowledge in the
subject matter area accumulated over time in théepsion could constitute evidence of
being highly qualified under the HOUSSE alternativethod. The other two areas of
flexibility addressed middle school requirementd #asting flexibility. States also have
the flexibility to determine which grades consgtuntermediate and middle school.

Additionally, each state has the flexibility to @dop assessments for teachers to



demonstrate subject-matter competency to the Evaiowledge needed for effective
instruction. Finally, all states are required taimtain and report on the progress of
fulfilling the goal of hiring only “highly qualifiel teachers.”

With the flexibility built into the law (U.S. Depament of Education, 2002), there
are numerous definitions of what beingighly qualifiedteacher entailed (Darling-
Hammond & Berry, 2006). In other words, the lalowak for teachers to be labeled
highly qualifiedregardless of teaching experience, training prog@ educational
background. For example, a four-year veteran\vécepand a teacher in an alternative
certification program with only a few weeks of trisg could all be considerddghly
qgualified In addition, the definition dfighly qualifiedis approached differently by
education scholars (Darling-Hammond & Berry, 20@6uston, 2005; Kysilka, 2003;
Zepeda, 2006). Johnson (2001) reported thatkkéHood of a 40-year-old former
lawyer or scientist with a five-week certificatioourse working in the public school
system is as common as a twenty-something yeagraltbate fresh from a teacher
education program. Hence, the public school sys¢éetomprised of teachers from all
types of qualities, backgrounds, training, andifteation programs (Darling-Hammond
& Berry, 2006; Zepeda, 2006). Due to the requinetmef NCLB (U.S. Department of
Education, 2002), teachers across the state ofsTleanee earned their teacher
certifications via various avenues of training peogs, experiences and educational
levels to demonstrate proficiency.

Even though teachers gain proficiency in variegsyauch proficiency cannot be
regulated. Thus, support structures such as teaghtiations can be used to ensure

high quality instruction is occurring in the classm (Feeney, 2007). However, it is not



guaranteed that a high rating in teacher evaluaystem necessarily indicates quality
teaching. Indeed, if a teacher meets the statdisitien of highly qualified, “highly
gualified doesn’t mean good” (Houston, 2005, p.)4@ven with the most rigorous
requirements, “we cannot regulate the teachingeftwqroficiency; this path only takes
us so far” (Zepeda, 2006, p. 68). As such, Zeg2d@6) maintains that teaching
proficiency cannot be ordered or met by compleéirsget of prescribed requirements. In
isolation, the labéhighly qualifieddoes not necessarily equate with the effectiveofise
appropriate pedagogical strategies by that teg¢tmrston, 2005). Therefore, school
administrators need to monitor the effectivenessupport systems for teachers, which
include professional development, training, andhea evaluation (Zepeda, 2006).
Accordingly, time invested in training and professl staff development can lead to
continual improvement of teaching effectivenessyi@| Mathers, & Laine, 2009;
Painter, 2001). Subsequently, teacher evaluasibasld support the goal of maintaining
high quality instruction consistently in the classm (Feeney, 2007). As such, school
administrators conducting teacher evaluations@bletkeenly aware of the daily
instructional practices in the classroom throughesuision and evaluation.

Supervision and evaluation of teachers can be otodéferent ways. Clinical
supervision, which was first suggested in the n88dks, is one of the most prominent
models for instructional supervision (WilliamsonBlackburn, 2009). The model
consists of three stages: a planning or pre-ob8erveonference, an observation, and a
post-observation conference (Williamson & Blackhu®09). Other types of evaluation
are collegial observation and coaching, lessonsplportfolio assessments, self-

assessments, and student achievement data (Qlisthers, & Laine, 2009; Painter,



2001). The three-stage model closely resemblesttheture and process of the Texas
teacher appraisal system currently in place.

In Texas, effective August 1, 1997, as outline@hapter 150 — Commissioner’s
Rules Concerning Educator Appraistie commissioner of education recommended the
Professional Development and Appraisal System (P&She teacher appraisal system
developed in accordance with the Texas Educatiate@oEC) §21.351 (Texas
Administrative Code 150 § 1009, 1997). Althoughxd®school districts may choose to
use a locally developed teacher appraisal systegt districts use the PDAS. The goal
of the PDAS is to “improve student performance tigto the professional development of
teachers” (Texas Education Agency, 2005, p. 6).otlher words, the expectation is that
there will be an impact on the teachers’ instruwigractices through professional
development as a direct result of the PDAS evaluatystem. The instructional impact
is expected to result in increased student scoretamdardized tests. The PDAS is
structured as a cycle of continuous improvemenx@$d=ducation Agency, 2005). This
cycle of continuous improvement integrates seweraluative components into the
process of evaluation intending to elicit teacledlection, discussion of professional
growth, and analysis of student performance déte components in the appraisal
process include teacher orientation, Teacher SgpleR (TSR), formal classroom
observation, student performance as seen in thewsperformance rating and Adequate
Yearly Progress, and a summative annual reporécente. Each of the components are
described in the PDAS teacher training manual mestkat the mandated orientation
session for new teachers (Texas Administrative Go#l80, 1997). These components

are intended to provide an opportunity for collatmn and meaningful feedback for the



teacher leading to professional growth and prostaathanges in their daily instructional
practices.
Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for the study is inflaed by poststructuralism.
Twentieth century French philosophers such as &scherrida (1974) and Michel
Foucault (1970) engaged in a critique of structanalhence, the term “post” in
poststructuralist theory as opposed to denotingranmlogical era. In other words,
poststructuralism does not correspond to a spdaifie period in Derrida’s (1974) and
Foucault’'s (1970) work. The act of critiquing sttwralist practices and assumptions
drive the discourse of poststructuralism.

Structuralism is grounded in the dualities of Ipynappositions (Berman, 1988;
Leitch, 1983). Binary opposition refers to a detieoms that are opposite in meaning
and/or function. According to structuralism, thegppositional categories in any system
are embedded in language constituting a sciensgo$ or sign systems known as
semiotics (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008). Derrida (19&Kplains how meaning is contingent
upon signs or sign systems. Examples of thesesijpts are mind/body,
language/writing, theory/practice, nature/cultusslity/appearance, thought/language,
teacher/student, and administrator/teacher (Berd@88; Derrida, 1974, Leitch, 1983;
MacNaughton, 2005). In structuralism, these paange a hierarchical relationship in
which one is privileged over the other. For examfdnguage is privileged over writing.
In other words, writing is said to ‘substitute’ for ‘represent’ language. Herein lies the

question for those critiquing structuralism: Cairitwvg effectively ‘represent’ language?



Derrida (1974) argued against such a simplisée\of language and speech
where there is a linear relationship between wgiind representation. Language covers
up, hides, or escapes that which is beyond theégarword (Tymoczko & Gentzler,
2002). Take the example language/writing and thestion previously posed. Imagine
reading a transcript. Can that writing providetlad information, insight, or represent
exactly what happened in the conversation? Whaissing? What story does the tone
of voice or body language provide? Was there anyloere that did not speak, at least
not using words? “Writing never gets it exactlyht; it never imitates or copies what
would be said or thought exactly, but instead gif€ander its own steam, does its own
thing” (Crowley, 1989, p. 14). In other words, tieader of the transcript becomes the
author per se of the interpretation of the text. Thelezaives the text its meaning.

Is language simply text? In an interview with Raed Kearney (1984), Derrida
states “the critique of logocentrism is above Eedhe search for thetherand theother
of language”(p. 123). Language is more than just the textands in a book and it
functions variedly with everyone and to everythargund us. There can be no singular
meaning of a word or text (Young, 1996) becauseningacan constantly be remade. In
other words, in our efforts to assign meaning, @fiers to an object, which can be
further explained or renamed. As such, this p@oésenaming can continue
indefinitely, thereby permanently deferring meanifighere is no “transcendental
signified” (Derrida, 1974), no stable referencenpoor essential meaning.

One of the most common tools of critiquing strualist assumptions is
deconstruction (Foucalt, 1977a, 1980). For thease of this discussion, | will focus on

deconstruction as discussed by Derrida (1974) earddd by Spivak (1974). Derrida



(1974) coined the termleconstructioras a method of critiquing hierarchical structures.
Derrida (1974) used deconstruction to take apats t@nd rebuild new ways for random
connections and to make visible unlimited productid meanings. It is not intended to
reject or destroy the structures. Thus, Spivakdy§) explanation of deconstruction is
framed in affirmative production, useful for anahg and measuring silences and to
intervene (Tymoczko & Gentzler, 2002). In otherds) deconstruction does not lead to
some ultimate reality but can be used as a towidke the unseen seen, to look at the
structures that hold together an assumption andifgidimits and possibilities.

For example, issues of the subject, the multijpdisiof meaning, text, language,
discourse, disciplinary power, and knowledge ama®d through deconstruction
(Leitch, 1983). The analysis used in this studpfisrmed by Foucault’'s (1977a, 1980)
work on disciplinary power. Foucault does not pdeva step-by-step method for this
type of analysis. To do so would be contrary tetgiucturalism (Foucault, 2000) as any
prescriptive grand narrative is vulnerable to itsxaleconstruction. Poststructuralist
critique breaks apart strongly held assumptiomsnéworks, and belief systems to
demonstrate the constituent parts that hold theseepts together as an illusory, stable
whole structure. Therefore, it is unlikely thalyamork of a poststructuralist theorist
would offer a stable step-by-step process of diagdyais, or other methodological
approaches. Rather, it is the responsibility efrgsearcher to work theory through,
against, and with data to make data work in wagshighlight tenets of poststructuralist
theories. Consequently, in this study Foucault%/{7a, 1980) theoretical references of

surveillance, disciplinary discourses, and disaar$ormation of networks were utilized



in analyzing and representing data. These terthd&vdescribed later in appropriate
contexts.

As another poststructuralist seeking multiplicittesl differences in meanings,
Foucault (1970) explores discourse and how theduerviewed by examining the issues
of power and knowledge, especially within instibutal practices. Examining the
discourse of psychiatry, medicine, penology, andkgy, Leitch (1983) states, Foucault
“collects and analyzes the rules of formation aadgformation of such elements within
specific discursive fields” (p. 145). So then, stedy of discourse is not to find a
particular meaning or limited to a particular autboreader. Rather, it seeks to uncover
the system of rules within that field. For examphe following questions may be
addressed:

e What is acceptable to say? Not say?
e How are terms taken up in discourses?

Foucault (1977a) extends the discussion of dismta include the relations of
power. In particular, he emphasizes the issuasafinary power. In his discussion
addressing penology, Foucault (1977a) referen@Rdmopticon, an architectual prison
design by Jeremy Bentham, to address how disciylipawer is used to “operate to
transform individuals... to provide a hold on thednduct, to carry the effects of power
right to them, to make it possible to know them.(p.”172). This disciplinary power
worked invisibly due to the construct of the Paimgpt where the central tower was built
to allow prison guards to see all the prisoners;hed from their high tower (Appendix
D), without being seen themselves. It was asdfghards were conducting surveillance

without having to observe. The act of surveillaseeved to illicit the jailer's desirable
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conduct from the prisoners; thus, normalizing theinavior. In general, the construct
and rules of the system, through surveillance, viogiroduce compliant knowable
subjects who discipline themselves without neediegguards to do so. “Power is not
possessed” (Foucault, 1977a, p. 26) by a particathvidual as in a guard over its
prisoners or ruler over his subjects. Extending tlncept to the public school
environment, power is not possessed by an adnatestover his/her teachers. Instead,
the power relations serve to define what is perilissnot permissible, acceptable, and
not acceptable.

Bradbury-Jones (2007) identifies three procedsasaperate within Foucault’s
(1977a) disciplinary power: (1) hierarchical obsgion, (2) normalizing judgment, and
(3) the examination. Under hierarchical observatan individual is being watched or
under a constant “gaze” (Gilbert, 1995). Just@sqy is not possessed or functions as a
top-down structure only, neither are these obseEmathrough “gazes” unidirectional.
However brief the observation may be, it is ocawgrat all times from all different
directions by people engaged in various poweriggiat As such, the observed is also
the observer. The observation will probably inehaore than just two people. In
addition, the observation or gaze can be overbwert because “it functions permanently
and largely in silence” (Foucault, 1984, p. 19Puring these observations, individuals
may or may not be aware that they are being obderve

Under normalizing judgment, comparison to paraculorms (Gilbert, 1995) is
implemented for disciplinary purposes. Normalizjadgment serves to transform the
individual subject by engaging in self-monitorisglf-reflection, and self-analysis (Allen

&Hardin, 2001). According to Foucault (1977a),dbeliscursive practices produce
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knowledge (beliefs) to designate choice, exclusiand containment. It serves to self-
monitor because we compare and adjust ourselvesdaegly. Similar to hierarchical
observations, normalizing judgments are not unidioeal. Both the observer and
observed are involved in making judgments.

Finally, according to Bradbury-Jones (2007), exation combines hierarchical
observation and normalizing judgment in order todpice surveillance (normalizing
gaze) “that makes it possible to qualify, to clgsand to punish” (Foucault, 1977a, p.
184). If the individual deviates from the normpuagudgment a penalty must be paid.
Judgment is not based on right and wrong but ratthet is acceptable according to the
rules of the system. Punishment results fromitfgito measure up to the rule”
(Bradbury-Jones, 2007, p. 84).

Using the three processes, (1) hierarchical obfenyg2) normalizing judgment,
and (3) the examination, identified by Bradbury€®(2007) provide an approach for
exploring the realm of teacher evaluations and teaghers negotiate their meaning,
roles, and understanding of power relations withstructuralist system of public
education. Teachers and administrators continually engagéstrodrse within their
daily social activities and produce knowledge witthis socio-cultural field. Within this
discursive field, this system of meanings and kmalgk is “intertwine[d] with power [to]
create speaking-acting subjects” (Foucault, 19747), which is central to this inquiry.
Grounded in Foucault’'s (1977a, 1980, 1984, 20064 iof discourse and disciplinary
power, this study is an inquiry into the discoun§éeacher evaluations to investigate

both the possibilities and constraints of the eate process.
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Methodology

In recent years, the National Research Council@Nas created a hostile political
environment for qualitative research (Denzin & lohtg; 2008). This scientifically based
research movement reveals a desire for a more istiopliew of science, which is
ordered and unchanging (Popkewitz, 2004). Thgarsicularly true in the realm of
educational research (Lather, 2004). Michael €akllS. Representative, stated
“education research is broken in our country.nd @ongress must work to make it more
useful. . . Research needs to be conducted on @ somntific basis. Educators and
policy makers need objective, reliable research’dfged in Lather, 2004, pg. 16). Butin
doing so, NCR ignores such things as the compésxdf human interaction in society
“where individual belief and action intersect withlture” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008, p.
11). Ignoring discourse, NCR advocates for a sgehat allows for only the privileged
to have a voice and allows biases to enter, wheth aside the work of the last few
decades in cultural studies, feminist methodoloaglical environmentalism, ethnic
studies and social studies of science (Lather, 20Uhese studies explore the
multiplicity of meaning in the social world, whithe NCR discounts in favor of a
prescribed order. How can one regulate, contrafuantify lived experiences when they
are constantly changing? How can we regulate mgaori beliefs? Although, Lather’'s
(2004) work seems radically leftist by some staddait is not intended to provide the
reader with a position or direction. Rather, La$hé004) work provides a viewpoint
that can be used to promote important discussioegards to teacher evaluations. In

particular, this study provides teachers a voicexjaress their shifting, unstable, tension-
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filled beliefs about the teacher evaluation syssem process, which attempts to regulate
their instructional practices, through a qualitatapproach.

In qualitative inquiry, constructionism is the @mstanding that people make or
“construct” their own meaning of the world arouhérn based on their interactions and
interpretations. According to Crotty (1998), itle view that all human knowledge and
therefore their meaningful reality is based onrtheman practices. Such knowledge is
constructed in and out of interaction between hub&ngs and their world, and it is
developed and transmitted with an essentially $coiatext. Hence, meaning is
constructed rather than discovered. This epistegyaihforms qualitative research as to
how people make meaning, how we know what we kramal,what assumptions are
made about beliefs, reality and meaning. Theref@yestructionism is the broad
epistemology that informs most qualitative resear8pecifically, this study examined
the interactions of teachers as they construct mganf their experiences in teacher
evaluations. Exploring their experiences withia tomplexities of historical, contextual,
and political structures allows for a deeper rianguiry.

In order to conduct this research, | used ethndgcagase study methods. Even
though there are multiple case study definitionsded my strategies on the case study
work of Yin (2009), Stake (1995), and Merriam (1298 he case study research design
has been used in various disciplines: anthropolowdicine, law, psychology,
sociology, management, social work, political scesrand education (Burns & Grove,
1993; Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Denzin & Lincol®0®; Feagin, Orum & Sjoberg,
1991; Merriam, 2009; Sorin-Peters, 2004; Stake513t, 2009). Due to the

complexities and highly contextualized field ofdfun this research, case study methods
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were most appropriate (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2009)seCGaudy allowed for the “study of the
particular” (Stake, 1995, p. xi) since | was integl in how teachers construct meaning
of their experiences with the teacher evaluations.

In this study, | reflected on the experiencesathers in the evaluation process
and avoid preconceived opinions and notions wiaékmg to explore the functions of
the un/seen and un/acknowledged structures. tretitdeavor, | conducted a
power/knowledge reading to de-construct the pgaitis’ experiences of the evaluation
process. Through troubling narratives, | presettiedshuttling beliefs of participants’
attitudes in relation to the un/spoken and un/stercture of Professional Development
Appraisal System (PDAS) and its administrationtf stavelopment, and changes in
pedagogy in a public Intermediate school. The audtion of the re-presentation
presents multiple entry points for the reader. almtlection methods included
interviews, journal reflections, peer debriefindscument analysis of PDAS evaluations,
and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and SkiR&8) where applicable, as well as
the student and teacher demographic information.

Rationale for the Study

Evaluation is not seen as a tool for improvinglea effectiveness (Oliva,

Mathers, & Laine, 2009). Instead, “supervisionha schools tends to be a ritualized
sterile process that bears little relationshiph®Iearning of youngsters” (Schonberger,
2001, p. 129). Currently, in one intermediate sthioereafter referred to as Southern
Intermediate, in South Texas, PDAS is used to ewalboth veteran and novice teachers.
At Southern Intermediate, there are no data thktthe evaluation process to changes in

long-term instructional practices. Neither are¢h@gata connecting the evaluation
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process to professional development. Southermnhaigiate was rateacademically
acceptabldor the 2008—-09 school year based on the critdrihe Academic Excellence
Indicator System (AEIS) in Texas. The rating wasdd on the grade levels and content
areas that are subject to TAKS testing. Regardielssther the student was subject to
TAKS testing or not, each teacher was responsdsléhie academic progress of his/her
individual students. In 2007-08 when Southernrimeliate was rateacademically
unacceptablethere was not onleacher who had been identified aeacher in need of
assistancg€Southern Intermediate PDAS evaluations, 2008).iflicated by the teacher
evaluations, all teachers at Southern Intermedvare performing their duties
proficiently at least. Yet, the campus failed teahthe minimum passing standards on
TAKS. In this respect, support structures likectesr evaluation (Zepeda, 2006) and
supervision seemed to be utilized ineffectively.

According to Sergiovanni and Starratt (2002), eatpractices of classroom
supervision and evaluation fail to take into acddbe realities of human nature and
teaching. Instead, they are based on the simppstiterning to the physical sciences
ignoring the complexity and comprehensive naturthefissue. Consider the instrument
used in the teacher evaluation process, PDAS. pideess is designed to give the
appearance of ideological neutrality. Both teadwauate and administrator/appraiser
are decentered because meaning is supposedly detdrby relationships among
objectives, learning experiences, organization,euaduation. There are eight domains
in the PDAS instrument:

1. active, successful student participation in theneg process;

2. learner-centered instruction;
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3. evaluation and feedback on student progress;

4. management of student discipline, instructionaltstyies, time, and materials;

5. professional communication;

6. professional development;

7. compliance with policies, operation procedures, @diirements, and

8. improvement of academic performance of all stuslentthe campus.

These eight domains in the instrument define agdlate instruction for which the
teacher is evaluated, thus constituting the realltiye process is infiltrated with several
binary distinctions some of which are exceeds etgpens/below expectations,
appropriate student behaviors/inappropriate stuldenaviors, professional
communication/unprofessional communication and wirggd/disorganized. This
provides the evidence of the structuralist processeurring in education and teacher
evaluations.

Cherryholmes (1998) argues that proposals for &l improvement and
reform have consistently been employing structassumptions, many in silence.
According to Cherryholmes, “structuralism in edumatpromises accountability,
efficiency, and control as well as order, organaatand certainty. Structualism is
consistent with teaching for objectives, standadieducational assessment, quantitative
empirical research, systematic instruction ratimeal bureaucracies, and scientific
management” (1998, p. 30). One example thatustiative of the application of
structural assumptions is the legislation knowthasNo Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act
of 2001 (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) wisheimphasis on highly qualified

teachers. Couched within its regulations and dedims, NCLB promises highly
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gualified teachers who will deliver high qualitystruction to all students eliminating the
achievement gaps. Basic to this study is the gquestHow are these embedded
structuralist assumptions functioning in relatiomsheir embedded promises and
possibilities? Moreover, this study pursued t@tgepen dialogues as there are no easy
answers, only more questions to consider as additiiscourse occurs.
Research Purpose
The purpose of this study was to conduct a Foucaulgower/knowledge analysis
constructed from the perceptions of three teaciteas intermediate school in South
Texas regarding the role of the teacher evalugironess and its influence on
instructional practices.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. What are the cultural, political, and strategicditions encompassing the
teacher evaluation process?
2. What relations and practices are enabled by theral political, and strategic
conditions of the teacher evaluation process?
3. What are possibilities in the participants’ behaziahanges in terms of the
relationship between the evaluation process andgueyl/?
Operational Definitions and Glossary of Terms
Since this is a deconstructive study, any atteamfik definitions and meanings, or
to operationalize terms needs to be troubled. B©960) discusses the challenges one

faces when working with discourses informed by gingtturalism. He states:
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In light of the new tenor given to “discourse,” w&n no longer easily ask such
guestions as, What is discourse? or, What doesulise mean? In other words, an
essay like the present one not only does notéumotprovide definitions, nor can
it answer what comes down to essentializing questaibout the “meaning” or
“identity” of some “concept” named “discourse.” atitempt to do so would be to
contradict the logic of the structure of thoughtuihich the term “discourse” now

has a newly powerful critical function. (Bove, 19®. 53)

Therefore any question about meaning is alwayserable to poststructuralist critique,
because such concepts cannot be fixed. Meanisgsarirelations, in context, and is not
always the same across time and space, thus maldaging permanently deferred
(Derrida, 1974). Bové (1990) suggests that instdasking questions about meaning in
discourses, poststructuralists could focus on gquessuch as: “How does discourse
function? Where is it to be found? How does ttyeduced and regulated? What are
its social effects? How does it exist?” (Bové, A99. 54). Using these questions to
situate terms within their discursive effects, caa then analyze discursive structures to
determine “linkages between power, knowledge, tustins, intellectuals, the control of
populations, and the modern state as these interstie functions and systems of
thought” (Bové, 1990, pp. 54-55).

Thus, for the purpose of demonstrating how cetims are used in discourses
that normalize the understanding of those ternesfdhlowing operational definitions are
provided. These definitions do not automaticallpiyfixed meanings or essence.
Instead, they reflect the ways in which these teaimessituated in discourses of teacher

evaluation and in general in the public educatigstesn.
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Appraiser —-person conducting the appraisal and has the rebtraing and
gualifications as (Texas Administrative Code 81804, 1997).

Continuous Improvement Instructional Planning Prgce“A tool for teachers to link
and align

student needs with instruction, staff developmassessment and PDAS” (Texas
Education Agency, 2005, p. 130).

Evaluation process teacher appraisal system approved by Texashvigite
Professional Development and Appraisal System.

Exemplary school & school receiving an Exemplary rating accordinfjdémas
accountability standardsjeaning all student groups on the campus or inligtect had 90
percent or more of their students pass each sutifj¢gice Texas Academic Knowledge and
Skills (TAKS).

Formal classroom observaticfThe appraiser will rate the teacher’s instructiona
performance during a span of 45 minutes basededititrict’'s chosen evaluation
instrument.

Formative assessment or evaluationAssessment procedures and activities that
continually assess the progress of student perfacenthroughout a learning period.
Assessment for learning” (Texas Education Agen6p52 p. 128).

Instructional effectivenessevidence of improved student performance as evitéby
the Texas Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPdiErexas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills (TAKS).

Pedagogy- the act of teaching, teacher activities, ingtomal practices used in the

classroom
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Post-conference a conference held after the formal classroom olasienv at the
discretion of the teacher and/or appraiser.

Pre-conference a conference held before the formal classroom whten at the
discretion of the teacher and/or appraiser.

Professional Development Appraisal System (PDABgteacher appraisal system
recommended by the Texas commissioner of educéfiexas Administrative Code
8150, 1997).

South Texas intermediate scheal school in the Education Service Center Refjion2
areas of Texas with grade levels encompassingst t&o from the range of PK '6
grade.

Staff developmentprofessional training for teachers in order to ioyar on selected
instructional practices

Summative annual report/conference —This is a mgdtetween the appraiser and
teacher at which the discussion is focusedhenwritten summative report and related
data sources (Texas Administrative Code §8150.10037).

Summative assessment or evaluatiossessment procedures, techniques, and
activities that determine the extent to which eafcthe student learning objectives was
met. Assessment of learning” (Professional Devalemt and Appraisal System -
Teacher Manual, p. 128).

Teacher orientation the required training on the information, goals angdlementation
of PDAS to be provided by the school district ic@clance with the requirements of

Chapter 19 of the Texas Administrative Code 8150710
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Teacher self-report (TSR)provides the teacher an opportunity to have imptotthe
appraisal process and serves as a platform to iakgruction. It is also intended to serve
as a reflective tool.
Walkthroughs -the appraiser, campus administrator, visits thesctaom informally,
unannounced, and unplanned at any time duringgheand may be any length the
appraiser feels is necessary.
Limits and Possibilities of the Study

Qualitative research has its roots in sociology anthropology because colonizing
nations wanted descriptive information about thepbe of newly discovered worlds
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2008). Denzin and Lincoln (2QG8ate in qualitative research “the
use of multiple methods, or triangulation, reflemtsattempt to secure an in-depth
understanding of the phenomenon in question” (p.| Attempted to provide a rich
description of the experiences as perceived bypéngcipants of the study. The focus of
this study was to provide a shifting re-presentatibthe participants’ experiences and
interaction with the evaluation process. Througihprocess of collecting and
interpreting the data, my subjectivities becameara @f the re-presentation. To remain of
the role of my assumptions, | documented my thaught interpretations continuously
and used experts’ opinions to inform this studycmenting my subjectivities allows
the reader to make his/her own decisions abouittidy. Accordingly, my choices of
methods to produce and extract the informatioménstudy were crucial. The scope of
the study was also limited to teachers and madstempt to include the perspectives of
administrators and/or appraisers. Lastly, sin@ela certified appraiser in PDAS, the

participants may have had a preconceived notidhexight responses and not
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responded openly about their perceptions. To @suhis anxiety, | conducted multiple
interviews and included multiple data sources ia $udy. | also used pseudonyms in
lieu of actual names when referencing the partidpar anyone else besides myself in
this study. In chapter three, I discuss the variways | negotiated the ethical
implications of being the researcher in this study.

In regards to the references of the various wbykBoucault (1970, 1977a, 1977b,
1980, 1984, 1994, 2000), | acknowledge reading iEhngtanslations of the original
works by Foucault. As such, | have relied on theglator’s expertise in providing an
accurate re-presentation of Foucault’s work. tHer recognize that statements made
referencing Foucault’'s work are my interpretatidmis intended meanings.

Finally, the information gained from the study ¢@used to understand one
perspective of how teachers view the evaluatiocgss. Although this one perspective
may seem particularly limiting, concepts sucldesiplinary power, docile bodies, and
power/knowledgean help us rethink the spaces called professgrnoalth and
evaluations for teachers. This study providegthesibility to have critical conversations
about how instructional leaders can use the evialugtrocess to promote professional
growth. In other words, criticism offers the opjumity to expose the productive and
destructive operations of power. Studies suclhigscan both encourage and create an
arena for critical conversations among those whikwagether to create meaning to
explore new possibilities and expectations in talkel fof teacher evaluations.

Summary
Federal legislation, No Child Left Behind Act @@L, impacted all public schools

in the United States with its emphasis on accoulittabThe accountability movement
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continues to have significant implications for btghching and learning. Since teachers
play a key role in students’ success, it is impeeaib have highly qualified teachers in

all classrooms. Administrators and school leadbmild focus on the support structures
such as teacher evaluations to maintain highlyifig@ltteachers. The evaluation process
should inform professional development leadingh&iructional effectiveness in the
classroom. Essentially, research studies sudhissne seek to explore the teachers’
perceptions of the evaluation process and itsémibe on instructional practices. By
openly discussing the teachers’ perceptions, ttemirof my research study is to create
additional critical dialogues to imagine the posgibs for improvement in the

evaluation process.

In this chapter, | introduced the context of thedg as well as presented the
purpose of the study and the research questionaddition, | proposed the
methodological and theoretical frameworks of thelgtas well as discussed its limits
and possibilities. In chapters two through fiveuill present a review of literature,

methodology, findings and discussion, and conchusiad implications respectively.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this study is to conduct a Foucaunlgower/knowledge analysis
constructed from the perceptions of three teaciteas intermediate school in South
Texas regarding the role of the teacher evalugironess, and its influence on
instructional practices. The purpose of a poweMidedge reading is to explore the
discursive power relations produced in the cultypalitical, and strategic conditions of
the public school environment in the context of tikecher evaluation process. The
emphasis on accountability and student achieveragigiated by No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001(U.S. Department of Education, 2002¢dily affects the evaluation of
teachers. In Texas, the evaluation of teachesgasifically mandated by the Texas
Administrative Code. The rules and regulations da&ed by the political environment
as well as the social and cultural influences acher evaluations experienced by
teachers will be explored in this study. Postdturalist deconstructive theory will be
used to facilitate this exploration into teachealaations.

In the following literature review, | will brieflgiscuss poststructuralism,
deconstruction, Michel Foucault’s (1977, 1980, &@pwork on power/knowledge, and
conclude with a brief overview of teacher evaluagian the context of social,
professional, political, and cultural histories.

Poststructuralism
Poststructuralism originated from the intellectdavelopments of twentieth-
century French philosophy. The “post” refers te thct that many contributors such as
Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, Gilles DeleueandFrancois Lyotard, and Julia

Kristeva were critical of structuralism. In gerlethe French philosophers were critical
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of the dualistic binary relations about the miralhduage, and characterization by
Western philosophy since Plato (Crowley, 1989)ov@ey further explains that “the
metaphysics of presence is full of hierarchicalagtons: mind/body, presence/absence,
theory/practice, nature/culture, reality/appearattogught/language, content/form,
meaning/expression, literal/figurative” (p. 12)heke theoretical and conceptual
opposites known as binary opposition are majos sifehe poststructuralist criticism of
structuralism. Poststructuralism rejects the nadmaal relationships that privilege one
function or construct over another function or ¢ang such as speech over writing
(Derrida, 1974).

Poststructuralist French philosophers engagethilogophical reflection and
analysis while taking into account institutionatdes (Schrift, 2006). Institutional forces
refers to the influence of organizational systerhgther social, psychic, economic, or
literary. Poststructuralism can be divided intarfthemes: “(1) the return to thinking
historically, (2) the return of thinking about thebject; (3) the emphasis of difference;
(4) the return to thinking philosophically abouties and religion” (Schrift, 2006, p. 56).
The French poststructuralists (i.e. Derrida andcBait) asserted the importance of
history, the event, and time in the constructiomefaning. In particular, Foucault
(1977a & 1980) states our experiences are consttdmtm a historical perspective
according to the rules that govern our experieaoessocial practices at a particular
point in history. Poststructuralists also begahinking the subject. Schrift (2006)
explains, for example, neither Derrida nor Fouceadtle the subject central in their
thinking. In other words, there is no one persothimg in a central position of authority.

Instead, that position or subject is decenterectamtral or fixed position. Derrida
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(1974) states that the subject is not destroyedather situated; it is important to know
where the subject comes from and how it functionsaddition, to understand one of
many meanings of a text, poststructuralists argaenecessity of studying both the object
(text) itself and the system of knowledge that piceti the object (Schrift, 2006).

In contrast to the ordered view of science chargtic of fixed stable meanings
favored by the modernists, poststructuralism htids language is an unstable system of
referents (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008). In other wardseaning is not singular in nature
and cannot be easily categorized into a causdlaeship that can be verified through
hypothesis testing. Rather, human experiencesaltfaceted, and contingent upon the
texts of that particular field, the social and atdll practices, and language. As the
person’s knowledge changes resulting from whaaid, s10t said, words chosen, not
chosen, attitudes, beliefs, etc., so also theerfas and meanings are shifted.
Poststructuralist discourse analysis has permeatestructionism with cultural,
institutional, and historical concerns in whichA growing attention to both the how’s
and the what’s of the social construction procetmes Karl Marx’s (1956) adage that
people actively construct their worlds but not céetgdy on, or in, their own terms”
(Holstein & Gubrium, 2008, p. 174). Meaning is stvacted through the lenses of
language, gender, social class, race, and ethniEycault viewed the subject as
historically created, leading him to engage “inlgniag the various ways that human
beings are transformed into subjects, whether stdogd knowledge, of power, of
sexuality, or of ethics” (Schrift, 2006, p. 63n 4d later section, | will provide a further

description of Foucault’s ideas on subjects of kieolge, power, and ethics.
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Deconstruction

One of the most prominent poststructuralist apgitea is deconstruction
(Stormhoj, 2006). Deconstruction has had a sigaifi influence especially in the human
sciences as well as in the social sciences (Kaids@@07). “Deconstruction” is a term
coined by Derrida (1974) in addressing his respom&aussure regarding the privileging
of speech over writing. Saussure’s (1916) workictviis generally regarded as the
starting point of structuralism, considers languag@ system of signs that express ideas
According to Saussure, the sign has a double emg@iye up of the signifier and signified
Also, language works through relations of differend his difference places signs in
opposition to one another referred to as binaryspimn. One such example of binary
opposition is the privileging of language over sgee In his work, Derrida (1982)
creates the word “differancsi]” and explains that it is “literally neither a wibnor a
concept..., neither existence nor essence, (ameddrom no category of being” (pp. 3-
4). The term “differance” is what is not (Bermad®88). In other words, we know
something due to the difference in comparison witmething else. To give a very
simplistic example, we know that a dog is a dogalbse it is not a cat. The differences
of one thing, word, or idea from another help nderstand each to a greater extent,
compared to the meaning only one term has in isolaTherefore, Derrida contends that
speech relies on writing.

In deconstruction, “there is nothing that is natight in a network of differences
and references that give a textual structure ta wieacan know of the world” (Lather,
2003, p. 258). For instance, there can be no fatumokl or fixed meaning since one can

always refer to something else. In his argumeatre fixed meanings, Derrida (1974)
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uses the following two terms, grammatology and te&garism. He proposes
grammatology as a theory for writing and logocesntrias the desire for a center or
guarantee for all meanings, and argues againstsiefviemetaphysics that is bounded by
a tradition of finding a fixed meaning or cent®errida (1974) states that the
“fundamental condition” of grammatology “is certhithe undoing of logocentrism” (p.
74). Using Saussure’s terminology, Berman explantsat any signifier signifies,
however, cannot be divulged except by using monelsyanore signifiers” (1988, p.173).
In other words, there is no static or transcendenéaning. In order to define, one is
forced to use additional words, which again reqadditional definition and reference.
Thus, meaning is permanently deferred (Derridadl@éver being fully revealed.

The meaning of words derives from within langaitgelf (Derrida, 1974). Texts
are everywhere, and make meaning possible. Owlkdge of the world is textually
structured (Derrida, 1974; Lather 2003), meaniragg tim and through language, we
construct worlds” (Korsgard, 2007, p. 10). The abwaiorld only becomes visible to us as
textually structured. Hence, the textual structufreur knowledge is not the result of
some independent structure of the world impresissdf more or less successfully on
language, but a result of the productive forceaofjuage (Burr, 2003).

Knowledge is socially and culturally produced (Ked 992). Kecht asserts that
teachers and scholars engage in social activities $anguage is situated in the world
and knowledge is socially produced. The social/diets teachers take part in include
the discourses with their students and other etugdtcounterparts. Knowledge is
produced through these discourses. Also, knowlelgeoduced through specific

practices and processes. That is, the variousigeaand processes provide teachers the
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information with which they construct meaning. Soexamples of practices and
processes in which teachers can participate attarmediate public school are
conferences with administrators, faculty meetinigsly schedules, and the teacher
evaluation process.

In addition to language being socially situatashguage is also politically situated
(Kecht, 1992). Hencehe school policies, procedures, and languagegtharn the
teacher evaluation, and the manner in which teadhe&ract with the process, provide
insights into how teachers construct their meawinipe evaluation process. Considering
that we have an understanding of how to decodetstes of signification, “we should
be intellectually equipped to read our own prasti@ir institutions, and the world as a
text” (Kecht, 1992, p. 5). Thus, through decondian or decoding structures, | will
attempt to depict the school culture, and how teexbxperience the teacher evaluation
process. The goal is to gain an in-depth undedstgrof the assumptions and social
structures that govern the teacher evaluation geoftem the teacher’s perspective. |
will attempt to break apart the structures by biegklown the assumptions. The reader
then has an opportunity to create new structurasynway he/she chooses. My purpose
is not to provide a solution to the problem buheatto provide the reader an avenue by
which to determine his/her own possibilities fausture.

Constant Flux

Michel Foucault (1970, 1977a, & 2000) discussesony and cultural practices
within the concept of discourse functioning as mfoef power/knowledge. This study
applies Foucault’'s work on the concepts of powkatienships within disciplinary

institutions. Disciplinary institutions, such asspitals, and schools, function according
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to a set of standards and regulations. Undersigrahd functioning within these
parameters constitute a working knowledge for tieenimers of the systenin his work,
Foucault investigates the discourses of psych{@®g1), medicine (1973), penology
(1977a), and sexology (1978). In the nineteenttitog, institutions in Europe such as
prisons, asylums, workhouses, and schools begaméoge. The termisciplinarywas
applied due to the nature of expected conformidy tbok place as the bodies and minds
of the occupants, which were shaped accordingdogaiures anduiet coercions
Foucault’'s (1977a) focus when examining the dissewf these disciplinary institutions
is the rules that render possible certain termisatiers, actions, etc., and what is
excluded or unacceptable. For example, a teachst lnehighly qualifiedto teach in a
public school. In Texas, meetiagceptablestandards on the Professional Development
Appraisal System (PDAS) indicators, suctoastaskstudent behaviogppropriateuse
of assessments, agdodclassroom management are signaggdropriateinstruction
occurring. These discursive practices make knogédqubssible. The cultural practices
experienced by a person create meanings, whicimsggbed in our bodies (Foucault,
1977a). In the struggle to make meaning thoughalwedys our own, meaning is formed
from the knowledge we gain by the text of our eigases, cultural practices, language,
and the spaces we live. As such, meaning is rfesegf but rather has limited
malleability.

Foucauldian positivity refers to “the codes ofgaage, perception, and practice”
that are taken up for the moment (Foucault, 197@xp. In that moment or context,
Foucauldian positivity provides for the possibildfa particular understanding of “the

order of things” (Foucault, 1970, p. xxi). Foudauggests a social science that takes
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value and power seriously rather than the “physiogy/” that characterizes the parade of
behaviorism, cognitivism, structuralism, and nedfpasm (Lather, 2004). In other
words, Foucault (1970) encourages us to move beganse and effect relationships that
limit meaning to one central, fixed idea. Rathsijefs are produced in the struggle to
decide the meanings of our actions, thoughts, aelihiys. The use of social and power
relations (Foucault, 1980) is a way to uncover heachers conduct their daily practices
and understand the school culture and structurdsegsnegotiate their experiences with
teacher evaluations.

In the context of Foucault’'s work, understanding terms subjectivity, genealogy,
power/knowledge, and discursive formation providepportunity to explore how
teachers construct their meaning of the teachduatvan position. Genealogy is “a
process of analyzing and uncovering the histonelationship between truth, knowledge
and power” (Danaher, Schirato, & Webb, 2000, p. ¥pucault maintains three domains
of genealogy are possible:

First, a historical ontology of ourselves in redatito truth through which
we constitute ourselves as subjects of knowledgmred, a historical
ontology of ourselves in relation to a field of pavthrough which we
constitute ourselves as subjects acting on otkiard, a historical
ontology in relation to ethics through which we stitute ourselves as
moral agents. (Foucault, 1984, p. 351)
Knowledge, power, and knowledge/power are additipmaportant to an understanding

of the present day ontology of teacher evaluations.
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Knowledge

The first domain of the genealogy referred to @&bisvthe transformation of the
human being into subjects of knowledge (Foucaud4)9 Knowledge consists of the
perspectives, ideas, narratives, and rules valyetidgiplines, fields, and institutions
(Danaher, Schirato, & Webb, 2000). A field carttb@ught of as a piece of territory or
space within society that gets used in particulaysv Each field has a set of rules and
procedures as well as assigns roles and positiegslates behaviors and what can be
said, and produces hierarchies. For instancégiii¢ld of education, rules and
regulations are issued by the federal governmestt aa NCLB (U.S. Department of
Education, 2002) and enforced further by the staethe teacher appraisal process.
These institutional practices can provide an insigio an individual’s identity. Foucault
examines the subject as an individual identity poedl from the context of his/her
discourses, ideologies, and institutional practicesus, Foucault seeks to answer the
guestion: How does the individual behave according to théageset of rules,
prohibitions and codes of his/her particular sgdet

According to Foucault (1977b), knowledge doesmake us free but rather
enslaves. He states:

The historical analysis of this rancorous will taokvledge reveal that all

knowledge rests upon injustice (that there is gbtrinot even in the act of

knowing, to truth or a foundation for truth) anétlfhe instinct for knowledge, to

truth or a foundation for truth and that the instifor knowledge is malicious

(something murderous, opposed to the happinessokimd). Even in the greatly

expanded form it assumes today, the will to knog#edoes not achieve a
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universal truth; man is not given an exact andrsereastery of nature. On the

contrary, it ceaselessly multiplies the risks, tasalangers in every area; ... its

development is not tied to the constitution andmatition of a free subject; rather,

it creates a progressive enslavement to its instmeiolence. (p. 163)

Herein, Foucault says knowledge is a fallacy otdayin that it gives us greater control.
On the contrary, will-to-knowledge (or truth) isidious and malicious, in that it extends
greater control. According to Foucault, knowledgthat which is specifically produced
and valued by the particular field, discipline,jmstitution (Danaher, Schirato, & Webb,
2000). For instance, it is the ideas, perspectia@ss, rules, explanations, and definitions
that are deemed worthy of value.

Further legislation and policy development &mceptablepractices are mandated
to the local public school via state laws, (i.e Trexas Administrative Code), and
agencies, (i.e. the Texas Education Agency). ucation, the formal rules and
regulations can be traced to legislation such asBN@.S. Department of Education,
2002). The rules and regulations &mceptablanstruction and teacher evaluations are
found in the PDAS Teachers Manual. As such, trasual defines what is valued in this
particular field, informing the members what netmlbe done and how by providing the
criteria for judginggoodteaching. Thus, the PDAS Teachers Manual desctitse
regime of truth(Foucault, 1980) for this field. That is, theasiland regulations set forth
in the manual dictate the set of standards thanel@hlue and beliefs for the teachers.
Power

The second domain of genealogy referred to by &ati€1984) addresses the

transformation of the human being into subjectsafer. According to Foucault (1980),
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neither is power a thing that can be possessetransferred like a commodity, nor is it
solely repressive in nature to be wielded over lagroin order to repress or control.
Rather, power is a repetitious and self-reprodueiiigct of mobile, strategic practices
and relations within a particular society (Foucal#80). Namely, power is changing
and contingent upon circumstances and time. rstance, when an administrator takes
a position at a school for the first time, both thachers and administrator relate to each
other in terms of their prior power relationshigsimilar circumstances but change as
their relationship develops over time.

Power can only exist in unequal, unstable, loekitions. Foucault (1994)
explained the term “relations” as

a relationship in which one person tried to continel conduct of the

other.... These power relations are thus mobileregvie, and unstable. It

should also be noted that power relations are plessnly insofar as the

subjects are free. If one were completely at therds disposal and became

his thing, an object on which he could wreak boasslland limitless

violence, there wouldn’t be any relations of pow&hus, in order for

power relations to come into play, there must deast a certain degree of

freedom on both sides. (p. 292)
As such, Foucault views power in termgelations of powefunctioning within the
discourse and practices of the actors involvewhith they struggle to dominate the
meanings given to their lives.

Discursive practices will be sites of struggle ropewer, as the struggle over

meaning and membership continues (Clegg, 1989).F&acault (1980), our individual
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identity becomes a product of discourses, ideofg@ad institutional practices. Hence,
our subjectivityis situated in the context of discursive practicBswer is accomplished
when knowledge is used to structure and fix repriagi®ns of normality and
abnormality. Foucault (1994) addresses powerrmgef relations of power; “when |
speak of relations of power, | mean that in hun&ationships ... power is always
present: | mean a relationship in which one petden to control the conduct of the
other” (p. 292).
Power/knowledge

The last domain of Foucault's (1984) genealogy eskls the transformation of
the human being into subjects of ethics. The mooains refer to the sets of rules,
prohibitions, and codes of a society (Danaher, r&thi & Webb, 2000). Ethics refers to
the values these rules ascribe to different behsyvand how people behave in relation to
these rules. This provides a mechanism in whicihaseelations and the relationship of
self can be regulated. In other words, it indisdtew societies dominate and regulate
subjects, and how individuals are allowed to sithpe own bodies and thoughts.

Foucault's (1977a) work addresses cultural anstut®nal practices functioning

as a form of power/knowledge, which inform thisdstu In Discipline and Punishment,
Foucault (1977a) focuses on language and discolriseourses can be found in a
variety of places — government records, books reqoés private correspondence, or oral
memory. The fieldpeaksof itself to itself through discourse that playske in the
operations of the field. The field may referenqeasticular area such as education or a
specific process such as the teacher evaluatigdarsysThe field may “take shape in

technical ensembles, in institutions, in behavibschemes, in types of transmission and
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dissemination, in pedagogical forms that both inepaxsd maintain them” (Foucault,
1997, p. 12). When mapping out a discursive fiBlanaher, Schirato, & Webb (2000)
interpret Foucault’s intent as tracing where thataurse occurred, making connections
between instances, and bringing them togetheraiatiy a particular discursive
formation. Within these discursive fields, Fout¢aancentrates his efforts on the
collection and analysis of the rules of formationl &ransformation of the culture (Leitch,
1983).
Surveillance

For the purposes of this study, it is importantmolerstand the concept of
disciplinary power in Foucault’'s work. Drawing pHels to the Panopticon, Foucault
(1977a) describes the “disciplinary society” thas lemerged since the Enlightenment,
and mechanisms such as surveillance, normalizaiwhregulation used by the state to
maintain control over its subjects. Foucault ensies the difference of the mechanisms
used by the sovereign states shifting from inftigtbodily harm on offenders to more
efficient and somewhat subvert usagemethods in modern society. Foucault (1977a)
states “stones can make people docile and know§bl&3). Namely, the structures or
disciplinary mechanisms of institutions operatérémsform individuals into conformity
and predictable regularity.

Foucault’s discussion of power and discipline &eion the Panopticon, a prison
design of the late eighteenth century. The Paooptwas a tower placed the center of a
prison from which guards could observe prisonethout the prisoners knowing whether

or not they were being observed. Foucault (19Wra)e:
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The Panopticon ... must be understood as a geredoldimodel of functioning; a

way of defining power relations in terms of the iyday life of men.... The fact

that it should have given rise, even in our tinoes@ many variations, projected or

realized, is evidence of the imaginary intensigttih has possessed for almost two

hundred years. But the Panopticon must not berstaital as a dream building: it

is the diagram of enechanism of powereduced to its ideal form; its functioning,

abstracted from any obstacle, resistance or frictioust be represented as a pure

architectural and optical system: it is in factgufe of political technology that

may and must be detached from any specific use20(p208) (emphasis mine)
Foucault took the concept of the Panopticon beybadimple constructs of architectural
design and applied it to other institutions suclpsghiatry, education, and the military
in regards to the surveillance of people and remgdheir behavior. Foucault elaborates
on the power relations of the Panopticon, statiad it

is polyvalent in its applications; it serves toom@h prisoners, but also to

treat patients, tostruct school childrento confine the insane, to supervise

workers, to put beggars and idlers to work. H type of location of bodies

in space, of distribution of individuals in relatito one another, of

hierarchical organization, of disposition of cestand channels of power,

of definition of the instruments and modes of pgwdrich can be

implemented in hospitals, workshops, schools amsbpr Whenever one is

dealing with a multiplicity of individuals on whomtask or a particular

form of behavior must be imposed, the panoptic sehmay be used....

Panopticism is a general principle of a new ‘pcéitiautonomy’ whose
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object and end are not the relations of sovereigatytherelations of

discipline. (1977a, pp. 207-208) (emphasis mine)

In other words, Foucault seeks to expose the ‘pazisms’ of the everyday in
institutions such as schools, which seek to orgaad normalize the behaviors of their
subjects. St. Pierre (2000) explains that disogoblocks relations of power by not
allowing individuals to function in unpredictableays. For instance, subjects of the
Panopticon, believing that they cannot escapegtiaed’s gazesimply internalize the
expected regular routine acts of behavior.

Surveillance is the central issue, no matter wéreiths personal, technical,
bureaucratic, or legal. Foucault sees the logibefPanopticon as an illustration of the
disciplinary forces at work, which have moved thgbout various institutional spaces in
society. One example is in the way authoritiescivatver us and monitor our behaviors.
Teachers use an authoritative gaze as they movaditbe classroom. Additionally,
surveillance techniques have become a fundameatgbplife in modern western
societies (Danaher, Schirato, & Webb, 2000; Gr2bd5; Pongratz, 2007; St. Pierre,
2000). The types of surveillance “may range thtofayms of, for instance, supervision,
routinization, formalization, mechanization andisgtion, which seek to effect
increasing control of employees’ behavior, disposg and embodiment, precisely
because they are organization members” (Clegg,,J28®1). As such, the objective of
disciplinary techniques such as surveillance isibrnalization of the organization’s
subjects. Disciplinary power has increased greatipodern society infiltrating every
aspect of human life (Clegg, 1989; St. Pierre, 200@ucault’'s work has been used to

create critical discussion in various types of vgarkrelation to educational research
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such as issues of governance (Doherty, 2007; K288I[; Peters, 1996; Wain, 2007),
cultural studies (Besley, 2007; Dimitriadis & Mc@ar, 2003), and social work (Maurer,
2007; Walkerdine, 1984).

In his work on disciplinary power, Foucault (19Ydsaws parallels between the
Panopticon prison design, and institutional andulisive practices used twrmalize
behavior such that the individual is behaving adow to some set of acceptable
standards of conduct. Such practices include dlanee, normalization, and regulation.
Acts of surveillance regarding teacher evaluatmmdd include not only the formal
classroom observation and walkthroughs, which ke@rky evident to the teacher, but
also surveillance at faculty meetings, informal\ensations, parent conferences, or other
school-related events where the teacher is noteawfahesurveillancetaking place.
Therefore, classroom surveillance is disciplinaryature due to the constant gaze of the
administrator on the teacher’s instructional pcegi

Even though the data for this study is seemingbracterized by partiality tied to a
particular site, it does not make this investigaless rigorous or important. Concerning
the study of the particular, Foucault (2000) states

It's true that the problems | pose are always corexwith particular and

limited questions... If we want to pose problema imgorous, exact way

that's likely to allow serious investigations, skinit we look for these

problems precisely in their most singular and cetecforms? ...Further, if

we truly want to construct something new or, in aage, if we want the

great systems to be opened up, finally, to thelehgé of a certain number

of real problems, we have to go and look for thia @ad questions where
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these are located.... There are essential thealratid political reasons why

it is necessary to localize problems. But thisstidtemean these are not

general problems. (p. 285)
In particular, Foucault stresses the importandeaising on specific issues where they
are situated. In doing so, he states the issofne lesser consequence but can have
implications to a larger general problem. Thuss important to study the issue of
teacher subjectivity in relation to teacher evabrasystem, which is localized to a
particular place with a purposefully chosen grotifeachers at a particular school.
Using focused research questions allows for a nmedepth investigation, with a greater
opportunity to open up the system, the teachewatah process in the public school
system. Doing the investigation in this mannes\afl for the critical examination of
discursive formations, cultural, political and s#gic conditions, and relationships of
power and knowledge through a focused lens.

Surveillance of Teachers
In accordance with Foucault’'s (197 %@)rk, the following section explores a
conventional history of teacher evaluations. tves to situate the field in education and
teacher evaluations, note breakthroughs, and adkdge shortcomings. A brief
overview of the social, political, professionaldagultural histories of teacher evaluation
is provided. This history also serves to explbeegtructures that have and continue to
influence teacher evaluations.
Social History
Although evaluation research has roots that exterde 17" century, it is a

relatively modern 2 century development (Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman4200During
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the 20" century, the systematic evaluation of social protg became commonplace in
education and public health. After World War Ireularly, many major federal and
privately funded programs were initiated to provistban development and housing, as
well as technical and cultural education (Rosgiskly, & Freeman, 2004). Since
expenditures were very large, they were often apeoned by demands for proven
results. Hence, evaluation results are often msatteintense concern to informed
citizens, program sponsors, decision makers, avgkttvhose lives are affected directly
or indirectly by the program at issue.

According to Rossi, Lipsey, and Freeman (2004),eaaluation must provide
information that addresses the issues that maeglop that information in a way that is
timely and meaningful for the decisionmakesg]] and communicate it in a form that is
usable for their purpose” (p. 18). Therefore, @al@ation has a specific purpose or goal
for an intended audience. When it is done at @nogguiate time, an evaluation should
provide meaningful information that will guide td&ection of the stakeholders.

There are three types of evaluations that have appled to the teacher
evaluation process, and are being consideredsrsthdy: (1) formative evaluation, (2)
summative evaluation, and (3) needs assessmennakwee evaluation is an evaluation
process intended to furnish information for guidimgprovement (Scriven, 1991). It
usually emphasizes findings that are timely, caecrand immediately useful.
Summative evaluation is an evaluation conductetktermine whether expectations are
being met. The purpose of summative evaluatida render a summary judgment on the
program’s performance. Needs assessments are tdisg@activities which assess the

nature, magnitude, and distribution of a sociabpgm” (Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman,
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2004, p. 54). Needs assessments are also usetetanthe whether established
programs are “responsive to the current needsedfaitget participants and provide
guidance for improvement” (p. 54).

Finally, evaluations should also be consideredhédontext of their political
climate. Carol H. Weiss (1973) states, “Evaluai®a rational enterprise that takes
place in a political context. Political considévat intrude in three major ways, and the
appraiser who fails to recognize their presende isr a series of shocks and
frustrations” (p. 37). She further explains theitedl context of evaluation, asserting
that: (1) programs are a result of political demisi; (2) evaluation feeds into decision-
making; and (3) evaluation by nature has a polistance. Finally, Weiss (1973)
cautions us about the importance of all the adgtorslved in evaluations. She notes that
the interests and motivations of other actors, @ as the appraiser’s insight into his/her
perspective role, can directly influence the resaftevaluation. Awareness of these
political issues is relevant to the work of evaloiat and consequently, to this study. |
will elaborate on the political context by explagifederal, state, and local policies of
teacher evaluations, and will also seek to uncakpgssible, the motivations and
interest of the actors involved.

History and Politics of Evaluation

Stronge & Stucker (2003) provide a history of exadilon in education. Early
versions of teacher evaluations consisted of infdumwritten activities. Teacher
evaluations used prior to the 1970’s were primasuynmative. By the 1970s many
schools had formal written procedures. A prevadit occurred in the 1990s in teacher

evaluations. Elements of formative evaluation wectuded in the process.
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Nonetheless, Stronge and Tucker (2003) reportctimeent educational context for
teacher evaluation is one which the public’'s denmfandreater accountability and the
teaching profession’s interest in improving itsfpssional standing” (p. 13). Efforts to
improve instruction in schools range from natiodeakl organizations, such as the
National Board for Professional Teaching Standaadteacher evaluations at the state
and local levels.

Clinical supervision is a common model for asegptieachers (Glickman, Gordon,
& Ross-Gordon, 1998). Glickman (2002) identifidéisical supervision as “structures for
classroom assistance that are most useful in s€h@wl9). The other types of classroom
assistance identified by Glickman (2002) are peeching, critical friends, classroom
action research teams or study groups. Clinigaésusion resulted from the work of
Morris Cogan in the early seventies with superasdrintern teachers at Harvard
University (Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 1998jince Cogan'’s work, clinical
supervision, which is both a concept and structuas,been refined and altered in various
ways. The concept of clinical supervision as dadiby Goldhammer, Anderson, and
Krajewski (1993) include nine characteristics:

e Itis atechnology for improving instruction.

e Itis a deliberate intervention into the instruatb process.

e |tis goal-oriented, combining the school needslie personal growth

needs of those who work within the school.
e It assumes a professional working relationship betwteacher(s) and

supervisor(s).
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e It requires a high degree of mutual trust, as céie in understanding,
support, and commitment to growth.

e Itis systematic, although it requires a flexiblelaontinuously
changing methodology.

e |t creates a productive (i.e. healthy) tensionbiedging the gap
between the real and the ideal.

e |t assumes that the supervisor knows a great theaitahe analysis of
instruction and learning and also about produdtwenan interaction.

e It requires both pre-service training (for supeosvsy, especially in
observation techniques, and continuous in-sendftieation on effective
approaches. (pp. 52-53)

Additionally, the structural component of cliniclpervision includes five sequential
steps:

1. Pre-conference with teacher

2. Observation of classroom

3. Analyzing and interpreting observation and detemgrconference
approach

4. Post-conference with teacher, [and]

5. Critique of previous four steps (Glickman, Gord&Ross-Gordon,
1998, p. 298)

At the conclusion of the five-step process, thetieawill have a tangible plan of action.

The supervisor will review the plan at the next-poaference and reestablish focus and
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method of observation. Thus, the process is neatly complete, because there will
always be a plan of action for professional improeat.

Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon (1998) cautiam direct assistance, such as
clinical supervision, peer coaching, modeling, andeaching, should not be equated
with formal evaluation. Direct assistance, sucklascal supervision, involves “helping
the teacher in continuous reassessment and chgmgd&l0). It focuses on improving
classroom instruction. On the other hand, forrvalwation is used “to determine
whether or not a teacher measures up to a stanflanteptable work — that is, to sum up
the value of the teacher” (p. 310). Instructiongbrovement is a continuous process,
whereas teacher evaluation is periodic. It is \Bffycult, but possible, for a single
individual to perform the dual responsibilitiesfofmal evaluation and direct assistance.
An individual in these dual roles would have tovwl-respected and trusted by the
teacher. Regardless, “supervision of instructiam play a strong role in reshaping the
work environment to promote norms of collegialitydacollective action, or supervision
can remain another control apparamgeep teachers in their pldcg. 310). These act
to normalize teacher behavior.

There has been extensive research done on tleedbj@acher evaluation practices
(Brandt, Oliva, Brown-Sims, & Hess, 2007; ColbyaBshaw & Joyner, 2002;
Danielson, 2001; Ellett & Garland, 1987; Loup, @ad, Ellett, & Rugutt, 1996). These
studies provide a context for examining the tresua$ changes (or lack thereof) in
teacher evaluation processes over the last fodysyeEven though the educational
climate has changed, much about teacher evaluapansose, and procedures has

remained the same (Brandt, et. al., 2007).
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Ellett and Garland (1987) published a study onstiage of teacher evaluation
policies and procedures. The study analyzed dootsv@nd surveys provided by the
superintendents of 80 of the largest school systertige US. Ellett and Garland explored
the purposes, policies and practices of the systantsthe opinions of the
superintendents. Characteristics of the evalugttonedures included direct systematic
and informal observations using a standardizedrghten form with a pre- and post-
conference.

In their findings, Ellett and Garland (1987) foullee primary purposes of the
evaluation procedures: professional developmentgladability, and personnel
decisions. Teachers were assessed on the follateimg: appearance, punctuality,
collegial relationships, professionalism, classrananagement, time usage, clarity, and
individualization. Ninety percent of the systensed the documentation generated from
assessments for teacher dismissal. In other gasd#essional development was
prescribed when teachers were documented as beialk wAdditionally, less than one-
third of the superintendents surveyed believedttiatevaluation process led to
significant improvement of instruction. Moreov#re teacher behaviors documented in
the study did not reflect the best practices dbsdrin the literature at the time (Ellett and
Garland, 1987).

The 1987 study by Ellet and Garland was replicatddcade later (Loup, Garland,
Ellett, & Rugutt, 1996). The purpose of the lagerdy was to determine if school
systems were maintaining the teaching standardslaleed by the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards. These standargsbheeng endorsed at the state and

federal levels. A modified version of the survesgd in the original research was again
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given to the superintendents of the 100 largestactystems in the US. The researchers
concluded that very little had changed in policyactice in the preceding ten years.
Evaluations tended to be summative in nature, asatocumentation of poor
performance, development of teacher remediatiomspland teacher dismissal. Often
principals and assistant principals were respoagtds conducting the evaluations,

placing them in dual roles. Most superintendeaported that their policies and
procedures were adequate. In addition, they badi¢hat evaluations provided some
improvement in instruction with the emphasis stillthe summative uses of supervision.

A comparison of the studies by Ellett and Garlét2B7), and Loup et al. (1996)
reveals some similarities and differences in teaelaluation procedures. Both studies
show the evaluation process used a standardized &rd pre- and post-conferences to
make direct, systematic, and informal observatioBath studies show that teacher
evaluations were used for summative purposes, littihimpact on instructional
improvement. On the other hand, Loup et al. (198pdrted some of the school systems
used different types of documents and data, sugo@f®lios and self-evaluation pieces
in teacher evaluations.

Another study was conducted regarding teacheuatiah policies of 140 districts
in the Midwest (Brandt, Oliva, Brown-Sims, & He2607). Again, the researchers
reported the purpose of teacher evaluations tabmrsative evaluation rather than
professional development. Evaluations were usedapily to decide whether or not to
keep or release new teachers. On the other hartfplps were required in some
districts and individual professional developmeang were mandated in more than half

of the districts surveyed. The researchers coedulat the evaluation systems had
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remained much the same over the years, even thbegiontext of the educational
climate had changed with the federal requirementefachers to be highly qualified.
The teacher evaluation process should be effeittimeding in accountability,
fostering professional development and increasindest learning (Colby, Bradshaw, &
Joyner, 2002). While some researchers find teasbauation systems seem to be well
intentioned but burdensome (Danielson & McGreal®®tronge & Tucker, 2003),
others believe the evaluation systems contain rdafigiencies (Danielson & McGreal,
2000). Danielson & McGreal (2000) identified siefidiencies in teacher evaluation
systems:
¢ Reliance on documentation of a small number of miade behaviors based on
one theory of teaching,
¢ Reliance on low level, norm referenced assessnienssudents,
e Lack of precision,
e Hierarchical power structures with teachers taldrmgassive role, and
communication flowing top-down,
e Lack of differentiation between the novice and eig@eed teacher, and
¢ Limited administrator experience with teachers gemore expert than
principals about their work or their disciplines.
Evaluation usually entails a principal doing a stasm observation, and providing
feedback to the teacher, which he/she may or mayaioe. Depending on the
relationship between the appraiser and teachez climate surrounding evaluation may
be essentially negative, with a prevailing peraapbn the part of teachers that the real

purpose of the exercise is onegoftchd (Danielson & McGreal, 2000, p. 5).
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The traditional approach to evaluating teachefoperance consists of one or two
observations, and written feedback. According &miBlson & McGreal (2000), this
system is no longer effective, and has not kepwitp the major advances in research
and practice of the last twenty-five years. Thaynd that many evaluation systems were
grounded in research of the 1970s, such as the @fdvladeline Hunter (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000)The educational climate has changed drasticallyy @xpectations for
student achievement focusing on more complex legrsuch as problem-solving
applications, as well as advances in areas, suchuslogical research (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000).

Both summative and formative components are nacg$snctions of teacher
evaluation in any school system (Glickman et.2007). Though the evaluation system
is supposed to fulfill both functions, the summatocomponent is usually given priority.
However, the focus on a single summative rankinggdisfactory, excellent, or
unsatisfactory with recommendations to renew anteate employment tends to deter
professional growth. The two functions often beearombined in an annual event to
judge whether teachers are meeting state or diggimands (Sutton, 2008). Traditional
clinical supervision has become a method of “inpaand instructional surveillance”
(Zepeda, 2002, p. 87).

According to some researchers (Danielson and Ma@@00; Glickman, Gordon,
& Ross-Gordon, 1998), summative and formative rakesincompatible. Furthermore,
the current practice of teacher evaluation suppueither goal. There is a blatant conflict

between the function of coach and appraiser. iBtitge two processes are separated, it



50

could enable appraisers to focus more attentiocoaching, and less on documenting
(Milanowski, 2005).

Current research points to the idea that teadtesld be active participants in the
evaluation process (Ebmeire, 2003; Feeney, 200%viek, 2004; Zepeda, 2006). As
such feedback is meaningful when it is interpretpegstioned, discussed, and reflected
upon by the teacher and leads to different decssiegarding instructional strategies.
According to Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (20086 tore purpose of monitoring and
evaluation is to provide feedback that improveslsti achievement. Within this
context, teachers prefer a partnership relationgiimpmerman & Deckert-Pelton, 2003),
and believe the role of supervision should be tp@ner teachers (Sergiovanni &
Starratt, 2002).

Professional relationships are a key factor inetthectiveness of the school
leadership (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005; Sevgnni & Starratt, 2002). Face-to-
face interactions can be the most powerful incentivany organization (Marzano,
Waters, & McNulty, 2005). The importance of colkgy and professionalism is
equally important in the professional relationsbgiween teachers and administrators.
Teachers value the opportunity to contribute togttgessional conversations with their
administrators. The collaboration is indicativeaatelationship where the teachers work
with the administrator not for the administrator.

Unfortunately, current evaluation processes anegaly tainted with difficulties
and deficiencies. Most teachers believe anythasg than the highest rating signifies a
serious deficiency for an experienced teacher pdenck little trust in the system

(Danielson & McGreal, 2000). The result is a crdtaf passivity and protectionism
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(Danielson & McGreal, 2000). Principals using tlwerent evaluation process do not
affect commitment to teaching (Ebmeier, 2003)adidition, teachers fear losing control
and autonomy over their work, dealing with thedigiflexibility of the school
organization, and losing their jobs (Conley & Glasm2008). Ultimately, “time and
effort committed to personnel evaluation shouldpgupand advance school
improvement and accountability efforts; otherwisbecomes a wasted opportunity”
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003, p.19). Itis criticaldwamine the teacher evaluation system in
light of the incongruity of its intentions, and thetual outcomes produced.

Politics of Evaluation. The educational system has been and continues uader
public scrutiny for its perceived inability to mdbe academic needs of all students. The
public school system came into the political sptitlibeginning withA Nation at Risk
The Imperative for Educational Refofational Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983). Wise (1988) notes that the lago of the 1970s and 80s was based
on the premise that teachers were the problemtreydneeded to be carefully controlled
and monitored. In regards to teacher evaluatidfise (1988) commented, “Earlier
innovations mandated content, leaving method |srtgethe teacher’s discretion; teacher
evaluation criteria mandate the method for teachifige combination of the two is
potent. Teacher-proof teaching is just about guasd” (p. 330).A Nation at Riskvas
the first attempt “to bring the best and brightast teaching” (Grady, Hebling &

Lubeck, 2008, p. 607). Yet, there were repercussio such mandates that no one could
have foreseen such as the different certificat@ckgrounds.

Public Law 107-110 (ThBo Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. § 6319,

2008)was passed as part of the reauthorization of tamé&htary and Secondary
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Education Act of 1964. The NCLB Act of 2001 affedtnearly every aspect of
elementary and secondary education, but few marfendly thancurriculum and
assessment. In particular, NCLB also brought fadgovernment attention to the
professional development of teachers leading teeased qualifications.

In the 1997-98 school year, Texas adopted the 8simiieal Development and
Appraisal System (PDAS). This new instrument isigiged to evaluate student
achievement, as well as teacher pedagogy. It gareater focus on student
performance than the previous instrument, the Téeasher Appraisal System (TTAS).
PDAS contains eight domains with 52 criteria. Toenains are:

1. Active, successful student participation in therteng process

2. Learner-centered instruction

3. Evaluation and feedback on student progress

4. Management of student discipline, instructionatstgies, time and

materials

5. Professional communication

6. Professional development

7. Compliance with policies, operating procedures, @ugiirements

8. Improvement of academic excellence for all studentthe campus
PDAS is designed in accordance with State law $prgiseveral general characteristics
of the appraisal system (Texas Education Code382). The legal mandate forces
districts to address the issue of student perfocmavithin the context of the teacher
appraisal (evaluation). Additionally, PDAS alloteschers to provide input into their

own appraisal ratings through the inclusion of acheer Self-Report Form. This allows
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teachers an opportunity to briefly describe spe@kamples of their work to the
appraiser for consideration in the evaluation psece
Cultural History

According to Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordor9@)9“the concept of culture
helps us re-examine schools as places of human oaitymvith particular histories and
stories” (p. 15). Schein (2004) applies the cohoépultures to organizations. He
theorizes, “if an occupation involves an intenseqaeof education and apprenticeship,
there will certainly be a shared learning of attés, norms, and values that eventually
will become taken-for-granted assumptions for tleenbers of those occupations” (p.
20). In other words, members of an organizatiowl t® internalize the shared beliefs of
the group, and act accordingly. Glickman, GordoRoss-Gordon (1998) outline some
of the norms of the school setting with the inceptof the one-room schoolhouse
coupled with the political tension from legislatidtemands.

The legacy of the one-room school house has petezt the following norms in
the current schools: isolation, psychologicalmitea, routine, inadequate teacher
induction, inverted beginner responsibilities, latlcareer stages, and absence of shared
technical culture (Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordb®98). Norms such as routine and
isolation create a separation between teachera@ndhistrators leaving the teacher to
figure out what instructional practices to use bod to behave in the classroom. Thus,
efforts to seek clarity and specifics, only sewemngender the members of the
organization to the culture and institutional nomhshe organization.

The terms isolation, standardization of methobaresd norms, and beliefs resonate

with scientific management theory (Taylor, 1947hjetn was an effort to apply scientific
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principles to the workforce. Increased producyiahd reducing resistance through a
degree of managerial control over employee worktpgres were essential pieces of the
theory. In scientific management, Taylor (1947 pbasized the detailed instruction, best
practices in implementation, and the supervisioaawh worker for the sake of
efficiency. A similar application is evident inrcant school practices as “administrators
prize conformity, privacy, dependency, quietness, @utine in their teachers and
consider unconventionality, public attention, chagt, assertiveness, spontaneity, and
collective action among teachers to be threateantunschool-like”(Glickman,
Gordon, and Ross-Gordon, 1998, p. 28). Perhaps i284) captures best the culture
of the school in his description of Horace, a hsghool teacher:

Horace is a gentle man. He reads the frequemtisnts of his profession

in the press with compassion. Johnny can't réeehchers have low

Graduate Record Examination scores. We must uaryeaching to the

learning styles of our pupils. We must relatehis ¢community. We must

be scholarly, keeping up with our fields. Englisachers should be

practicing, published writers. If they aren’t tilese things, it is obvious

that they don’t care. Horace is a trouper; hedus bitterness.

Nothing can be gained by showing it. The critiosnat really

want to hear him or to face facts. He will go witie flow. What

alternative is there? (p. 19)
Teachers are held to a specific set of practicaesaultural that does not allow them to
express any type of dissent but rather expectscaland conformity. Cultural and

institutional norms such as silence and conforrarty further reinforced “at professional
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meetings and continuing education sessions, amiffoxe of the fact that the practice of
the occupation often calls for teamwork among ssveembers of the occupatiarmo
reinforce each other” (Schein, 2004, pp. 20 -dh)education, public schools can
function much like teams. Schein suggests thatighihe reason why so many
occupations rely heavily on peer-group evaluatiompreserve and protect the culture of
the occupation. Therefore, teacher evaluatioresyst according to Schein’s theory,
serve to protect the culture of the teaching pées and those invested in it. However,
the purpose of PDAS in Texas is to improve therucsional practices of teachers in
order to positively impact the academic performaofcieir students. The conflicts,
contradictions, and tensions between improvinguasion and protecting the
professional culture are the focus of my research.
Summary

Deconstructive poststructuralist theory with arpeasis on Foucault’s (1977a,
1980, 2000) work on power/knowledge is the theoatfioundation for this study, the
exploration of teacher negotiations in contexthaf teacher evaluation system and
processes. Foucault’s (1977, 1980, 2000) powewledpe analysis of how teachers
negotiate their experiences with the teacher etialuaystem provides an avenue to
explore the discursive power relations producetthéncultural, political, strategic
conditions of the public school environment. Areoxew regarding the social,
professional, political, and cultural history oktteacher evaluation system shows a
historical trend of problematic issues. Next, majpter three, | will present the

methodology of the study.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Exploring the issues of power relations in theljpuchool system can be a
complex process. Qualitative research can beedilto provide a detailed understanding
of such complex issues (Creswell, 2007). The walhg research questions guided this
study:

1. What are the cultural, political, and strategicditions encompassing the

teacher evaluation process?

2. What power relations and practices are enabletidygultural, political, and

strategic conditions of the teacher evaluation @se@

3. What are the possibilities of the participants’ éébral changes in terms of the

relationship between the evaluation process andgueyl/?
Characteristics of a quality study using qualitatiesearch techniques include, but are
not limited to, the following: rigorous data calten procedures, application of
assumptions and characteristics of qualitative @gogr to research (i.e., subjectivity,
multiple realities), and clearly delineated methodecal and theoretical frameworks
(Creswell, 2007; deMarrais & Lapan, 2004). Eactheke will be discussed later in
detail in relevant sections of this chapter.

The goal of this study is to explore the poweriklealge relationships in context of
the teacher evaluations in the public school syst&he intent of the study is not to
generalize or predict, but rather to explore thgsna which teachers experience the
teacher evaluation process by using a case stymgagh informed by poststructural
theories. Using Foucauldian theories (1977a, 12800), | conducted a

power/knowledge analysis of the perceptions ofgheachers at an elementary school in
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South Texas regarding the role of the teacher atialuprocess and its influence on
instructional practices.

The qualitative methodologies used in this stugydelineated in the following
discussion. The discussion includes an explanatidheoretical influence —
poststructuralism, methodology — ethnographic sasay, and power/knowledge data
analysis used in the study. The discussion aldades subjectivity, participant and site
selection, data collection procedures, reciproaitgl ethics, data management,
representation, trustworthiness, and rigor. Im@etimg these qualitative techniques
created an in-depth exploration of the power/knogéerelationships and structures
experienced by teachers in context of the teackaduation system.

Role of Qualitative Research

Denzin and Lincoln (2008) outline the complex tiigtal field in North America
wherein qualitative research operates, and crasstuéast eight historical moments.
These moments overlap, and simultaneously operdteeipresent. They are defined as:

the traditional (1900-1950); the modernist, or golchge (1950-1970); blurred

genres (1970-1986); the crisis of representati®@§11990); the postmodern, a

period of experimental and new ethnographies (1838b); postexperimental

inquiry (1995-2000); the methodologically contespeesent (2000-2004); and the

fractured future, which is now (2005- ). (Den&irincoln, 2008, p. 3)

According to Denzin and Lincoln (2008), the eightbment, the future, is concerned
with moral discourse while confronting the methadptal backlash associated with the

evidence-based social moment. The eighth mometstds that the social sciences and
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the humanities become sites for critical conveosatiabout democracy, race, gender,
class, nation-states, globalizations, freedom,cmdmunity.

Furthermore, the eighth moment is facing an adeisposition with the National
Research Council. In recent years, the NationaeReh Council has initiated the
scientifically based research movement, which heated a hostile political environment
for qualitative research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008)laxwell (2004) asserts the
scientifically based research movement is connecidige federal legislation known as
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. 318 (U.S. Department of Education,
2002) and embodies a re-emergent scientism cdbing positivist, evidence-based
epistemology.

Critics of the scientifically based research mogahshare several common
viewpoints. First, “Bush science” (Lather, 20041P9), with its experimental, evidence-
based methodologies, represents a backlash tadhfemtion of qualitative inquiry
methods over the past two decades. Secondly, tvement elevates a singular view of
science (Maxwell, 2004), while celebrating a “nassical experimentalism that is a
throwback to the Campbell-Stanley era and its ddignagherence to an exclusive
reliance on quantitative methods” (Howe, 2004,23). 4Thirdly, the movement
represents “nostalgia for a simple and orderedarsesof science that never was”
(Popkewitz, 2004, p. 62). The National ResearcanCib, due to its emphasis on one
form of scientific rigor, ignores the value of ugihistorical, contextual, and political
criteria to evaluate inquiry (Bloch, 2004). Inesse, the critics of the scientifically

based research movement advocate one form of trméheality; thus, marginalizing the
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critical conversations in the social sciences &edhumanities advocated by the eighth
moment.
Deconstruction

This study is based on the work of Jacques De(fi@@4) and Michel Foucault
(1970, 1977a, 1977b, 1980, 1994, 2000) both of ehasrk focuses on language and
discourse. Specifically, Derrida (1974) introdueedeconstructive approach to reading
texts and challenges the Western cultural assumiat speech is a clear and direct way
to communicateFor example, it is impossible to understand whag¢rgon means simply
on the basis of the words chosen. Since humamgbeire shaped by their experiences
differently, therefore, any meaning making woultlee the rich tapestry of human
experiences. Thus, no meaning making can be fxede central authority, if the
assumption of the multiplicity of experiences igilenate.

Also, Derrida(1974)argues that one must interrogate the authoritgxtfand
philosophy, by questioning its construction in th&torical, political, cultural, and
linguistic context. This is not to say that thetsxt provides an ultimate reference point
for understanding, since referents are unstablecanstantly changing. For example,
what is meaningful and acceptable at one elemestdryol in regards to teacher
evaluations may be completely different at anotanpus. Rather, the historical,
political, cultural, and linguistic context proveleaformation useful in understanding the
differanceat play that informs the construction of meanihg particular object or
subject. Meaning is dependent upon the partiadatext in which it is being employed.

The explanation or definition afifferanceis only an attempt to explain an idea. To
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provide a static definition would be in direct c@diction of Derrida’s insistence that
there is no such thing.

For example, seeking to understand teachers’ expeeiof the evaluation process
at an elementary school would entail exploringhistorical and cultural background of
the process. These questions might include:

e Whatis it?

e Why s it done?

e Who is involved in the process?

e What is expected of whom?

e How is it conducted?

e Why s it done in this particular manner?

e Has the process been changed, and if so, why?

e Who is responsible for ensuring the process iefatd?

e What deviations are allowed/not allowed?

Derrida’s (1983) critique of authority “has an obws relevance to pedagogy as a
critique of authority of educational institutionsdathose that assume positions of
authority in its name” (cited in Peters, 2003, 883 In the traditional classroom, the
teacher is the central authority departing the Kedge to the students. But the teacher’s
authority is decentered when the information lesejreater outside the classroom from
which the students have easy access than insideidB (1983) challenges the
traditional structures of the western school wherstates that deconstruction

was not primarily a matter of philosophical congrthemes or theses,

philosophemes, poems, theologemes or ideologeraesspecially and
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inseparably meaningful frames, institutional staues, pedagogical or
rhetorical norms, the possibilities of law, of aatty, of evaluation, and
of representation in terms of its very market. @$-45)
In other words, deconstruction is beyond constngctheaning in terms of the
construction of language, its rules, or semanti@sconstruction involves understanding
the meaning in language in connection with, indbtext of, originating from, and
inseparable from such things as institutional stme&s and authority. Hence, to explore
the teacher evaluation process, one must considarantext of authority and cultural
school norms in which it exists.
Moreover, Foucault (1970) warns against a simplgtisitivist view of Western
culture. Foucault (1970) states,
In attempting to uncover the deepest strata of ¥vestulture, | am
restoring to our silent and apparently immobild,sts rifts, its instability,
its flaws; and it is the same ground that is onoeenstirring under our feet.
(p. xxiv)
Thus, whatever is foundational in Western philogopdin also be vulnerable to
interrogation, to being broken apart, to being ablg, thus calling into question the
assumptions behind any kind of fixed cultural idedFoucault (1970) suggests a social
science that takes value and power seriously, rétla@ parade behaviorism,
cognitivism, and structuralism which Flyvbjerg (2Q@haracterizes as “physics ehvy
(pp- 26 — 27). Such “physics envy” can only proananited forms of inquiry because it
IS myopic in its epistemology. Lather (2004) recoemds that social sciences should

move beyond the parameters of stability, order,@edictable outcomes. Lather’s
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(2004) recommendations are especially valuable viloeman perceptions are studied
where their interaction with language informs hasople negotiate resistance and
accommodation to social structures. Indeed, Fdu¢Ei70) contends that we need to
pay attention to “the codes of language, perceptiad practice” that arise for a while,
and make possible a particular understanding @& ttfder of things” (p. xxi). The
challenge lies in exploring what appears to be byde cultural and institutionally
practices in order to investigate the issues aferalnd power within that culture or
institution.

The messy spaces of overlapping and contradicieligst such as power, cannot
be subject to limiting finite spaces for a posgivexamination (Lather, 2004). Namely,
the paradigm of causal relationships easily colgiohnd manipulated variables in the
natural sciences cannot be applied to all com@suasuch as power. Power is not an
object or variable that can be constrained. Ithams differently in the context of every
aspect of social issues and relationships, asop#éne discourses in which we exchange
daily. The use of social and power relations (Falig 1980) is an avenue to uncover
how teachers conduct their daily practices espgg@ala result of the teacher evaluation
and to understand the school culture and structaresich it abides.

Subjectivity
Subjectivity is the quality of an investigator tladfects the results of observational
investigation. According to Peshkin (1988), subyéty cannot be removed like a
garment, and is ever present throughout the rdsedircs the responsibility of the
researcher to constantly and introspectively exarhia/her own subjectivity, and be

aware of the ways it filters, skews, shapes, arsfiams the study. Researchers must
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attempt to minimize the influence of the researsh®ubjectivity. They must also
disclose their subjectivities in their researchilsai readers are provided with the context
in which the research took place. Subsequentlihemext few paragraphs | share a
portion of my story about my personal experiendab®teacher evaluation system and
process.

In August of 1986, | began my first year of teaghwith mixed emotions. The
assignment was7grade math in the Rio Grande Valley of South TeXagas placed on
a team of four teachers; all veterans in the teachield with no less than fifteen years of
experience each. The learning curve was unbeligVadh, even though my university
teacher preparation was excellent. At that paddrdime, the state of Texas was using
the Texas Teacher Appraisal System to evaluatb¢éegperformances. Each teacher was
subject to a minimum of two appraisals per yeare each semester. Although | was
extremely anxious about being evaluated, | vieviredetvaluation process as a
mechanism by which | could improve as a teachdradi no doubt in my mind that |
needed to continue to learn how to become an extdkacher.

During the first semester, the appraiser conduat@éthroughs, and shared notes
with me on my progress. Though the notes wer¢ everwhelming, | recognized that |
was a novice teacher with still much to learn alieathing practices. Due to the
previous walkthroughs, | was not surprised by #seiits of the first formal evaluation of
the year. |received sixteen “0s,” or denialsrefdit, due to lack of evidence that the
criteria had been observed during the appraisabgeMhen | shared these results with
my other team members, they were supportive. Heeyrally commented that | should

not be worried about it. They would take caretofliwas unsure what they meant by
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‘taking care of it,’ but | progressed on througk tfear, keeping in mind the notes made
on my appraisal.

There were no more walkthroughs after the firstnfal evaluation. A second
evaluation was conducted during the second semesgtiech to my amazement, after
reviewing the second evaluation results, there werdenials. In fact, there were several
marks given for exceptional performance in somihefareas. | was left with many
guestions. What made the difference? Could ibkelthad learned so much and
corrected so many flawed practices in the spanwfionths? Did the appraiser feel
pressured by the veteran teachers to give a ‘bettaluation? Whatever the reason, the
experience led me to believe that the evaluatiocgss was a hoax. It was a subjective
process that had no impact on my long-term congis¢acher behavior. In August of
2003, seventeen years later, | became an appditeachers. Knowing all too well the
feelings of being appraised, it was my intent tkkenthe evaluation process meaningful
to teachers. | was especially focused on helpisgyear teachers in a way that would
influence their long-term teaching performance, @adl to student success.

Ethnographic Case Study
As previously mentioned, this research uses arogtlaphic case study approach.
The use of ethnographic case studies in educaéistoéen well established. Fine (1991)
used an ethnographic case study design to explerisgue of dropouts at a
comprehensive high school in New York City. Anategample is Mead’s (1961) study
of adolescents in Samoa. Each of these studiesdeba rich description of a particular

issue to their readers. By using an ethnograpdse study approach, | was able to
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explore in-depth the experiences of three elemgm¢achers in context of the teacher
evaluation system. | will describe ethnographyniore detail below.
Ethnography

According to Creswell (2007), ethnography is a&egsh design used to study a
cultural group. Typically, a cultural group is thefd as a large number of people who
interact over time, though it can also be limitectfew individuals as well. A cultural
group is not simply defined in traditional termsgeinder, age, sex, race, or ethnicity, but
in terms of “shared patterns of behavior, beliafg] language” (Creswell, 2007, p. 68).
The ethnographer is interested in describing atetpreting those shared patterns of
behavior, beliefs, and language. This is mosthadiecomplished through participant
observations.

Participant observation is an activity in whicle tlesearcher is situated in the field
or natural setting of the study, observing theipigants as they interact with others
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). While in the field, thesearcher may find him/herself
interacting with members of the group, thus beipguaicipant as well. There are several
forms of ethnography, such as confessional ethpbgrdife history, autoethnography,
feminist ethnography, ethnographic novels, andstbeal ethnography found in
photography, video, and electronic media (Cresw€l)7). This study used
ethnographic methods, which allowed for the exgioreof the public school cultural
setting over a shorter period of time.

Case Study
In the tradition of qualitative research of mulépkalities, there are multiple

definitions of case study. Arguably, some of the@prominent scholars with differing
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views of case study are Yin (2009), Stake (1995, Merriam (1998). Before any
further discussion of different views or definit®is presented, it is important to
understand that case study research is not the @aacesework, case method, case
history, or case record (Merriam, 2009). Casesisich methodologically flexible
approach to research design that focuses on &uylartcase whether an individual, or a
phenomenon of interest known as the “study of réiqular” (Stake, 1995, p. xi). Case
study is most commonly used where the interesbnsptex and highly contextualized,
with multiple variables unsuitable for control (E¢a1995; Yin, 2009). The case study
research design has been used in various dis@plmehropology, medicine, law,
psychology, sociology, management, social workitipal science, and education (Burns
& Grove, 1993; Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Denzin &doln, 2000; Feagin, Orum &
Sjoberg, 1991; Merriam, 2009; Sorin-Peters, 200dk& 1995; Yin, 2009). As such,
this case study research design allows for theystfithe complex power relations within
the structure of the teacher evaluation systempdngcular interest of this research
study.

Flyvbjerg Unpacking Misunderstandings There are several types of
misunderstanding surrounding case studies. Irsggtion, | will highlight specifically
the work of Flyvbjerg (2006), who outlines thesesamderstandings and offers a counter
narrative. Flyvbjerg (2006) contests the positivisw of case study as limited and
lacking in scientific value. Such positivist viean be evident in Campbell & Stanley
(1966) assertion about case studies as detailedvbel

Such studies have such a total absence of corsttol lae of almost no scientific

value.... Any appearance of absolute knowledge, tonsic knowledge about
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singular isolated objects, is found to be illusoppn analysis.... It seems well-
nigh unethical at the present time to allow, asd¢keor dissertations in education,
case studies of this nature (i.e. involving a rgloup observed at one time
only). (pp.6-7)
Although such views can undermine the value of-cagdy methodology, these views
oversimplify the nature of case study researclyvijerg (2006) summarizes the
discourse around misunderstandings of case study:
Misunderstanding :1General, theoretical (context-independent) kndgéeis
more valuable than concrete, practical (contexeddpnt) knowledge.
Misunderstandin@: One cannot generalize on the basis of an indalidase;
therefore, the case study cannot contribute tostiedevelopment.
Misunderstanding 3The case study is most useful for generating thgsis; that
is, in the first stage of a total research procet®reas other methods are more
suitable for hypotheses testing and theory building
Misunderstanding 4The case study contains a bias toward verifioatioat is, a
tendency to confirm the researcher’s preconceiagibms.
Misunderstanding Sit is often difficult to summarize and developgeal
propositions and theories on the basis of spec#se studies. (p. 221, emphasis
in the original)
By dismantling each of the misunderstandings abas¢ study and substituting a more
accurate statement about the underlying issue pkdyy (2006) focuses on the
characteristics of case study. Thus, he preseidsrece of case study as a scientific

method by addressing issues such as rigor anavisttbiness.
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Multiple Definitions. Stake (1995) views case study not as a methoddlogg
choice of what is to be studied. The focus isarothe methods used but on the case, the
interest, whether an individual, group, classroongvent. The unit of analysis, the case,
not the topic of investigation, characterizes a&cdady. Stake (2004) identifies three
different types of case study research:lftiinsic: where the case is studied to gain a
better understanding of this particular casejr{&rumental where the case is studied to
understand related issues or phenomena of intares$i(3)Multiple or Collective where
the single case (either intrinsic or instrumentpxtended to include many cases.

On the other hand, Yin (2009) defines case stedya@a empirical inquiry that
investigates a contemporary phenomenon withirett-life context, especially when the
boundaries between phenomenon and context ardéeaolycevident” (p. 18). As such,
Yin defines case study in terms of the researchga® especially where variables are not
controlled or impossible to separate from theirtegh Yin (2009) advocates for both
guantitative and qualitative approaches by categayicase studies as explanatory,
exploratory, or descriptive. In these approacbesase study, the researcher seeks to
explain the presumed causal links in real-life iméations, explore situations in which
the intervention being evaluated has no clear onésp or describe an
intervention/phenomenon and the real-life context/hich it occurred.

Two additional views of case study come from Wtl¢b992) and Merriam
(1998). Wolcott (1992) views case study as angrnduct of research and “does not
implicate a particular approach” (p. 36). On thieeo hand, Merriam (1998) advocates
that the researcher’s main “interest is in proca#iser than outcomes, in context rather

than a specific factor, in discovery rather thanfemation” (p. 19). Also, Merriam
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(1998) describes case study design as effectipeoducing a rich and holistic account of
complicated social phenomena because it is “andhareeal life situations” (p. 41)
possibly leading to the discovery of “new relatioips, concepts, and understandings”
(p.13). Bhattacharya (2009) contests with Merrgméw of case study as being
“holistic” stating that “the participants’ liveseafluid and continuously evolving, so
‘holistic’ may be a permanently deferred concept”’X16). This study has not attempted
to provide a holistic understanding of the partéeifs’ experiences. Instead, this study
takes into account the perspective offered by Blohtirya (2009) that any re-
presentation of the participants’ lives would alwajready be fragmented in
contradictions and tensions.

A Bounded SystemMerriam (2009) views case study as “an in-deptltaeson
and analysis of a bounded system” (p. 40). Accgydd Creswell (2007), a case study is
the “study of an issue explored through one or ncases within a bounded system (i.e.,
a setting, a context)” with the research leadinthedevelopment of @ase description
andcase-based thenie@. 73, emphasis in original). In other wordse research is
bounded through the research questions. The “¢cas#S0 bounded by a specific time
frame and location of the study. Additionally, Mam (1998) states, “the single most
defining characteristic of case study researchitiekelimiting the object of study, the
case” (p. 27). This study was not only definedhrytimeframe and location but by the
specific issue, the experiences of teachers igdhéext of the teacher evaluation system.

Data Collection. Stake (2004) advocates that the methods useasework are
implemented “to learn enough about the case topsutate complex meanings into a

finite report” and “to describe the case in suidi descriptive narrative so that readers
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can experience these happenings vicariously amd ttheir own conclusions” (p. 450).
Since case study research is a highly persondeth study that can span a relatively
short period of time (Hays, 2004; Stake, 1995; Menr 2009), it is important to choose
appropriate methods for data collection. Even ¢fioilnere is no set number of cases to
include in the study, no more than five are recomsiee (Creswell, 2007). This allows
the researcher more time to concentrate on eadhdndl case (Creswell, 2007) to
conduct a trustworthy and rigorous in-depth analydiherefore, the study was limited to
three participants in order to delve deeper inttheadividual's experiences, to represent
one “case.”

The use of multiple data sources in case studdareh allows for triangulation of
the data, which add to the comprehensiveness gadoaf the study (Hays, 2004; Yin,
2009). In addition to multiple and complex datarses for use in triangulation, Yin
(2009) also emphasizes the use of a theoreticaleinaork to guide data collection and
analysis Examples of data sources are documents, recotdsyigws, and participant
observation. The types of documents and recoatscn be used are letters,
memoranda, meeting minutes, proposals, progresstsegrant applications, action
plans, curriculum plans, lesson plans, and artighes/s, 2004). The use of interviews in
case study can provide some of the richest datseinesearch (Hays, 2004). Decisions
regarding the data sources to use in the studyldtheunade early in the research. The
specific details about the data sources used $rsthidy will be discussed further in the
subsequent sections.

This study is methodologically informed by bothmigraphy and case study.

However, this study is not an ethnography, sinoh sustudy requires at least a year or
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more in the field. Instead, this study incorpora#siographic methods while its design
is informed by case study. In other words, becalusgurpose of this study is to explore
how teachers negotiate their experiences of thehezaevaluation process and inform
their teaching, the context and the culture in Whitese experiences take place is critical
for this study. Therefore, ethnographic methodgeswvell for such an inquiry, even if
the study is not a “pure” ethnography. Case stiebign assists in guiding protocols for
using each teachers’ experiences as “cases” witkicultural context of those
experiences. To summarize, the philosophical hedretical approaches informing this
study were influenced by poststructualism, whetkasnethodology is informed by
ethnographic case study.
Participant and Site Selection

Decisions regarding participant selection, sitec®n and data collection methods
were influenced by case study research and metismsin ethnography. Data analysis
decisions were guided by Foucault’'s work on powesikedge. A description of each
item in the research design is provided in theofeilhg sections.
Participant Selection

The sampling method for this study was purpossdnipling. Purposeful sampling
focuses on “selecting information-rich cases fadgtin depth” (Patton, 2002, p. 230).
These selected cases yield information “from wiunk can learn a great deal about
issues of central importance to the purpose oirtgeiry” (Patton, 2002, p. 230). Thus,
it is important to select participants who havéenmatte knowledge and experience in the
area that is being studied. Fontana and Frey (28186 provide guidance in selecting

participants for qualitative interviews suggestihgt the researcher must “find an insider,
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a member of the group studied, who is willing toapeinformant and act as a guide and a
translator of cultural mores and, at times, jargofanguage” (p. 707). The researcher
purposefully seeks participants who are willingreeely and fully disclose the practices
and translate the jargon used in their culturaligrtm an outsider, the researcher.

Using the above guidelines, the participants efdtudy were selected based on
pre-determined criterion. The participants arehess of an intermediate school,
Southern Intermediate. The criteria for selecpagicipants were chosen in the
endeavor to explore a broad range of experienéeseast one of the participants is
representative of each of the following categome®rms of years of teaching
experience: 0 — 3, 4 — 15, and more than 15 yeHus. participants are from at least two
different grade levels or specializations (i.esouerce teacher, physical education
teacher). Table 1 shows how the participants heepte-determined criteria. The
participants volunteered for this study after bgwngsented information about the study
such as the purpose, expectations for their ppatiicn, risks, and benefits. The
participants signed the Informed Consent Form (AplpeC) before participating in the
study. The process of participant selection, oltgi informed consent, and explaining
the role the participant is expected to play i gtudy is presented in further details in
the Institutional Review Board protocol (Appendix Bn order to preserve the
anonymity of the participants to the fullest extpassible, the specific grade level is not

indicated but rather a generic X or Y is providedhe table.
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Table 1
Criteria for selecting participants

Criteria Joseph Hannah Michaela
Teaching experience 0 — 3 yrs. N

Teaching experience 4 — 15 yrs. \

Teaching experience > 15 yrs. \

At least two different grade levels Grade X Grade X Grade Y

or specialization

Site Selection

The site, Southern Intermediate, was chosen fombain reasons: academic
struggles and perceived accessibility. Since avadstudent performance is one of the
key factors in “rating” a school according to thex@s Accountability Standards, | was
interested in exploring the power relations produicethe cultural, political, strategic
conditions of this particular environment. Southbrtermediate is situated in a medium
sized school district of an urbaity in South Texas. Southern Intermediate wasdrat
unacceptable®n the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEiS)exas for the
2007-08 school year. For the 2008-09 school yharcampus received aceptable
rating with gold performance acknowledgements endtea of reading/English language
arts and mathematics. The requirements for edirigreategory nacceptable,
acceptableandexemplary are detailed in the Texas Education Agency Actalihty
Manual (Texas Education Agency, n.d.) for thatipatar year. The rating categories
include such items as attendance, drop-out ratepeuof students completing the
recommended high school program plan, SAT/ACT tesahd student performance on
state assessments. Perhaps the most crucial ¢learesarning a particular rating is the

students’ results on the state examination, Texaegsment of Knowledge and Skills
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(TAKS). Table 2 demonstrates passing requirentemseet an acceptable rating in

2009 for any public school in Texas.

Table 2
Criteria for acceptable rating in 2009

% Required to Meet Minimum Passing Standards

Social
Student Group Reading Math Science  Writing Studies
Entire Student Population 70% 55% 50% 70% 70%
African American 70% 55% 50% 70% 70%
Hispanic 70% 55% 50% 70% 70%
White 70% 55% 50% 70% 70%
Economically Disadvantaged 70% 55% 50% 70% 70%

Source 2009 Accountability Manual (Texas Education Agencd.).
Table 3 shows the demographics of Southern Inteateeth 2008-09. Table 4 shows the

results of the TAKS examination in 2008-09.

Table 3
Demographics of Southern Intermediate in 2008-09

Percent Percent
Hispanic 94.3% Economically Disadvantaged 82.3%
White 5.1% Limited English Proficient 7.7%
African American 0.3% At-Risk 55.3%
Other 0.3%

Source AEIS 2008-09 Campus Performance Report (Texas&nun Agency, 2009).

Table 4
TAKS Results — 2009 Met Standard for Southernrmedrate
Reading Mathematics Science

Percent Passing  Percent Passing Percent Passing
Category Grade X Grade Y Grade X Grade Y Grade Y
Campus 66% 81% 61% 64% 68%
Hispanic 64% 80% 59% 63% 67%
White 89%  99% 88% 78% 75%
Economically Disadvantaged 64% 79% 59% %62 65%
Limited English Proficient 25%  64% 31% 95 8%

Source AEIS 2008-09 Campus Performance Report (Texas&nun Agency, 2009).
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The demographics (See Table 3) and TAKS results Table 4) are indicative of the
academic struggles experienced by the predominatelgomically disadvantaged
Hispanic student population of Southern Intermediat

Gaining Access to Site and Participants

The gatekeepers of the public school system sedra tery protective of
“outsiders” or divulging “trade secrets.” For exalmy most public schools have signs
clearly posted indicating that all visitors, ratheutsiders,” must gain entrance or
permission to the premises through the main officine school. Thus, | found myself in
a precarious position asking for permission to @a&icess to the research site where | was
a former member.

Foremost, | sought the principal, Mrs. Gallegdgshe campus for permission to
conduct the study. Considering the principal’sydot“protect” the school from
“outsiders,” | anticipated that this was the ma#fiallt hurdle to cross. | respected the
principal’s desire to retain discretion of the dayday affairs of the school culture. | also
had the responsibility to explain the study in sachay that the research process was
transparent to the members involved and confidiégtieas not betrayed. In addition,
participants were provided a consent form detailivigrmation about the study, its
purpose, participant’s rights, a statement of knosks/benefits, and procedures for data
collection. When | presented the forms to the@pal and participants of the site, | took
the necessary time to review that information amgler any questions they had. Since |
was in the field gathering information where thetiggpants work (Wolcott, 1999), | was
mindful of entering the personal space of bothghsicipants (Joseph, Hannah, and

Michaela) and the principal, Mrs. Gallegos.
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Data Collection Procedures

According to Denzin and Lincoln (2008), qualitatirkesearchers use a wide range
of interconnected interpretive methods. By doimg,tresearchers are seeking better
ways to provide their readers with comprehensif@rimation about the worlds they have
experienced and studied (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008) my attempts to make the world of
the public school culture and how teachers expegi¢ine evaluation process visible to
the reader, | used a “series of representationshgih & Lincoln, 2008, p. 4) including
field notes, interviews, informal conversationsitiggpant observations, teacher
evaluation documents, school district policies, mepand minutes referencing teacher
evaluations, participant journaling, and reflexjoarnaling. The research timeline
(Appendix A) where | detailed the specific evemigttoccurred in the research study
chronologically will be addressed later in detddach of these data sources will be
discussed in detail in the subsequent sections
Interviews

Qualitative interviews are a form of data collentia which the information is
solicited verbally from the participant (deMarraé2§04). DeMarrais (2004) defines an
interview as “a process in which a researcher amtigpant engage in a conversation
focused on questions related to a research stypdy%). Whether the conversation is
with one person or a group, it is a conversatioth &@ipurpose (Merriam, 2009). Patton
(2002) further explains:

We interview people to find out from them thosentys we cannot directly

observe.... We cannot observe feelings, thoughtsjrdedtions. We cannot

observe behaviors that took place at some preyioir in time. We cannot
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observe situations that preclude the presence observer. We cannot observe

how people have organized the world and the mearilmgy attach to what goes on

in the world. We have to ask people questions athmse things.
The purpose of interviewing, then, is to allowta®nter into the other person’s

perspective. (pp. 340 — 341)

Thus, the researcher has the task of elicitingiata@ata directly from the participant via
the interview process.

Qualitative interviews have been sorted into uasioategories such as intensive
interviews, in-depth interviews, open-ended intews, unstructured interviews,
structured interviews, conversational interviews] alinical interviews (deMarrais,
2004). While some of these terms refer to howirtterview is constructed (i.e. open-
ended, unstructured), others refer to the partiaparoach from which the interviews
are derived (i.e. psychological, therapeutic apghea) (deMarrais, 2004). Other types
of interviews are characterized by the informati@ng sought such as life history
interviews, feminist interviews, and phenomenoladioterviews. The label of the
interview indicates the type of information beirgught in the interview.

Interview, in the context of this study, is defings a pre-determined appointment
to meet with the participant for approximately fefive minutes to discuss a set of
guestions that the researcher used as promptsstarssion. The questions asked were
open-ended and not entirely specified in advaride following is a list of the questions
prepared in advance for use in the first interweithh each participant:

e Can you tell me about the first time when you weaened on the PDAS?



78
. Tell me about one of the times when you were evatuwith the PDAS
instrument.
e Can you describe what happened before you were\aduse
e What has been your experience with the Self-Regmation of the PDAS?
e Can you tell me what happens after you were obddomePDAS?

e Can you tell me about your most recent experientetive summative
conference?

e Can you describe what happens during a typicaldglear in the appraisal
process?

e Can you describe your experience with PDAS overcthase of several years?
Questions in subsequent interviews were basedeopatticipants’ responses in the prior
interviews.

During an interview, the researcher has the taskeating an atmosphere in which
the participant is fully expressing his/her thoglieelings, beliefs, attitudes, etc. without
risk of providing a ‘wrong answer’ since there @single correct answer to a question.
The interview should be an “active” interview (Helis & Gubrium, 1995) where the
interviewer and interviewee are equal partnermstructing meaning. During the
interview process, the researcher should take sbepsnsider any ethical and
methodological issues (Altork, 1998; Eyring, 19%8nnell, 1998) that could arise.
Being an appraiser in the past, | considered thieatimplications of presenting myself
as a researcher and the extent to which the gaatits will perceive me to be a safe
space to speak frankly about the appraisal processnitigate this ethical issue |
worked hard to build trust and rapport and re-irivay relationship with the participants.

Additionally, | listened critically and confirmedhat | heard with the transcript so as not
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to infer what | thought | had heard. | reconfirntbd transcribed text of the interview
with the audiotaped recording of our conversatitrere the participants share their
thoughts.

Each participant shared their thoughts duringeméerviews throughout the study.
All interviews were conducted in the teacher’s stasm. During the interview process,
| “employ[ed] observational methods to note bodylaage and other gestural cues that
lend meaning to the words of the persons beingvieed” (Angrosino, 2008, p. 161).
Interviews were audiotaped and later transcribedi$e in data analysis. | took notes
during the interviews to help formulate new questiqorovide direction for subsequent
interviews, facilitate later analysis, and as akib@dn case of recorder malfunction
(Patton, 2002).

To elicit further participant dialogue in the inteew, | used the teacher evaluation
documents to create a word cloud. A word cloual vssual depiction of words. Using
Wordle, Figure 1 is an example of a word cloud gateel using the PDAS evaluation
document. | copied all the words directly from@AS evaluation form and pasted them
into the text box of the Wordle website to cre&ie word cloud. The word cloud was
presented to the participants at a follow-up inemwand their feedback was requested.
Before presenting the word cloud to the participéekplained how it was generated
from the Wordle internet site. | took steps towraghat the colors on the word cloud had
no particular meaning other than the thoughtsweae evoked by the participant while
viewing the word cloud. | presented the word cltuéach participant and asked them
to speak freely. Participants spoke freely, relatethe terminology and their

experiences in the teacher evaluation system.
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Figure 1 PDAS Word Cloud

Using the word cloud allowed me to present the B@éyminology in a different
format with various colors, making some terms stamdmore than others. Additionally,
what this word cloud allowed was a chance for theti@pants to reflect on how they
negotiated meaning of their experiences. For el@mfannah reflected on the various
terms such as student performance and expectatsobsing important in relationship to
classroom instruction. Hannah contrasted thosesti@gainst other terms such as
proficient and unsatisfactory that evoked distastéfoughts or feelings for her.
Participant Observations

Observation is a “powerful tool” (Lincoln & Guba985, p.274) and another major
source of data collection in qualitative reseabderfiam, 2009). There are several

guestions to consider when doing observations aach
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e What should the researcher observe?

e What is the relationship between the observer &sémwved?

e How will the observations be recorded?

e How is the presence of the observer affecting grégpants in the field?
These issues and more have been addressed byrLanabiGuba (1985), Merriam
(2009), Stake (1995), and Yin (2009). The obséwagtrotocols set forth by those
researchers provided the guidance to conduct thereations in this study.

Although observations can occur in any settingsantext with the ethnographic
case study research design being employed, | coediparticipant observations in the
“natural” location (Patton, 2002). Participant eb&tion is an activity in which the
researcher is in the field or natural setting ef $tudy observing the participants as they
interact with others (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Pegant observations occurred at the
site, Southern Intermediate, where teachers exparithe evaluation process. Merriam
(2009) provides some suggestions as to what tanebgecluding the physical setting,
the participants, activities and interactions, @mwsation, subtle factors, and the
researcher’s own behavior. Gold (1958) identiffesrange of observation from the
researcher’s extent of participation in the fieldmplete participant, participant observer,
observer as participant, complete observer. FRiante, while in the field conducting
the observation, the researcher may find himseb#ikinteracting with members of the
group, thus being a participant in varying degresvell.

| was interested in describing and interpretingsthshared patterns of behavior,
beliefs, and language, which are most often accisimgd through participant

observations. While conducting and writing abdwt dbservations, | was mindful of
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Spradley’s (1980) warning concerning the reseatsh@owledge about the situation
being studied. Since | am currently a school adstrator responsible for teacher
evaluations, | am familiar with the topic of thisidy as well as the site. Having such an
intimate knowledge of the topic and the site, | la@ladditional challenge of ensuring
that | would not overlook seemingly unimportantadist which could be a rich source of
data. | used the descriptive question matrix (&psa 1980) presented in appendix H, to
guide the formulation of questions to be answerkdexconducting the participant

observations.

January 27 - Field Observation of Joseph’s Classroom Intésast

e Class has started. There are approximately 2B gnaide students crowded
around 3 groups of paired science tables.

e One child is sitting in the teacher’s chair. (I fouout later that he spends mog
of his day with this teacher. Apparently, the dhlbehaves for this teacher is
under control for the most part in his classroom.)

e Joseph spends most of his time sitting in frdrthe classroom providing
students’ with a set of definitions in regards tadmnes (6 to be specific). As
each definition flashed on the screen, the studmetinstructed to copy the
definition and draw a picture. As each definitisplaced on the screen, Joseph
asks the students questions pertaining to theitefin

—

Figure 2 Example of Field Notes

For example, | sought to provide a descriptive agerof where the ‘actors’, i.e.
teachers, experience the evaluation process, vilthinded the space, objects, time,
goals, feelings, etc. that were used in data aizalys Figure 2, a portion of the field
notes of Joseph’s classroom interaction was praovidéne field notes allowed for
additional insight and perspective as the partidipahared their thoughts about the

teacher evaluation process.
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In addition to conducting participant observationghe interview process, | also
used observational methods during informal contenss. These informal conversations
provided opportunities to establish rapport ana graist (Fontana & Frey, 2005). Since
one of the main issues of participant consent veasiigg permission/access to copies of
the participants’ teacher evaluations, | workedydintly to gain their trust. Also, |
ensured the participants’ confidentiality in thedst as well as in the management of data
collection. Furthermore, | focused on establiskang maintaining a strong rapport with
the participants throughout the study.

Journal

Another component in the data collection was Eexefe journal. Lincoln and
Guba (1985) refer to reflexive journals as “intresfive journals that display the
investigator’s mind processes, philosophical posijtand bases of decisions about the
inquiry” (p. 109). In other words, | kept a reflea journal to scribe out my own
thoughts, feelings, attitudes, viewpoints, experés) and decisions as | conducted this
study. This process of “confessing” in a jourrsadn important standard practice in
qualitative research (Marcus, 1998). Foley (2@9@)lains the importance of reflexivity
stating,

turning in on oneself in a critical manner tendptoduce awareness that there are

no absolute distinctions between what is “real” amdt is “fiction,” between the

“self’ and the “other.” Methodologically, this meathat we are forced to explore

the self-other relationships of fieldwork criticalf we are to produce more

discriminating, defensible interpretations. (p3%7
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In the preceding statement, Foley (2002) cautianthat we must be acutely aware of our
subjectivity, issues of power, and the relationslifat are developed during the study.
Inevitably, the lines between self/other and reaiéin can be blurred from distinction. It
is virtually impossible to remove one’s influencerh the study, but we must attend to
the task of being intellectually honest and desctite role we play in constructing
knowledge in our studies. For this reason, | kemflexive journal throughout the study,
from the time of obtaining permission for the stuwohyil the completion of writing the

analysis, to maintain a critical eye on the relalips between “others” and myself.

January 18
There were some ethical issues that | did not ipatie. One particular incident

comes to mind which has to do with the journal ettie veteran participant
wrote. It basically referred to the evaluatiorsad written on her. As it turns out,
she states that they were some of the toughestshiedsad received. | had no id
this would be an issue that | would be confrontéith wTo be quite honest, it
makes feel very uncomfortable. Is she lookingafqustification? It's not like |
can change the evaluation or that it makes angrdifice in her professional
career. But it still feels like | should somehawgtfy myself to her. By the same
token, | don't necessarily believe it would do gopd. Maybe it was just an
opportunity to tell me how she felt since she ndwreught it up during my
employment at the school. Did she take this opmitrt to just get it off her
chest? I don't know!

(1)
QD

Figure 3. Entry in Researcher’s Reflexive Journal

In Figure 3, | have included one excerpt from nf{esave journal. This particular entry
focused on Michaela’s statement to me that | hashBbene of the toughest” appraisers

that she had. Using the reflexive journal assistedn limiting the amount of influence

this particular issue had on the study. In lighthe fact that | have a prior relationship

with all the participants as their appraiser, kagphe reflexive journal was of particular

significance to me in order to limit my influence the study.
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Documents & Artifacts

Another data collection strategy implemented wasue of documents and
artifacts. The artifacts included are those “syhthmaterials such as writing” and
“nonsymbolic materials such as tools and furnissifgeCompte & Preissle, 1993, p.
216) that are associated either directly or indiyewith the teacher evaluation process.
The documents and artifacts provided another lalgrformation to the study that was
integral in data analysis process using triangutati

The artifacts included in this study were thosens the teacher associates with the
formal observation or walkthrough. For examplemin prior experiences as a campus
administrator who evaluated teachers, teachers afisociated the administrator’s
presence in the classroom with a clipboard or lpgdlwith the evaluation process. The
act of writing, scribing, or note taking was anathgifact but non-symbolic in nature.
The presence of another person sitting for anytkeafitime ‘observing’ was also an
artifact associated with the teacher evaluatiogss. For instance, Michaela reported
that other teachers would be asked by their adtrénds to observe her during a lesson.
During and after my observations and interviewsade notes about these artifacts and
others as they arose in the study.

There are three particular documents includefli;igtudy: teacher evaluation
records, the PDAS training manual, and Texas Educé&ode Chapter 150 — given to
the teachers at the faculty meeting. Permissi@mbtain access to the participants’
records and copies was part of the informed coregneement. | used these evaluation
records to prompt the participants’ memories oirthgor experiences in regards to the

evaluation process.
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The PDAS manual as well the Texas Administratiegl€referencing the teacher
evaluation process was used as a source of ddatemh. These were also used to elicit
responses from the participants. Additionally, dloeuments were analyzed with a
specific purpose: seeking any reference to powectsires and positionality. This will
be addressed further later in the data analysteosec
Other Data Sources

Some additional sources of data were collecteagysihotographs, participants’
reflexive journals, member checks, and peer dehgsf Using these additional data
sources added to the rigor and comprehensivendhbe sfudy as previously discussed.
In this section, | will elaborate on each of thesarces with examples.

Researcher generated photographs along with panicobservations can provide
a “means of remembering and studying detail thghtribe overlooked if a photographic
image were not available for reflection” (BogdarB&len, 2007, p. 151). With
appropriate permission, | took photographs of dmiaistrator’s office, teacher’s

classroom, the teacher’s school mailbox, and thedts main office area.

Figure 4. Joseph’s classroom door at Southern Intermediate
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These areas are the most commonly associatedheitieacher evaluation process.
Figure 4 is an example of one of the photograpghsk during the study. This picture
illustrates the ‘peephole’ that all classroom daames required to have.

In addition to the photographs, | asked the piadiats’ to keep a reflexive journal
(Merriam, 2009) of their own. The participants weasked to record their thoughts,
beliefs, attitudes, feelings, etc. in regards trtbxperiences about the teacher evaluation
process as well as the study. Even though alpéingcipants agreed to keep the journal,
only two of them actually wrote in their journdh addition, of the two that wrote in
their journal, each of them only had one entryth@iigh this particular data source did
not produce an extensive amount of pages, them#bon each of them chose to share in
their journal added an important layer to theirgtnd the study itself. For example,
Michaela chose to share in her journal entry themation about her toughest
evaluation, which involved me as her appraiseris @owed us to explore that part of
her story in depth and provided significant undarding of how Michaela negotiated the
teacher evaluation process.

Throughout my research, | also took field notesdumted member checks and
peer debriefings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). LincolmdaGuba (1985) define member
checks as “referring data and interpretations baaata sources for
correction/verification/challenge” (pp. 108 — 109Jonsequently, | presented the
participants with transcripts and my findings foeit confirmation or rebuttal.

Furthermore, ideas and suggestions from membekslveere used to provide “points of
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clarification” (Bhattacharya, 2009) as well as g#wve participants an opportunity to
work in a collaborative effort as co-authors.

Peer debriefings were conducted in much the saamner. But instead of asking
the participants for input, in peer debriefing,dnked with peers who have knowledge of
gualitative research and/or the teacher evalugtioness. Debriefing by peers involves
“systematically talking through research experisnéi@dings, and decisions with
noninvolved professional peers for a variety ofqmses — catharsis, challenge, design of
next steps, or legitimation” (Lincoln & Guba, 19§6,109). For instance, | reviewed the
progress of my research with professionals whdaargliar with the teacher evaluation
process in Texas.

Overview of Data Sources

In summary, | used a wide variety of sources {tecbdata. These sources
included field notes, interviews, informal conveisas, participant observations, teacher
evaluation documents, school district policies, memand minutes referencing teacher
evaluations, photographs, participant journaliefjexive journaling, member checks,
and peer debriefings. | was able to gain infororatind insights from the participants
from different perspectives and venues using tiferént sources. | collected 589 pages
of data detailed in Table 5 from which | wrote adtion of the participants
experiencing teacher evaluations. Furthermoregusiis variety of sources provided
opportunities for triangulation as well as increh#®e rigor and trustworthiness,

discussed later, of the study.
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Reciprocity and Ethics

In every qualitative study, reciprocity and ethét®uld be addressed. Stake (2008)
asserts, “funding, scholarly intent, or Institu@iReview Board authorization does not
constitute license to invade the privacy of othé€ps”140). In other words, simply having
an Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval does give me, the researcher,
permission to intrude into the private areas ofghsicipants’ lives without regard for
what affect this might impose on them. No rese@c¢hore important than the health
and welfare of the person exposed. | understaaidatha qualitative researcher, | will be
a guest in the private spaces of the participamvdd. As such, | had the responsibility
of conducting myself in a professional manner emiplg the highest code of ethics
(Stake, 2008). In light of this and our prior mes$ional relationship, | spent some
additional time with the participants when | fgifpsopriate in personal conversation
especially when other Southern Intermediate teaabrestaff members would come by
and visit during the interview time.
Ethical Issues

Ethical issues were also considered when undedalata analysis. Using the
guidance of Miles and Huberman (1994), | was cagmiof the following issues before,
during, and after the research study:

e Informed consent -- Do participants have full knedde of what is involved?

e Harm and risk -- Can the study hurt the participant

e Honesty and trust — Am | being truthful in presegtdata?

e Privacy, confidentiality, and anonymity --Will tls¢udy intrude too much into

group behaviors?
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e Intervention and advocacy -- What should | do fitiggpants display harmful
or illegal behavior?
Using those questions as a guide, | made prepasatoaddress these issues before
beginning my research. For example, | ensureditieatlRB delineated the expectations
of the participants’ participation in the study.was clear that there was no quid pro quo
on the teacher evaluation in exchange for partitigan the study.

Perhaps the most salient ethical issue in thidysteas my prior role as an appraiser
in Southern Intermediate four years ago. | wasrawéthe perception the participants
would have of me as someone who had supervisorgpowver their instructional
practices. Aware of these issues, | ensured thairee who volunteers for the study does
so without any coercion. | ensured that duringitifiermed consent discussion, the
participants were fully aware that s/he could é&xit study at any time without
explanation or any punitive damages. Moreoveratiensure that the participants knew
that my current and future career aspirations didmvolve being in any supervisory role
with them. | worked in a district at least an hauray from Southern Intermediate and
our professional circles are distinctly differemespite the fact that | did not have any
supervisory relationship with the participants dgrthe study or even worked on the
same campus or school district, | still felt that rale as an administrator could be a
barrier to how willing the participants might bettast me and discuss their experiences
fully and freely.

To mitigate the issue of trust, | worked diliggniib establish rapport and blur some
of the boundaries between the participants andnerims of our roles as former

administrator and teacher. In my initial convema with the participants, it was critical
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to establish the distinct and separate role teapkcted to have with the participants as
only a researcher. Additionally, at times duriogne of the interviews | sensed that the
participants were inclined to “please” me therebyfreely expressing their thoughts
especially if they perceived them in terms of rightvrong responses. To
counterbalance this issue, | promoted my role ssareher and not former
administrator/appraiser in the interview proceser example, in our prior relationship, |
always addressed teachers by their last name dmynaintain a professional distance, |
never called them by their first name. Howeverjmuthe study, | purposefully used
their first name. Also, using appropriate inforrnahversational interview techniques to
assist the interviewee to express and elaboraiteltbkefs, thoughts, and values were
critical in obtaining valuable data.

It became evident to me that | was able to edhlEldequate trust and rapport when
each of the participants became vocal in theircgsin of the teacher appraisal system to
me, their former appraiser. In one instance, Methactively volunteered to read her
journal entry where she stated that her experiantteme was one of “toughest
evaluation” and that | had made a “significant ieggion” on her. When | explored this
issue further, Michaela felt safe enough to expllaat while she respected me and my
authority, she did not think | was the most quadifperson to evaluate her instruction
since my expertise is in math and hers is in lagguats. Hannah and Joseph were
equally vocal in expressing their dissatisfactiathwhe teacher evaluation system,
without being in fear for consequences for suchharges with me. While it is difficult
to claim that the distance created between usram&lirator and teacher was completely

erased due to my rapport-building and trust-esthlvig skills, | was grateful that at least
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they did not completely censor themselves from joling me with critical feedback
about their experiences.
Reciprocity

Reciprocity involves a relationship with the pagants characterized by intense
sharing, trust, and mutuality (Creswell, 2007). sAsh, during the course of the research,
the participants shared personal insights as thewed me to be part of their world. |
was keenly aware of the fact that they are the osvokthe data, their stories.
Accordingly, | had the responsibility to ask myséié following questions:

e What, if anything, did the participants gain inuret for participating in the

study?
e How could I possibly pay back the participantstfogir time and assistance in
the study?

Stake (1995) advises to use ordinary common sensga@od manners carefully
recollecting if promises were made that have ydtetdulfilled before leaving the site.

Although I did not provide a monetary incentive participating in the study, |
showed my gratitude in different ways. For ins@grafter each interview | thanked the
participants for giving their time and providedmepportunities to ask any questions
about the progress of the research. On a regakas,id expressed to the participants that
their involvement made the research possible kmawledged the importance and value
of their stories especially when they expressedeors or doubts about what they were
sharing. By continually building a relationshiptoist and respect, | attempted to
provide the participants with a forum in which theuld freely express their thoughts,

attitudes, and beliefs about the teacher evaluatistem. This meant providing the
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participants with additional time to voice theiotlghts and simply listening to them even
if the conversation had momentarily taken a turaygiwom the research purpose and
guestions. 1 also provided them with informationtmw their participation in this study
helped contribute to the current body of knowledgd possibly offer alternative
viewpoints on teacher evaluations. At the conolugif the study, | also provided each
of them with a small fruit gift basket with a thapéu note.
Data Transformation

Data transformation usually involves a procesdatéd management and analysis in
order to transform raw data to evidence that redpdn the research purpose and
guestions (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993). Data mamagéand analysis used in this
study include a variety of methods and stratediasdddress the use of an organizational
system for data collection and storage, power/kedgg analysis, data reduction, and
writing. According to Wood and Kroger (2000),

the situatedness of discourse suggests that garticare be taken to note the

following sorts of information: the circumstancexler which the discourse was

produced and recorded; date, time, and place;ahéittons under which

documents (written texts) were produced (e.g., smaty, confidentiality); and the

ways in which they were preserved, stored, and rasd#able to the researcher.

(p. 69)
That is, | was proactive in taking steps to enshiat the context in which the information
was collected and stored was carefully noted. iksiance, | carefully noted the date,
time, place and circumstances when | collecteditlta from each of the individual

participants. When reviewing and re-examiningdht, these notes allowed me to
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carefully reflect on that specific moment and tireuamstances within which the
particular discourse was created.
Data Management

In qualitative research, data management can belearntRichards, 1999). |
employed the use of NVivo which “provides a ran§éools for handling rich data
records and information about them for browsing anching text, coding it visually or
at categories, annotating and gaining accessedetaieds accurately and swiftly”
(Richards, 1999, p. 4). After completing the tiaigion of the audiotaped interviews, |
imported the transcriptions and observations ineoNVivo data analysis software. All
files, whether hard copies or electronic versiovee identified using the pseudonyms
selected in advance for the respective participantédso used pseudonyms for any
administrators for which the participants madeneziees to with the exception of my
name.

| also maintained a binder to organize and matfagéeacher evaluation
documents, teacher walkthrough forms, copies ab@lathistrict policies, procedures,
memos, and word clouds. In Table 5, | have idetithe sources of data and
enumerated the amount of pages associated withiteach Considering the large
amount in pages of information, the binder provideglay of categorizing and ordering
the data as well as providing a transportable d¢ogy which | could make notes
(Bhattacharya, 2009). Before placing documentiarbinder, | removed all information
identifying the participants and/or the site frdme tlocuments to ensure confidentiality
and anonymity before placing them in the bindeusdd color- coded dividers to separate

the types of documents and/or participants.
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Table 5
Raw Data Inventory
Data Source Pages per Source Frequency Total Pages
Interviews 12 — 29 pages 10 244 pages
Observations 2 pages 3 6 pages
Participants’ Journals 0 — 2 pages 3 4 pages
Researcher’s Journal 52 pages 1 52 pages
Participants’ PDAS Evaluations 5pages 33 165 pages
Other PDAS Documents 1 -4 pages 6 19 pages
Analytic Memos Ya - Y2 page - 10 pages
PDAS Teacher Training Manual 50 pages 1 Bepa
District Policies/Memos 6 - 18 pages 3 34 pages
Photos 2 10 photos 5 pages
photos/page
Total Pages of Data 589 pages

Using the binder also allowed me the flexibilityremrganize or regroup the data during
analysis. To ensure the security of the documékept a table of contents of all the
documents collected as well as the number of ppgedocument. This also facilitated
quick access to the materials when | was workingamicular sections of the data. In
addition to hard copies of the data, | also keptlastronic copy wherever possible. For
example, my researcher’s notes were kept electbyior the most part but | also
carried a small paper journal with me throughoetgtudy. Both the electronic copies
and binder were used in data analysis whenevessacgeand/or convenient.
Data Analysis

While traditional qualitative research incorposateding, and sufficient rigor has
been established for various coding proceduresjsnstudy, | used every form of data
analysis with caution, refusing to let it settleamy form of fixed beliefs or grand
narratives. My process of chunking data was cgtli8aldana, 2009) and iterative, as in

| consistently kept going back and forth compasngrces to sources, individual data
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sources, linking between various sources and wraimound thoughts, hunches, and
breaking apart any ideas that seemed salient. iftjadlg, | used Foucault’'s (1977a)
power/knowledge analysis to guide the iterativecpss while keeping the research
purpose and questions at the forefront of the rekea

The first and probably the most linear approacanalyzing data were conducting
a round of in vivo coding. In vivo (Saldana, 20@8ying refers to the act of identifying
direct words and phrases and selecting those veordghrases as semantic units of
meaning. While in vivo coding has traditionallyeimeused in more essentialist settings in
gualitative research (Charmaz, 2006; Madison, 2@dfgjana, 2009; Stake, 1995), in this
study, | used Foucault’'s (1977a) concepts of sllangie, discipline, power relations,
tensions, contradictions, resistance, and accomtioodao guide the cognitive selection
of direct words or phrases used by the participams-igure 5 below, | demonstrate how

| used tensions as an analytical lens for dataatemtu

Sometimes uhm uhh sometimes | feel like okelyat are they writing. Did | do
something wrongbecause now they're having to write so they're kioowthey're
critiquing me in some way. That's what they're you know supposed to be doing.
And, andso sometimes I, | worry You know. Because, | don't know. It's likehen
you see them writing it's like your confidence kindof goes down in a way It might
be the movies. You see, you seeviesor something. And, and usually you know
especially like in scenarios where there's clasasoor like @eacher movie And you
see them. And you know they’iey're giving you that beady eye look and they're
writing down .

Figure 5 Original Text from transcript

Figure 5 demonstrates an example of the origindlftem one of the participants. After
focusing on the tensions in the data, | identifieel sites of tensions. | then cleaned up
the words and phrases that were not necessaryeanamged the excerpt in a coherent

manner keeping the ideas generated by the boldedsvas salient as possible.
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In this way, | was able to reduce the length eftifanscript to a smaller analytical chunk

as demonstrated in Figure 6.

What are they writing? Did | do something wron@Rey’re critiquing me in some way.
That's what they're supposed to be doing. So, soree | worry. When | see them
writing, my confidence goes down. It’'s like in thvies where there's a teacher getting
that beady eye look when they’re writing sometrdogvn.

Figure 6 Text after data reduction

| examined the smaller analytical chunks of treedurses on an individual basis
for each participant. The data was sorted aroamticolar components of PDAS such as
walkthroughs, staff development, and formal classr@bservations. This process
allowed me to view what the participants chosempleasize in their particular
experiences with the teacher evaluation process.inBtance, Joseph chose to speak
about the staff development policies and procedwteseas the other two participants
did not. | began to write around those experiencesating sets of scenarios around
particular structures of PDAS and always usingiterssand power relations as primary
analytic lens. While writing around the participsirexperiences and creating scenarios,
| also engaged in coding simultaneously. Please that my approach to coding was
only for organizational purposes, instead of captuany essentialistic meaning that
needed to be fixed. In Table 6, | have provide@emple of the coding process
showing a portion of a Hannah'’s interview where skggresses her thoughts about the
differences between walkthroughs and a formal PRaSsroom observation. These
coding allowed me to draw specific examples of siliance so that | could continue to
work Foucault’s (1977a) power/knowledge analysispdiaito the data. Moreover, using

these codes, | was able to create scenarios fgratteipants and compare each scenario
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with each other while working the data through @asi ideas of normalizing gaze,

disciplinary discourses, power relations, and rplittity of beliefs.

Table 6
Coding Process

P2: Everybody looksBut to actually see what they
wrote? What did they write here? What does tHat al
mean?

P2: 1think | had mentioned that | don't read th&mut |
do read theml do look at them. But the thing_is |
already have an idea of what I'm going to fordthe
informal walk-throughs, those little evaluation st

P2: So, | don't really spend a whole lot of tirmeKing
at everything thathey’re writing becausé read them
and they all pretty much say the same thBg, | don't
weigh them very heavily on an assessment for myse
that day becaudejust kind of know whathey're going
to say. hey're going to say what I'm already doing in
class. But as far as PDAS goes, that's differEmat
evaluation when they're writingnd | get that little ting
when | see them writingt's the_fear of the unknown
not knowing what they're writing | think is whatthers
me the most.

Normalizing judgment
Multiplicity of beliefs

Shifting power relations —|
value & importance
Multiplicity of beliefs

Binary —Theyl/I

Shifting power relations —|
value & importance
Shifting Power relations
Discipline

Surveillance — being
watch

Examination — writing,
documentation

Since the creation of the sets of scenarios waBnear, | was continuously writing

around multiple scenarios, coding, and compariroip saenario to another to develop

deeper understanding of the disciplinary structamasifested through the participants’

experiences. |took each set of scenarios for padictipant and analyzed them using

Foucauldian (1977a, 1980, 2000) lens to weavegetaiohesive narrative which resulted

in a composite journal entries for each participaepresenting multiple incidents. In

these journal entries, | was able to write in stfperson voice, depicting the participants’
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negotiations, tensions, resistances, and accominadass they navigated through the
teacher evaluation process.

Within each journal entry, | highlighted the poagr tensions, contradictions, and
dis/connect keeping the purpose of PDAS in mindiendlignment with the disciplinary
discourses by combining various portions of the daa to create the narrative. For
example, all of the participants placed their adstiator in a position of authority over
the teacher as the participants saw them as tidgejand jury. The administrator had
the expertise to determine the teacher’s levekofgpmance by ascribing a label to the
teacher according to the PDAS ranking®elow expectationproficient orexceeds
But, the participants’ also challenge these lalvet®ome cases overtly by asking
guestions at a conference with their administrar.in Michaela’s case, the teacher
may simply offer their own justifications such &g tadministrator doesn’'t have the
subject matter expertise and didn’t understand wiget happening in the classroom at
that particular time. Conducting this analysisalved re/examining the teachers’
positionality in relationship to the appraiser, gaticipants’ subjectivities, and the space
in which the evaluation process occurred on a bgsmse basis.

Once the case by case analysis was completedahlie re/examine the journal
entries to compare and contrast the participamigeences. | was always questioning
who, where, what, and how the teachers were negafitheir experiences with the
teacher evaluation process. How is surveillarfee att of seeing without being seen
(Foucault, 1980), exhibited in teacher evaluatiohgRere did the evaluation occur?
Where did the administrator sit? What was (s)hagid How did that impact the

teacher? What happened after the classroom olieeremd where? How were the
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actors, the teacher and administrator, positionatat setting? What type of discourse
occurred? How did that impact the teacher? Icbest for ways in which the institution,
by its rules, ‘regulated’ the participants’ behaviétliow are they disciplined for not
acting according to the expected rules and nornisecinstitution? Would additional
observations and/or a professional growth plandssrgbd as punishment? How is the
administrator/teacher relationship relevant ortodeacher evaluations in terms of
discipline and punishment? Asking such questia ke focus on the power
relationships between the teachers and administrat@ontext of the teacher evaluation
system, PDAS.

As a result, | began to organize the componenBDAS into disciplinary
structures as the participants’ experiences didtatel developed conceptual ideas. | do
not refer to them as themes because themes mdadlocfixed meanings. | did not
want to convey that the conceptual idea contaimgokand of fixed understandings, but
the saliency or stability of the ideas were anadaton of pervasive disciplinary
structures at work. Although the presentatiorhefinformation or conceptual idea is
organized in a linear fashion, it didn’t exist imnch linearity during data analysis or in the
way the participants described their experiendds reason for the presentation in this
manner is to offer some sense of organizationedsdhat are connected to this concept.
Table 7 demonstrates the organizational formathferconceptual idea of “Widget”

Teacher.
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Table 7
Conceptual Idea — Brief Excerpt

“Widget” Teachers (Homogenizing Teacher Behavior)
l. Surveillance
A. Informal Structures
1. Peep Hole in the door
2. Informal conversations with administrator
3. Plexi-glass replacements for hard panels ingloo
B. Formal Structures
1. Walkthroughs
2. PDAS Classroom Observation
3. Conference with administrator
C. Campus Structures
1. Campus Design/Architecture — Panoptic Views
2. Location of Office in relation to classrooms
3. Furniture set-up in Administrator’s office - fBiars
Il. Discipline & Punishment
A. Informal Structures
1. Blacklist
2. Mentors — “Amigo” Program
3. Watching of Fellow Teachers
B. Formal Structures
1. Rankings in PDAS — below expectations, proficient,
exceeds
2. Number of Walkthroughs
3. PDAS formal classroom observation
C. Campus Structures
1. Timing of Conferences
2. Availability of Administrato
3. Procedures for Summativef€mnce

The cross-case analysis resulted in three conddagases in which | compared and
contrasted the participant’s experiences usingdmeponents of PDAS as disciplinary
structures. The four conceptual ideas are Inhdmundaries, Widget Teachers, Quiet
Coercions, and Resisting Leadership Authority.héitgh the analysis seems to produce
somewhat of a stable end result, the saliencyamrebults is a significant demonstration
of a strong oppressive network in the teacher eximn system where the power

relations remained consistently unbalanced.
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Reflecting on power, Foucault (1980) states

... the individual is not a pre-given entity whichsisized on by the exercise of

power. The individual, with his identity and chetexistics, is the product of a

relation of power, exercised over bodies, multifks, movements, desires,

forces. (pp. 73 —74)
In other words, power is not something that is psessd or an exchangeable commodity.
Power is not imposed or exerted by one individwar@nother. Rather, power results in
the context of the relationships of the individuatgl the social and cultural institutions
in which they operate. For instance, both admiaistis and teachers have power even if
it is unequal. Within the context of the teacheaileations, teachers and administrators
‘behave’ according to what the school culture arghoization have deemed acceptable
practices. The teacher evaluation system for #ngipants is an instrument through
which disciplinary power is exercised. Using thiglerstanding of power, | constructed
the “Beady Eye” figure (Figure 29) as an organaaai tool to portray the
power/knowledge dynamics of PDAS. But, the povedaitrons are constantly shifting in
context of the relationship and a myriad of otlssues between the administrator and
teacher.

Considering the necessity to conduct an in-depéhyais of the participants’
discourses, it was difficult to put into words tlamdom processes from which | reflected
upon and analyzed the data. Furthermore, the gsogas no less complex bearing in
mind Foucault (2000) does not prescribe or sehfamparticular method of analysis to
explore power relations. Instead he proclaims, &\Mive written is never prescriptive

either for me or for others — at most it's instrunta and tentative” (p. 240). In other
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words, one can simply use the ‘tools’ Foucault (JQdffers to interrogate the current
system in operation. How the tools get used wa® rmd Foucault’s (2000) concerns and
as such he would not want to be associated wigtrioff anything prescriptive or
anything that stands as a grand narrative. Thexeés | reflected and analyzed the data,
| expanded my thinking in multi-dimensional wayattkexceed the space of this two-
dimensional academic paper. Any depiction of th@dnalysis process is always
already incomplete for several reasons. Firsg daglysis is never complete, but a
completion of a dissertation is merely an artificrearker of a point in the study. Indeed
researchers have analyzed data long after theylbtivbe field, sometimes even
decades later (Wolf, 1992Fecond, when the thinking and analyzing process\nes
making connections multi-dimensionally amongst thlegand intangible sources of
information, it is a challenge to express suchaxgss in a flat, linear, two-dimensional
space. The challenge exists because the thinkiogtaata analysis did not happen two-
dimensionally nor did it occur linearly. Third,@vif I try to re-member the process of
data analysis, however linear, non-hierarchical, malti-dimensional it is, | am always
re-analyzing the data, therefore rendering thegg®an always already incomplete
process. Thus, the data analysis process is pentiaishifting with deferred meanings.
Data Representation

Even though there is no one standard for repodualitative research data
(Merriam, 2009; Wolcott, 2009), some of the opticas include but are not limited to
case studies, writing, arts-based experiencestyp@etd phenomenological narratives.
Stake (1995) suggests that the report follow orgewéral paths: “a chronological or

biographical development of the case; a researcheriv of coming to know the case; or
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description one by one of several major componefiise case.” (p. 127). Yin (2009)
extends these paths to suggest six methods fortiggpa case study: linear-analytic,
comparative, chronological, theory building, susggerand unsequenced. Regardless,
reporting a case study can be a difficult and cemphsk (Baxter & Jack, 2008;
Merriam, 2009; Stake, 1995; Yin 2009). | considettee following questions in making
my decisions as | wrote the report:

e How does the representation depict the tensiottseiparticipants’ negotiations

of their roles as educators?

e In what ways does the representation evoke theergadlifferent possibilities?

e In what manner does it address the research questio

e How is the representation informed by poststrudisirenethodologies?

According to Stake (1995), reporting the case)statls somewhere between
storytelling and the traditional research repdithe researcher has the task of reporting
the findings of the complex issue in a concise neatimat is readily understood by the
reader. But, Foucault (1977a, 1980) and St. P{@060) advise of the instability in
power/knowledge relationshipghile navigating through binary-driven discoursed a
the accommodating various disciplinary gazes. Tthesdeviation from the philosophy
that grounds traditional reporting in case studesecommended by Stake (1995), Yin
(2009), and Merriam (2009) was necessary in omeraduce accounts that refuse any
easy settling. Furthermore, any saliency in tipeegentation is simply a reflection of the
strength of various oppressive networks within Witle participants engineer their
everyday lives. As such, belief structures arestamtly in flux, contingent ohow the

participants are identifying with the discoursesheir lives. Accordingly, | chose to re-
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present the findings using vignettes in the fornpafnal entries for each of the
participants. Through the journal entries, | hael dpportunity to use the participants’
words as much as possible and addressing partisslags within the conceptual ideas
concerning power relations and unsettling tensiditge tensions denote the instability
within the participants themselves. For instader Michaela expressed that | had been
her toughest appraiser, | chose to dedicate otteegburnal entries in the findings to this
particular issue. In that specific entry, Michaelgressed her disagreement with the
ratings on her evaluation because she was ragepraficientlevel and noexceedgor
some of the domains. Michaela states that outsgect for the administrator, she did
not express her thoughts about the evaluationet@dministrator but simply accepted it.
But, did she really? Michaela also states thatbdtieves that the administrator does not
have a reading background and may not have undergtbat she was doing in the
classroom lesson. This is just one example witha entry that demonstrates the
tension and unsettling beliefs of the participagshey negotiate their experiences.
Trustworthiness and Rigor

Many members of poststructural schools of thougjetct the positivist and
postpositivist criteria when evaluating their oworkbecause poststructuralists see the
criteria as irrelevant to their work (Denzin & Limla, 2008; Lather, 2004). Denzin &
Lincoln (2008) inspired me to “seek alternative hoets for evaluating their work,
including verisimilitude, emotionality, personakpmonsibility, an ethic of caring, political
praxis, multivoiced texts, and dialogues with satgé(Denzin & Lincoln, 2008, p. 16).
Accordingly, I included the dialogue of the panpiants in the work. | wrote intentionally

to demonstrate participants’ experience of thesgifpn, beliefs, and attitudes.
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highlighted the ways in which the participants rteaged from their various subject
positions to demonstrate that their belief strussuremained in flux. For example, the
participants are teachers but they are also stedeatrners, professionals, and parents
who offer negotiations from all these subject posi added to tension-filled uneasy
authority of self. | was careful to present thetipgppants’ views while | remained
vigilant of my own, never wanting to claim purity @ther theirs or my perspective. |
wrote the results in such a way that the partidipamorld is depicted with thick, rich
details with which the reader might identify — wemilitude, although | knew that once
my work is out there, | have no control in how thatrk might be taken up by others, or
how my voice would ever stand apart from the pgodicts’ voices. As such | make no
claims that what is represented is essentiallyparsgée set of participant voices clearly
distinguishable from mine. | invite the readersltaw their own conclusions from the
presentation of shared meaning making. The goalkevashieve rigor through these
various avenues providing the reader an opportiaitetermine the quality of the work.
Moreover, to add to the trustworthiness and rifany study, | employed
disciplined practices of analysis and triangulatipenzin, 1978). According to Denzin
(1978), data triangulation is the process of commgaaind cross checking the consistency
of the information using different data sourcesr iRstance, | checked for consistency in
the information by comparing observational datalite interview data; comparing what
the participants say in public with what is saignvate to me; and by comparing the
perspectives of the different participants. Altgbu did not always find consistency in

such comparisons, | was able to understand whemvhgdhere were differences.
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In addition, member checks were conducted througtheustudy to increase the
overall comprehensiveness of the case study (F288l). When | began to make
interpretations of the data, | shared my resultk tie participants giving them an
opportunity to discuss and/or clarify those intetptions. For example, before
continuing to the following interview with a paipant, | shared some particular
comments that s/he had made and asked if | understbat s/he meant by those
comments. | also gave the participants the ogbaontribute new or additional
perspectives about teacher evaluations during meaheeks. By conducting these
member checks, | was taking crucial steps to astatile credibility (Lincoln & Guba,
1985) in my findings.

Other components that were used to build trustwoeds and rigor were the
researcher’s journal, bracketing, and embeddecdstiities. Stake (1995)
acknowledges “expertise comes largely through ctfle practice,” which requires
“sensitivity and skepticism” (p. 50). In my reselaer’s journal, | was free to express my
thoughts, actions, attitudes, etc. before, duramgl after the research project. This
provided an opportunity to be both sensitive argpsikal of the work in progress. As |
moved forward in the research, the journal couldi$ed as a filter to improve, refine,
refocus, etc. the processes and decisions untilrthlewritten report was completed. |
also used the journal as a tool to explore and ex@embedded subjectivities of both the
participants and myself through which we constarad perceive realities. Since being
unaware of pre-suppositions and assumptions has maplications for the rigor of the
research, | needed to ensure that those assumpteyasrought to the forefront,

acknowledged, and bracketed (Hamill & Sinclair, @01Another issue addressed
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through the journaling process was the multipksitof beliefs within the tensions
revealed through the participants’ discoursesvals crucial to resist any easy settling or
resolution.

In summary, | have provided a thick, rich desdoiptof teachers’ perceptions of
the teacher evaluation system in order to proviger¢aders a forum to make their own
decisions about the results of the inquiry. Thehfalness and dependability of the
results were enhanced by the use of multiple daieces, multivoiced text, data
triangulation, member checks, peer debriefing,aeser’s journal, bracketing, and the
acknowledgement of embedded subijectivities refusasy understanding of belief
structures. Recognizing that there can be no &ngesult or meaning derived from this
study, | was cautious of creating any grand nareatiwhile acknowledging that our
voices are always already merged.

Summary

This study sought to explore the complex issugsowfer relations in the teacher
evaluation process. Through a qualitative apprapitied by the research purpose and
guestions, a Foucauldian cross-case analysis wakicted to explore the perceptions of
Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela, three teachers fouth&n Intermediate, which is
located in South Texas. The characteristics atalld®f the qualitative methodologies
were presented describing the rigorous data callegrocedures and analysis. The
discussion also included subjectivity statemengxgslanation of participant and site
selection, reciprocity and ethics, data managemeptesentation, trustworthiness, and

rigor. Implementing these qualitative techniquiésvwaed for an in-depth exploration of
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the power relationships and structures of PDAS e&peed by the participants. In the

next chapter, the findings of the study are present
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS
Foucault (1977a) states, “stones can make peopiedmd knowable” (p. 53).
Namely, the structures or disciplinary mechanisimagiitutions operate to transform
individuals into conformity and predictable regithar It follows, according to Foucault
(1977a), public schools operate to normalize te@obkaviors into submissive and
conventional conduct. The findings in this chaptél provide a re-presentation of the
participants’ attitudes, beliefs, and actions &y thertain to teacher evaluations. | have
provided the reader with some pertinent backgranfatmation: a description of the
setting (i.e. the school structure and its panotanaws), the construct of the teaching
schedule and demographics of the student populatibrstorical view of the school’s
academic ratings for the previous five years, addszription of the teacher evaluation
process at Southern Intermediate including walktghs and classroom observations.
Following these descriptions, | conclude the chapith an individual case analysis for
each participant and a cross-case analysis basagower/knowledge reading
(Foucault, 1977a) presented in the previous chapter
Panoramic Views
It is a hot summer day in July in South Texas,tbat is the last thing on my
mind after driving 30 minutes while a multipliciof thoughts and emotions ran through
mind before meeting Mrs. Villarreal, the schoohgipal of Southern Intermediate, for
my second interview for the position of assistam@pal. Driving into the U-shaped
entrance, | can easily see the open-concept lagsign of the school, which | would
later learn was built in the 1950’s. Each of tberfseparate classroom wings are all

interconnected with cement sidewalks leading toaardral structure, the main office
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building. Clearly visible from the road are thega orange capital letters on the middle
mosaic wall announcing to all that this is indeedtBern Intermediate.

In front of Southern Intermediate, there are nesreith the exception of two 50
feet palms. But the treetops of several large stigj@aks protrude from behind the main
building as if depicting the age of the school.d@denough, also visible is a black
expanse below the three mosaic walls that seraecaser from the elements to the
passageway before entering the building. Any chidahting to hide from administrators
or teachers would find this to be a perfect plawecbncealment. The two sets of cement
stairs leading to the main building are framed witb rows of one-inch pipes serving as
railings that have been visibly painted and regairdver the years. The worn yellow-
painted skid strips on the steps warn visitorsgd@#&reful as they travel up the stairs.
Arriving at the top of the stairs, the visitor'ssw to the front parking area is blocked
intermittently by the three mosaic walls tiled withndreds of small one inch beige, light
blue, and orange-brown colored tiles. These maosails are interconnected by the old
wrought iron railings shedding its layers of paitanding behind the railing one can
easily see the entrances of the two front classroegitdings down to the left and right.

In order to gain access to any of the buildingslassrooms, all visitors must sign
in at the main office or so the sign says postedranof the glass panels that are on both
sides of the main entrance door. The nurse’s andselor’s office are immediately to
the right and left of the main entrance for thalstits’ quick access. Travel a few steps
into the short corridor and a small three feet sgjna@etal encased bulletin board with
generic announcements about items such as emdajety are posted at eye level on

the right wall. On the left side, parallel to thalletin board, are the two separate white
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painted old-fashioned wood panel doors with tammissilver knobs to access the small
but designated male and female restrooms. Studalhtneak into these restrooms on
occasion because of the privacy they offer evenghdhe receptionist monitors to
ensure that only the adults use the restrooms.

Just beyond the restroom doors, adjacent to gime wall, is the 4 feet high wooden
counter painted with brown varnish where the visttog is kept as well as the visitors’
badges and several other logistical logs. Thecpral's secretary/receptionist office area
is behind this counter. In general, anyone haamgbusiness to attend to at Southern
Intermediate must report to this area to check&onspicuously enough, the principal’s
secretary also serves as a gatekeeper since tlogpatis office is located behind her area
and can only be accessed through the small woodewmlpanel-swinging door attached
to the side of the receptionist counter. Evehéf principal wanted to portray an open-
door policy, that open door is behind the gatekes@eea.

In front of the receptionist counter, along thelbarea of the main building, there
is a 6 feet square open area where a small ofésk @& located. Occasionally, the desk
serves as a temporary location to a second paeg®iohal who is responsible for student
attendance records and other demographic data addsg the back left side of the main
office building around the small desk is the selimoden door to the assistant principal’s
office. Being at the back side of the main buitgithe assistant’s principal office, the
principal’s office and the reception area shareuumgue characteristic; a double row of
rectangular single-paned panoramic windows that sipaentire back wall of the
building allowing the rich beams of sunlight toestm into the areas. The majestic oak

trees in the courtyard and most of the school siras are easily seen from these
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panoramic windows. If one had an inclination teapto a passerby, it could easily be
done by pulling the silver lever down and pushingthe window, which leaves just
enough room for the person to stick his/her heddnod call out to the person below.

Directly below the center of the panoramic windasvan unexpected opening 8
feet long with stairs leading down to a pit unde teceptionist area of the main
building. The cement block retaining wall with egpedly painted burnt orange two-inch
pipes serving as a railing frame the steps leadowgn into an area emanating a dungeon-
like feeling due to the poor lighting. Southertermediate teachers wanting to view the
contents of their school mailboxes or eat luncthateachers’ lounge must carefully
maneuver the stairs into the pit area and operdhe steel door to the right.

Noticeably, the small window panel of the door haen replaced with a wooden panel
that has been painted the same color as the doace the teachers’ lounge door is open,
you must turn on the lights using the strategiclabated switch to illuminate the
otherwise pitch-black cement block room that caaddily be used as a dark room for
processing film.

Three pairs of three-feet fluorescent bulbs egusgdhced on the ceiling easily
brighten the small 20 feet by 30 feet lounge crachmigh five round tables for seating
and also houses the two copiers used by teachérstafit. The lounge is equipped with
a small sink, microwave, refrigerator, and the amiglely coveted soda pop vending
machine on campus. As a result, this entices athe teachers to eat in the lounge
where they also enjoy each other’s company whigisg the latest news and gossip.
Due to the school’s schedule though, only teacbtise same grade level can eat

together. But the lounge often serves as a comaremin general where teachers
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regardless of grade levels such as Joseph, HaandhMichaela can quickly cross paths
while making copies, checking their mailboxes, orghasing a soda pop. Otherwise,
Southern Intermediate teachers may rarely cro$smhiring the day or week since the
grade levels are segregated on purpose to limsttieents’ amount of travel time when

exchanging classes.
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Figure 7. The campus layout of Southern Intermediate
Teaching at Southern Intermediate
Approximately 25 teachers and 370 students atsendhern Intermediate every
year. Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela are thremsétteachers. Joseph, Hannah, and
Michaela teach at a school with a student populatat is over 90% Hispanic and
nearly 90% economically disadvantaged, meaningrteatly all the students qualify for

reduced or free lunch according to their familyome. Several students that attend
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Southern Intermediate live in one of two low-incob@grio type subdivisions. The two
subdivisions have a few paved roads that are mddieh potholes and the area is prone
to flooding due to poor drainage if any at all €xislumerous homes in these two
subdivisions are visibly small frame homes withlpegepaint, broken windows, and
poorly maintained yards. The other type of housergls to be older model mobile
homes many of which don’t even appear to be livabie their non-existent windows
and are in dire need of maintenance. But thespisrgsome of the exterior symptoms of
the many problematic issues the impoverished anldrom these neighborhoods face
daily. Perhaps the person most attuned to thergtoeal poverty and its impact is
Michaela as she recounts various stories of siblargl relatives who have passed
through her classroom doors over the past two dscad
Instruction, Academic Ratings, & Teacher Evaluatiors

Southern Intermediate teachers face the pres$uneeting the student academic
performance standards yearly. The campus is ratedladly according to the
accountability standards set forth by the TexascBtlon Agency (TEA). During the
past five years, the campus has been rated actefalbour years and unacceptable for
one year. Examining the scores closely revealsttiuggle Southern Intermediate has

experienced maintaining an acceptable rating.
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Table 8
Southern Intermediate TAKS Scores

2006- 2007- 2008- 2009- 2010-
TAKS Examination 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Science TAKS Scores — Grade X

Accountability Unacceptable Rating <40%  <45% <50%<55% <60%
Southern Intermediate 41% 44% 68% 68% 7%

Reading TAKS Scores — Grade X

Accountability Unacceptable Rating <65%  <70% <70% 70% <70%
Southern Intermediate 57% 58% 66% 67% 74%
(1** Administration)

Math TAKS Scores — Grade X

Accountability Unacceptable Rating <45%  <50% <55% 60% <65%
Southern Intermediate 63% 41% 61% 66% 68%
(1% Administration)

Reading TAKS Scores — Grade Y
Accountability Unacceptable Rating <65%  <70% <70% 70% <70%
Southern Intermediate 7% 75% 81% 68% 72%

Math TAKS Scores — Grade Y
Accountability Unacceptable Rating <45%  <50% <55%<60% <65%
Southern Intermediate 36% 54% 64% 71% 76%

As seen in Table 8, in 2007-2008 Southern Interatedvas rated unacceptable
due to the science TAKS scores. [Note: Even thdbg table also indicates that grade
X reading and math were below the acceptable stdagd&outhern Intermediate met the
standards due to the combined passing rates vategbond administration. Science is
only tested once in grade X.] As a result, the Bewrt Intermediate was required to
complete a School Improvement Plan (SIP) with thaperation of a campus
intervention team that included district level mamsel and submission of the plan to

TEA. A required minimum of two walkthroughs perekeper science teacher to monitor
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the implementation of the science CSCOPE curriculas included as part of the
strategies on the SIP. Also, administrators wegglired to conduct a formal observation
of science teachers in the fall by the end of Ndveinto allow time for guidance and
support in the areas identified for improvemenath the walkthroughs and formal
observations are part of the teacher evaluatiotesys

The campus ratings are interwoven within the teaelaluation system. As part
of the TEA mandates, Southern Intermediate is requb evaluate its teachers on an
annual basis. The two administrators, the priricgrad the assistant principal, are
responsible for completing the teacher evaluatemesy year at Southern Intermediate.
The principal, Mrs. Gallegos, customarily divides humber of teachers to be evaluated
between herself and the assistant principal. Medlegos and her assistant, Mrs.
Worthington, use the Texas recommended teachenati@h system, Professional
Development and Appraisal System (PDAS) as perddahstrict policy. Mrs. Gallegos
and Mrs. Worthington, as well as those individwsdeking certification to become school
administrators, are trained as PDAS teacher apsass part of their coursework in
obtaining their certification to become public schadministrators in Texas. At
Southern Intermediate, Mrs. Gallegos and Mrs. Wogtion use Eduphoria, an online
data management system, to transmit informatideaohers about their teacher
evaluation scores/forms. Teachers traditionaltginee emails from their administrators
alerting them of updates concerning their evalungtio

The Watchful Gaze of PDAS
As part of the PDAS, Southern Intermediate teachan expect to have one formal

observation, walk-through(s), complete the teask#rreport, and possibly have a
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conference(s) with the appraiser. There is aisetftame provided by TEA for the
completion of each of these components. Althohginet are some guidelines that appear
to be strictly followed such as conducting a formnaluation of each teacher, there are
other guidelines, such as holding a summative cenée, which are merely
acknowledged on paper. According to the PDAS Teabtanual (TEA, 2005), PDAS is

a continuous cycle (Figure 8) promoting improvement
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Figure 8. PDAS Cycle
Ongoing Formative Evaluation

Walkthroughs. One component of the teacher evaluation procepara®f PDAS
is walkthroughs. Walkthroughs are generally bvisits anywhere from 5 — 20 minutes
to the classroom by the appraiser after whicheheher is provided some type of
documentation. There are no specified quantitigén@d in the TEA guidelines as to the
number of walkthroughs that an appraiser is reguineconduct per teacher in an
academic school year. Therefore, the number df-thebughs experienced at Southern

Intermediate has varied. Additionally, some teasimeay receive more walkthroughs
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than others may within the same school year. mbernisistency for the number of
walkthroughs could be inferred from issues relatethe entire campus or a specific
teacher’s classroom. For example, a teacher ceisseie commonly cited was due to an
administrator’'s concern with the teacher’s disaiplor classroom management skills.
The campus rating could also trigger more walktghsu Another campus related issue
might arise from the administrator’'s concern ovAKS scores. In some situations, the
individuals conducting the walkthroughs were netajs the campus administrators who
served as the appraisers. The individuals invobrethese occasions were personnel
from the central administration building such as district curriculum director, the
district science specialist, or a representatiovemfa consulting agency. The length of
time for the walkthrough also has varied. Onceantire reasons cited for the variations
were related to some issues of either campus onéeaelated concerns. For instance, an
administrator may simply “peek in” through the wavd but generally, the walk-throughs
are 5 — 10 minutes in length if there are no specdncerns that the administrator wants
to address. If there is an issue, the walkthroungyg increase to 15 — 25 minutes in
length. At the end of the visit, in general, tloengnistrator will leave some type of
completed form to document the walkthrough.

There are two forms that can be used interchamgéaldocument the
walkthroughs. Southern Intermediate teachers gpaa depending on the circumstance
or purpose for their administrator to use eitherftirm developed by the district (Figure
9) or the other (Figure 10) developed by CSCORttraculum collaborative agency.
Depending on the form, there are certain itemsustedl as a short checklist for the

administrator to monitor and on which to providedback. At the end of the walk-
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through, the administrator, Mrs. Gallegos or Mrortington, will leave the form with
the teacher generally before leaving the classrolbmny of the teachers want to discuss
theresultsof the walkthrough, it is expected that he/shea@agh the administrator in
guestion. On the other hand, the administratorusanthe walkthrough documentation to
complete the teacher’'s summative evaluation. Beiiajor component of the

summative evaluation is the formal classroom olseym discussed next.
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Independent School District
CLASSROOM WALKTHROUGH OBSERVATION

S

Time:

Subject:
Lesson:
Topic:

Beginning

Middle End

Bloom’s Taxonomy _____Knowledge
{Level of the _..._ Comprehension
Performance Standard) _____ Application
— Analysis
_____ Synthesis
__Evaluation

Student Participation

Students engaged in learning

Students successful in learning

Students use critical thinking/problem solving
Students make learning connections
Comments:

Evaluation & Feedback

Students monitored and assessed

Assessment appropriate/aligned te instruction
Learning reinforced

Constructive feedback provided

Comments:

i

Learner-Centered Instruction

Goals/objectives established

Lesson format organized

Challenging and motivating strategies integrated
Various learning styles/levels addressed

Lesson pacing and sequencing appropriate
Variety of instructional strategies/questioning
Technology integrated by teacher and students
Comments:

T

Management _
Management expectations & procedures outlined
Teacher/student interaction equitable, consistent
Disruptive behavior redirected

Desired behavior reinforced

Time and materials effectively managed
Cooperative learning promoted

Comments:

Professional Communication

Encouraging to struggling/reluctant students
Verbal communication appropriate

Written communication appropriate
Comments:

e
i

L

General Commments:

Administrator:

Note: This is a classroom walkthrough observation. Time does not allow for all student and teacher behaviors to be cbserved. However,

this instrument will be used for camulative data coliection for PDAS purposes. Some items may be left unchecked.

Figure 9. Southern ISWalkthrough Form




Walkthrough

Instructional Focus Monitoring Tool

(6%

Teacher

Date ols ! I
Content . -
i English Language Arts and Reading

122

Gr 6 Unit 01: Exploring Literary Nonfiction and Poetry

Unit:

i

Student Activity mm)(

{10-1
Six Weeks: Q;S,X/Weeks

Questioning Level Observed

ngage
OExplore Student Teacher
OExplain High Low High L ow
OEvaluate Asked
OElaborate Answered
Key Understandings Student Responses
Student 1 Student 2 Student 3 Student 4 Student 5

Authors use literary techniques to
support interpretation and heighten

interest in literary non-fictional text.
Authors make choices about text
form based on their purposes for
writing.

Readers use comprehension
proeesses and vocabulary
knowledge to support interpretation

of text.
Readers use wriling to communicate

deeper understanding of texts.
Writers use literary techniques and
graphic elements to support
interpretation and heighten interest
in poetry.

Authors use oral presentation to

effectively communicate their ideas.
Wiriters communicate ideas and
feelings about their own lives and
the world around them in order to
connect with others and to clarify
their own thinking.

Language conventions enhance

written expression.

New words and concepts are
acquired through meaningfut
vocabulary study in order to
enhance comprehension and oral

and written communication.

Academic Vocabulary

Differentiation
OStruggling Students
OEnglish Language Learners

OUsed in instruction by teachers
OUsed in instruction by students

ONot observed

Local Focus A—LQHADVS QMPPOSL

Comments

O Language objectives posted
O Builds background knowledge
O Explicit vocabulary instruction/clarification

O Techniques to make content comprehensibl
[0 Reading and writing in academic English

O Responds to [anguage acquistion levels

OStudents with Disabilities
OGifted/Advanced Students

Figure 10 CSCOPBEWNalkthrough Form

Learning Roles
OStudent Led
OTeacher Led

EShared

Level of Engagement

KHigh (authentic)

CiMedium (ritual/compliant }
CIlow (rebellion)
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Formal Observations — PDAS Evaluations The PDAS evaluation form or
instrument consists of eight domains or areas aohwihe teacher is scored. Teachers
can expect to be evaluated on a set of three windicators in each of the domains
which the appraiser scores as either unsatisfadvetgw, proficient, or exceeds. Once
each indicator is scored and a subtotal calculétedtotal score is generated for that
particular domain. The teachssoreseither unsatisfactory, below, proficient, or exdee

for each domain according to the table in that

domain.
Name: Appraiser: Date: Campus: Assignment/Grade:
Beginning Time: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND APPRAISAL SYSTEM Ending Time:
2004 REVISION
] Observation Summary
[]Summative Annual Appraisal
Domaln |- Acfive, Student i in e Learning Process Domain i Leamar-Centered inatroction
Ursals- Uresais-
Proncient | Beow | raciey Exceeds | Proncient | Beiow | fachy
fx5) {x3) x 1) x0) | x5 %3} ety o) |
1. Engaged In leaming [ I S I SR B S 1. Goals and objectives [ I SE I P S
2oweessfiinieaming (2 | 2 |z | a2 2. Leamer-centered - S - N - N |- S
3. Critical thinking? S = I - R - 3, Crifical thinking and - T - T |-
problem sohving probiem saiving
4. Seifdirected @ e | & _ 4 Molvationalstrategies | &4 | 4 | 4 | a_
5. Connects keaming [ ] |- S T 5. Algnment 8 |= |&E .| % .
TOTAL
6. Pacing/sequencing 6__ 6 B 6
SUBTOTAL
7. Value and Importance
7 | | |
TotE 20 o 35  Exceeds Expeciabions 8. Appropriate question-
12 to 19 Proficent Ing and inguiry a__ | e | & __ -
4 i 11 Below Expectafio
Db 3 un::smmw, " 9. Use of technaiogy . . . N
Comments: == = A ] ToTa
SUBTOTAL
Tolasb 37 W 45  Exceeds Expectsiions
I Wb 36 Proncent
7 @ 22  BeowExpecttions
0 m &  Unsatstacory
Senging AIEaE [0 AQOTEEs, Comments:
Strenghs Areas (0 Address
1 Revised June 2004

Figure 11. Page 1 of the PDAS Evaluation Form
The campus administrators, Mrs. Gallegos and Mmaithiihgton, relying on their own
training when becoming certified appraisers, aggeeted to objectively score each

indicator/domain.
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The appraiser might use the Scoring Criteria G(idgure 12) to complete the

evaluation.

SCORING CRITERIA GUIDE
Performanes at the “Proficent™ Lol is bndwmﬁncmy:mﬂnm.swﬂ.
Docmeniary evidencs may be collecind over the entime paricad.
Porformanes p the “Proficient”™ Level MAY be inforred for 2 cxiterion i B0 of the exiteria in the Dieain ARF docnmended ot the
“Pouficient” or Eagearls Pepectation Lave and NO crteta re docmentod a¢ Bl Exgectytiogs or Unigtictoey

Domain I- Active, Successfol Smdest ParticipaGon i the Lesrning Proces

Il. Stmdsnts s acttvuby sngaged in loarming.

Things To Comider

v  Sindenty are fdcwmed on the loaming objuctive domng the academvic leaming tma.

s  Fridencs of alignmant of activitics with the laxming ohjecth:

Cmiity  Enmpgemant in the lemmg prodnmes smdant mecoss. Look for the level of aneppemont as debermringd by the snmgth, impact, vaxiety, and signment of the actvities it the keming chjsctie.

Cuentity:  Foous on the mumber of studenis acthvaly snemed in the leaming at regniar infurvals

Evalnasion Criteria

MEM ProBiemt &M Umsaisfactery

Semdants 1 consistantdy angeged and snccessfn] in laming | Sodents o sngaged and mocssfl m | Smdets o comuomally moosafl i lemimg. | Students are by isever sccsssfil i kaming

that has grest depth and complenity. Jearzing.

Seadant engagamant is consistendy salf- Smmlllﬂf— Smlhummwomnm]huif- %ﬂw::mﬂ:\muﬁ-
mwum:rﬂﬂ Shd.ntupg-ﬂlslhndlhl]:h}nju
mechamics] manipulation o cosrcien by the rezuli of mechanical manipulstion or coerciom by
ieacher. e teacher.

Ssmdants conveienthy ik bl risks m respond Smdant engagy 15 salf~ Emhnwmumaml!}wﬁ- Stusdeet angagumant 15 vy mever wif-

axiending, geestonmg, and'or producing products dircied ntrinsically motvated. diructedmbrmsically mothvated. dirocied'mirmically motivated.

Stedent engagement is frequenily & result of Student enpagement it abmost shewysakways 3
mechawicsl mamipulation sr coercien by the resuli of mechamical mampulstion or coercion by
Ieacher. the teacher.

Stadants am consistently anmeged m commecting'sppiying St onga gament s salf- Smﬂlnuwmnmmhwﬁ- Smdawt engagmant 15 rareysever wlf-

lnarning to ofiser disciplings, thair mwm e, andior isses i | directed ntrinsicalhy mothaied. diructed mivimvirally mothvated. diraried mtrimzizalhy motivated.

the worid bayond the chssroom Studend enpapement is frequently 1 result of Smdent engagemeni it abmost sheryuabways 5
mechamirs] manipulation sr coerciem by e ezt of mechamical manipuiston or coercios by
iracher. the teacher.

Mhubriple instroctiomal stratugiss alizned with the leeming Instuctional semegies awalimed with | Instructonal stategies 2w fequantly dovenby | Instmctione] sirabegieon ame almost slways/abems

ohjectives ars wsed 0 amgage laming. the larming otjectives. academic comtunt and'or achvides nder tham by | drown by acadamic comtent andior activities athar
lsaming chectivus. an by laming objectives.

QUANIIY QUANTITY QUARTITY QEANTIIY

Semdents am aciive leamary Stndants arw active loaman. Sinfants are active larmars. Students aru active leamars.

Stndants are Socmad on leaming objsctive that 2rs at an. Smdants ams fornsed o lsaming Smdents we focused on karming objectives that | Students are focused on karnng objectve that aw 2t

spproprizte beval of difficulry. objectives that are 2t an approprizts kvl | 2w atan appropriate Jevel of difficalty. . appropriate kel of difficalry.

of difficalty.

‘Tstrortomal veatagia aotvimes rabect fhe miqIe Tnswuctional gy e | Istucoonal statsgias bt the Wmaue Taseuriona) sirangies reflact th miges

e/ characteristics of stdenis. the mique needy'chamceristics of noeds/characiristics of shadants. oy chomacteriatics of stadants.

windents.
Professional Development and Appraissl System
Scoring Criteria Guide Pagel Revised fime 2004

Figure 12. Page 1 of the Scoring Criteria Guide

Teachers do not receive an overall score or ratingsatisfactory, below, proficient, or

exceeds. Rather, each domain is scored indepéndent

There are also three areas in each of the dorfaitise appraiser to provide

feedback: comments, strengths, and areas to addfggpraisers are not required to

enter written remarks in any of these three aréamwvever, if the appraiser evaluates the
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teacher as unsatisfactory in one or more domaievauates the teacher laaow
expectationsn two or more domains, the teacher is designaseal Teacher In Need of
Assistance (TINA). As a result, the appraiser #edteacher work on developing an
intervention plan. A teacher can be designatel H&A either after the formal or
summative evaluation.

The formal classroom evaluation is a minimum 4%ute formal observation to be
conducted annually. The formal observation reguihat the administrator evaluate the
teacher on the first five domains of the instrumertich are referenced to as the
observation summary. The complete PDAS evaludtion is in Appendix D. At
Southern Intermediate, teachers are given the eypor to schedule their formal
observation. Specifically, teachers are allowestifoulate the date and time of the
observation so that it is not unexpected. At tteegetermined time, the
administrator/appraiser will come into the teachetassroom and generally sit in the
back of the room. During the course of the 45-rrerabservation, the teacher and
students go about theisualroutines while the administratora®servingand often
times taking notes. After the allotted time perithee administrator leaves and within ten
days the teacher will receive an electronic naitfen that his/her observation summary
can be viewed on Eduphoria. Even though thera Eectronic copy, Southern
Intermediate teachers are often called up to theeoto sign a paper copy of the form,
which is filed and kept for documentation purposAspre- or post-conference to the
formal observation is not required according toTEA guidelines but can be requested

by either the appraiser or the teacher.
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Therefore, whether the teacher and administrgipréaser ever meet to discuss the
results varies from teacher to teacher and admanistto administrator not to mention
the reason(s) that the teacher or administratotdvexnen request the conference. The
TEA guidelines on PDAS recommend conferencing withteacher on different
occasions. Although these are recommendatior@&whern Intermediate ultimately the
teacher and appraiser will decide whether a conéerés held or not as part of the
teacher evaluation process. Again, the times agorgost- conference is requested will
be dependent on whether there is a concern oroptr person initiating the request.
TEA guidelines stipulate a timeline for teachemguesting a change to the evaluation.
Teachers may refute in writing or request a se@pptaisal within 10 working days after
receiving the observation summary form. The teysdaaay be extended to 15 days by
the appraiser.

Teacher Self-Report and Professional Development

On the teacher self-report (Appendix E), the teach expected to report on among
other things, the professional development in winelshe has participated. In regard to
professional development trainings, the districergly has undergone a change in
policy. [Note: The change in policy is of partf@usignificance to one of the
participants and will be addressed in one of thégpant’s journal entries later in this
chapter.] The district currently has a policyegard to professional trainings limiting
when teachers can attend trainings citing thedbgsstructional time in past school
years as the reason. As such, Southern Interneg@i@athers are expected to be in their
classrooms teaching during the day and attend gsmheal development activities after 4

pm on a school day, weekends (usually Saturdagéheoduring non-instructional hours,
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or during the summer. The district allocates maryetompensation for the after-hours
trainings directly provided by the district. Famse teachers, this recent policy change is
especially problematic considering the standardheacertificates require credits or
hours in continuing professional development attéigias part of their recertification. In
addition, the district professional developmeninirays are perceived as ineffective and
limited in scope. The district mandates attenddadkeir in-service trainings regardless
of whether the teacher finds it meaningful or not.
Summative Evaluation

The summative evaluation and conference is thad firece in the PDAS process.
The summative conference is required accordinggA guidelines but can be waived
only by the teachan writing not the appraiser. The summative conferencesw@h8&rn
Intermediate take place with the administratormgitbehind his/her desk and the teacher
on the other side. At the summative confereneeafipraiser presents the teacher with
the summative annual report, which has the fin@dldomains scored as well as a
holistic score of the previous five scored domédiom the formal observation summary.
Again, TEA guidelines stipulate a timeline for thacs requesting a change to the
evaluation. Teachers may refute in writing or resfla second appraisal within ten
working days after receiving the summative annaport. The ten days may be
extended to 15 days by the appraiser. In thea@&m8outhern Intermediate, the teacher is
expected to sign the final PDAS summative annyadnte The teacher is provided with a
copy of the form after both parties (the teachet @mpraiser) have signed. The signed

original document is sent to central office to lecpd in the teacher’s personnel record.
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The campus also keeps a copy of the signed docutimerns eventually shredded after
five years.

There is a hierarchical structure inherent intdaeher evaluation system on
campus even when there is no formal organizatiomatt to dictate such a relationship
between the staff and administrators. An admiatistrhas the authority to make the
formal observation announced or unannounced asaselbnducting as many
walkthroughs as the administrator deems necessgeydless of the reason. At first
glance, it appears that the teacher is at the nadritye administrator but the teacher has
the prerogative to refute the formal evaluationvali as the summative but it must be
done within a designated timeframe.

Participant Cases

In the following section, | have provided an indival case study on each of three
participants (Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela) irsthey. A short description of the
participant’s career at Southern Intermediate ctushed followed by journal entries. The
journal entries specifically focus on the participa thoughts, attitudes, and beliefs
concerning their particular experiences with thecher evaluation system, PDAS, at
Southern Intermediate. All the participants sthtteeir teaching career and have worked
exclusively at Southern Intermediate. One of tle@ndifferences between the
participants is the number of years teaching. Aesalt, the number of journal entries
progressively increase in quantity and length basethe participants’ experiences in the
public school system. The member with the leasitarhof teaching experience is

Joseph.
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Joseph — The Novice

Joseph started his teaching career at Southesrmatliate four years ago. He was
hired his first year to teach'@rade math Aside: | was an assistant principal at the
time. | remember Mrs. Villarreal asked him to me#h me after she had done a formal
interview with him. Joseph came into my officeablyt nervous and excited. | remember
asking him questions in regards to discipline sitica was my primary area of
responsibility on the campugloseph taught math for two of his four yearsaitern
Intermediate. The other two years he has beehitené" grade science and helping
with math enrichment. Along with his teaching resgibilities, Joseph is the sponsor for
extracurricular activities, teaches psychology ahaersity in South Texas once a week
in the evenings, and is a doctoral student atdaheesuniversity. Joseph displays a sense
of enthusiasm for his hectic schedule and professiating, “I love it! Totally different
atmosphere [in reference to the university] araelmy job [in reference to Southern
Intermediate] now, too. | love it. | love teachihgloseph alludes to a difficult first year
from which | recall he had experienced some fraisigatimes with challenging at-risk
students displaying defiant behaviors in the clamsr. But a couple of years later, he has
become more confident about his abilities and thinoexperience has learned to deal
with the more rebellious types of behaviors higlstus may choose.

In regard to PDAS, Joseph has also chosen to ettwdpules and regulations
govern the teacher evaluation system of Texasepbosuccinctly phrased it, “Everyone
has rules. Those are the rules brought up by T&&. have to be appraised. And that's
just it. It has to be done.” Joseph describesdheher evaluation system, PDAS, as a

“set criteria of what I'm supposed to be doing #veh my appraiser or my evaluation
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would show if I'm doing that or not.50, Joseph falls in line and acts accordingly when
the time comes to be appraised. Joseph also atkages that some teachers may
receive more walkthroughs and formal observatiamsedding on the accountability
rating of the school. For instance, Joseph retladlyear Southern Intermediate was
rated unacceptable that several different admatmsts, including personnel from central
office, were in the fifth grade science classrodraquently. Perhaps the most frustrating
aspect of PDAS to Joseph is that it is meant tp teglcher’s improve their instruction
but the professional development being offeredheydistrict is of little benefit to his
professional growth as a science teacher.

In the following journal entry, the first of fouentitled“Popping In & Out,”
Joseph provides some insight into his experieneasarning walkthroughs. The
November journal entry entitlé®Popsicle Sticks’reflects Joseph’s thoughts on his
behaviors and whether or not they change due tadhenistrator conducting a
classroom observation. In the March, 2011 jourfithey Expect Us to be Different,”
provides a description of Joseph’s thoughts aniefsedbout staff development as it
relates to the teacher evaluation system. Thgdastal entry in May, 2011 We Sign
It,” revolves around the abruptness of how the teactaua&tion process ends. The

journal entries are in the figures on the next pages.
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October, 2010 Popping In & Out

Mrs. Gallegos, the principal, came by today to deadkthrough. She came into the room
for about five minutes. What can you see in firmitas? On the other hand, five minutes
is better than 25. As usual, she went to the lbé&tke room, checked off a few boxes and
left. It's funny how they believe that sittingthe back of the room they can see everything
that’s going on from there. You know, they neweclgeck on the students even though it
is all suppose to be learner-centered. And whatsdbat mean anyway, learner-
centered?? Really, what do they think? | comigeire day after day and talk to myself. It
may feel that way sometimes but | really do triggep the students’ attention.

Come to think of it -- I've had more walk-throughs year than | had last year. But it's
still not as much as some of the other teacheam kure it has to do with TAKS since
they're tested areas. I'm not a tested area.... $&itl — should | be concerned? They tell
me, “Don't worry about it. | know you're doing weflou don't have any problems. So, I'm
not in there as often.” As long as they see thdestits engaged when they’re walking by
or doing the walk-through, I'm okay. But | knovhet teachers are not as fortunate.
Some teachers are being monitored much more frélgusegcause of poor classroom
management.

This is totally different than my second year he&heen we had at least 2 to 3 a week and
the walkthroughs were at least 15 to 20 minuteg.lo@f course, at that time some of our
other teachers were visited a lot more because &re wnacceptable. That's when
everybody was getting 2 to 3 walkthroughs. We gettng a lot of feedback then. | was
working harder to make sure | was monitoring myenis, making sure they were
engaged in the lesson, and doing more hands-owites instead of just lecturing and
having the students taking notes. That's what teyted to see. And you knew they were
going to be in there to watch you.

Last year, we were barely acceptable. Even therharely made it in fifth grade science.
Fifth grade science, they were in there all theetwwhen we were unacceptable and not
just by our campus administrators but other centffice personnel, too! That's another
thing, why do we have to have someone who haseaontiat happens on a day to day
basis on campus come observe us.

This year has been different for me though. InstEa2 to 3 a week, it looks like | will
only have about 3 walkthroughs for the year in &ddito my formal observation. Now,
they pop in. They pop out. That's it. They speraligh time to check off a couple of
boxes, write a few sentences for feedback, an@ legvcopy of the walk-through form
before exiting the classroom. It's funny. Tharae to be the end of it. We never talk
about it afterwards. | suppose if | have any gieest | know that | can go ask them about
the walkthrough. BUT what am | supposed to que3tibhey just usually check-off a few
boxes and maybe write a sentence or

Figure 13. Joseph’s October, 2010 Journal Entry
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November, 2010 Popsicle Sticks

Mrs. Worthington did my formal evaluation this yedvhat’s going on? She rated me
harder than the principal last year. | just did@kpect these scores. | know I didn’t plan
like I usually have in the past. This year | didewven approach my department head like||
usually have the past couple of years. | just diel like | needed to ask any of the
other teachers for their input. Things were goahgng as usual. They're still giving us
the option to schedule the day and time. | planibed that she could see the GT class. |
thought | had things figured out after three yeafsalking to other teachers about what
to prepare, how to keep the students engaged, kgépe class under control, and the
type of activities the administrators want to s@ée other teachers always tell me not to
lecture the entire class time. | knew that | neetdediclude hands on activities to keep the
engaged in the lesson.

And of course, | brought out the popsicles stickske sure | give everyone a fair
chance in answering questions and use open-endestigas while covering the material.
They sure do like those popsicles. Mrs. Worthimgarked it as a strength for that day.
Maybe | should use them more often rather thandusihg an observation. Those
popsicle sticks really help me not to call on thee students all the time. So, if | know
for sure that they're going to come I'm going t@ pwoit the popsicle sticks. Do | do that
all the time? No, | don't. | don't because | gu#sssomething they want to see me do. So
I'm going to do that more especially when they comeém going to pop them out. Hhmm
...Funny, | guess, no, yes, sometimes we will pufpibsehange some of the things that
we’re doing when they come into the classroom. Bimg’s for sure, | did not like my
evaluation this year! That's why | went to go asts MVorthington about the evaluation.
We didn’'t have a pre-conference but we had a posterence because | asked for it in a
sense. After we talked about the scores she gayestill don’t agree with the scores she
gave but | have a better understanding of whatveiets.

At least my first year, Ms. Flores met with meiszdss my evaluation. | remember
talking to her about what we could do better, timpiovements, and the questions at the
end. Was that at the end of the observation ¢tin@end of the year at the summative?
Wow, that whole experience seems like such a Blid. remember is we scheduled to
have it. We had it. Ms. Flores came by my roosctedule a meeting and we met
afterwards to discuss things very briefly. Coméhtok of it. | got the most feedback
person-to-person my first year compared to my oylears. Why is that? | suppose it is
just that they were different administrators. Aowh| just haven't met with anybody to
discuss any of that stuff, any of the informatiartttere. We've been told that if we have
any guestions to go see your evaluator. That's it.

Figure 14. Joseph’s November, 2010 Journal Entry
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March, 2011 They Expect Us to be Different

| can’t believe it. What is the purpose of thaipstl teacher self-report if they do the same
things over and over again? Do they even bothekilgy at them? | can remember the first
year | completed the teacher self-report. | talkeany assistant principal, Ms. Flores, about
doing research on emotional intelligence and ifeat on discipline. Where has the time
gone? What has happened to my desire to do thaarels? How have | grown
professionally??? No doubt things have changed hBue they? Three years and four
administrators later and they’re still preaching@lt professional growth and staff
development activities. But, here we are doingstree old things over and over again. The
definition of insanity if you ask me! | mean rgaliow are we supposed to improve our
instruction and what we do in the classroom?

To some extent, | understand we have requiremeritdfill. BUT | want to do something
different, something more. What about sciencetackinology? For the last two years, |
have begged and pleaded with them to let us goet@€AST conference. | spoke to Dr.
Kensington two years ago and then to Mrs. Galldgesyear. | even showed them the
brochure and told them how great it would be fditlaé science teachers to attend. This is
the time that we can get the latest and greatéstnmation in our field. But | feel like I've
been wasting my breath. What a great opportuniyoiuld be to learn from other science
teachers and to see what’'s new with science arithtdagy!!! But NO!! We can’t do things
during instructional time. They said | can go ati$day on my own time. Saturday's the
last day. What's left? How do they expect us toigand do different things, be different if
we are not allowed to go out and look and see?yTé@ot giving us the opportunities to
grow where we want to grow. They are limiting usraech now that we can only go during
non-instructional hours. Don'’t they realize thabsh conferences are during the day and
during school hours? What a ridiculous districtipg! What good is it even if they pay me
to attend a workshop on some irrelevant topitPhust admit though that some of those
repetitive yearly trainings on discipline and clemsm management might have paid off.
Every year they have the same type of trainingsevery one of those classroom
management trainings you hear the same thingseaiyyevorkshop, every staff development.
Do this. Do that. As a new teacher, yes you knat But with inexperience, | didn't. Maybe
[ just didn't believe it. | don't know. But througte years | learn to do it. I've really tried
hard to improveThat first year | was in survival mode — learningat’to do, not do, and
basically just going through the motions. But @®1 more comfortable with the school and
| knew what was expected of me, | was able to carate more of my energy into using the
techniques they were preaching in those classroamagement trainings. As they say,
‘practice makes perfect.’

At least | have my graduate hours to count towaydonofessional credit hours for

recertification. What about the others? | guessytivill just have to go through the motions
and attend the trainings just to collect the hourthe epitome of professional growth??

Figure 15 Joseph’s March, 2011 Journal Entry
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May, 2011 We Sign It

Here it is — practically the end of the year. Mk&ora called me up stairs to sign my
final evaluation. | didn’t meet with Mrs. Worthitogn. So much for a summative
conference. You would have thought she would tmtevith me about the final
evaluation since | had questions about my classrobgervation this year. | don’'t know
why | expected something different this year. tBat hasn’t changed in the last few
years. Well, really the only time I've ever haduammative conference was my first year
teaching and that was with Ms. Flores. | wondée-they only meet with™lyear
teachers?? | thought there was supposed to beetimgeat the end of the year every
year. At least that is what | was told in my gratkuclass.

Now, they just give it to us. We look at it. Wmst. If we have any questions, we ask.
If we don't, oh well, see ya next year — maybe. tlBty don’t exactly make it very
inviting to ask questions. After all, they’re itloé ones giving me the evaluation, it's
Mrs. Mora. It's in some brown envelope. So | psén it up right there and then and
sign it. It's not like if | take it to my room sething is going change. And who wants to
go back and forth, up and down the stairs anywaguess it's okay since they don’t
change anything from the observation. And thetlaste domains aren’t that big of a
deal anyway. Plus, | know how busy they are upettrging to end the year. The kids
seem to get worse at the end of the year. Sadgjney are really busy taking care of
the discipline issues. Even then when | ask MmtiWhgton about the observation
earlier in the year, it wasn't like | wanted herd¢bange anything. | just wanted to know
why | got what | got. Oh well, I'm sure Mrs. Monall give me my copy as soon as Mrs.
Worthington signs the original like she always does

But it makes me wonder. Even as | recall my fiestr, the one time | had a summative
conference was it effective? No, | don't think slemember the first year | had a lot of
retained students who were constantly talking baockwanting to do their work. And
on top of all that, those kids would get the aitanbf the other students. | felt like | was
losing control. | know I've gotten a lot bettertno be as confrontational with some of
those kids with behavior problems. This year arstl y@ar have been heaven compared
to my first year. | love it now! | love it! I've Hano problems at all. There might be that
occasional kid here and there but nothing compadecetthat first year. What a
nightmare!! | wish | would have known then whihbw now. The experience has
helped a lot!!

But this whole PDAS thing, it's not like | changagl ways and how | teach because of
my evaluations. So, I'm not too sure what all ihiseally all about. But | know this - we
will repeat this whole process again next year lusealTEA says so. God forbid we
would defy TEA.

Figure 16. Joseph’s May, 2011 Journal Entry
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In Joseph’s short time at Southern Intermediad)ds learned that there is a set of
standards by which he is expected to teach. Bvangh he has accepted these rules of
conduct, Joseph is frustrated with the professigmalvth component of the teacher
evaluation system. His efforts to “be different&an direct contradiction to his repeated
conduct behaving the same way during a formal dass observation because he has
learned that those actions will result in positigsults on his teacher evaluation. His
colleague, Hannah, expresses similar frustratioms bt the same willingness to accept
the rules.

Hannah — Middle of the Road

Joseph and Hannah teach in the same pod at Soutiermediate. Hannah has
seen some changes in her career, as well. Cwriaritie 6th year of her career and
teaching language arts, Hannah was originally hiogdach 5th and 6th grade math at
Southern Intermediate her first year. A gradu&t local university in a neighboring
city with a Bachelors of Science Degree in Bilingbducation, Hannah originally had a
standard certificate to teach Early Childhood tigtod" grade. Taking into account she
was teaching a grade level out of her certificatioga the first year, Hannah'’s continued
employment at Southern Intermediate was contingpah passing thé4- 8" grade
certification examination administered by the S8dard of Educators Certification. For
the past 4 %2 years, Hannah has been teaching gdadguage arts at the same school.
Now she is certified to teach any subject from gryels Early Childhood td"8grade.
For the 2010-11 school year, she is responsibleemhing four blocks of sixth grade

language arts and reading with approximately 28esits per class. In addition to
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personal responsibilities, including being a sirquaeent of a pre-teen, Hannah enjoys
being an active sponsor of student council andiBatsbn Imagination.

One of the things that have changed for Hannah thxeeyears is her attitudes and
actions in regard to the teacher evaluation systéfhen she was first hired to teach at
Southern Intermediate, she participated in distniintation, which included training on
the PDAS system. Hannah recalls the training bpargof two intense days of staff
development the week before she was to report ith8m Intermediate to get ready for
her first year of teaching. That was the exterttafpreparation for the first classroom
observation and walkthroughs during the first yafaeaching. Rather, Hannah's
colleagues, especially her first year mentor teggrevided helpful hints and
suggestions that assisted her in preparation ®@PDAS observation. Hannah recalls
feeling tentative and so, simply accepted her gralts evaluation of her without
guestion.

Over the past years, Hannah has become boldenaralconfident in confronting
her administrators in regard to her teacher eviangt Hannah explains that if she has
any questions it is understood that she needstiatenthe conference. She no longer
finds that she simply has to accept the resultacat value but can ask questions. Even
though she would prefer to have a discussion, ditees the administrator simply calls
her up to sign the completed evaluation withoutimga conference. Hannah states,
“But nothing is really discussed. They just teluyto look over it, sign it, and we're
done.”

The first of four entries, entitled’he Infamous Peepholegrovides a description

of Hannah's thoughts and feelings concerning ortb@hew requirements, which allows
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the administrator to view into a teacher’s claserauthout actually entering the room.
The October, 2010 journal entry entitf&ithe Dog & Pony Show'reflects on Hannah'’s
thoughts and beliefs revolving around the admiatistts knowledge and conduct
connected with the teacher evaluation systemhdrMarch, 2011 journal entryThe
Elephant in the RoomHannah considers the effects of the administrafmesence in

the classroom and what they’re writing during tbacher evaluation process. In the final
entry on May, 2011 titledThis is m&,Hannah expresses her thoughts and attitudes
regarding how the evaluation portrays her as eggacThe journal entries are in the

figures on the next few pages.
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September, 2010 The Infamous Peephole

Administration is expecting that all the classrodaors have a sort of window
available to see into the classroom. | am not aotable with the fact that | must have
a “peep” hole on my door. While | have no problemth Administrators in my room, |
do have a problem with “snapshots” of what couldmisconstrued by taking a quick
“peep” into my classroom. | know that the admirasors just want to have an easy
way of seeing into the classroom without havinggen the door. But that’s not the
way it feels. What is it that they are trying twamplish? Do they not trust us?? Why
don’t they just take the time to actually come mipclassroom and see what the
students are doing and working on? REALLY, youigktthat they would want to see
what | was teaching the kids instead of just whatheoks like | can manage the kids.

| don't like that little peephole because | knowATersonnel and administrators are
looking to see our where abouts in the room, iegime an ill feeling in my stomach
when | have to be behind my desk and on my PCkéortdl EVERYperiod. What if
when they “peep” in I'm behind my desk taking rolThen for sure | am going to get
some note with their comments that I'm not teaclidg the class. Will these notes be
used in my PDAS? How will | be able to defend H32ére they going to come by
more frequently to check up on me? How do | kridikere is a problem at least
according to them if all they do is come by andop@@? | suppose they will let me
know but | hate the thought of having to defendefhdter the fact. Again, where’s
the trust? Where’s the communication and feedbéckiP seems one-sided!

They're just looking to catch us at that momenteiieugh | am just doing what | have
been told to do. | know that we are having issmigls the attendance but really!! With
everything else | have to do, now this — attendar@e top of all that, | have to worry
about some administrator “peeping” into my roomskee if | am doing my job. Itis
just too much, all this little knit picky stufft just kind of makes us angry about it all.
Several of the doors have been cut out and thethptiplexi-glass there so that they
could have that peep hole to kind of look throug¥ell, | guess I will get over it at
some point.

| feel really bad for Sonya across the hall from n&he has had a solid door for such a
long time. | think it was one of the few left @ampus. | saw the maintenance guys
getting it ready to place the plexi-glass paneasked the maintenance guys to give me
the wooden panel that they took out of her don doing to paint a black hole
because I'm sure she will be missing that privaay. gonna get some help wrapping it
up and give it to her for Christmas because I'messhre will be missing it by then. She
liked having her door solid. It'll be fun givingto her at Christmas. She doesn't even
know that | have it. But it's coming. We're alliggto sign it and the kids are gonna
sign it, too.

Figure 17. Hannah’s September, 2010 Journal Entry
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October, 2010 The Dog & Pony Show

| wonder what's going on. At the beginning of ylear, the administrators were
coming into the classrooms a lot more often. Tdwye in with their pens/pads and
give us those little eval sheets if it means somgthYou never know when they're
gonna pop in. It was happening pretty consisteatihe beginning of the year. But
now?? At the beginning of the year they told tigeast the reading department was
gonna be visited much like the science departmastwhen scores were low and TEA
was here. They had the science teachers keep bkeder of documentation. Just like
the science teachers, | thought the reading teach&re gonna be under the same type
of scrutiny and there was gonna be ALL this shét tve were going to have to
compile. Mrs. Guerra made it sound so overwhelmiimg amount of documentation
and stuff that we were gonna have to put togetbex department. Maybe she was
trying to prepare us for that. | think they wertting pressure from central because
the State was gonna be coming. But then they di:tidé they weren't gonna do it
after all. 1 guess maybe that's why they backéafodis a little bit?

But it’s not like that information on the eval steef any value. But | always get
nervous at the beginning of the year because yqustegetting back into the swing of
things. Once | got my first evaluation, it kindimitated me because | just feel like it
wasn't enough feedback. They give you some comimgrit well, on some of them. It
just kind of all seems haphazard what they fitind what they don’t. So, what is the
purpose? What are they looking for? Not everghschecked off. Not everything is
marked. Maybe they write a sentence or two. Mb#8te time, they don’t write
anything at all. It's not thorough. It's not castent in what they check off and what's
written and what's not. On one form there is naghimarked off and another one there
is. | just end up collecting them in a pile. Ihdeeven read them really because | know
they’re writing something that we were doing insdat that particular time. | know
what I'm doing in my class. Geesshhh - I'm thedwiag it! They should tell me what
they want or like to see more of if I'm not doihg&ive me more constructive criticis

| just feel like | want more than this. | justiféke what's the poin® Are they doing
their dog and pony show?

| suppose they have their reasons. There have times where they’ve come to do a
walkthrough and | don't get anything. | remembee dime the reason they were
coming was to check and see if we were doing whateve supposed to during the
tutorial time. Another time they were checkingee if we were really doing the
CSCOPE lesson that was scheduled for that day.etoes | just feel like they come
in to catch you doing something wrong instead ¢fihg us improve as teachers. |
mean really — If it weren't for the fact that | kmavhat their handwriting looks like, |
wouldn’t even know who wrote up the walkthrougtmforThe walkthrough form
doesn’t even hava place for the administrator’s signatureWhat does that tell you??

Figure 18. Hannah’s October, 2010 Journal Entry
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March, 2011 The Elephant in the Room

That evaluation is going to go in my folder forev®@o yes, | get that nervous feeling
every time. | even try not to look at them whey'tle sitting there in the back of
the room during an observation. [I'll probably loat them to see what they're
doing only by chance. | think that | get into teeson and | almost forget that
they're back there sometimes. It isn't untilif lboking up or if I'm walking around
that it hits me again that they're in the room.

“Don’t worry. Go about your usual routine.” That'what they tell me every time.
Yeah, right. Like | have an administrator sittimgthe back of my room everyday
writing who knows what. There’s nothing routineabthat except that it happens
once a year! Oh my gosh, it's like #lephant that's in the room They just
observe you in the front while they sit there ia ltlack of the room. They’re just
watching me, watching and writing. Did | do somethiwrong? They’re critiquing
me in some way and that's what they're supposbd tioing | guess. | just worry.
It's kind of like the movies when something baabigut to happen - you see them
and you know they're giving you that beady eye \lo&n they’re writing down on
their tablet or paper.

It's not like I've ever gotten a really bad evaligat. It's totally different from

getting a walkthrough. On the walkthroughs itshakt like | already know what
they're writing. But, when you get your formal PP@valuation, there isn’t much
written. It's just the little checkmarks. So I'rft lsondering what they were writing
because that's how they're going to check off titde PDAS boxes. At least that is
what I'm assuming; they’re gonna go back with thosies that they took while

doing my PDAS evaluation and fill out the form. W&hn't | see their notes too??
Wouldn’t that give me more information than juské® checked off on some generic
form??

This year | felt like my lesson was going reallyiwdelt good about what we were
doing. Kids were super engaged. Then, | saw thetmgmand | got that ugly

feeling in the pit of my stomach - Oh, gosh, wimatl@oing wrong? What are they
having to write about? | was feeling like | wasmpso good and then BAM. And ta
top it all off - | find that they leave the littteote on my table. And it's a really nice
note. So, then | knew I did okay.

Figure 19. Hannah’s March, 2011 Journal Entry
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May, 2011 This Is Me

| got my evaluation today. They called me upstamd it was already signed. They
want us to sign it right then and there. | jugiread it before | read it. | really
shouldn’t have signed that evaluation until | readl remember my parents telling
medon't sign anything until you've read itWhen | sign it, to me it means that |
agree with what is on the paperhis is me This is who | am and | agree with yc
Here's my signature proving that.

They’ll call you out of the middle of your classtell you to come up. They don't
say here look over it in a day or two. It's makelsign it right there in front of the
secretary. So, | don't really look at it other thim make sure there’s nothing really
bad. | just kind of feel rushed to get it signed &urned in. But | know once | do
get my hands on it and | don't agree with sometbinij | have questions, | can
always go back and talk to them or question thélat the first time though! In my
first evaluation | felt like it was as if | weregsiing my life away. | left myself in the
beginning feeling why did | sign this because I'lagree with everything on here?
But | just wasn't strong enough in the beginning tuestion it. Now, if | have
guestions then | try to get them answered. Iftinen it's like okay well they're not
going to fire me over this. Oh well, | figure 'ildoing something really wrong or
bad they'll let me know.

This year, when | brought my copy back to my classs looking through it. A
couple things really bothered me. So, | went teg® Worthington about it. I'm
really not one to cause waves. | usually just gb the flow of things. But it seems
to me that with more experience, | have become imqresitive and outspokenl
want to know these thingsl know I'm not a perfect teacher. But | want “eads”
on everything not just for myself but for my kigls.tell me --- how can | make an
“exceeds™? |told her that | wasn’'t coming to as&r to change anything. I just
wanted to know what I could have done bettereltllike | had fulfilled all the
requirements. When we met, Worthington got heklout and we talked about the
lesson. I'm like I did that. 1 did that. So, wiaa | lacking? Then she changed it.
Why did she change it? Does she even know whas shpposed to be looking fa

Figure 20. Hannah’s May, 2011 Journal Entry
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In the previous journal entries, a picture of Hams trip through her attitudes and
beliefs is provided to the reader. Hannah begarddnaching career by accepting the
terms and conditions of the teacher evaluatioresystithout reservations. But as she
gains more experience, Hannah believes that sherasdhe confidence to question her
administrators when and if she disagrees with éectter evaluation. In addition,
Hannah questions fervently the whole purpose ofébeher evaluation to the extent that
she believes that the administrators conduct th&uations as part of their own “dog and
pony show.” One of Hannah’s mentors, Michaelay at$erences the cliché — “dog and
pony show.”

Michaela — The Veteran

During the course of her 21 years, Michaela halsvaaious additional
responsibilities including but not limited to sergion the campus site-based decision
making committee, district based decision makingmittee, sponsoring several
different University Scholastic League (UIL) acties, campus coordinator for UIL,
National Junior Honor Society sponsor, Texas BedraliSupport Initiative (TBSI)
member, student council sponsor, and a mentor uithom ISD Amigo Program for
several years. Obviously, the veteran of the tpegécipants and also a graduate of the
same local university with a Bachelor of Scienc&ducation, Michaela is currently in
her 22nd year of her teaching career. As suchhdila has a wealth of information to
share in regard to the campus considering thagnkiesty of her teaching career has been
at Southern Intermediate. At the time she beganeaehing career, Southern
Intermediate was a 6th and 7th grade campus. Ptentime at Southern Intermediate,

she has worked with approximately six differennhpipals. She has taught all grade
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levels spanning from fourth to eighth grade whethesas in the regular school setting or
summer school. As a devoted veteran teacher whitnces in the field, Michaela states,
“I loved every year.” Even though she has taugatmon a couple of different occasions
during summer school, Michaela has a provisiondlfmation to teach reading in grades
1 — 8 as well as a self-contained classroom grade8. In other words, unlike Joseph
and Hannah, Michaela does not need to renew hehmitencertificate every 6 years.
Michaela has been responsible for teaching langaggeand reading for the past 20
some-odd years. Currently, she teaches fifth giauage arts and reading working a
rotation pod with three other teachers who areamsiple for the remaining subject areas
for the students they share. Michaela teachestimeks of language arts/reading and an
enrichment class. Her average class size is 2igsts.

On the next few pages are the last set of jowgnales, which focus on Michaela’s
experiences with the teacher evaluation systenoath®rn Intermediate. The series of
entries begins with an excerpt entitleibtighest Evaluationthat explores Michaela’s
thoughts and views concerning my particular teaelatuation when | served as her
appraiser. Inthe January, 2011 jourfiadsing a Friendship,”Michaela offers some
insight about her experience with her colleague&tion to her pseudo supervisory role
as per the principal’s request. In the March, 2f@iitnal entry, Mentoring Others”
Michaela depicts her experience imparting advicetbher teachers. In the final entry of
April, 2011 titled ‘Song & Dance,"Michaela provides some insight into her beliefs
about and experiences with walkthroughs at Soutimtenmediate. The journal entries

are in the figures on the next few pages.
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October, 2010 Toughest Evaluation

| had a great surprise visit from Ms. Torres todayny classroom. She wants me to
assist her with documentation she needs towardslai@ng her doctorate studies based
on the PDAS observation and other informal walktigios. | gladly accepted Ms.
Torres’ invitation to participate in her doctoragtudies. | am reminding myself to look
for previous PDAS documentation. Ms. Torres nédal8S records to help her gather
information. Little does she know some of my lteggobservations results came from
her.

| felt like the very first time when she observedbacause she is from a math background
and that maybe she didn't get my groove as a regaiacher. Maybe she didn't
understand the point or the reason why | was ddiagcertain way or | was teaching a
certain way in how | delivered my lesson. Sopktthat into consideration that maybe
she didn’t have the background or understood tffecdlty of the concept | was
presenting to the students. Most of the timey, i choose objectives that aren’t easy to
do for my evaluabns. I'm not going to do a lesson on fact anchimpi. That's too easy

| like to do the other types because those aresatieat are very abstract and more so for
our students. The majority of our students arefluent readers. So, it takes a lot of
work to get the kids from where they are when ltigetn and to where they are when they
leave. When they leave my classroom, | know taedined.

But that's how | took it. That may be the reasowy she wasn't very impressed. 1 just felt
that maybe she might have docked me a little bierti@an | should've been for whatever
reasons. | could be totally wrong. But that'sasgumption. She and | never talked
about it at the time of the evaluation. | feeltthest of my other appraisers had some
kind of reading background. They got what | wgey to do. No questions asked. In
other words, | was given the benefit of the dobht t knew what | was doing. | don't
remember what areas it was. It could've been erirttplementation of the lesson that |
could've been docked. But, the only reason | mergnything now was because she was
asking about it. At that time, | felt like it wagjaod evaluation. | was okay with it. |
didn't want to question it mainly maybe becausevsh® my boss and | respect that and
still do. | guess my upbringing was if you havéhimg nice to say, don't say it at alit
that time, we might not like it but okay, hey, thetvhat they're saying. That's how
they're calling it. Deal with it, tougher skin, ashthere we go.

This was the first time since | was a first or setgear teacher that | wasn't “exceeds”
on my evaluation. | was just at proficienwell maybe she busted my bubbl€here’s a
difference between a 90 and an 89. She gave m8%nBut, could that have made me a
stronger teacher? Yes. I'm gonna look at it a®gportunity. Being conscientious, I'm
going to do it better next time. That's probabhyw didn't say anything to her at the
time because | do value what is on that instrum&, if that's what she saw and felt,
that was fine.

Figure 21. Michaela’s October, 2010 Journal Entry
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January, 2011 Losing a Friendship

| saw an old colleague the other day. It remindealof that one year when Mrs.
Garcia had me go observe brand new teachers. Ireaty surprised she asked me
but it was great to know that Mrs. Garcia had tleefidence in me to go and observe
other teachers. | kept a journal to documentdhservations. Funny how that whole
experience turned out to be a real eye-opener mamwell. | thought that when the
doors closed that we all do our objective, we dostartup, we do our lesson, we do
this and we do that. That’s not necessarily thgec | found out. | could never
understand when we got our TAKS scores how andhveyweren’t so good. I'm not
trying to toot my own horn but | thought everybedyked hard doing what we
needed to do to get the kids ready. When | wénthose classrooms, | finally
understood. It was like - shhh, no wonder! Noooder! As a teacher you don'’t get
to see everyone else teaching a lesson. Whentlimterthe different classes, | saw
how differently we do our jobs. | also never thioiuid end up losing a friend over
the whole thing.

| remember having a conversation with Noel abouatWirs. Garcia wanted me to

do. Noel warned me that there might be some teachat would be resentful or
irritated by it. Well, it sure did!! | thoughtNO. NO, because | felt like we were all
friends. But there was one teacher that didn’etakso well. From what | heard, she
never really was okay about my new duties. | whisthat since she had the Master’s
degree and | didn’t she believed she should haee bee one chosen. It just floored
me when | heard that. Never did | think that sloeilel think that. What difference
does it make? | didn't ask to be chosen. It'sliketl went to Mrs. Garcia and
volunteer or anything. | was asked to do it. Abeélieve that when something is
asked of you, you do whatever it is to help out.

But | lost our friendship over it. | didn't see yhecause if it wasn't me and it would
have been somebody else, I'd be happy for thabperscan't believe even today that
it is still an issue. It's not like we’re meandach other or anything like that. We'’re
very cordial to each other but that’s it.

And to top it all off — after all was said and @y ended up having to teach another
class during the time that | was set up to go olesé¢ine new teachers. We just ended
up with too many students and | had to pick upsthek. So, | stopped doing the
observations after the first semester.

Figure 22. Michaela’s January, 2011 Journal Entry
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March, 2011 Mentoring Others

| had a lot of opportunities to help others outtbeir evaluations and just mentoring
them throughout the school year. It seems likeyeyear | am chosen to be an Amigo
for one of our new teachers. My administratorsre at the end of the year on my
evaluations that | am doing a good job. I've hambd experiences so far. They give me
the points that they saw, the strengths and howtodents performed during the
observation. They've also told me that the atmesphthe environment that | provide in
my classroom is great. They can tell by the reachetween me and the kids that | have
a good rapport with my students. It's not justtftat day. It's obvious to them that
there's a mutual respect

| have also been told that they learned a couplkhiags in the class as well. | had an
appraiser once when we were doing a show of card$aiss. The show of cards was to
let me know that they clearly understood what theke doing. The appraiser was in the
back of the room and it just so happened that hecte the wrong answer. When | saw
that he had the wrong answer and most my kids hedarrect answer, | re-taught it in

a different way.l asked a different question and this time he goght. He even
mentioned to me that he actually learned that patér skill in my class.

| guess that's why they ask me to be a mentortterdeachers because they like what
they see in my room. Teachers are also askedebgdministrator to come observe me
teach. If they're asking me to let another teacttane do an observation in my
classroom there's gotta be a reason why. If #sdwuse they want for her to see
classroom management, I'm assuming that she's gp@avoblems with discipline. That’s
what was mentioned to me on one occasion, whaptréitular teacher wanted to see.

| emailed the teacher that time after she camernmgaoom to see how things had gone.
She replied that there were some strategies thatlused that she was going to try in
her room. This is why I think that there shouldabsonstant communication between the
teacher, the appraiser, the teacher and the coktegdo constantly help each other
because | think that teamwork is what makes tlerdiice with our students.

A lot of times teachers ask me for advice aboypgmations for their upcoming
evaluations. If | can, | help them with ideas tarming activities for that lesson. I've
had several teachers tell over the years that treyreally appreciative of the support
that | provided to them. Even Hannah has told ina¢ $he feels she's a little bit more
organized with her teaching because of my manageshkéls that | taught her and it
helped her. Sandra also told me that she feetsdlile is a better teacher because of
some of the skills that she picked up from me, tabdn't keep my little secrets.

In a way, those opportunities when the principdsasie can so-and-so come in, | think
it keeps me on my toes. | think it has helpedonadwtays fine tune my own teaching
skills. So, | will look over my lesson. | will dinatever, whenever | can to help other
teachers

Figure 23. Michaela’s March, 2011 Journal Entry
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April, 2011 Song & Dance

Well, | think PDAS is an evaluation to see whetherteacher is doing her job or
not. But is a teacher doing her job or not in thak sitting? Anybody can pull off
that song and dance. Come on! Sometimes it canshew for some teachers.
They're gonna put all their effort into that oneydal hen wow, this teacher is
awesome that one day. Of course, you want to thakelay a special day. You
might even want to try something different. Biink it's a daily thing. 1 just feel
that you need to prepare for every day. It's gbtaa daily thing. That's why |
definitely think there should be more walkthroughs.

That's another thing that our new teacher is resgnthis year. Because of our
standing and status, they come into our classra@thos. At the beginning of the
year, boy, they were in here ALL the time, alltthee. I'm used to it but she isn't
because over there at her previous campus it wasleervation and that was it.
So, she felt like she was being watched over h&eceording to her, they're being
knit picky. They’re checking on ‘me’ or ‘I'm gongat you’ type of thing. It just so
happened every time that they would walk in, sheamathe computer. What's she
doing? Who knows?? One of the times she was &ctl@hg attendance on the
computer. | told her, “Well why didn't you telletm.” This is like her third time
though. So, what was she doing the first and sktore?? Who knows? But there
have been other situations where teachers are deangething other than teaching
in their classrooms with the kids present. | kraja few teachers have their iPads
on the desk and are reading their own personal Isoviedon't get that. They have
their own agendas. But that's a perfect opportyfir the kids to be off-task. Then |
can see why they would come into that teacher'ssctaom. They might ask ‘Hey
what's going on in there?’ So, anyway, some teackee it as ‘Ahah, I'm going to
catch you.’

But, are the walkthroughs necessary? Yes, | ddtitimmnecessary. But you
shouldn’t have to worry about that if you're doiywur job and they know you're
working. | know lately they're coming around maoffeen. But they're not coming
into the classroom so much like they were in thggrimeng of the year. | see them
through the plexi-glass panel in the door a lot niyabecause I'm right there in front
of the room working with the kids. So, | can $esrt by the door. But they don’t
come into my room. | feel that they know thatdemg my job they're going to
leave me alone because of that. | feel that thettypmuch trust my judgment as far
as being the teacher and what I'm doing with thaski

Figure 24. Michaela’s April, 2011 Journal Entry
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In the previous journal entries, a brief journesg theen taken through Michaela’s
extensive career at Southern Intermediate focusdbeoteacher evaluation system.
Michaela is a dutiful teacher who has a high redardhe hierarchical structure in the
school system. She believes that it is her respitibsto share her experience with
younger or struggling teachers to help them impiaveeir performance. But Michaela
struggles to compartmentalize her duty to followkrand file and thus accepting the
teacher evaluation system at face value with redimigs that “anyone can do the dog and
pony show” or the trustworthiness of the teached@ation system.

Cross-Case Analysis

As part of the requirement in Texas outlined ind®Education Code (TEC)
§21.351 (Texas Administrative Code 150 § 1009, 199@uthern Intermediate uses the
state recommended system, Professional Developsneppraisal System (PDAS), to
evaluate its teachers. PDAS consists of a sqiexiic standards and expectations for
teacher behaviors. Joseph, Hannah, and Michaekwvatuated every year according to
those standards. Evident throughout the journ@les) Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela
continually negotiate the meaning and purpose@gttlaluation process. Using
Foucault's (1977a, 1980, 1983. 2000) power/knowdeagalysis, | constructed a cross-
case analysis, which explores how Joseph, HannahM&haela negotiate power in
context of the teacher evaluation process at Southéermediate.

Foucault (2000) does not propose a particular atedf analysis but rather some
‘tools’ that could be used to probe the currenteays Foucault (1977a) took the concept
of Jeremy Bentham'’s prison design of the Panoptaoahapplied it beyond the physical

constructs to dynamic situations in which relatiohpower were clearly visible and
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vulnerable to destabilization even under extrenmalitmns. In other words, power is not
fixed, stable, with one essential meaning. Insfgaaer exists in relations, and even in
the most extreme relations between the oppressbth@woppressed, relations of power
can be altered. However, for power to appear stdbére are tools that can be used. In
particular, Foucault (1977a) focused on the suesgike of people and the regulation of
their behavior. Being watched by the aid of thadpdicon structure allows a direct line
of vision from the guard to the prisoner. Therefdhe prisoners can think that they are
being watched constantly, or that the guards haeg@ower to watch them constantly
even if the guards are not doing so. Thus, theopar can discipline himself through that
knowledge of surveillance. Through disciplinaryyao rather than sovereignty,
surveillance functions to quietly instruct its sedds into conformity and regularity.

Similarly, disciplinary structures and gazes ih&trm the implementation of
PDAS can also become tools that bring teacherscimiéormity and regularity. As such,
to examine the cultural and institutional practiaeSouthern Intermediate in terms of
power relationships, | analyzed the data for bagracts of discipline, punishment, and
surveillance.By conducting this analysis, | was able to explwwer Joseph’s, Hannah's,
and Michaela’s behaviors function as a form of pdkvewledge (Foucault, 2000) via
the cultural and institutional practices at Southetermediate.

In the analysis that follows, the binaries uncedethe privileged positions as well
as the arbitrary labels and assignments givenaithess and administrators. Moreover,
acts of surveillance at Southern Intermediate thinanformal and formal structures of
the PDAS process produced knowable and compliachess, which are elaborated upon

later in this chapter. The self-disciplining piees of Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela can
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be explained through the underlying influencesis€igline and punishment. | compared
and contrasted the participants’ behaviors and mganaking of experiences with each
other, using the tenets of Foucault’s (1977a, 198&#er/knowledge dynamics as
demonstrated later.

Descriptive data to support each of the specibiecdault’'s (1977a, 1984, 2000)
categories of surveillance, discipline, and puniehtrare provided below in the form of
categories. Although there is only one exampletgacher provided in the tables (Tables
9, 10, & 11) later in this chapter, the one exanipl@ composite representation of
numerous incidences from all data sources.

In/visible Boundaries

Considering that language is embedded in discd@iselbury-Jones, Irvine, &
Sambrook, 2007), inclusionary and exclusionary fozas (MacNaughton, 2005) can be
evident in items such as texts, words, imagesp@astiand interactions of members in an
institution. Such inclusionary and exclusionargqtices can lead to binary relationships
creating divisions between people, such as creatmdationship of them versus us.
Binary relationships disclose the privileged pasitof one over the other as well as the
labels, roles, and assignments of that particuteary. In some settings in education,
divisions are naturalized where the current prastiaf exclusion/inclusion have been
made legitimate. For example, the teacher is Bpethto behave in a way that masks the
teacher’s shifting ontological states of being.other words, instead of being honest,
authentic, and sincere, the teacher is expectpdtton a mask of being courteous, polite,
and politically correct, regardless of the situatay the actors involved. The teacher is

expected to react exactly the same way no mattat thie situation is or who the actors
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are. How the teachers actually would like to egprthemselves and communicate their
ideas are less relevant compared to how they arelsethe administrators and how they
are rated on PDAS. Once the teachers learn tlosgatized and silencing discourses
about communication and expression of ideas, teeptne further re-inscribed in binary
relations of them versus us. Moreover, such “propehavior is rewarded by situating
the teachers on the privileged side of the binaoynoted in PDAS where a teacher is
labeled agxceedsnstead oproficient. The binary relationships existing in the current
study can be classified into three different catiego which will be discussed in further
details in the following sections.

The three categories binary relationships are those evident in the pta}si
structures, placement, and PDAS based terminoldtpese relationships are exhibited
throughout the practices of Joseph, Hannah, antidédia via their discourse (Bradbury-
Jones, Irvine, & Sambrook, 2007) and the inclusipad exclusionary practices
(MacNaughton, 2005) of their words, actions, andrerctions. The first two categorical
binaries, physical structures and placement, teférose relationships originating as a
result of the physical setting of the furnitureusture of building, and the physical
positioning of individuals in that particular segi The third category, PDAS based
terminology, refer to how the language of PDAS #relperception of such language
create visible and invisible boundaries.

Physical Structures and PlacementThe first two categories of involving
physical structures and placement are the mosaNysevident of the binary relationships
in the context in which the participants work. Biegl structures refer to the

architectural elements of Southern Intermediaterevkeachers and administrators are
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placed in ways that create a clear physical digisi®his physical division has similar
characteristics of the Panopticon where the adtnaticg's can keep a watchful eye over
the teachers. Placement refers to how the fumituSouthern Intermediate are
positioned, creating a clear boundary between dng@rastrators and the teachers. These
placements also promote a feeling of where onelsepis in the school and who occupies
the privileged position, based on not only the tmraof the furniture but also the type of
furniture that an administrator has access to geasieacher. For example, the central
office is, as its name suggests, at the centdreo€ampus with a birds-eye-view of the
entire campus. To make surveillance easier, alcthssrooms have peepholes that the
administrators can use for disciplinary gazes wittibe teacher’s prior knowledge or
consent. Additionally, the teachers’ lounge ishiea basement directly under the central
office, without any light or windows, or exposucethe outside. This lounge is fondly
known as the “pit.” However, administrators woultbw every single time a teacher
enters or exits the pit because the panoramic wisdo the central office offer a view of
the path to the pit. Such physical structures blgaositions the administrators in a
different group than the teachers with differentipgges and access. Consequently, it is
easy for the teachers to experience exclusionagtipes by the administrators, based
solely on the physical structures, although theeeewnany other reasons to experience
such practices. Divisive physical structures saglkhose present in Southern
Intermediate are directly influential in creatingh@m versus us binary relationship
between the administrators and teachers.

Placement of furniture further contributed to Hueary relationship between the

administrators and the teachers. For instanddgiprincipal’s office the principal has a
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plush, high-back leather chair behind an executiadogany desk. Yet, the seat for the
teacher to sit opposite to the principal, on theeoside of the mahogany desk, is a
wooden chair low to the ground, and definitely loweheight compared to the
principal’s seat. When a conference between d&&zand a principal needs to happen
regarding PDAS, the teacher has to leave her/agsabom, travel up the stairs into the
central office area, and gain permission from treeptionist to enter into the principal’s
office. This journey is indicative of the divisidretween the location of the
administrators and the teachers as well as spedks barriers set up for a teacher to
have access to his/her principal. Once the teaatter the principal’s office, s/he
would have to sit in the wooden chair, low to thheund and look up at the principal
seated in the plush high-back leather chair betiiadnahogany desk. Such clearly
marked physical boundaries between the administesid the teacher can only be
blurred if the administrator chooses to step oetsithe desk and sit on the same side
with the participant in a similar chair. Howeveone of the participants reported such
administrative moves.

Given that the PDAS conference is already one &tles teachers are being judged
about their effectiveness as an educator, sucheddr&undaries and privileged access
create a division between the administrators aaddachers, ensuring that a perception
of fixed power relations and normalizing the teaah® her hierarchically lower
position than the administrator. Teachers perc#igeadministrators have all the power
to evaluate and label them, while they have litil@o power to resist incorrect labeling.
Positioning themselves as lower than the admingtia the furniture placement, and

having a seat that is remarkable different fromatiministrator, with an impenetrable
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barrier of a mahogany desk further reinforce thmaty relationship between the
administrator and the teacher. Additionally, i tieacher is in the administrator’s office
as part of his/her evaluation conference, thenis/aédempting to understand why she
has not received the coveted PDAS labahafeedsnstead ofproficient. This
conversation takes place where the teacher is qdilyssituated lower than the
administrator and trying to discuss the merit tdlzel that hierarchically organizes
effective teaching through checklists and survedi&a Thus, both the context and the
content of conversation in the principal’s officasled on its physical location, furniture
placement, and discussion of labels create fuliimary relationships between the
administrator and the teacher. These binary oglaliips also promote the perception of
lack of power and agency on behalf of the teach8rtgh perception is driven by
understanding power to exist in a static way irgtgladynamically in relations.
Consequently, teachers take on a submissive rdletadministrators, seeing them as the
labeling authority, even though the teachers krimat the administrators often do not
have the subject-matter expertise to label teachifegtiveness. When Michaela states,
“ At that time, we might not like it but okay, heliat's what they're saying. That's how
they're calling it. Deal with it, tougher skin,cathere we go,” she demonstrates
developing strategic negotiation skills from hergeéved lower position. This lower
position is further crystallized when the admirasdr can enter the teacher’s room at
will, evaluates teachers of all academic areasowitlappropriate subject matter
knowledge, and has the authority to express whatogpiate or inappropriate teacher

behavior is.



155

PDAS based terminology.The language or terminology used in the PDAS
instrument is evidence of binaries as well. Thags ofbelow expectationgroficient,
andexceed®xhibit a hierarchical standard of appropriatehea behaviors for all the
participants. The behaviors that the administreg@valuating can be identified by the
general categories listed in Figure 25, which tHaies the binary relationships and how

they are further classified.

Ratings

A//\

Acceptable Unacceptable

(Below Expectations
A//\

Exceeds Proficient

Figure 25. Hierarchy of Rating Binaries

As previously described, the PDAS instrument hghtedomains and under each domain
there are anywhere from four to nine indicator$ #éna scored by the administrator.
Depending on the domain, the indicators refer twoua items such as instructional
strategies, classroom management, professional comation, student engagement,
student motivation, classroom environment, and iagdional strategies. In general, the
rating scale for each indicator can be classified one binary, acceptable/unacceptable.
The acceptable category is deemed appropriateucbimdthe classroom according
to PDAS standards and the administrator’s judgmé#ntoseph’s, Hannah's, and
Michaela’s behavior is acceptable during the ctamsr observation and/or during

summative evaluation, then their conduct is affinagth an acceptable rating for that
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indicator being scored gsoficientor exceeds On the other hand, if the conduct is not
appropriate, then the administrator punitively satee teacher an unacceptable score. On
the PDAS instrument, this is indicated by the igbelow expectationslif the

administrator scores two indicators or more ingame domain dselow expectations

the domain is rated d&®low expectationand the teacher is placed on a Teacher In Need
of Assistance (TINA) Intervention Plan. The intemtion plan functions as a tool to
discipline the teacher into compliant, docile sabjd~or Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela,
being placed on a TINA is equivalent to being peex as a bad teacher. Rather, all
three participants had a strong desire to scorhitiest rating possible.

The acceptable scorese{ceeds/proficiergxemplify another binary relationship
in the ratings. Even though Joseph acknowledgesagroficientrating is indicative of
an average performance, the main thing that hesléakin the results of his evaluation
are the number @xceedsnarked. Hannah and Michaela report that they eventhe
ratio of proficientto exceedsatings they receive on the evaluation from thepraiser.
Being proficient then has a sort of negative coatioh. For example Hannah remarks,
“It's average. You're proficient. You're okay's knough.”

While PDAS is an evaluation process which labedshing effectiveness with
various terms, such labeling creates boundariesdeast teachers that recei@eceedand
those who receivproficient. These boundaries are not visible because the tesAche
evaluations are not publicly shared by the adnriaiist. Instead the administrator only
meets a teacher privately if the teacher is unhafoyt their rating on PDAS. If an
administrator labels a teachermsficient,then both the teacher and the administrator

know that there are two types of invisible bounesugreated with such labeling. First the
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proficientteacher is not as effective as the teacher whavext@nexceeds$abel. One
does not see the teacher who received the ratiagosfedwisit the principal’s office to
have a conference about their evaluation. Sedbedabeling of a teacher psoficient
creates the invisible boundary between the diswpland the disciplined. In other words,
labeling a teachesroficientbecomes a fertile ground for an automatic unsaid
understanding that the teacher will be under thiehfial gaze of the administrator.
Regardless of whether the administrator will peeghrough the window, or will visit the
teacher’s class unannounced, the teacher woulétddg to expect intrusions and
surveillance in all possible forms. Therefore, FPblabels not only create visible
boundaries where one does not visit the principzfise due to receiving the coveted
rating, but also create invisible boundaries betwtbe administrator and the teacher for
disciplinary purposes.

Reflections on In/visible Binaries. What do these binaries reference? Do the
binaries allude to some other meaning for the gadnts? In the preceding section on
binaries, the participants have behaved in acceelamFoucault’s (1977a) docile and
knowable subject. Docile subjects are members afistitution who are willing to
behave according to the guards’ expectatiditsat is, Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela are
willing to relinquish the desire to behave in angywihat deviates from the institution’s
expected conformity. Knowable subjects are memabietise institution who are known
due to their behaviors. Namely, Joseph, HannathMiohaela act according to the
prescribed, acceptable standards reinforced bR IS indicators and the language

used by other teachers already entrenched anddhekanown as exemplary teachers in
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Southern Intermediate’s ideology. The languagetions as a discourse operating to
discipline the members by labeling their teachifigativeness.

Disciplinary discourse, if successful in its attémpen it systematizes behavior in
a way that subjugated behavior is desired and as@ormal. Within the participants’
discourse, the general ‘truth’ (Foucault, 1980kmowledge has been produced in their
particular society. It is the mechanism by whisd imembers are able to distinguish true
and false statements, techniques and procedurearéhaalued, and the status is
accorded to those who are charged with saying edwatts as discursively true
(Foucault, 1980) For instance, accepting the intrusive role of thegypal through
peeping into the classrooms, walkthroughs, andingteachers who comply with the
standards of PDAS without necessarily enhanciniguogon as mentors are all part and
parcel of a subjugated state of being. In otheldaiaeachers who perceive the power
relations between the administrators and themsédvbs fixed, unchangeable, do not see
themselves as agentic beings. Instead, they saes#ives as beings needing institutional
discipline in order for their teaching to be rewexd Therefore, by the time a teacher
moves from being a novice to a veteran, she isaped and disciplined to abandon her
personal values and belief systems about gooditeash that she can replace those
values with the institutional normative discour$®eing a PDAS performer whose
teaching can be labeled @sceeds.Thus, whatever the teachers’ ontological beliefs
maybe, by the time they are institutionalized, eéhstates of being are rejected in favor of

being a disciplined, performative subject of thgamization.
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Widget Teachers

Whether it is represented by cameras in the rgtiaies or in public school
hallways, surveillance techniques have become daimental part of life in modern
western societies (Danaher, Schirato, & Webb, 2@8ant, 2005; Pongratz, 2007; St.
Pierre, 2000). Surveillance is a central issusisstudy regardless of whether it is
personal, technical, bureaucratic, or legal. Ci@$9) further expounded that the types
of surveillance may range through forms of sup@wwisroutinization, formalization,
mechanization, and legislation. Ultimately, adtsurveillance generate increasing
control of the institution’s members. At Southémtermediate, the participants
experience the various acts of surveillance (Fi@evia PDAS, such as walkthroughs,
peer observations, plexi-glass walkthroughs, PDI&Sstoom observations, summative

evaluation, and conferences with the administrator.

PDAS
Informa Structures Formal Structures
v" Wadkthroughs v" PDAS Classoom Observation
v" Peer Observations v' Summative Evauation
v Plexi-glass Walkthroughs v Conferences w/ Adminigtrator

Figure 26.Informal and formal structures of surveillance DAS

The hierarchical nature of Southern Intermediataast easily visible through the
construction of the school itself. Reflective loétPanopticon (Foucault, 1977a),
Southern Intermediate has its administrative officeated in the middle of campus
above ground level. The administrator can alsdyesee into each teacher’s classroom

through the plexi-glass window in the door parialother words, the administrator
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(guard) has a full view of the teacher’s room activies without having to enter the
classroom or being seen. Hannah alludes to tirigsine view as she recounts the
incident involving one of her colleagues when tteoden panel was replaced by the
plexi-glass in the door. Hannah states, “I'm sim&'s missing that privacy.” On the
other hand, Michaela often stated that her doalwsys open to the administrator(s).
Regardless of whether the administrator peepdlitheaparticipants are well aware of
the administrator’s gaze into their classroom wken¢he administrator desires.
Knowing that there are various types of survedirthe participants’ discourse
(Figure 26 and Table 9) demonstrates how they regdheir experiences as the
administrator gazes into their room. While thetipgrants’ negotiations show resistance,
their discourses also reveal subversive repetiti@goversive repetitions are instances
where the person realigns him/herself with the wizgion’s expectations or desires for
his conduct, by subversively repeating a normatiweciple. For example, Michaela
subtly asserts (Table 9) that the administratoazegs necessary in order to assure that
teachers are doing their job. While Michaela agitbat her instruction does not change
as a result of surveillance or PDAS, however, siedligned herself with the
disciplinary institutionalized discourse that tltbranistrator’s surveillance is somehow a
catalyst to good instruction. Her contradictorgifion reveals that she is at once
accommodating to institutional disciplining whilesisting the implications of certain

surveillance tools such as PDAS to improve heruasion.
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Table 9
Cross Case Analysis of Tenets from Foucault's Pmawledge Framework —
Surveillance

Surveillance
Joseph That’s what they wanted to see. And you khewwere going to be
in there to watch you.
Hannah Administration is expecting that all thessl@om doors have a sort of

window available to see into the classroom. | aihocomfortable
with the fact that | must have a “peep” hole onadopr.

It's like the elephant that's in the room.

Michaela So, | can see them by the door. But tleytddome into my room. |
feel that they know that I'm doing my job they'reirg to leave me
alone because of that.

Within PDAS are the not so subtle acts of suraaik, such as the varying number
of walkthroughs that a teacher can receive at @ontimtermediate and the formal
classroom observations. PDAS is reviewed annadllgast by documentation. Hannah
recalled a faculty meeting where “basically, thaygit to us and we still didn't really
discuss the evaluation process or expectatiofi$ie administrators simply distributed a
copy of the rules and regulations regarding teaelialuations to all the teachers. This
act is indicative of the conduct expectations fiseph, Hannah, and Michaela. When a
classroom observation is conducted, the appragsknifiistrator) sits in the back of the
room to evaluate the teacher’s performance whilegngrnotes that will not be shown to
the teacher. Both Joseph and Hannah, commentwrthi@oadministrator’s presence not
only changes their behavior but also the behavithestudents. The administrator’s
presence automatically triggers the discourse @twalgood teacher should do as
outlined in the PDAS checklist. Consequently,tdacher puts on a performance aligned

with the disciplinary discursive knowledge of gaedcher behavior, even if that
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behavior does not actually produce enhanced sbiolbng-term instructional strategies.
The goal becomes then to get the right score onBybeing good, disciplined,
institutionalized subjects. Prior to becoming tleenpliant subject, sometimes teachers
worry when they see an administrator making nobesigtheir inability to match the
PDAS checklist.
For instance, Hannah states, “Did | do somethingngbecause now they're having to
write.” Hannah acknowledges that the appraisdpbiag what she expects — critique her
— but because she is never going to see the wiitittte note, she can only modify her
performance based on her understanding of getting gcores on the PDAS checklist.
In addition to PDAS being a disciplinary tool, tinstructors who achieve the right
label in PDAS can become disciplinary tools as wElbr Michaela, both the appraiser
and other teachers are observers of her instructiare to her exemplary performance
ratings on PDAS, other teachers are asked by ddeninistrator to observe Michaela.
Michaela, taking pride in her exemplary statusineta “If they're asking me there's gotta
be a reason why.” Consequently, other teachers@weasked to discipline themselves
just the way Michaela did if they want the sameelas their performance reward.
Therefore, Michaela becomes a disciplinary tooseky demonstrating to other teachers,
how to be a good, docile, compliant subject, whoeéxin being institutionalized. Recall
Foucault (1977a) states that acts of surveillan@éwo produce compliant knowable
subjects. In this manner, PDAS, i.e. the constaactrules of this disciplinary institution
— the school, is a vehicle that produces compinrkers/teachers by rewarding those
who act accordingly and disciplining those who @t rParticipants behaving according

to the acceptable practices identified and labategdrofessionals reveal their willingness
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to be compliant workers at Southern Intermedidtieus, the participants have been
disciplined in such a way that the teachers areewg to be ‘widget’ teachers. That is,
all the participants are expected to function, behapeak, act, etc. in the same way. But
is their compliance conscientious and/or voluntary?

From the peephole in the construction paper omltioe to the teacher who keeps
the door open, eyes (administrators) see withouigbgeen by the objects of their
hierarchical gaze. Seeing becomes an instrumenistibaed to permit the internal,
articulated, and detailed control of the membecslies. The formal and informal
structures implemented through PDAS serve to disehe teachers of Southern
Intermediate into compliance. In other words, sg&ia walkthroughs, formal classroom
observations, administrator’s notes left after bsewsvation, the PDAS evaluation form,
etc. serve to control the teacher’s behavior. Uchsthe campus of Southern
Intermediate reflects a society of normalizatioay€ault, 1977a, 1984, 2000). Its
construct not only reveals architectural beautyablotvs for those who are inside to be
seen and thus, transforming them.

Disciplinary power works in Southern Intermedititeough objectification of
teachers as “things” to be controlled and massywed in exact likeness of the
exemplary teacher. Such objectification occurs wiheradministrator can use his or her
disciplinary gaze on the teacher without necesshdlng seen. Therefore, an
organization that is hierarchically designed togkaa “eye” on its members assumes that
the members need to be tamed and controlled indheative ways of the organization.
That the members are their own agentic beingsngdeand by observing and

controlling the members without being seen, rentersnembers as objects. By
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controlling the objects in ways so that they becaarapliant with the desired labels of
PDAS, only produces teachers who become carborsapbieach other, i.e. widgets,
where their own sensibilities are denied and regglagith what the institution deems to
be acceptable. The irony in this disciplinary powgehe seemingly extensive control of
its subjects without the existence of bars, celld|s, or other confined spaces. Rather,
it's through the open spaces and open doors thaftacts of power are exercisethus,
this openness exemplifies how power is permeatnuesver-present at Southern
Intermediate as it continues to flourish and isnteaned.

As such, via the hierarchical gaze (surveilland&giplinary power becomes an
integrated system yet organized and anonymousoidth surveillance rests on the
individual administrator, surveillance functionsaasetwork of relations from top to
bottom but also to a certain extent from bottortofpand laterally. Figure 27 is a visual
representation of this network of relations withasmtral authority but rather entities that
are interconnected with each other. The entigegesas power centetseating a
network of power relations exhibiting the pervasiess of disciplinary discourses

permeating through the network.
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Figure 27.Network Relations Diagram
Put another way, because power exists and fundtmoredations, if the network
displayed in Figure 27 is driven by the same digstapy discourses about producing
compliant teachers through PDAS, then it would s#®ahthe bureaucratic process of
conducting teacher evaluations is supported bghallnembers of the network. This
pervasive support could indicate a stable struatfipower to the teachers without
revealing that it exists in relations, thus makiingm feel that they are unable to disrupt
this strongly connected network. Such helplessoeskl create a discourse of restricted
options should a teacher want to become agenti@denchpt to disrupt the power
networks. Given that PDAS is used as a discipfjriovol, any disruptive behavior is
disciplined using appropriate labels, which aréaict gateways to unfettered access to the
teacher’s classroom and continuous disciplinarggaz

Reflections on Widget TeachersDisciplined discourses do not just produce
widget teachers, but bear the risk of producinggetcadministrators, campuses, districts,

central office staff, and superintendents. Siheertetwork of power relations is invested
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in maintaining and proliferating certain discipligaliscourses (NCLB, PDAS, Texas
Education Code, etc.), all members of the netwogkeapected to align with the tenets of
those discourses. Any member who might be sebe tut of compliance with those
discourses risks being disciplined. Therefore, imens of the network can discipline
themselves in advance without being out of compkaand avoiding punishment. Such
relationship between power and knowledge aboutplisary discourses can only render
widget products.

Rendering widget products in the form of teachake away from the intent of
PDAS. Teachers can enhance their instructionatipescthrough meaningful reflection,
appropriate professional development training, suggport from their administration.
Denying such opportunities and creating teachedsaaministrators in compliance with
a form of teacher evaluation that does not prodinealesired effect is at best a
bureaucratic exercise and at worst an ineffectseeaf resources.

Quiet Coercions

Foucault (1980, 2000) theorizes the power relatiwithin the Panopticon not only
function to reform the prisoners, supervise workets. but that it is a type of location of
bodies in space, or the definition of instrumemid mmodes of power which can be
implemented in the institution. In other wordsdlas of space refer to how people are
placed within an institution that is congruenthe power relations between positions of
differing privileges. For example, in this studlye teachers were physically located at a
section of the campus that was away from the cleoiiae, yet the central office had a
birds-eye-view of all classrooms. Additionallyetteachers would have to look up at the

principal whenever they visited the principal’sio#f, locating the bodies of the teachers
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in a position lower than the principal indicatirngir hierarchical position in the
institution. Instruments used in an organizationld be anything that function as a
disciplinary tool. In a prison a disciplinary instnent could be a schedule, and in a
school that could be PDAS. Modes of power caruite within bodies in space and
disciplinary discourses proliferated through instamts. Therefore, teachers can aspire
to become exactly like the one who is deemed exampthereby aligning their bodies
and mind to the disciplinary structures.

Foucault (1980) asserts whenever dealing with kitonde of individuals in the
institution where the members are expected to eheparticular manner, the panoptic
schema can be used, to create model prisoner®iete (2000) further explains that
discipline blocks the relations of power by nobaling individuals to function in
spontaneous ways. Put another way, disciplinasgadirses through the panoptic schema
is designed for mob control and regulation. A Elog in the relations of power can
create the perception that power is fixed and thereembers who buy into that
perception can be easily controlled. Through adrand regulation one can create an
orderly society, silence dissent, and privilegeiinsonal values over individual
sensibilities. Such disciplinary structures atemfcovert and cannot be easily identified
as tangible acts and actions. These structurebeanen as those whose effects are
quiet, yet coercive, yielding compliant subjec®ithin the practices of PDAS,
disciplinary discourses (Figure 28) take placelitam the model prisoner (Foucault,

2000) outcome.
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PDAS
Informal Stn]ctl:](res Fom;al Structures
Selt-Discipline < Disciplining Structural
v Lines Up fully w; the ! v’ Performance Evaluation
Grand Narrative v Lesson Plans
v Obev the Rules Peer v’ Classroom Management
v" W/T the Boundaries v" What’s she doing v Teaching

on the computer?

Figure 28. Disciplinary Acts within PDA!
The participants recite the appropriate acceptdddtoric suchas engaging studen
keeping the students dask, and good classroom managen By such rhetoric, th
participants ‘know’ the acceptable practices attBewnIntermediatanstead of inventin
their ownor using the rhetoric in a way that is their «. In addition to reciting th
rhetoric, Southerintermediat’s Amigo Program, widh is a mentorship prograi
promotes acceptable disciplined practicSelected teachers are chosen to be men
of this coveted programMichaela, who is honoretd be chosen for this program,
positioned as a mentor who can quietly conew teachss to situate themselves in t
normative discourses of the institution and behasardingly The participants’ role €
disciplinary instruments align wilFoucault’s (1977a, 1984, 2000nopti« disciplinary
practices as they acquiesce to Soutlintermediatéss PDAS procedures and qu
coercions.

To avoid resistance from the mob, the disciplirtants implemented are ofte
subtle. Therefore, when a participant feels hontwdake a mentor and other teachers |

to become like the prized discipld subject, then the institution is successful gating
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an environment of compliance. Evident in the pgstints’ discourse (see Table 10) is
the pervasiveness of quiet coercion.
Table 10

Cross Case Analysis of Tenets from Foucault's Pmawledge Framework —
Discipline & Punishment

Discipline & Punishment

Joseph | brought out the popsicles sticks to make Isgive everyone
a fair chance in answering questions and use opdece
guestions while covering the material. They swrdilce those
popsicles. Mrs. Worthington marked it as a strierigt that
day. Maybe | should use them more often rather jhst
during an observation.

Hannah When | sign it, to me it means that | agree withatis on the
paper. Thisis me. This is who | am and | agréh you.

“I haven't discussed anything this year yet withfirst part. |
didn't even see the appraiser. It's just here iHiere's the
document and sign. Other than the fact that | wieygelf to go
and ask about those items that | did have questiaid did
have on some things that | got evaluated on wighptioficients.
But nothing is really discussed. They just telliyo look over
it; sign it; and we're done.”

Michaela This was the first time since | was a first or setgear teacher
that | wasn’t exceeds on my evaluation. | was @ugiroficient.
Well maybe she busted my bubble. There’s a dififege
between a 90 and an 89. She gave me an 89.

For instance, the ratings on the PDAS instrunbehdw expectations, proficierand
exceedslso depict levels of inappropriate or approprateractices. When a teacher
gets a positive rating, there is nothing tangibk is offered to the teacher as a reward.
If a teacher is consistently acquiring a positiatng, then the teacher can become a
mentor to other teacher to achieve the same laf@DAS. However, if a teacher
receives a rating dielow expectationshe teacher can be subjected to overt disciplinary

measures such as more walkthroughs, more peepthgoingh the plexi-glass window,
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more peer observations, and more formative evalsti Thus, the subtle coercion is to
induce a desire in the teachers to achieve the hamt@plined subject status to avoid
more overt forms of disciplining. Either ratingjlgtroduces a disciplined subject, which
is always already a quiet coercion.

The effects of such quiet coercions were evidenthat the participants reported.
For instance, Michaela states, “There’s a diffeegetween a 90 and an 89. You gave
me an 89.” Therefore, Michaela buys into the vatia more desirable label on the
PDAS, and perceives anything less than such adahieweto be punitive. Consequently,
Michaela disciplined herself using the discoursésriming the institution and the PDAS
instrument to become an aligned subject, who ewadigtachieved the role model status.
As a role model, Michaela demonstrates her comgdiao overt disciplinary actions, as
she recounts her colleague’s perceptions of walkijins in relations to her own, “They
say that they don't like being checked up on. Bwve no problem with walkthroughs
because | am conscientious about doing my job. iAyaou just do your job right, then
they will leave you alone and not come and peebutin as much.” Michaela’s
compliance as a disciplined subject was echoedigifirdoseph and Hannah’s account.
Joseph and Hannah state that if the administra®alconcern then they will increase the
number of walkthroughs and/or speak to the teachkus, if the teachers do not want to
experience overt forms of discipline, then theych&ealign themselves with normative
institutional discourses, which is a form of quietrcion.

Quiet coercions are especially pervasive in wioatcBult (2000) would term as
examination, which in this context is the PDAS doemtation. Since a teacher is not

allowed to take a long time to read the evaluatiefore signing and there is an
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understood sense of punitive damages should tbhdedisagree too much with the
rating, the teacher is coerced to agree to an umaterating. Hannah internalizes such
coercion when she states, “This rating is who leent | agree with you.” Joseph
highlights the punitive consequences, as he asskm®es in my folder forever.”
Eventually, the participants learn to surrendegh®process of being labeled so as to not
appear as a dissenting voice. Michaela sums uUpsucender as she says, “We all have
to take part in it. We can't change it. It's strmg that needs to be done.” Therein lies
the quiet coercion when participants surrender Hadwes to an oppressive process of
disciplining without identifying power to exist nelations.

Reflections on Quiet Coercions.Quiet coercion is process of disciplining using
both overt and covert tools of examination. Thacpss of the examination is highly
ritualized (Foucault, 1980). In teacher evalugti®BAS is a tool that includes
observation, recording, and training. The obs@matchniques include announced and
unannounced walkthroughs, lesson plans, ‘peephales see-through plexi-glass in
door panels. The recording techniques includelegtans, teacher-administrator
conferences regarding teacher evaluations, anB#S evaluation documents. The
training techniques include faculty meetings amafgasional development trainings that
reinforce certain types of conduct, and the agtuatess of the teacher evaluation.

Moreover, PDAS is loaded with various types ofeaed documentation. The
documentation includes “writing up a teacher’srnstional effectiveness” as a
disciplinary measure. This process is repeatedvery teacher, thereby creative a
disciplinary discourse driven by PDAS ratings andsequences associated with those

ratings. When teachers understand that “writiisgdlso a disciplinary tool, with what
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they perceive to be an undesirable consequenceldam quietly to align themselves in
ways where they are “written up” positively. Thusstead of seeing themselves as
agentic beings of social change, the teacherdeeeselves as beings that either have to
comply with overt forms of discipline or align theetves with covert form of

disciplining their behavior in order to avoid th@ra highly ritualistic examination
process.

Resisting Leadership Authority

While participants can perceive power relationsdgdlocked, if they have not
authored themselves as being completely non-agehnéyg will find pockets of
resistance, especially when the grand narrativregsntradiction to the ways in which
they situate themselves within the grand narratimedoing so, the participants align
with Foucault’s (1970) encouragement, where theyndis cause and effect relationships
and any stable understanding of one central fided.i However, once the participants
discover these pockets of resistance, they argarmanent state of ontological
contradiction as explained below.

In this study, all three participants disagreethwheir ratings at one point in their
teacher evaluation experiences. Unlike JoseptHamthah, Michaela’s resistance was
covert. Michaela did not identify with the labéhped on her by an administrator who
was not a subject matter expert in her area. bhdbe respected the administrator’s
authority to label her while distancing herselffréhe implications of the label. If
Michaela had internalized the label of beprgficient,then she would have not

demonstrated any ontological resistance. Howdaebeing aware of who she is as a



173

teacher and her state of being as a teacher, M&chaald not reconcile the label put on
her teaching by an administrator who was unfamilidin the content being taught.

On the other hand, Joseph and Hannah identifredra overt, procedurally
allowed path of resistance. In this case, thenadtbpath involved a conference with the
principal to discuss the rating on PDAS. When gbsend Hannah discussed the
principal’s rating and explained their positionstifier, the principal changed her rating
favorably for both of them. However, such a wijitess to change ratings favorably
created ontological contradictions for Joseph aadrtah. Both of them situated the
teachers within the institutional grand narratigebaings without voice, agency, and
transformative power. That they have the abilitypbssess transformative power was not
only a surprise to them, but their ability to irdhce the principal made them perceive the
principal as an ineffective evaluator, lacking #ppropriate disciplinary authority.

In other words, Joseph and Hannah perceived theipal’'s authority to be fixed,
stable, and certainly not easily changed througlodue with dissenting teachers. Thus,
when the principal changed her rating favorablyfribie previous rating, the fixed
essence of the binary relationship between thedgasad prisoner was disrupted. The
participants perceived the administrators as diseipan authority figures much as the
prisoners perceived the guards to be in the Pasmptiln such perception lies the
assumption that the power maintained by the guarfised, instead of existing in
relations. That power can be disrupted is beybedrhagination of many prisoners
because they are institutionalized to be compBabjects. In this study, when the
principal changed her rating, Joseph and Hannastigned the principal’s position as a

disciplinarian authority because of her demonstriexibility. Such questioning reveals
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that Joseph and Hannah did not perceive the pawemtgre in Southern Intermediate to
be flexible or transformative. Instead the disoigty discourses created a perception of
power to be fixed, and when such normative beliefee disrupted, Joseph and Hannah
didn’t see themselves as agents of transformaRather they questioned the principal’s
ability to hold the guard position. Thus, even wiieey identified a pocket of resistance,
Joseph and Hannah disciplined themselves withirt Wiegy perceived to be a boundary
not to be crossed.

This display of unequal power has been discusadiitein that Joseph, Hannah,
and Michaela all place their administrator in asiieged position above themselves. But
the participants continue the struggle betweerstiagi and realigning themselves to the
grand narrative. In other words, the participaxgress discontent or frustration in their
discourses (Table 11) about PDAS but then refrdraaliscourses to keep themselves

within the institution’s ideologies and practices.
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Table 11
Cross Case Analysis of Tenets from Foucault's Pmawledge Framework —
Resistance

Resistance

Joseph The experience has helped a lot!! But thdevPDAS thing,
it's not like | changed my ways and how | teachduse of my
evaluations. So, I'm not too sure what all thiseslly all about.
But | know this - we will repeat this whole procesgin next
year because TEA says so.

Hannah They should tell me what they want or like to semeof if I'm
not doing it. Give me more constructive criticisiust feel
like I want more than this. | just feel like wisathe point? Are
they doing their dog and pony show?

But | just wasn't strong enough in the beginninguestion it.
Now, if | have questions then I try to get themvaaised. If not
then it’s like okay well they're not going to finee over this.

Michaela | feel that they pretty much trust my judgmentasds being
the teacher and what I'm doing with the kids.

Some of us bite our tongue. At that time, we migbttlike it
but okay, hey, that's what they're saying. Thails they're
calling it. Deal with it, tougher skin, and thave go.

In effect, the participants continually repositivemselves as the power
relationship shifts. They resist the standardhefDAS and their enforcers, the school
administrator. Hannah uses a well-known phraspoess this sentiment — “To me it’s
kind of like beauty is in the eye of the behold&/ell, proficient is in the eye of the
beholder.” Similarly, Joseph remarks, “It's alwamsmeone else’s opinion of how you're
doing.” The critique, the PDAS, no longer holdsrivileged place of the beliefs or
reality of the participants’ performances or skatsa teacher. Most telling of this is the

comment made by Michaela, that anyone can do tbg &hd pony show” for the
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administrator. Evident throughout the participastsries is the struggle to be and work
within the system as the power relationship shifts.

Reflections on Resisting Leadership Authority.Teachers in Southern
Intermediate expect a centralized leadership poesem this school, the centralized
leadership creates a hierarchical organizatiorattctvhich looks like a pyramid. This
pyramid signifies a “head” referencing the leadgrsble of the administrator. The
administrator has authority over their teachers.akesult, administrators are expected to
impart their knowledge, wisdom, and expertise @rtteachers via PDAS. But
underlying this inherent organizational chart asmgnquestions. Who makes this
authorization? Who enforces this authority? Hewhis power produced and distributed
throughout the organization?

Through PDAS, unbalanced power relationships evdyred, disseminated, and
maintained continuously. For example, when HararahJoseph suspect or question the
results of their evaluation, it is limited in itsagpe. Even though the teachers initiate the
conversation with their administrator, it is ontyhear the administrator’s justification
for the ratings. The teachers are ready to someadtept the administrator’s
explanation in order to do better next time therebldifying the acceptance of the
expected codes and conduct. But when the adnatostthanges the rating to a higher
mark, it appears to the teacher that the admimnstis.unsure, fickle in her decision and
at worst that the administrator is an incompet@praiser. To the teacher, itis
disconcerting as the administrator loses credybiftholding her authoritative leadership
position. Therefore, the teacher becomes distrustithe administrator’s authoritative

gaze. Momentarily, there is no central figure wtharity, leadership, or absolute point of
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judgment. As such, PDAS reflects Foucault’s (19885l apparatus of surveillance in
that no reliance can be placed on a single indalidu

If there is no reliance that can be placed omglsiindividual, then one can assume
that a dialogic process can incorporate multiplspectives and a more balanced
existence of power relations. However, such dialpgocess is stunted when the
members in an organization cannot see their owntegeower. Thus, even when the
participants try to resist, the oppressive, unlb@ddrorganization power structure is such
that the participants do not see the opportunityéet with the administrator as an
opportunity to dialogue and reflect on instructibpactices. The meeting is a further re-
inscription of self-disciplining even when the papants shuttle between rejecting the
administrator’s authority and accepting their ovasiion as less privileged than the
administrator.
Conclusion on Cross-Case Analysis

To conclude the cross-case analysis, | providerEigQ to summarize significant
points. Bare in mind, Foucault (1977a) stategtréect disciplinary apparatus would
make it possible to see everything at every momens. a point of convergence for
everything that must be known about the teach&he central PDAS eye illustrates this
in figure 29. The pictorial representation showsldiscipline through PDAS is a type
of power consisting of a whole set of techniquescedures, and levels of application.
With no need for arms, physical restraint, or mateonstraints, a simple hierarchical
gaze via PDAS serves to transcribe, transformj@ednalize expected teacher
behaviors. It does so to such an extent thatethehiers become their own guards. Power

is pervasive and sustained by PDAS for no teacheutside its per view. Considering
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that all administrators at Southelntermediateare expected to evaluate teach
unbalanced poweelations are pervasively presentall individualsat the campus
Thus PDAS is a metaphorical Panopticon for each pedspending ¢ how the person
is being watchedTeachers are being appraised by their adminisgratddministrator:
are beingnonitored by their supervisors ¢ central office staff.The district is being
assessed by the state. A systematic network agextehat is reinforced and stabilized
the pervaiveness of the power relations, and with a higbsimlity of creating widge

educators and educational leac

“THE BEADY EYE”

Professional Srowth

Student Performance

iy

Figure 29 Power/Knowledge dynamics within PD
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Summary

Foucault (1980, 2000) advocates distinguishingragrevents and differentiating
between networks, levels, techniques in order¢onstitute the connections and how
they affect one another. Therefore, the readerged not to rigidly compartmentalize
the concepts or the data used as examples. Infooyéhe discourses of the
poststructuralist (Derrida, Foucault, 1977a), tistsy to do so would be to create
standards and a central meaning. Rather, ittisarto use these only as a frame of
reference transient in their meaning in the condéxnultiple realities. In chapter four, |
have presented the findings from the researchoMiged a description of Southern
Intermediate (the campus structure and organizgtitamographic data, TAKS data, and
background information on the participants. Joseptannah’s, and Michaela’s stories
about their experiences with the teacher evalugtioness, PDAS, was presented in the
form of vignettes using journal entries as a forfoatre-presentation. Foucault (1977a)
states “stones can make people docile and know§bl&3). Namely, the structures or
disciplinary mechanisms of institutions operatéréamsform individuals into conformity
and predictable regularity. PDAS serves as alisary mechanism to inform Joseph,
Hannah, and Michaela of the acceptable and unaagleptractices at Southern
Intermediate in regards to teacher behaviors lides not constrain them. Using
Foucault’s (1980, 2000) power/knowledge dynamioseph, Hannah, and Michaela’s
continuous negotiations of power relationshipsirtpesitions within the institution,
grand narrative beliefs, and meaning making incthr@ext of PDAS are presented as

evidence of pervasive disciplinary discourses.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
As an administrator for nearly ten years, | hagedme keenly aware of the
tensions, which teachers experience regarding ¢éivaiuations. This awareness has led
me to inquire into the tentative and complex relahip between the administrator and
teacher in context of the evaluation process. Atiog to regulations in the Texas
Education Code, the recommended teacher evalusygiam is the Professional
Development and Appraisal System (PDAS). In chdpigr, | presented the experiences
of Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela as it related 832 Ehe teacher evaluation process.
These three teachers, at Southern Intermediatiee iRio Grande Valley of South Texas
were purposefully selected based on a set of per+daned criteria in order to provide an
in-depth perspective into the experiences of tezaedergoing the teacher evaluation
process. Southern Intermediate uses PDAS to dealsadeachers annually as required
by Texas statutes (Texas Administrative Code 15039, 1997). Grounded in a
deconstructive poststructuralist framework, utiizgian ethnographic case study
methodology, the following research questions guiithés study:
1. What are the cultural, political and strategic dtinds encompassing the
teacher evaluation process?
2. What power relations and practices are enabletdygultural, political and
strategic conditions of the teacher evaluation @se@
3. What are the possibilities of the participants’ éébral changes in terms of the
relationship between the evaluation process andgueyl/?
The theoretical framework for this study was basedroucault’s work on

power/knowledge dynamics. As previously discussathapter two, Foucault (1977a)
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seeks to expose the everyday ‘panopticisms’ ofiglisary institutions such as the
school system, which organizes and normalizes ¢havdors of their subjects. Subjects
or members of the institution are expected to confto a set of standards for conduct.
These conduct standards convey a sense of belikfowledge about what is
meaningful. Foucault (1977a) posits that meaning is never fixgtrather has limited
malleability. Considering this constant shiftifgucault (1980) advocates seeking an
understanding beyond a cause and effect relatipngfoucault (1980) seeks an
apparatus characterized by “a thoroughly heteragemensemble consisting of
discourses, institutions, architectural forms, tatpry decisions, laws, administrative
measures, scientific statements, philosophicalafreord philanthropic propositions -- in
short, the said as much as the unsaid” (p. 194ncH, rather than one factor having a
causal effect on another, Foucault seeks to finditistable interrelationships of various
factors to investigate more complex intricate, iod@nected relationships. Issues of
power increase the complexity of the “heterogenemsemble” (Foucault, 1980, p. 194)
if power is not stable, or fixed, or limited, butrsething that exists in relations that can
always be shifted and transformed, thereby creatiaments of possibilities and social
changes.

Foucault (2000) supports a social science thastakkie and power seriously. He
states, “a new ‘economy’ of power was establistieat, is to say, procedures that
allowed the effects of power to circulate in a m&mat once continuous, uninterrupted,
adapted, and ‘individualized’ throughout the ensioeial body” (p. 120). Thus, value
and power are influential in constructing seemingtystable beliefs and meaning in

social interactions between individuals and groupablic school system is such a
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system where social interactions between indivislaald groups inform the ways in
which power, knowledge, surveillance, and disciplianction. Using and working
with/through Foucault’s theories (1977a, 1980, dGdwed for ways to break apart
grand narratives, normative discourses, and assomsghat inform the ways in which
the discourse of teacher evaluation are taken upédparticipants. It is through the
participants’ negotiations of the teacher appragatem, the ways in which power exists
in relations become evident.

When discussing power relations, Foucault (192080)does not promote a
process but presents tools for examining the diseowithin which the participants
negotiate the problematic tensions experiencedmiext of the teacher evaluation
process. After collecting extensive data usingeginaphic case study methods, | used
the tools and methods from Foucault’s (1977a, 20@6k, which included surveillance,
discipline, and punishment in order to analyzegaeicipants’ negotiations of the
teacher evaluations process. | began by examthmgarticipants’ discourse for binaries
and subversive repetitions while keeping Fouca(lt®7a, 2000denets in mind. For
example, one of the binary relationships identifies them/us, where the administrator
was seen as a privileged position (them) compar¢iet teacher (us). These binary
relationships were engendered by the participamniisversive repetitions such as
Michaela’s comments about another teacher needibg tvatched, to the point where
such repetitions made self-disciplining a routioefar teachers. Michaela expects to be
watched especially if one needs to be correcteddwarded if acting as a good teacher.
When such subversive repetition and acts of sslfiglining are rewarded through

positive labels in the teacher evaluation systéer the agent of that reward, in this case



183

Michaela, becomes another disciplinary tool togfarm other teachers into disciplined,
compliant, and docile subjects. Thus, the bindthem versus us can be maintained,
proliferated, and replicated if the disciplined eyts the binary relationship to be a stable,
fixed relationship, one that cannot be changedbuotplied with repeatedly through self-
disciplining and disciplining of others who arergnon-compliant. This becomes the
classic case of knowing one’s place, doing the bestcan do from one’s place allowed
by one’s ruler, and not stepping out of the bouredahat are being drawn by the ruler.
Exploring and analyzing the data beyond subvengpetitions and binaries,
working Foucault’s (1977a, 1980, 2000) theoriestlgh each data source, line-by-line, |
was able to identify four transient concepts: isible Binaries, Widget Teachers, Quiet
Coercion and Resisting Leadership Authority. larelgthe concepts as transient, because
they do not have the expected fixed meanings asdbléend to in qualitative research.
Rather, the transient concepts exist with conttamdis and tensions and serve only as a
shifting organizational lens. Within each of tlencepts, | presented a discussion of the
participants’ tensions, negotiations, and multipks of beliefs by conducting a case-by-
case analysis as well as a cross-case analysisacmg@nd contrasting the participants’
experiences and discourse identifying the powetiogls in PDAS process. However,
any apparent saliency in the network of power i@tatis indicative of the pervasiveness
of the oppressive structure of PDAS instead ofes@ntation of fixed and stable
meanings. In this study, | attempted to providatalyst for opening up dialogic spaces
in order to highlight teachers’ discourses andgiwer relations as they negotiated their
PDAS experiences. Thus, the participants’ soai&ractions, the discourses with which

they identify and resist, and the power relationislg the shifting narrative of this study.
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In the following sections of this chapter, | idéntihe contributions to the
literature, as well as address the research quesgiwen the findings discussed in
chapter four. In addition, I discuss the conclasiamplications, and considerations for
future research.

Contributions to Literature

The contributions to current literature, givee findings discussed in the
previous chapter, are divided into four par®ructuralist Components of PDAS
Summative vs. Formative Evaluation, Power and PPk, A Methodological
Reflection. In the first part, Structuralist Conmgots of PDAS, | discuss the linear
hierarchical nature of the system and subsequ#atigi The discussion is extended in
the next part, Summative vs. Formative Evaluatasnl, present the contradictory roles of
the PDAS and the emphasis on surveillance. Intiaddio surveillance, | discuss
Foucault’s tools to understand power relationdheteacher evaluation system in the
section Power and PDAS. In the last section, Anddblogical Reflection, | discuss the
issues concerning the application of deconstru@pgoach for analyzing a highly
structuralist system.

Structuralist Components of PDAS

Structuralist ideologies usually advocate for dit@l binary relations, which
privilege one group over another (Schrift, 200&uasing fixed essential meaning of
groups, concepts, experiences, characteristics Fetcexample, one significant binary
relationship identified in this study was admirastr/teacher, which transformed into
them/us, but there were others suckexaseeds/below expectatiotayels used to classify

teachers in the teacher evaluation system. Thetatal elements of control, order, and
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standards promise certainty, accountability, aneihgific measurements. The practice of
standardization resonates with Taylor's (1947) @ples of scientific management
wherein detailed instruction, best practices inlemgentation, and the supervision of
each worker for the sake of efficiency are empleakiz

The implementation of structuralist charactersstgpervasively evident in
education as teaching for objectives, standardezieatational assessments, and
guantitative empirical research (Cherryholmes, 1238ume a fixed notion of teaching
and learning, thereby a fixed, stable way of maagwffectiveness. Beginning at the
federal level A Nation at RiskThe Imperative for Educational Refolidational
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) itetiethe focus of recruiting quality
personnel (Grady, Hebling, & Lubeck, 2008) to thaching profession. Public Law
107-110 (The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 208.C. § 6319, 2008) was passed as
part of the reauthorization of the Intermediate 8edondary Education Act of 1964.
The NCLB brought an increase to the qualificatitovgeachers, and regardless of
backgrounds, teachers were expected to perforntdingao the standards set forth on
the teacher evaluation system, without any regawdhtether those standards
exhaustively reflect all forms of teaching and teag.

Recruiting high quality, highly qualified teachessnow a requirement for all
school districts across the nation (Danielson, 20@br instance, recall all the
participants of this study are of different ceddfiion backgrounds. Michaela is the only
participant who does not need to pursue continadwgrational credits to renew her
certification due to her number of years of experee Hannah earned a bachelor’'s

degree in education but was not certified to taache particular grade level for which
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she was initially hired. As a result, Hannah wasgrovisional plan and had one year to
obtain the appropriate credentials. Joseph edriseaching certification through an
alternative certification program. In other wordsseph did not earn a bachelor’s degree
in education but later decided to teach. The warertification backgrounds of the
participants confirm the findings in the curremg¢dature (Danielson, 2001; Darling-
Hammond & Berry, 2006; Houston, 2005) that newdkgion allows recruitment of
teachers of various educational backgrounds. Hewéehese new teachers are held to a
perspective of teaching and learning through PD&i8 which they are either

unfamiliar or uncomfortable, thereby learning hanatquire a positive classification
when being evaluated, instead of the evaluationge® being one of growth, reflection,
and transformation. Eventually, on the surface,garticipants conform to the
structuralist assumptions of PDAS, demonstratirg tiney buy into the labels that
indicate good teaching according to PDAS, yet navernalizing that those labels are
essentially defining characteristics of who they as teachers or the accurate reflection
of their teaching skills. Consequently, regardigfsthe labels assigned to them through
PDAS, the teachers do not change their instructioreetices. Instead, they change their
“performance” on the day of evaluation to obtaie &ppropriate label in PDAS.

Another structuralist component informing PDAShs state level legislation in
Texas (Texas Education Code §21.351) that dictheeBnear and hierarchical rules and
regulations related to PDAS. The privileging oearoup over another is prevalent in
today’s school structure (Cherryholmes, 1998) irABLas well as in other areas such as
the schools’ hierarchical organizational chartec#&l, PDAS has eight domains and each

domain has several indicators that the administjatiges under the labels exceeds,
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proficient,andbelow expectationsThese standards exemplify the binary relationships
nurtured by PDAS when it labels teachers as acbkgitemacceptable with the terms
exceeds, proficiengndbelow expectations

With the labeling of teachers and other practidédzed to enforce PDAS, teachers
negotiate the structuralist ideologies of PDASydalor example, all of the participants
acknowledge the vigilant practices of their adntmaitors watching them in several
different ways: through the peephole in the damaking verbal comments on their
classroom practices, leaving notes regarding fhegfiormance during an evaluation,
taking notes in a sense of secrecy during a PDAfuation. For the sake of having a
good evaluation placed in their permanent file,ghgicipants find themselves making
concessions in their practices to appease theimasinators, trying to guess how they
might be able to get a rating in PDAS that woulttighem on the acceptable side of the
binary. Often such negotiations have little towdth reflecting on one’s teaching
practices, and more to do with ways to game PDA®ugh the concessions participants
make.

As a result of these concessions, the participasit®nly became engendered by
the structuralist practices in PDAS, but also uaftamgly controlled. Recall, each
participant had a strong desire to do well, whigkant scoring high on the PDAS by
being a teacher who is labelexiceeds If this didn’t happen, the questions asked were
directed at how the appropriate mark or label coadldiccomplished rather than address
how instructional practices could be improved. Pheicipants’ focus was on their
administrators’ perceptions of them, in order tonghe good teacher label. Even though

all three participants expressed that the PDASingffective in improving their
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instructional practices, when posed questions entiecchange the teacher evaluation
system, every one of them suggested that admitastraould conduct even more
walkthroughs and observations.

The participants did not know how to be free @& #uministrators’ gaze, i.e.
approval. In other words, even when the partidip&iad the opportunity to free
themselves of surveillance, to conceptualize waystiich they could reflect on their
teaching processes, they did not know how to tbimiside of a system of being watched,
organized, labeled, disciplined, and evaluated ewere so by people who occupy the
privileged side of the binary of them versus u®t, Yhe teachers simultaneously resisted
the idea of more surveillance upon further reftatiof an imagined utopian evaluation
system. They started to think of the intrusivaurabf the administrator in their
classrooms, something that seemed undesirablema. tiShuttling between more
administrator visits and less administrator intoasi, the teachers demonstrated that they
had become so institutionalized that they are wnabthink from an empowered
perspective of what might be some effective apgreador continuous improvement of
their teaching practices. The subversive repestithe internalization of binary
relationships between the rulers and the ruledinthigility to imagine being a change
agent in the teacher evaluation system revealeéheapive nature of a network of power
relations that function in a way where the paraois fail to see power existing in
relations.

Instead, the participants’ understanding of powdixed, as a top-down hierarchy,
and their only choice of resistance is to learn howame PDAS in order to acquire the

right label in the evaluation system so that thay lbe seen as mentors to others (read:
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rewarded by the ruler for being good, disciplinalijscts). Consequently, mentoring
other teachers becomes equivalent to institutinimgjithose teachers in a system that the
participants themselves identify as ineffectivginducing better instructional practices.
This study calls for a dialog to identify the wagsvhich institutionalization functions in
teacher evaluation processes and the material goesees on teaching and learning.

Additionally, this study substantiates the highuegplaced on supervision and
efficiency. It also adds to the current literatbgehighlighting the privileging of
administrator over teacher as one of the many bire@ationships in the PDAS. The
standards-based characteristics of the schoolmsyate relevant through the efforts to
improve instruction from the national level to gtate and local level via the teacher
evaluation systems (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). Exypthe pitfalls of a linear evaluation
system, this study highlights teachers’ perceptmfrthe evaluation system to be an
exercise in meeting state mandated performancdatds If the campus is experiencing
problems in meeting state mandated student perfurenstandards, campus intervention
plans are written to address these areas thatimgedvement. The intervention plans
exist in the form of additional walkthroughs andienations for teachers who are
teaching in those subject areas of perceived neeteet performance standards instead
of engaging key stakeholders in a reflective, dmtative dialogue. Therefore, this study
is well suited to ask questions such as:

e How do teachers negotiate their role in the teaekaluation system?

e How does PDAS impact teacher conduct and behaviors?
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Summative vs. Formative Evaluation

A discussion of evaluation would remain incomplstthout discussing
summative and formative evaluation. However, eatdms should also be considered in
the context of their political climate (Kecht, 199ossi, Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004;
Weiss, 1973). Weiss (1973) noted that the legmsiatf the 70’s and 80’s was based on
the premise that teachers needed to be carefuliyatled and monitored. The
continuous cycle built into the structural companeiclinical supervision (Glickman,
Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 1998) also includes elemeintsonitoring and control under
the premise of professional improvement. For imstateachers are expected to report
on the Teacher Self-Report what they did to moratad improve student performance
and how they intended to improve their own prasticllowever, such improvement is
only limited to state mandates, as opposed to purating a customized, comprehensive
view of teaching practices and learning stylesaddition, teachers are under constant
surveillance via such tools and avenues as peepheétkthroughs, classroom
observations, and informal conversations with adstiators concerning performance.
Thus, this study supports the current literatureu$ion, 2005; Zepeda, 2002) stating that
traditional clinical supervision has become a mdtbbinspection and instructional
surveillance, thereby stunting creativity, imagioat and discovery.

An important component in the surveillance is doeatation. A series of studies
(Brandt, Oliva, Brown-Sims, & Hess, 2007; Conley&asman, 2008; Ellett & Garland,
1987; Ebmeire, 2003; Loup, Garland, Ellett, & Rugli®96; Feeney, 2007; Fenwick,
2004; Zepeda, 2006) have shown that not much resgell in the teacher evaluation

systems over three decades in regards to docunuenéetd other practices.
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Administrators are the primary appraisers and tiveiple purpose of the teacher
evaluations is to determine whether or not to netew teachers. Hence, documentation
is highly utilized when a teacher is deemed weladr example, Michaela referred to one
of the teachers being on a blacklist because itapasrent she was receiving more
walkthroughs than other teachers. In additiorgtiees perceived as performing below
expectations can expect to be placed on a Teachedd of Improvement (TINA)
intervention plan. But all documentation does mextessarily carry a negative
connotation for the teacher. For example, a natie avpositive comment to the teacher
is also a form of documentation. More importantfye documentation serves to inscribe
upon the bodies of its subjects, the teachersxpected conformity, especially when the
teacher is being corrected and guided by the disaiy discourse of the teacher
evaluation system.

The use of the evaluation for the purpose of n@kidgments on performance is
a summative evaluation, which is one of the twonf®of evaluation. Formative
evaluations, the other form, focus on guiding iny@rment while summative evaluations
are conducted to determine whether expectationseang met (Scriven, 1991). Current
practices in teacher evaluation systems combine faarposes (Danielson and McGreal,
2000; Glickman et. al., 2007), formative and sumweat For the sake of time and
resources, the summative purpose takes precedencedr to meet state and/or district
demands (Milanowski, 2005; Sutton, 2008). In adaoce with current practices, PDAS,
the recommended teacher evaluation system in Tegasines both the summative and
formative components in what is designed to berdicoous cycle of improvement. Yet,

Joseph, Hannah, and Michaela make only a cursteyerece to PDAS being a
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continuous cycle. Rather, Joseph and Hannah répairhothing changes after the
formal classroom observation is conducted. Intamidiall the participants report the
summative conference to be extremely brief withydhkir signatures being requested on
the required documents to be submitted for placémeheir personnel files. Even
though there is a component for reflection on msi@nal growth on the Teacher Self-
Report, which must be submitted before the sumraatnference, none of the
participants reflected on this component, nor pgudited in it. Additionally, Joseph
expressed frustration over the district’s policgttteachers could not attend professional
growth activities during the school hours, thus lbeihg able to gain the skills necessary
to improve their teaching practices.

Such practices by the district and enforcemerthby administrators further
demonstrate the lack of emphasis on utilizing timareative evaluation to be reflective,
to allow professional growth, with appropriate sogi@nd resources provided. Instead,
the summative evaluation is emphasized for labeégeion and disciplining of teachers
with rewards for the compliant, punishment for tlewiant. Recall a few examples such
as increase in walkthroughs, blacklist, intervamfitans for weak teachers, and
designation as a mentor teacher. These findingssstithe current literature (Danielson
& McGreal, 2000; Glickman et. al., 2007; MilanowsRD05; Sutton, 2008) in regards to
the difficulties of combining both summative andnf@tive components to a teacher
evaluation system. These findings also add tditdr@ture by highlighting those
difficulties in terms of surveillance, disciplin@nd punishment, and the ways in which
teachers relate to power. The power relationsigsintensify the teachers’ tensions and

negotiations are further discussed in the nexi@ect



193

Power and PDAS

Several scholars (Brandt, Oliva, Brown-Sims, & $J6007; Danielson &
McGreal, 2000; Glickman et. al., 2007; Milanowsk)05; Sutton, 2008; Zepeda, 2006)
describe the teacher evaluation system, in itatiaed hierarchical nature, as a broken
system. The ways in which the teacher evaluatystem is enforced is a reflection of
the discursive gazes of national, state, and loagnizational structures. The saliency
and stability of these discursive gazes are arcatidin of the pervasive network of power
relations that lead to the participants feeling pdess, institutionalized, and unable to
imagine themselves as change agents within suebwaork. This notion of being
institutionalized is well in alignment with JererBgntham’s Panopticon (cited in
Foucault, 1970, 1977a, 2000) structure that seasem architectural blueprint for
hospitals, prisons, and schools. Recall, from tdravo, the Panopticon was the
architectural design of a prison, which includezkatral tower from where the guards
were able to see all the prisoners. However, tls®pers could not see the guards, but
knew that they could be seen at any time. Theeetbe prisoners disciplined themselves
and each other in fear of punishment, without angctlconfirmation on whether the
guards were really watching. This notion of se#fetplining, becoming docile subjects
under a disciplinary gaze is what Foucault (19@fajvs upon as institutional and
discursive practices that are usehoomalizebehavior creating compliant subjects. In
other words, the discursive gazes promote beh#&vadris seen to be “normal” because of
subversive repetition, because of binary relatlmgtsveen the ruler and the ruled, because
of the system of rewards and punishment reinforcomgpliant behavior as “normal.”

Thus, when participants are asked to be agentimagine the utopian possibility of
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improving their teaching practices, they revertibcan institutionalized structure,
complying with the discursive gaze, instead of tdgimg power existing in relations,
being unstable, and fertile for possibilities.

However, such possibilities would be stunted & participants were continuously
exposed to disciplinary structures as a way tolegguheir instructional practices. For
instance, the participants reported receiving mi@iion in regards to the practices
concerning PDAS when they were first employed attlsern Intermediate. Joseph, in
particular, had additional training concerning PDéd to his graduate studies. All the
participants received the formal rules and regoetioutlined in Chapter 37 of the Texas
Education Code at a faculty meeting. As the p@ditts continued to receive
information and training, they became more confibgdvhat was deemed as acceptable
practice mandated by state legislation and advddateheir administrators. One could
assume that if participants were offered knowleglgeut what the system of evaluation
would be then their alignment of practices witht tinformation gained would make them
agentic, empowered, especially if they landed encthrrect side of the good teaching
label.

Instead, the participants’ experiences reinforeedault’'s (1977b)’s statement, “...
its [knowledge] development is not tied to the ¢iingon and affirmation of a free
subject; rather, it [knowledge] creates a progkessinslavement to its instinctive
violence” (p. 163). In other words, knowledgeaimd of itself, is not an agent of
freedom. Sometimes knowledge can be connecteddplihary structures that are
violent and enslaving. In this study, the morewlsalge about the disciplinary structures

of PDAS was shared with the participants, the ntloeg felt restricted and enslaved by
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the information. They were to abide by rules, tajons, definitions, and explanations.
They were to understand that they are wild subjebis needed strict control by the
administrators until they became docile subjects tbcontrol themselves and others in
the same position they once were.

Using knowledge to restrict the participants’ &ypito resist oppressive structures,
participants hardly identified themselves as agdmings, unaware of Foucault's (1994)
reminder that the “subjects are free” (p. 292) eltwhen a situation appears to be
oppressive, everyone participating in the situaisoan agentic being, capable of bringing
forth a change, capable of speaking and acting Banreampowered position. Yet, the
teachers in this study perceived themselves tmbkeed to the administrators, because
they internalized the discourses that informedmattained a stable them/us binary and
the associated disciplinary measures. Even whepdtticipants tried to resist some of
the information contained in their evaluations ytkall perceived the administrator to be
the firm authoritarian presence that should nev&dyto the participants’ perspectives
and make changes on the evaluation. If the adtratis conceded to the participant’s
perspective and made some changes in the evalutteparticipant became even more
confused. On one hand the participants’ percemf@n authoritarian, discipline-
enforcing administrator was challenged if s/he wdlng to change something in the
PDAS as a result of the participant’s resistar@a.the other hand, if the administrator
was willing to change his or her evaluation, thes participant questioned the
administrator’s authority to evaluate in the fiptice. That the administrator needs to be
firm in his or her decision regardless of the pgrants’ resistance was what the

participants expected, revealing their assumptimuathe fixed nature of power,
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authoring themselves as enslaved within the stracfiPDAS implementation.
Consequently, the participants often disciplinezhibelves and realigned themselves
back to the institutional ideologies because oirtlaek of identification with their
agentic membership role within the system in whieky performed.

While Foucault’s (1977a) ideas on surveillancétegues are taken up by several
scholars (Danaher, Schirato, & Webb, 2000; Grab@52 Pongratz, 2007; St. Pierre,
2000), I was unable to discover any applicatior@ifcault’s theories in teacher
evaluation systems, especially in PDAS. Theresarae references to hierarchical power
structures (Danielson & McGreal, 2000) mentioning passive role that teachers take
but that is the extent of the discussion on powkations. In chapter four, | presented the
Beady Eye of PDAfigure (Figure 29), which provided a graphic resgmtation of the
application of Foucault's (1977a) tenets via trecher evaluation system. Foucault
(2000) states,

It was as an individual that one entered schooVag as an individual that one

entered the hospital or prison. The prison, thephal, the school, and the

workshop were not forms of supervision of the grdself. It was the structure of
supervision which, drawing individuals to it, tagihold of them individually,

incorporating them, would constitute them secorgas a group. (p.201)
Therefore, even though one may enter an institwgan independent individual,
through the act of supervision, the individualsdiee part of a subordinate group, while
the prison guards assert their position over titmsubordinate prisoners. PDAS serves
as an instrument of supervision over the teachanstorming them into a secondary

group. The PDAS simplistic hierarchical gaze tlgtothe administrators’ enforcement
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upon the teachers serves to transcribe, transtmchinternalize expected teacher
behaviors. Thus, PDAS is a metaphorical PanoptfEoncault, 1977a) serving as a
perfect disciplinary apparatus making it possibled¢e everything at any given moment
in a teachers’ school day.
Methodological Reflection

In the previous sections, | have discussed thetsiralist nature of PDAS and
applying a poststructurali¢berrida, 1974; Foucault, 1977a, 1977b, 1984, 19990;
Schrift, 2006)analysis through a Foucauldian lens. Some mighteathat such an
application is inappropriate or provides meaninglesults.The critics of the
scientifically based research movement advocatdarneof belief, one reality, thus,
marginalizing the critical conversations in theiabsciences and the humanities (Bloch,
2004; Howe, 2004; Lather, 2004; Maxwell, 2004; Rapitz, 2004) advocated by the
eighth moment in qualitative researchs such, applying deconstructive critique on a
structured process has provided a distinct persgeitbm the participants’ vantage point
as they share the tensions, unstable meaningsoaichdictory beliefs within their
discourses in the context of the teacher evaluaystem and their associated resistance
and accommodation. For instance, this type ofysalidwed me to investigate and
present the contradictions within the teacherstalisses as they struggled between their
desire to be an acceptable member of the institiral their own independent
ideological beliefs and values. Thus, the stugdp dluminated the shifting nature of
beliefs within the teachers’ discourses.

By examining the teachers’ discourses, a decortsteucritique also allowed for

the exploration of power relationships highlightiig pockets of resistance and
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accommodation as teachers’ negotiate their expmgewith PDAS. The apparent
contradictions in the teachers’ discourses provieledence of how teachers view power
as a fixed stable construct to be possessed hyatiiinistrator who holds that
privileged position while questioning either overdir subtly their administrator’s
authority to tell them what is valued in terms métructional practices. Additionally, the
methodology allowed for the exploration of the stanes in PDAS that the
administrators use un/intentionally to re-enfoilegirt position with the teachers.

Lastly, with the application of a Foucauldian gsé (Foucault, 1980), the
participants’ shifting identities are seen throtigé product of discourses, ideologies, and
institutional practices. As a result, the evaloiafprocess serves to reinforce a
problematic identity for the participants. Fortarsce, if a teacher receives less than the
highest marks on the evaluation, then the teachreepves that there is a problem that
needs to be corrected. Thus, the intended puigfd3BAS, which is to improve
instructional practices, is supplanted by the tedsttoncern about being corrected and
acting as a disciplined subject. Hence, by disngghe problematic identities the
teachers are experiencing, the deconstructive apprpresents the possibilities for more
dialogue since it only poses additionally questiand not solutions.

Conclusions
In this study, | wanted to gain a deeper undedstanof how teachers negotiate
their experience of the teacher evaluation systetnpaocess. The purpose of this study
was to conduct a Foucauldian power/knowledge arsatysstructed from the
perceptions of three teachers at an intermedii@o$an South Texas regarding the role

of the teacher evaluation process and its influ@mcmstructional practices.
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Teachers are expected to function in a systemgHiaear, hierarchical in nature,
and perform according to a checklist that is prestibo be objective in its application.
The teacher appraisal process is an instrumentitiates certain expectations of
conduct. Administrators acting as guards over thdabjects, the teachers, enforce the
evaluation process. Furthermore, the PDAS docuatientsuch as the walkthroughs and
evaluation forms engenders the effects on the mendienstitution, the teachers.
Through the teacher evaluation process a strongeseppe network consisting of shifting
power relations has developed.

The influences of the power relations playing ioueacher evaluation have a
significant impact on how the teachers’ negotiatelimits and possibilities of PDAS.
Teachers struggle between playing the role of algeacher as prescribed by PDAS and
guestioning such prescription for its brokennessiaability to change instructional
practices. Also, teachers undergo severe scrutiagking in monitored situations when
students do not perform to standards. They ardtored through increased
walkthroughs and observations. But, this is themtxof the teachers’ involvement in the
evaluation process, being the objects of survaibaonly. Teachers are rarely active
participants in the evaluation process. In thduaten process, teachers are simply
objects to be observed, labeled, and if necessargated with little to no verbal
communication with the administrator. The lackcommunication, for whatever reason,
serves as an act of active silencing by the adinaits and as an act of acceptance of
labels by teachers without critical discourse. s@sh, teachers become locked in the
binary of them/us that enhances the oppressivefadetting teachers know that they need

to know their place and can only voice concernsndilowed by an administrator.
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Furthermore, teachers reported that they havenade any significant changes in
their instructional practices as a result of PDASstead, teachers perform as expected in
what they term as their dog and pony show. Teacherept the constraints of the
system to the point that they believe there isingtthat can be done to change the
current structures. As a result, the teachersrbedostitutionalized, strongly connecting
their value and conduct directly to PDAS. In audi} teachers with limited experience
focus more on attaining a certain label to asswe# fob is not in jeopardy rather than on
making long-term improvements in their instructibpiactices. Teachers also equate
certain behaviors with gaining the desirable cfasgion on PDAS. In other words, if
they comply with the PDAS checklist earning thehlgigt scores, then their classroom
instruction is evaluated to be effective and thenefthey are labeled as good teachers.
When teachers don’t comply with the PDAS checkiisty are labeled in a way that
indicates their classroom instruction is ineffeetivHowever, whether a teacher is
rewarded or punished with PDAS labels, none optmticipants seem to change their
instructional practices due to how they were evallla

The ultimate goal is to be labeled a teacher exkueedexpectations
Accordingly, the teacher conducts himself/herselblbtain the highest mark on the
evaluation. Thus, teachers manipulate their owraters to game PDAS. In other
words, teachers are situated hierarchically as geachers when they receive high marks
from their administrator on an evaluatioheachers are placed in positions where they
feel they are better aligned with administrationh® point where they mentor others to
be like them In doing so, the focus is on gaming PDAS instaiadproving

pedagogical practices. The knowledge that teacf@nson how to game PDAS is part
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of the institutional practices. Doing a good jslxtompletely linked to manipulating the
evaluation system to obtain the desired checkssaarks instead of focusing on effective
instructional practices. Thus, their beliefs arf@imed by their performative practices.

Performative refers to being or relating to anregpion that serves to affect a
transaction (Webster, 2012). For instance, teachetraccording to the institutional
beliefs and attitudes expecting a transaction @futeferred label on the PDAS
evaluation from their administrator. Teachers medieent their performative beliefs by
their conduct as they act according to the valattgudes, and beliefs of the institution,
which is dictated by PDAS and their appraiser. Tiees behave accordingly to gain a
certain label from PDAS prescribed to them by tlaéiministrator. As teachers become
more engendered in the PDAS process, teachers teepiar the lines between their own
performative beliefs and ontological beliefs

By definition, ontology is a particular theory athéhe nature of being or the
kinds of things that have existence. Accordinggachers whose behavior is aligned
with their own individual deep personal values detlefs demonstrate their ontological
beliefs. Although teachers can act according éir ttntological beliefs, they are
constantly subjected to the performative valueBIDAS as enforced by their
administrators. Teachers use the educationalagelexpected by their administrators
and scripted by PDAS to act as good agents ofytsiers thereby reinforcing the
oppressive networks at work within the institutiofhat is, the teachers’ beliefs,
attitudes, and ideologies become dependent upaonghtition. Teachers become

institutionalized expecting their administratorkeep vigilance over them because that
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brings value and worth to their work. Hence, #e&chers’ ontological beliefs are
subverted for their performative beliefs.

The disciplinary practices that force teachergedorm according to a PDAS
checklist instead of aligning with their statedefng as educators, can contribute to
producing widget teachers. Widget teachers argetivo would operate according to
the disciplinary guidelines of PDAS, sacrificing @lements of their own instinct and
prior training that do not align with PDAS guideds As a result, those who are the best
of the best widgets, get to train novices to becanaget teachers so that they would not
be as overtly disciplined with walkthroughs, pedpanative evaluations, and peer
observations. Instead, if novices can become aetiggchers, novices will be
institutionalized further, while transforming toibg docile subject. Widget teachers do
not operate in vacuum. In order for teachers t@bexrwidgets, they have to align with
administrators who are also operating under résteiconditions that inspire them to
create widget schools. An argument can be madertaay widget schools can make up
a widget district with a widget superintendent.u$hif teachers see the teacher
evaluation process to be a meaningless “dog-ang-pbow,” and yet conform to the
institutional disciplinary discourses, one needagk what does such accommodation
mean in terms of creating learners for the future.

While the teachers’ accommodation seems to be gexras a desirable
behavior, the disciplinary discourse in Southeterimediate promotes various forms of
quiet coercions. These forms of quiet coerciomgrdaute to creating a desire to become
a docile subject of the institution by acquiring tight label on the PDAS checklist,

without any regard to instructional enhancemeritis Torm of coercion is quiet
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compared to the disciplinary structures imposed teacher who obtains the label of
proficientin his/her evaluation. This label is an automatdicator that the administrator
will be more intrusive in the teacher’s everyddg through various forms of
surveillance. Thus, if a teacher wants to avorhsatrusion, then it is in his/her best
interest to become a docile subject of the instituand learn how to obtain the label
exceedsn her PDAS.

Even when the teachers try to become resistagastof the institution, they do
not hold that subject position stable nor do theyito identify with being a deviant
subject of the institution. In other words, everewtihe teachers question the
administrator about the legitimacy of the labelsigised to them, they experience
discomfort if the administrator concedes to theleas’ positions. The discomfort is
generated by the lack of stability in how the maptants identify themselves as the
deviant Other instead of being the docile goodoms. The discursive reward system of
being a docile subject seems to be more desirahletb be seen as the deviant Other,
and therefore, eventually the participants aligentkelves back to the institutional
discourses and abandon their overt resistant dytpsdions. However, the participants
resist covertly by not using PDAS as a tool for ioying instruction, but as a tool for
producing an artificial performance for label asjion.

Implications

The findings of this study raise several implioat. The focus of these
implications is intended on creating additionatical dialogue between and among those
who are in any form or manner involved with thectear evaluation process. The critical

dialogue is a forum in which visionary practices & proposed and set forth. In other
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words, the challenge is to think beyond what tl¢ustquo is and imagine the
possibilities for improving educational practicesm various directions. As such, these
implications are presented in terms of variousetakders connected to the teacher
evaluation process: teachers, administrators, ezaducators, and policy makers. All of
the stakeholders are interconnected in the netebplower relations in context of PDAS.
Foucault (1977a) states, “the Panopticon may evevige an apparatus for supervising
its own mechanisms” (p. 204). Similarly, PDAS ts@s an apparatus for supervising
all of the stakeholders. Foucault (1977a) states,

Thanks to its mechanisms of observation, it gairefficiency and in the ability

to penetrate into men’s behavior; knowledge folldkaes advances of power,

discovering new objects of knowledge over all thdaces on which power is

exercised” (p. 204).
In other words, the observational techniques dubew pervasive nature draw in not
only teachers and administrators but also other Ioeesthat are involved in matters with
the teachers and the teacher evaluation systemasuelacher educator programs and
policy makers. It may seem that the teacher iotig one being observed. That is not
the case for that would be too simplistic, resgltima possible cause and effect
relationship. Rather, the administrator is alsadp@bserved. The administrator is being
observed by the teacher, the students, centrakobersonnel, the parents, the state
agencies and anyone else that is willing to gatzethre school. Hence, the gaze of
PDAS and network of power relations extends faobeiythe classroom between the

teacher and administrator.
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Teachers are diligently working in the classroonpriovide for the needs of their
students and have a great desire to exceed ajdabeiBut what happens when teachers
believe they are being evaluated? Teachers wdrg teewed as good teachers by their
administrators, which is synonymous to Foucault%7(7a) good prisoners. As such,
teachers have come to expect the watchful gazeeofadministrators. Teachers have a
strong desire to be acknowledged and valued by dlgeninistrators, which translates
into time spent with them speaking of their perfanoe. Teachers value the professional
collaboration between administrators and themselVékile teachers open their doors to
the collaboration in order to improve their instranal practices, they do not want to be
judged while they are being watched. The act afdpeatched, judged, and labeled
separates the teacher from the administrator.

Hence, PDAS has created a greater gap in comntiamday emphasizing the
imbalance of power relations as it asserts andl@ges one person over another. In this
type of power relationship, teachers become arcobjebe managed and manipulated
rather than being encouraged to be independerggsiohals willing to take risks.
Teachers become institutionalized, chained tolibadhts, ideas, and beliefs of what
they think the administrators want to see in otdesbtain a good evaluation; thus, being
labeled a good teacher. The outcome from PDAS ithdre label of being a good
teacher and not the actual accomplishment of hadetigered effective instructional
practices. What does this mean for the admingstraho is the enforcer of PDAS?

The administrator is not beyond the watchful gaizeDAS. Foucault (1977a)

states



206

An inspector arriving unexpectedly at the centréhefPanopticon will be able to
judge at a glance, without anything being concefaitlma him, how the entire
establishment is functioning. And, in any case|@&sed ass he is in the middle of
this architectural mechanism, is not the directorvis fate entirely bound up with

it? (pg. 204)

In other words, the director’s fate is tied dirgdt the institution’s members. Similarly,
the administrator’s fate is tied directly to thadkers’ performances. If the teachers
conform, then the administrator is praised for hg\an efficiently managed campus. On
the other hand, if the state performance scorethéostudents are low and the PDAS
evaluation scores are high for teachers, the agdtraor is viewed as a poor
administrator. Thus, the focus of the gaze is uperadministrator for not meeting
expectations of those at the district level. Tdmimistrator games PDAS to discipline
teachers rather than influence professional growilit the power relations extend
beyond the campus with teachers and administrators.

In addition to teachers and administrators, edoicdéadership trainees and
teacher education programs at postsecondary itgtitucould be cognizant of the power
relations in PDAS. Training programs and educati¢eaders could focus on future
teachers becoming change agents. In other wgudsifie components could be included
in the training programs such as addressing aggexdimmunication skills with an
intentional focus on discourse about instructigrakttices. Rather than the emphasis
being on how to score the highest score, educdtieaders in training programs could
emphasize the intent of professional growth regasibf the number of years of teaching

experience. Future teachers could insist on comignopportunities for professional
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growth not because they are being corrected buyilgita gain knowledge and new skills
in their field as they refine their instructionabptices. By being advocates for their own
professional growth, future teachers can begimtitetstand that power exists in relations
which can always be transformed agentically.

Furthermore, the oppressive nature of the PDA@aritneeds to be addressed at
the legislative level by the policy makers. If ijpglmakers could understand that it is
impossible to regulate a high quality teacher aé agemaintain and stabilize what good
teaching is in a particular classroom, what altereaaluation systems could be
produced? Due to consistent shifting nature atekeleach teacher, administrator,
educational leader, and policy maker brings thein subjectivities into their discourses.
Policy makers could understand that in the cursgatem, all the rules and regulations
only serve to suppress their subjects rather thavige legitimate opportunities for
professional growth and thus impact instructiomacpices. But how can policy makers
design a system that is not oppressive and valovwsmseriously? Who needs to be
present in the room when policies are constructddtbse perspectives need to be
honored when writing state-level and national-lemehdates for what teachers should be
doing in the classroom? Should non-educators haiece in telling teachers and
administrators how to do their jobs?

This study presents these questions for considarftbm the perspective that
power relations exist in the entire network frora tbcal level with teachers and
administrators to the federal level with policy reekand legislatures. Power seems to
be an issue that is often ignored or quickly glahaeer in the teacher evaluation system.

When reading literature about teacher evaluatisiesys, words such as teamwork,
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collegiality, professionalism, and collaboratioe aised as if power relations do not exist
in these dynamics as welFoucault (1977a) never refers to power relationseisg
good or bad but simply that they exist. As suchyoators, teachers, and administrators
could acknowledge the existence of power relateonsbegin to address how it
influences or affects the teacher evaluation pmcéterein lays the challenge. Imagine a
space where power is discussed openly. Imagipa@svhere stakeholders reflect upon
and freely discuss their practices and the intehirid those practices. These critical
conversations create the opportunity for changmegcurrent dynamics in the teacher
evaluation system simply by imagining the posdib#i of visionary practices.

Future Directions of Research

There are several proposals for future studiesgmted for the reader’s
consideration. This qualitative study was infornbydooststructuralism and the analysis
was based on Foucault's power/knowledge dynaniipsesented a deep, rich
description of how Joseph, Hannah, and Michaetahiers at an intermediate school in
South Texas, negotiate their experiences concethamtgacher evaluation process. As
such, | propose the following.

First, a similar study could be conducted at aetthat has been successful in
terms specified by the Texas Education Agency. pdssibilities of that study may or
may not reveal similar results in the power relagiexhibited by the teachers.
Nonetheless, such a study would provide furthedeswie of how power relations
function in another context. Schools are undereatgdeal of pressure to meet student
performance standar@s.S. Department of Education, 2002; Darling-Hamuohé&

Berry, 2006). In this political environment, exploring powetatons in successfully
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performing schools may reveal an environment whekeer is productive, mutually
beneficial for teachers and administrators in twatext of teacher evaluationSince
power is always present, what type of negotiatiake place for the effects of power to
produce an environment that is productive and ditveg rather than coercive and
oppressive? Is this possible within a systemphates a high value on accountability
and is inherently hierarchical?

Second, a mixed methods study could be condudtbdegual emphasis on both
gualitative and quantitative methods. In otherdgothe effectiveness of the teacher
evaluation system can be analyzed from a qualé@aierspective but also include a
comprehensive quantitative component. Such a stwdyd explore possible solutions to
such an incongruent system and process with thigagbctory purposes of formative and
summative evaluations.

Third, this study only included teachers’ perspecand discourse. A study that
includes administrators and the teachers they atalith a focus on power relations
would be helpful in answering additional questio&sich questions could include:

e How do teachers and administrators negotiate thelerstanding of the

evaluations?

e How do teachers and administrators understand ribieis in the evaluation

process?

e How does the teacher evaluation system influeneedlationship between

administrators and teachers?

¢ What do the administrators and teachers identifghaienges and

possibilities in the teacher evaluation system wihery work collaboratively?
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Lastly, an extensive statewide qualitative studplving all stakeholders could
be conducted across the state of Texas. Texhe setond largest state and yet, there
are no comprehensive studies of the evaluatiorsystatewide. Including personnel
directors, principals, assistant principals, teegh&nd any other additional school district
personnel involved in the teacher evaluation pre@esuld provide numerous pieces of
data with additional findings.

Regardless of the possibilities presented, tha mgmortant issue is that this
study has presented a need for further investigaia dialogue concerning the teacher
evaluation system. Foucault (2000) states,

All my research rests on a postulate of absolutendgm. | don’t construct my

analyses in order to say, ‘This is the way things gou are trapped.’ | say these

things only insofar as | believe it enables ugangform them. Everything | do is

done with the conviction that it may be of use.2p4)
Foucault (2000) is optimistic that change is pdssdéven if the participants aren’t, as
indicated by Joseph’s comment to mé/e' can't change anything. We can't change
PDAS. We can't change the way it's done as an astnaitor. That's out of our contfol
(Joseph, personal communication, March 9, 201flthelpublic continues to demand
greater accountability and educators desire toongtheir professional standing, then
the evaluation process must stop being a wasieefdnd resources. In my last
interview with each of the participants, | askednthfor any departing comments about
the evaluation process. Each of the participargensome comment regarding having
some type of additional dialogue with their admr@ors. Such calls for dialogue

demonstrate the critical need for teachers’ corsctobe heard, safe spaces to be created
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for free exchange of ideas generating possibilibeshe future of an educational system
that is not dependent on checks and labels, bthe@mvestment in rich, reflective, and
dynamic instructional practices.
Summary

The focus of this study has been to provide a eleepderstanding of how
teachers’ negotiate their understanding of thehtelaevaluation process through their
discourses demonstrating their tensions, compés¢iand multiplicities of belief. In this
chapter, | have presented a brief synopsis ofttidysthe contributions to the literature,
and answers to the research questions. | conclingechapter with a discussion about
the implications and possible future directionsriEsearch as a result of this study. |
advocate for creating a safe, dialogic space farihg teachers’ concerns in order for a

transformative future of public education.
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Epilogue

Whose dog and pony show is it? What does thimadn? | have completed the
journey, finished the dissertation. Now whatt Jast for the sake of earning a degree,
completing a program, tout to everyone that | caw put three little letters at the end of
name as if this is indicative of some superior kieolge | now possess? Quite simply,
no! But, that is where the simplicity stops ane domplexity begins.

| began this journey as a personal challengedw grrofessionally. So, when it
came to making decisions about the topic of myesttation, | wanted to spend time and
resources in an area that | felt | would gain valeanformation in order to grow
professionally and academically. As a practicidgmnistrator, | believe growth is both
necessary and instrumental not only for me but falsall those involved in education
and most importantly teachers. Part of my dutgearaadministrator include encouraging
and challenging teachers toward professional gréavtiitimately impact their
instructional practices, which leads to improvadisnt achievement.

The purpose of the Professional Development Appt&ystem (PDAS) is
intended to promote professional growth in teackdeesctly impacting their instructional
practices. But, such intent or purpose seems fmbdy accomplished. Both, teachers
and administrators spend precious time and ressinmeoring a bureaucratic process
rather than improving instructional practices. Wh§onsidering the complexity of
human nature, there can be no easy answers.

Nonetheless, this study has provided me with msights. | had an opportunity to
reunite with teachers whom | had previously ape@isnd wondered how their practices

had changed. | was pleasantly surprised with tteeidor about the teacher evaluation
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process. But | was also stricken with the harditsethat | had no more used the PDAS
evaluation any more effectively than any other adstiator apparently. Even more
disturbing, | know that | have used the instrumerdiscipline teachers in the name of
improving instructional practices. Why is thistdiding? | must ask myself those
challenging questions. Did | actually speak totdacher about their practices? Did we
work together to improve student performance? IDidve those critical conversations
with those struggling teachers to explore ways lctv to grow professionally?

It seems that if we criticize the system that ewyiplus, that somehow we are
disloyal, ungrateful and disruptive members. Tdecational system implements
structures for students to think critically and otithe box. But, we hold prisoners the
professionals in charge of the system itself. Hlo@n are they to model for the students
the practice we prize the most, critical thinkinB®th teachers and administrators must
begin to think critically about their own practices

In regards to my practices, this study challengedo think critically about the
power relations within my own negotiations withdkars. Specifically in context of the
teacher evaluation system, | have my subjectivitiBsming my practices. My training
informs me that the system is meant to have teachleo are doing what they are
supposed to be doing labeledpasficient But, how is that helping them improve their
instruction? How does any label help a teacheravgptheir instructional practices? |
remember the first years as an administrator; ltedto spend time with the teachers
discussing the evaluation. The teachers for thet part had a different agenda. They
just wanted to be in and out. No discussion. Tbelywanted to know their score and

sign the document.
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With the understanding of how power exists intretes, the urgency of knowing
the score on the part of the teacher now makes ssm&e. More importantly, what will |
do now? Obviously, no matter what | do, powertrefes will always be shifting. 1 will
be doing teacher evaluations as part of my dusemaadministrator unless | choose to
leave my position (I do have a choice after ad\l}y practices have already been impacted
by this study. As | conducted a walkthrough relsemtremembered Hannah’s words.
Teachers already know what they are doing in tagstcbom. So, instead of simply
regurgitating these facts, | ask teachers to refie@ particular practice. 1 also had a
conversation with the other administrator on campusggards to teacher evaluations. |
posed additional questions to him in order to evefflection on his practices as well. |
asked that he re-consider how he conducted evahsaéind how we could change our
practices to encourage teachers to at least reftettieir instructional practices. | can
only hope that this will lead to further professaabdialogue about the instructional
practices occurring on our campus today.

But, | must ask the question: Is asking teachbmuit their instructional practices a

form of quiet coercion on my part? Herein lays gn@ndary! | am part of the system. |
am the guard watching over those who | ‘supervisdind this extremely unsettling.
But, this is my chosen profession because | vdlaertstitution, the public school
system. | value education believing it can pro\bééer opportunities for our students,
our family. So, naturally, | want to be an effgetadministrator. But, have | become
‘widgetized’ perpetuating a system of widgets bingehe widgetor?

Thus, | present the challenge to myself and attedeeholders in the educational

system. How am | actively creating critical corsatrons with teachers in order to
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improve instructional practices in the classrooat #re impacting students’
performances? How can | be a visionary leadettiogea safe space that encourages
others to reflect on current practices, seek anoraoe change? Let’'s imagine the

possibilities!
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Appendix A
Research Timeline
Time (in days & weeks)Duration Description of activity Participant’s eol
This activity occurred Varied e Researcher’s Reflexive Journal N/A
throughout the study
Week 2 6 hours e Research PDAS e Respondto
1 hour e Analyze findings invitation
2 hours e Contact participants
Week 3 1 hour e Preparations for interview
1 hour e 1%Interview with Participant A ¢ Respond to
e Transcription open-ended
6 hours e Coding of transcription questions
Week 4 4 hours e Preliminary analysis
1 hour e Collection of documents e Submit PDAS
4 hours e Document Analysis documents
Week 5 3 hour e Create Wordle product
e Peer review of codes
1 hour e Schedule follow-up interview
30 minutes with Participant A * Respondto
invitation
Week 6 1 hour o Follow-up (2°) interview with e  Participate in
Participant A follow-up
6 hours e Transcription interview
4 hours e Coding of transcription
1 hour e Member check of follow-up ~ ® Review codes
interview and provide
2 hours e Review/Rewrite Interview feedback
3 hours Questions for Participant B
Week 7 1 hour e Preparations for interview
1 hour e 1%Interview with Participant B ¢ Respond to
e Transcription open-ended
6 hours e Coding of transcription questions
Week 8 4 hours e Preliminary analysis
1 hour e Collection of documents e Submit PDAS
4 hours e Document Analysis documents
Week 9 1 hour e Peer review of codes
30 minutes e Schedule follow-up interview e Respond to
with Participant B invitation
Week 10 1 hour e Follow-up (Z‘d) interview with e  Participate in
Participant B follow-up
6 hours e Transcription interview
4 hours e Coding of transcription
1 hour e Member check of follow-up ~ ® Review codes
interview and provide
feedback
Ongoing till the Varied & e Data Analysis & N/A
Ongoing Representation

completion of the
study

e Peer Debriefing & Writing
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Department of Educational Administration and Research
College of Education, Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi
2602 Widgeon Drive

Corpus Christi, TX 78410

@B61) 779-4664 (C)

dtorres3@stx.rr.com

Faculty Advisor

Kakali Bhattacharya, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor

College of Education, Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi
Faculty Center 224

6300 Ocean Drive

Corpus Christi, TX 78412

B61) 825-6017

kakali.bhattacharya@tamucc.edu

D. Title of Project (Doctoral Dissertation):

Eyes are Watching: A Foucauldian Power/Knowledge Analysis of the Teacher
Evaluation Process

E. External Funding:
None

F. Grant Submission Deadline:
None

G. Starting Date:
June 2010

H. Estimated Completion Date:
December 2010
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. Research Project
1. Objectives of Project.

Research Purpose

The purpose of the study is to conduct a Foucauldaver/knowledge narrative
constructed from the perceptions of three teachiense intermediate school in
South Texas.

Research Questions

1. What are the cultural, political and strategioditions encompassing the
teacher evaluation process?

2. What relations and practices ardkmubby the cultural, political and strategic
conditions of the teacher evaluatioocpss?

3.What are possibilities in the papants’ behavioral changes in terms of the
relationship between the evaluatiorcpss and pedagogy?

2.  Subjects.

Purposeful sampling will be used to recruit theefteachers. All participants will
be volunteers and will be informed that they maywéethe study at any time. A
maximum of three participants for the study willdsdected from the teachers
assigned to an exemplary intermediate school. #stlene of the teachers
selected will have 0 — 2 years, 3 — 10 years, aokriinan 10 years teaching
experience. All participants will be asked to sggoonsent form (see attached).

3. Methods or Procedures.

This will be qualitative study

The research design will be a critical etmapyy using a Foucauldian
power/knowledge analysis. The data will ¢sinsf interviews (see attached),
observations, and archival data includiragker evaluation documents (formal
evaluations and walkthroughs), lesson pla@sher notes, memos, school
policies and procedures.

4. Category for exempt research

3. Research involving the use of educatitests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude,
achievement), survey procedures, or observaf public behavior that is not
exempt under the previous paragraph, ith@) human subjects are elected or
appointed public officials or candidates foiblic office; or (ii) federal statute(s)
require(s) without exception that the coefitiality of the personally identifiable
information will be maintained throughouettesearch and thereatfter.

J. Certification

Principal Investigator: Dalia Torres

Signature Date:
Co-Principal Investigator: Dr. Kakali Bhattacharya

Signature Date:
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Appendix C
Informed Consent Form

l, , am beingldekgarticipate in a research
study titled “Eyes are Watching: A Foucauldian IédeowIedge Analysis of the Teacher
Evaluation Process” being conducted by Dalia Tomd3octoral Student in the Department of
Educational Administration and Research at Tex&M University - Corpus Christi
(361-779-4664) under the direction of by Dr. Kal@hattacharya College of Education, Texas
A&M University-Corpus Christi (361- 825-6017).

This form provides information about the study.iBdlorres, the Principal Investigator,
will also describe the study to me and answer amggtijons. My participation is entirely voluntary
and Right to Withdraw) | can refuse to participate without giving anyseaand without
penalty. | can ask to have all of the informatadiout me returned to me, removed from the
research records, or destroyed.

The reason for the study is to explore the peroaptof teachers in an exemplary
intermediate school with a specific focus on tleeker evaluation process.

If I volunteer to take part in this study, | will b e asked to do the following things:
1) Attend three (3) one-hour interviews with the intewer.
2) Clarify any follow-up questions the interviewer midghave when interpreting my
words.
3) Provide documents of previous teacher evaluatiodgoa walkthroughs or
consent for release of those records from the dahsiict.

| understand that

¢ (Confidentiality) The researcher will audiotape conversations arhir@ws, which
will later be transcribed that occur between trseagcher and me. Both the audio tapes
and transcripts will be kept confidential. If thesults are published or presented at
scientific meetings, identify of the participantslwot be disclosed.

e The data will be kept by the researcher and wilslha&red while maintaining confidentiality
with Dr. Kakali Bhattacharya.

e The researcher will analyze the data and keep irie year for educational and research
purposes.

¢ (Compensation) Rrticipation in the study will not cost me anythiauigd | will not receive
any money for my participation.

e (Risks) There are no specific risks associated with the tyfgnformation that will be
solicited for the study. Nonetheless, if | expade some discomfort or stress during
observations or conversations, then | can choodestontinue my participation in the
study without any penalty

e (Benefits) There is no direct benefit for me for participatinghe project.

No information about me, or provided by me during tesearch, will be shared with others,
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except if it is necessary to protect my welfare @rample, if | were injured and need physician
care) or if required by law. | will be assignedsepdonym which will be used in interview
transcript and all other data documents.

The researcher will answer any further questiomaithe research, now or during the course of
the project.

Voluntary Consent: | certify that | have been informed about thedgts purpose, procedures,
possible risks and benefits; that | have beenrgilie opportunity to ask questions before | sign;
and that | can ask questions at any time. Addiign

| know that if | have any questions about my righdsa research participant, | can contact Renee
Gonzales, IRB Compliance Officer at Texas A&M Unsity — Corpus Christi at (361) 825-2497.
| have received a copy of this form; by signing itpluntarily agree to participate in the study.

Printed Name of Participant Signatof Participant Date
Dalia Torres
Printed Name of Principal Investigator gr&iture of Principal Investigator Date

Telephone: (361) 779-4664
Email: dtorres3@stx.rr.com

Please sign two copies, keep one and return onetbhe researcher.
Dissertation advisor: Dr. Kakali Bhattacharya; (B825-6017
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Appendix D

The Panopticon Design
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Appendix F
Name: Appraisal Year:
Appraiser: Date Submitted:
Campus: Assignment/Grade:

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT
TEACHER SELF-REPORT FORM
Contributions to The Improvement of Academic Performance
of All Students on Campus

The following are general rules for use of the Teacher Self-Report (TSR):

(1) Based upon the nature of the teaching assignment, TEKS/TAKS objectives may vary in content and
level of difficulity.

(2) Context for the objectives include (1) teaching field, (2) assignment and/or (3) varying
characteristics of the teacher’s students.

(3) Depending upon the classroom context, objectives may be identified for:

a. A subset of the TEKS/TAKS objectives.
b. A subset of classes assigned to the teacher.
¢. A subset of the teacher’s students.
(4) The TSR requires the least amount of writing necessary to communicate the point or make the
example (limited to one-half page per item).

Section I*
The data requested in Section I must be presented to the principal within the first three weeks after the
orientation. The teacher may elect to revise this section prior to the annual summative conference.

1. Which academic skills (TEKS/TAKS objectives) do you directly teach or reinforce in your classes?

READING
Grades where Check
TEKS/TAKS all
objectives are that

avn

1 3,4,5,6,7.8 The student will demonstrate a basic understanding of culturally
diverse written texts. ‘

2 3,4,5,6,7,8 The student will apply knowledge of literary elements to
understand culturally diverse written texts.

3 3,4,5,6,7.8 The student will use a variety of strategies to analyze culturally
diverse written texts.

4 3,4,5,6,7,8 The student will apply critical thinking skills to analyze culturally

diverse written texts.
S

The stud iliem

T bl

onstrate a basic understanding of culturally

9,10,11
diverse written texts.
2 ,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the effects of
literary elements and techniques in culturally diverse written texts.
3 9,10,11 The student will demonstrate the ability to analyze and critically

evaluate culturally diverse written texts and visual representations.

Revised June 200/ Page 1
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Name: Appraisal Year:
Appraiser: Date Submitted:
Campus: Assignment/Grade:
WRITING
Grades where Check
TEKS/TAKS all
objectives are that

tested

TEKS/TAKS Objectives
T

1 4,7 The student will, within a given context, produce an effective
composition for a specific purpose.
2 4,7 The student will produce a piece of writing that demonstrates a

command of the conventions of spelling, capitalization,
punctuation, grammar usage, and sentence structure.

3 4,7 The student will recognize appropriate organization of ideas in
text.

4 4.7 The student will recognize correct and effective sentence
construciion in written text.

5 4,7 The student will recognize standard usage and appropriate word
choice in written text.

6 4,7 The student will proofread for correct punctuation, capitalization,

and spelling in written text.

il il i

1 10, The student will, within a given context, produce an effective
composition for a specific purpose.
2 10,11 The student will produce a piece of writing that demonstrates a

command of the conventions of spelling, capitalization,
punctuation, grammar usage, and sentence structure.

3 10,11 The student will demonstraie the ability to revise and proofread to
improve the clarity and effectiveness of a piece of writing.

MATHEMATICS
Grades where Check
TEKS/TAKS all
objectives are that

tested TEKS/TAKS Objectives

1 34,5678 _ The student will demonstrate an understanding of numbers,
operations, and quantitative reasoning.

2 34,5678 The student will demonstrate an understanding of patterns,
relationships, and algebraic reasoning.

3 34,5678 The student will demonstrate an understanding of geometry and
spatial reasoning,.

4 3.4.5,6,7.8 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the concepts and
uses of measurement.

5 3,4,5,6,7.8 The student will demonstrate an understanding of probability and
statistics.

6 3,4,5,6,7.8 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the

problem solvin:

T

mathematical processes and tools used in

Revised June 2001 Page 2
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Name: Appraisal Year:.
Appraiser: Date Submitted:
Campus: Assignment/Grade:

1 9,10,11 The student will describe functional relationships in a variety of
Ways.

2 9,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the properties
and attributes of functions.

3 9,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of linear functions.

4 9,10,11 The student will formulate and use linear equations and
inequalities,

3 9,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of quadratic and
other nonlinear functions.

6 9.10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of geometric
relationships and spatial reasoning.

7 9.10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of two-and three-
dimensional representations of geometric relationships and shapes.

8 9,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the concepts and
uses of measurement and similarity.

9 9.10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of percents,
proportional relationships, probability, and statistics in application
problems.

10 2,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the
mathematical processes and tools used in problem solving.

SCIENCE
Grades where Check
TEKS/TAKS all
objectives are that

tosted _

Ob'ectwe TEKS/T AKS Ob'ectlves “ ap

............

1 58 The stdent will demonstrate an understanding of the naturc of
science.

2 5,8 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the life sciences.

3 58 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the physical
sciences.

4 58 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the earth

The student will demonsirate an understanding of the nature e of
science.

2 10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the
organizations of living systems.

3 10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of the
interdependence of organisms and the environment,

4 10,11 The student will demonsirate an understanding of the structures
and properties of matter.

5 10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of motion, forces,
and energy.
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Name: Appraisal Year:
Appraiser: Date Submitted:
Campus: Assignment/Grade:
SOCIAL STUDIES,
Grades where Check
TEKS/TAKS all
objectives are that
Objective | tested TEKS/TAKS Objectives

L e e il

ALL OBJECTIVES.....

1 8,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of issues and
events in U. S. History.

2 8,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of geographic
influences on historical issues and events.

3 8,10,11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of economic and
social influences on historical issues and events.

4 8,10.11 The student will demonstrate an understanding of political
influences on historical issues and events.

5 8,10,11 The student will use critical-thinking skills to analyze social

studies information.

OTHER OBJECTIVES

With the approval of the principal, certain high school teachers may substitute other standardized measures and
related objectives which are addressed in the AEIS system. This may include SAT/ACT, AP, TASP, and end-of-
course examinations. Specify below.

2. 'What processes do you use to assess the needs of your students with regard to academic skills
(TEKS/TAKS objectives)?

Check all that apply
Disaggregated TEKS/TAKS data

Curriculum-correlated assessment materials
Teacher-designed assessment process/materials
Diagnostic observations

Other standardized test results

Cumulative classroom performance data

Other (describe)
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Name: Appraisal Year:
Appraiser: Date Submitted:
Campus: Assignment/Grade:

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT
TEACHER SELF-REPORT FORM
Contributions to The Improvement of Academic Performance
of All Students on Campus

Section II*

The data requested in Sections Il and III must be provided to the principal at least two weeks before the
annual summative conference. Limit all responses to one-half page per response.

3. Describe a specific instructional adjustment (e.g., materials, sequencing, etc.), which you have made based
on the needs assessment of your students.

4. Describe the approaches you have used to monitor classrcom performance and to provide feedback to
students regarding their progress in academic skills (TEKS/TAKS objectives).

5. Describe how you assisted your students who were experiencing serious attendance problems.

6. Describe your approach in working with students who were failing or in danger of failing.

Revised June 2001 Page 5
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Name: Appraisal Year:
Appraiser: Date Submitted:
Campus: Assignment/Grade:

Section ITI**

7. List or describe, in the space provided below, your professional development activities for the past year
related o campus/district goals, assigned subject/content, needs of students, or prior appraisal performancc
in the following arcas: inscrvice, team planning, mentoring, collaboration with colleagues, self-study,
video coursework or distance learning, universiiy-ievel coursework, professional conferences, and olher
non-traditional activitics.

8.  As aresult of your professional development activities described above, what have you been able 1o use in
your classroom that has positively impacted the jearning of students?

9. Be prepared to discuss three target areas for continued professional growth. In order to organize vour
thoughts, you may wish to make nctes below, but it is ot required.

‘evised June 2001 Page 6
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Appendix G
Name: Appraiser:
Campus: Assignment/Grade:
Period of Intervention: From: To:

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND APPRAISAL SYSTEM
INTERVENTION PLAN FOR TEACHER IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE

" 1. Domain(s) in which the teacher is in need of assistance,

2. Professional-improvement activities and dates for completion.

3, Evidence that will be used to determine that professional-improvement activities have been completed.

4, Directives for changes in teacher behavior and time lines.

5. Evidence that will be used to determine if teacher behavior has changed.

Signature of Appraiser Date

Signature of Principal Date

My appraiser, principal, and I have discussed this intervention plan. My signature does not indicate whether | agree
or disagree with this plan.

Signature of Teacher Date
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Name: Anppraiser:
Campus: Assignment/Grade:
Period of Intervention: From: To:

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND APPRAISAL SYSTEM
INTERVENTION PLAN FOR TEACHER IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE -

This plan has been successfully completed.
This plan has not been successfully completed.

This plan was not successfully completed for the following reasons:

Further action to be taken:

Signature of Appraiser Date

Signature of Principal Date

My appraiser and | have discussed the evaluation of the completion of this plan. My signature does not indicate
whether I agree or disagree with the evaluation of this plan.

Signature of Teacher Date

Revised June 200!
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Appendix H

Spradley’s (1980) Participant Observation Matrig.(p2-83)
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Appendix |

W TExAS AxM UNIVERSITY

\ CORPUS CHRISTIT

June 24, 2010

Ms, Dalia Torres
2602 Widgeon Drive
Corpus Christi, TX 78410

Dear Ms. Torres,

I'have reviewed your IRB application for the research project entitied “Eyes are Watching:
A Foucauldian Power/Knowledge Analysis of the Teacher Evaluation Process” {IRB# 98-
10). The project is deemed as Exempt under §46.101(b){2) and not subject to 45CFR46.
You are authorized to begin the project as outlined in your application.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

@Kﬁa@@@mu

Erin L. Sherman, CRA

Interim Research Compliance Officer
Texas A&M University - Corpus Christi
6300 Ocean Dr. Unit 5844

Corpus Christi, TX 78412

Tel: (361)825-2497
erin.sherman@tamucc.edu

Compliance Office
6308 Ovean Drive, Upit 3844
Corpus Christi, TX 78412-5844



