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ABSTRACT
A Case Study: English Instructors’ Beliefs about the Instructor Evaluation
Process at an English Preparatory School
Bayraktaroglu, Arda
MA, Yeditepe University Graduate School of Educational Sciences
Supervisor, Assoc. Prof. Dr. Dilara Demirbulak

May 2018, 151 pages

The purpose of this study was to identify English mstructors’ beliefs about the
instructor evaluation process at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School
Patton’s Utilization-Focused Evaluation Model (1997) was used as the framework of
this study. 52 English mstructors working at Istanbul Sehir University English
Preparatory Program m the 2015-2016 academic year participated in this study. The
data were gathered through a mixed-method design, including a questionnaire and
mterviews. The results revealed that the instructor evaluation process has a positive
effect on teacher professional development and school improvement according to
mstructors’ beliefs. The findings of the study indicated that in order to make the
mstructor evaluation more useful, improvements should be made to classroom
observation procedures, summative outcomes of the instructor evaluation should be

reviewed, and more time should be allocated for teacher professional development.

Key Words: English preparatory school mstructors, instructor evaluation, teacher

professional development, utilization-focused evaluation



OZET
Ormnek Durum Incelemesi: Ingilizce Okutmanlarinin Universite Hazrlk Okulu'nda
Okutman Degerlendirme Siirecine Iliskin Goriisleri
Bayraktaroglu, Arda
Yiiksek Lisans, Yeditepe Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii
Danisman, Dog. Dr. Dilara Demirbulak

Mayis 2018, 151 sayfa

Bu calsmann amaci, Istanbul Sehir Universitesi Ingilizce Hazrlk
Okulu'ndaki Ingilizce okutmanlarmm okutman degerlendirme siireci hakkmndaki
gorlislerinin - belirlenmesidir. Bu ¢alisma kapsammnda Patton’un Yararlanma Odakh
Degerlendirme Modeli (1997) kullanimistr.  Arasgtrmann  6rneklemini 2015-2016
akademik yinda Istanbul Sehir Universitesi Ingilizce Hazrlk Progranmr’'nda calisan
52 Ingilizce okutmam olusturmaktadr. Veriler anket ve miilakatlari iceren karma
yontem yoluyla toplanmistr. Calgmann sonuglar, okutman goriislerne gore
okutman degerlendirme siirecinin  O6gretmen mesleki gelisimi  ve okul gelisimi
tizerinde olumlu bir etkisi bulundugunu gostermistir. Cahsmada elde edilen bulgular,
okutman degerlendirmesinin daha yararh olabimesi icin smf gozlemi siirecinde
gelistirmeler yapimasy, okutman degerlendirme siireci O6zet sonuglarmm  gbzden
gecirilmesi ve  Ogretmen mesleki gelisimne daha fazla zaman ayrimasi gerektigini

ortaya koymustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ingilizce hazrlik okulu okutmanlari, okutman degerlendirmesi,

ogretmen mesleki gelisimi, yararlanma odakh degerlendirme



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Focus of the Study

Although carrying out teacher evaluations is a demanding task, -efficient
evaluations mmprove the effectiveness of school systems. The purpose of almost all
teacher evaluation systems is to improve mstruction and consequently, increase student
learning in schools. Teacher evaluations are typically conducted by school administrators.
Davis, Ellett, and Annunziata (2002, p.288) state, “...school-based administrative and
professional leadership play essential roles in determining the meaning and value of
teacher evaluation in schools, and how teacher evaluation can extend beyond its
ritualistic traditions to improve teaching and learning.” Since teachers are an important
part of teacher evaluations, it is necessary to consider their views about teacher
evaluation processes.

This thesis explores English instructors’ beliefs about the instructor evaluation
process at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School within the framework of
Patton’s (1997) utilization-focused evaluation model. There are four sources of
motivation that mspired the researcher to conduct this study. These include (1) the
increasing demand for teacher evaluation in Turkey, (2) the professional position held as
the deputy director of the mentioned school, (3) systematic evaluation of instructor
evaluation processes not being practiced in English preparatory schools in Turkey, and
(4) evaluations of instructor evaluation processes in English preparatory schools not

being published i Turkey.



English preparatory schools of English-medium higher education institutions in
Turkey enable students to be furnished with the necessary skills to succeed i their
university studies. Unlike language schools, English preparatory schools must focus on
the language skills that students need in an academic setting. This fact emphasizes the
importance of teachers’ professional development in English preparatory schools with a
view to implementing an effective language program. In accordance with the objective of
providing quality mstruction, teacher evaluation systems which are formative in nature
prove to be helpful in organizing professional development activities for teachers. Since
teacher evaluation is capable of identifying areas for improvement, teachers may benefit
more from professional development activities that are connected to teacher evaluation
results. Higher Education Law in Turkey does not include specifications for English
preparatory schools of English-medium higher education institutions. Hence, preparatory
school administrators design their systems and processes in coordination with the
academic senates in ther universities. In addition, preparatory schools often create their
own teacher evaluation systems owing to the fact that the job descriptions of preparatory
school mstructors are different than those of faculty members (Dalg, 2010).

There are several studies on different types of teacher evaluation in Turkey. These
studies mostly focus on performance evaluaton m high schools (Kogak, 2006),
educational supervisions in primary and secondary schools (Memisogli, 2013; Sat,
2013), and performance evaluation of faculty members i higher education mnstitutions
(Argon, 2010; Esen & Esen, 2015; Kalayci, 2009). To the best of the researcher’s
knowledge, the literature reviewed indicates that systematic evaluation of instructor

evaluation has not been practiced in English preparatory schools of higher education



mstitutions in  Turkey. Research efforts and studies on instructor evaluation remain
unpublished and are only available to specific preparatory school contexts. There is a
need for research into instructor evaluations in English preparatory school settings.
Therefore, this case study aims to investigate English mstructors’ beliefs about the

mstructor evaluation at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School.

1.2. Rationale and Research Questions

The previous section focused on the primary reasons for selecting this research
area as the focus of the thesis. In accordance with Patton’s (1997) utilization-focused
evaluation (UFE) model, the following research questions were designed considering the
needs of the primary intended user.

RESEARCH PROBLEM:

What are the English preparatory school instructors’ opinions about the mstructor
evaluation system?

SUBPROBLEMS:

1. To what extent do the instructors believe instructor evaluation is necessary?

2. What are the instructors’ opinions about the impact of the instructor evaluation process
on their professional development and on school improvement?

3. What are the istructors’ opinions about the impact of the instructor evaluation process
on their emotions?

4. How do the mstructors view the school director as the evaluator in the mnstructor

evaluation process?



5. What are the instructors’ opinions about the strengths and weaknesses of the instructor

evaluation at the English Preparatory School?

1.3. Research Context

This part addresses the context in which research was carried out and introduces
the teacher evaluation process. This study was carried out at Istanbul Sehir University,

which offers a one-year English preparatory program to students.

1.3.1. Background of the English Preparatory School

Istanbul Sehir University started its academic activities as a private foundation
university in the 2010-2011 academic year in Istanbul. The university has 6 colleges:
College of Humanities and Social Sciences, College of Engineering and Natural
Sciences, School of Management and Administrative Sciences, College of
Communications, School of Law, and School of Islamic Studies. Newly enrolled students
take an English Placement Test, University of Michigan English Placement Test, at the
beginning of each academic year. There are 100 multiple-choice questions in the English
Placement Test: 20 Listening, 30 Grammar, 30 Vocabulary and 20 Reading questions.
English Preparatory School administers the test. According to their English Placement
Test results, students are placed in one of the 5 levels in the English Preparatory Program.
Those who receive the required score in the English Placement Test are eligible to take
an in-house English Proficiency Test. The English Preparatory School started to
administer its own English Proficiency Test in the Spring Semester of 2015-2016

academic year. The Proficiency Test consists of Reading, Listening, Writing, and



Speaking sections. Students who achieve a minimum score of 60 on the English
Proficiency Test are allowed to start their departmental studies.

The English Preparatory School has a modular system mcluding 5 levels:
Elementary  (Basic  User/Al), Pre-Intermediate  (Basic  User/A2), Intermediate
(Independent User/B1), Upper-Intermediate (Independent User/B2) and Pre-Faculty
(Independent User/High B2). The levels are based on Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFRL). Each level lasts 7 weeks. The curriculum follows an
mtegrated approach to the teaching of language skills (Listening, Reading, Writing, and
Speaking). In the Elementary and Pre-Intermediate levels, students learn general English
and in the following courses they learn theme-based academic English. A process-based
approach is used for assessment and evaluation. In a module, students take a midterm
exam and are assessed by a variety of assessment components such as process writing
tasks, presentations and quizzes. In-module assessment components and weightings are

given in Table 1.



Table 1: English Preparatory Program In-Module Assessment Components and Weightings

IN-MO DULEASSESSMENT C OMPONENTS AND WEIGHTINGS
ISSUES
ORAL | GROUP of IN- SUMOF
LEVEL MID | PROCESS | TIMED | PRESEN | DISCUS | VOCAB INTERE | CLASS g(')DULE
TERM | WRITING | WRITING | TATION | SION QUIZ | HW ST SCORE | b e
ELE
30% 15% 10% 20% N/A 10% 5% N/A 10% 50%
PRE-INT
30% 15% N/A 15% 15% 10% 5% N/A 10% 50%
INT
30% 15% 10% 10% 10% 10% 5% N/A 10% 50%
UPPER-
INT 30% 15% 10% N/A 15% 15% 5% N/A 10% 50%
PRE-FAC
14 WEEK | 30% 20% 15% N/A N/A 10% 5% 10% 10% 50%
PRE-FAC
7 WEEK 30% 25% 10% N/A N/A 10% 5% 10% 10% 50%

The sum of in-module assessment grades (50%) and the module end test grade

(50%) makes up the total grade. Students are required to achieve a minimum total grade

of 60 poits in order to move onto the next level Once students successfully complete

Pre-Faculty, the last level m the program, they are eligble to take the English Proficiency

Test. They are required to obtain a minimum score of 60 on the English Proficiency Test

in order to complete the English Preparatory Program. Levels in the English Preparatory

Program are given in Figure 1.




Figure 1. Levels in the English Preparatory Program

778 students enrolled to Istanbul Sehir University in 2015-2016 academic year. 21
of these students passed the IELTS test and started their departmental studies. IELTS
was used as the English proficiency test until the English Preparatory School started to
prepare and admmister its own English Proficiency Test i the Spring Semester of 2015-
2016 academic year. With the addition of 184 students from previous years, a total of 941
students started the preparatory school in 2015-2016 academic year.

At the beginning of 2015-2016 academic year, there were 52 English instructors
in the English Preparatory School. 41 instructors were experienced teachers whereas 11

structors were novice teachers. Experienced instructors are those who had been



teaching in the preparatory school for at least 2 years and novice instructors are those
who were hired at the beginning of 2015-2016 academic year. According to the
Instructor’s Handbook, primary duties of instructors are:

e To teach a normal load of 20 class periods 50 minutes/week as assigned

e To direct and facilitate the language learning, academic skills development,
and personal development of students

e To maintain strict attendance and punctuality for students, and to lead by
example

e To deliver school curricuum effectively and to support the mstructional
program

e To take part in professional development and to mamtain a professional code
of conduct

e To attend the general meetings when announced and on a weekly basis the
relevant level meetings

e To upload students’ attendance, materials covered in class and extras, to
create assignments, and to enter student grades

e To check the mstitutional e-mail regularly; mmnimum of three times during
the workday

e To respond promptly to e-mails and phone calls

e To work and communicate effectively with co-instructors

The organizational structure of the English Preparatory School is given i Figure 2.
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Figure 2. English Preparatory School Organizational Chart

1.3.2. Professional Development in the English Preparatory School

Professional development forms the basis of the culture of the English Preparatory
School. The mission of the preparatory school is maintaining program consistency and

excellence continuous commitment to professional development of the

through
mstructors. It is stated in the Instructor’s Handbook that professional development in the
preparatory school has three key purposes:

e Enabling mstructors to develop their effectiveness and to increase job
satisfaction

e Enabling instructors to meet the requirements and expectations of the
preparatory school

e  Enabling instructors to make a full contribution to the work of the preparatory
school

According to the Instructor’s Handbook, the preparatory school recognizes that the

development of its staff is an essential component of meeting its vision; thus, instructors



working at the preparatory school are in an environment rich with professional
development opportunities and all teachers are strongly encouraged to develop
specialized areas of iterest in the field, to conduct research in the classroom, to publish
articles on that research, to help lead-in service training sessions, and to present at
national and international conferences.

One of the professional development activities carried out in the English
Preparatory School is the workshop as a forum for discussion. The workshops aim to
create opportunities for mstructors to learn about new strategies to apply to their
classroom teaching. They are organized and led by voluntary preparatory school
mstructors. The two types of workshops offered are initial and ongoing. All instructors
are required to attend one mitial workshop each module. Initial workshops are held on
Wednesdays. Ongoing workshops are optional and are held on Tuesdays. They are
designed to gain a deeper understanding of the mitial workshop and to meet the particular
needs of the mstructors. The workshops are conducted in areas such as lesson planning,
teaching strategies, and teacher research. There are also Special Interest Groups (SIGs) in
the English Preparatory School Instructors with similar interests such as approaches to
teaching skills, teacher education, drama & literature, and use of technology in education
come together to discuss the issues in different fields and exchange ther views and best

practices within the institution.

1.3.3. Instructor Evaluation Process in the English Preparatory School

The English Preparatory School has been conducting instructor evaluation for 4

years. The director of the preparatory school designed the instructor evaluation system.

10



The evaluation model is similar to the standards-based teacher evaluation systems that are
used in elementary, secondary, and high schools in the United States and some other
countries in Europe. Sources of performance data such as classroom observation, student
feedback, and professionalism are wused in teacher evaluation systems in the
aforementioned countries. These sources are also used i the English Language Teaching
(ELT) context (Richards & Farrell, 2005). Therefore, it is possible to implement a
standards-based teacher evaluation system in an ELT environment. As stated in the
Instructor’s Handbook, mstructor evaluations are conducted for all the mstructors as a
tool to give the staff feedback on ther teaching and performance and as a resource for
professional development. The stages of the overall instructor evaluation are given in

Table 2.

Table 2: Overall Instructor Evaluation Stages in the English Preparatory School

Instructor . .
. Time period Procedure
evaluation stage
1. Performance
standards for the Atthe
. beginning of | Performance standards are shared with the instructors in the first
instructors are the academic eneral staff meeting of the academic year
established and J & y
. year
communicated
Measures of teacher performance for Measures of teacher
experienced instructors performance for novice
instructors
2. Instructors’ . a. The professional development
. During the .
performance is . scheme proposed by the instructor from .
. academic - a. Evaluative classroom
monitored and the previous year .
year . observation
measured b. Midterm and module end testclass
b. Studentsurveys
averages . .
c. Professionalism
c. Studentsurveys
d. Professionalism
3. Instructor
. At theend of . . . .
evaluation results . Instructorevaluation results are shared with the instructors in the
. the academic .. .
are shared with appraisal interview
. year
the instructors

11



The evaluation is carried out once a year for both experienced and novice
mstructors. At the begmnning of the academic year, performance standards for the
mstructors are established and communicated. During the academic year, instructors’
performance is monitored and measured through multiple sources of information. At the
end of the academic year, the director of the preparatory school holds a formal appraisal
mterview with the mstructors to share the evaluation results. The key objectives of the
appraisal interview are sharing the nstructor evaluation results, identifying the impact of
each stage of the evaluation on teacher satisfaction with the process, understanding
teachers’ perceptions of the fairness of performance ratings, increasing teachers’
motivation to improve performance, and setting academic goals for the teachers. The
appraisal interview is divided mto 3 sections. In the first section of the nterview, the
school director asks specific questions in order to find out about instructors’ experiences
in the academic year. The following questions are asked for this purpose:

e  What can you tell me about your role and performance in this academic year?

e  What areas do you think you have to improve?

e How was your relationship with your students, colleagues, and managers?

e Name 3 things that you are satisfied with in the preparatory school

e Name one thing that you do not like and would like to change.

e  What professional development activities have you participated in?

In the second section of the interview, each mstructor, with the help of the school
director, sets three goals for the next academic year by answering the following

questions:

12



e What are your goals for the next academic year? List three targets for next
year.

e  Which specific skills would you like to improve in the next year?

e  What action will you take to achieve these aims?

e  What can your manager do to help you attain your goals?
Some examples of teacher goals are implementing a new teaching technique, completing
a course, and running an in-house workshop. In the third section of the mterview, the
school director shares the evaluation results with the mstructors.

A specific rubric is used to evaluate the teacher performance in the academic year.
Due to the time constraints and difficulties of carrying out classroom observations,
evaluative classroom observations are conducted only for the novice instructors in the
first year of ther teaching. Evaluative classroom observations are not conducted for
experienced mstructors as a measure of teacher performance in the mstructor evaluation
process. Instead, experienced instructors are evaluated on their professional development,
which corresponds to the achievement of the goals that were established in the previous
year’s appraisal interview.

The performance evaluation rubric for experienced instructors includes four

domains (see Table 3 for details).

13



Table 3: Instructor Evaluation Processes for Experienced Instructors

Instruct
.s ructor Source of evidence Rating scale Weight
evaluation measure
e
' Eyldence collected by the school Achievement of each
Professional director academic goal: 10 points 30%
development * Evidence collected by the goat U p ’
. (a total of 3 goals)
mstructor
Midterm and module Low: 10 points 30%
end testclass Student achievement data Average: 20 points ’
averages High: 30 points
Unsatisfactory: 10 points o
Student surveys Student survey data Satisfactory: 20 points 20%
Evidence collected by the school . .
. . . . f: 1
Professionalism director, deputy directors, and level Unsatls actory: 10 Pomts 20%
. Satisfactory: 20 points
coordinators

The first domain of the rubric evaluates teacher professional development.
Experienced instructors are evaliated on the 3 academic goals that were set in the
previous year’s appraisal interview. Evidence of professional development is necessary in
this part of the evaluation. It includes but not limited to: attending or holding in-house
workshops, making peer observation for development purposes, and participating and
presenting in conferences. In this domain, mnstructors receive ten points for the
achievement of each goal. Professional development domain constitutes thirty percent of
the total evaluation score.

The second domain of the rubric includes student achievement results. The
preparatory school has a modular system that includes five levels: Elementary, Pre-
Intermediate, Intermediate, Upper-Intermediate and Pre-Faculty. In the Elementary and
Pre-Intermediate levels, students learn general English. In the last two levels, they learn
theme-based Academic English. There are four modules in an academic year, each of
which lasts 7 weeks. As the students move up to higher levels, their classes and teachers

change. Consequently, mstructors teach a different group of students in each 7-week
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module. The preparatory school students are assessed in a module through various
assessment components and a midterm exam. At the end of the module, they take a
module end test. Each mstructor’s class achievement scores are recorded mn terms of
midterm exam and module end test in each module. At the end of an academic year,
midterm and module end test class averages of each instructor are evaluated. Since the
student achievement on tests are related to course objectives, the exam averages serve as
the evidence of student learning. Instructors receive a score out of thirty points,
depending on their class averages. This domain constitutes thirty percent of the total
evaluation score.

The third domain includes student surveys. At the end of each module, students
are given a survey, which was designed by the director of the preparatory school and ex-
vice rector of the university. In the survey, students provide feedback on their teachers’
performance n a given module, the course and themselves as learners. In the mstructor
evaluation section of the student survey, students indicate whether they agree with the
statements related to the mstructor’s teaching performance on a 5-point scale ranging
from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). Instructors’ teaching performance scores are
recorded throughout an academic year. At the end of an academic year, an individual
mstructor’s average on teaching performance is compared with the preparatory school
averages. Instructors whose teaching score averages are constantly below the department
averages are considered as unsatisfactory. In this component, instructors receive a score
out of twenty points. This domain constitutes twenty percent of the total evaluation score.

In the last domain of the rubric, instructors are evaluated on therr performance

regarding their duties in the school. According to the Instructor’s Handbook, some of the
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instructor duties are attending the weekly level meetings and general staff meetings,
updating the Learning Management System with students’ attendance records and grades,
responding promptly to e-mails and phone calls, and working and communicating
effectively with co-instructors. In this respect, information is gathered from the school
director, deputy directors, and level coordmators. In this domain, mstructors are
evaluated out of twenty points.

The performance evaluation rubric for novice instructors includes three domains

(see Table 4 for details).

Table 4: Instructor Evaluation Processes for Novice Instructors

Instructopiigiiuation Source of evidence Rating scale Weight
measure
* Planning and preparation
Unsatisfactory: 10 points
Satisfactory: 20 points
%
Evaluative classroom Evidence collected by Clas.sroom atmosp h?re
. . Unsatisfactory: 10 points 60%
observation the schooldirector . .
Satisfactory: 20 points
* Instruction
Unsatisfactory: 10 points
Satisfactory: 20 points
Unsatisfactory: 10 points o
Student surveys Student survey data Satisfactory: 20 points 20%
Evidence collected by
. . the schooldirector, Unsatisfactory: 10 points o
Professionalism deputy directors, and Satisfactory: 20 points 20%
level coordinators

The first domain of the rubric includes evaluative classroom observation. Each
novice mstructor goes through one evaluative classroom observation in his or her first
year in the English Preparatory School. The school director carries out evaluative

classroom observations. Each instructor is provided with detailed information about the
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time of the observation and the procedures in advance. The evaluative classroom

observation model is given in Figure 3.

Information
about
classroom
observation
Follow-up conzfénce
action i
meeting
Post-
Classroom
conference observation
meeting
. o
- - . S
Individual
reflection

Figure 3. English Preparatory School Evaluative Classroom Observation Model

Evaluative classroom observation criteria include 3 areas: Planning and
preparation, classroom atmosphere, and instruction. Instructors receive a score out of
twenty points in each area of the criteria, depending on their performance. This domain
constitutes sixty percent of the total evaluation score.

The second and third domains of the rubric are the same as those for the
experienced instructors.

At the end of each academic year, experienced instructors are evaluated in the

four domains of the nstructor evaluation rubric whereas novice istructors are evaluated
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in three domains. While giving instructors a total evaluation score, a holistic approach is
used. Instructor evaluation scores lead to two main outcomes. First, the evaluation results
are used for a summative purpose. Evaluation scores are shared with the HR department
for the purpose of termination of employment or salary increase. However, in the last 2
years, salary increase has not been based on instructor evaluation scores due to a
miscommunication between the English Preparatory School administration and the HR
department. Termination of employment has been issued only once since the structor
evaluation process started. Second, the evaluation process serves a formative function.
The instructor evaluation scores enable the preparatory school admmistration to identify
the key areas where teachers should mmprove. Individual instructors are encouraged to
participate in professional development activities in order to improve their teaching skills.

In conclusion, professional development is considered as a significant factor in
achieving the educational goals in the English Preparatory School The preparatory
school administration firmly believes that teachers’ professional development is not only
beneficial for the individual but also is a means to create an environment in which
collective learning occurs. Therefore, the main objective of the instructor evaluation is to
encourage instructors to engage in professional development activities so that they can

mmprove their teaching practices and share their knowledge with their colleagues.

1.4. Significance of the Study

This particular study will acknowledge the English Preparatory School
administration of how effective the implemented instructor evaluation is so that necessary

changes, adaptations and decisions to improve organizational competencies can be made
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by the administrators and instructors as a result of the outcome of the study. This study is
also planned to be a guide for preparatory schools that carry out instructor evaluation. In
this sense, the study will imform the administrators and teachers about the insights along
with the strengths and weaknesses of the instructor evaluation via the opinions of
mstructors. Fmally, it is hoped that this study will add up to the literature on teacher
evaluation in Turkey. By these means, the results of the study may serve as a sample for
English preparatory schools to understand the deficiencies in their organizations and to

make the necessary improvements.

1.5. Overview of Methodology

The purpose of the study was to nvestigate English instructors’ beliefs about the
instructor evaluation conducted at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School
For this reason, an evaluative case study approach was used. Patton’s Utilization-Focused

Evaluation Model (1997) was used as the framework of the study.

1.5.1. Participants

The participants of the study consisted of 52 English instructors. All of the
mstructors were full-time teachers i the English Preparatory School m 2015-2016

academic year.

1.5.2. Data Collection Instruments and Data Analysis

Since it was aimed to make decisions regarding the improvement of the instructor

evaluation process of an English preparatory school in this study, a mixed methodology
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design was used to gather quantitative and qualitative data. Several scholars have pointed
out that the use of multiple sources of evidence is an important strength of case studies
(Bassey, 1999; Gillham, 2010). Patton (1997) advocates the use of multiple methods of
data collection in utility-focused evaluations. Quantitative data of the study was gathered
through a teacher questionnaire, “Teacher Evaluation Profile Questionnaire” (Stiggins &
Duke, 1987). The questionnaire was revised to be appropriate for the study. Descriptive
analyses were conducted to analyze the data gathered through the close-ended questions
n the questionnaire. As for the qualitative data, written responses to open-ended
questions in the questionnaire were categorized by using content-analysis techniques and
semi-structured interviews were conducted with the mstructors. The data gathered

through interviews were analyzed both by content-analysis techniques and by Nvivo

software program. An overview of research design is given in Table 5.

Table 5: Overview of Research Design

. Data collection . . .
Research question instrument Data analysis Participants

1. To what extent do the instructors | Questionnaire (Q.21) Descriptive English
believe instructorevaluation is * Interview (Q.1) ’ statistics / Content | instructors
necessary? ' analysis
2. Whatare the instructors’
opinions about the impact of the * Questionnaire (Q.1-7) Descriptive English
instructor evaluation process on * Interview (Q2 3)' statistics / Content insimiciors
their professionaldevelopment and ' analysis
on schoolimprovement?
3. What are the instructors’ Descrintive
opinions about the impact ofthe * Questionnaire (Q.8-12) statistirc):s / Content English
instructor evaluation process on * Interview (Q.4) analvsis instructors
their emotions? Y
4. How (.10 the instructors view t.he * Questionnaire (Q.13-20) Desgriptive English
schooldirector as the evaluator in * Interview (Q.5) statistics / Content nstructors
the instructorevaluation process? ' analysis
5. What are the instructors’
opinions about the strengths and " . . .

. estionnaire (Q.22-23 . English
weaknesses of the instructor Qu Q ) Content analysis insgtructors
evaluation at the preparatory
school?
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1.6. Limitations

The main lLmitation of the study is the convenience sampling method that was
applied to collect data. As it is a case study, a sample population of 52 nstructors was
chosen to explore English instructors’ beliefs about the nstructor evaluation process at
Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School. Therefore, the results of this study
may not be generalized to other English preparatory schools of universities in Turkey.

Furthermore, an internal evaluator, who holds the position of deputy director at
the English Preparatory School, conducted the study. This fact might have affected the
objectivity of the results in two ways. First, some instructors might not have been honest
with the researcher for the fear that the administrative staff of the preparatory school
would not welcome their opmions. Second, the researcher, despite being n the natural
context of the study, might not have had a critical perspective on the issues covered in the
study.

Finally, English is not the native language of either the researcher or the majority
of the sample population. This might have interfered with the expression of some ideas or

caused the misinterpretation of some facts during the interviews.

1.7. Organization of the Study

In the second chapter of the study, the literature review will be presented. This
review includes a definition of professional development, emotional intelligence, and
teacher evaluation and their historical background. The third chapter concerns the
methodology used in the study. The methodology to collect and analyze the data used in

the study is discussed i this chapter. The fourth chapter includes the analysis of the data
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gathered from the questionnaire and the interviews during the study. The fifth chapter
provides the discussion of the findings related to the research questions and the literature.
The sixth chapter provides implications for practice and recommendations for further

research.

1.8. Definition of Terms

Emotional Intelligence: “Emotional mtelligence refers to an ability to recognise
the meanings of emotions and their relationships, and to reason and problem solving
based on them.” (Chauhan & Chauhan, 2007, p. 219).

Evaluation stakeholders: Evaluation stakeholders are “...people who have a stake
—a vested mterest —in evaluation findings” (Patton, 1997, p.41).

Evaluative classroom observation: The term will be used for formal observation
of teaching that is aimed to make a summative evaluation of individual teachers.

Experienced Instructors: The term will refer to the English instructors who were
hired by Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School n 2014-2015 academic
year or before.

Instructor: The term will refer to the person who teaches English classes at
Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School

Instructor Evaluation: The term “instructor evaluation” will be used to refer to the
teacher evaluation that is conducted for the English instructors at Istanbul Sehir

University English Preparatory School
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Novice Instructors: The term will refer to the English instructors who were hired
by Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School at the beginning of 2015-2016
academic year.

Professional Development: The term “professional development” includes all
activities aimed at improving teaching quality.

Teacher Evaluation: The term ‘teacher evaluation” will be used to refer to the
process in which teachers are evaluated to reach and maintain high levels of teaching

performance.
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CHAPTER 1I

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

This chapter covers relevant bodies of literature regarding this study. First, a
definition of professional development will be given and its relationship with education
will be discussed. Second, the role of emotional intelligence in the workplace will be
explained. Third, the models, purposes, and information sources of teacher evaluation
will be exammed. Then, studies conducted on teacher evaluation will be discussed. Last,

a summary of the literature review will be provided.

2.2. Professional Development

In the education sector, professional development is considered as an essential
activity undertaken throughout a teacher’s career. Continuous professional development
is necessary for teachers to constantly update their knowledge of teaching and learning
(Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Knight 2002). In this regard, educators
emphasize the importance of continuous professional development activities. Teachers
hold the opmion that professional development activities are more beneficial when they
are extended over a period of time (Matherson and Windle, 2017). Fullan (2007) states
that professional learning can be effective if it is a part of teachers’ daily routines. Fullan
(2007) also argues that building a school culture that supports collaboration enables
teachers to improve their practice. In order to provide opportunities for teachers to

collaborate, school organizations should consider “...rethinking schedules, staffing
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patterns, and grouping arrangements to create blocks of time for teachers to work and
learn together” (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995, p.601).

Professional development includes formal and informal learning opportunities for
teachers to mmprove their teaching practice (Earley & Bubb, 2004; Jurasaite-Harbison &
Rex, 2009; Kennedy, 2011). Formal learning is acquired through courses and workshops
(Richards & Farrell, 2005; Avalos, 2010) whereas informal learning can be gained
through teacher networks and links (James & McCormick, 2009) and regular
departmental meetings in schools (Knight, 2002). Marzano, Frontier, and Livingstone
(2011) assert that workshops should be led by teachers that have expertise in different
subjects rather than by educators from outside the school.

Scholars and researchers have noted that school cultures and organizational
structures have an important effect on teachers’ professional development (Darling-
Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; James & McCormick, 2009; Scribner, 1999). Opfer and
Pedder (2011) explore the effect of school organization on an mdividual teacher’s
learning system and suggest that professional development mitiatives are subject to
school organizational contexts. According to Clarke and Hollingsworth (2002, p.962), the
school environment can alter teacher professional development by means of “...access to
opportunities for professional development; restriction or support for particular types of
participation, encouragement or discouragement to experiment with new teaching
techniques; and, administrative restrictions or support in the long-term application of new
ideas”.

In addtion to therr contribution to teacher improvement, professional

development activities may also support school improvement through organizational
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learning. Dufour and Fullan (2013) draw attention to the significance of effective leaders

in integrating continuous professional development into the school culture and state:

But effective system leaders recognize that the best professional development does not take place
away from work or during the occasional presentation — it happens in the workplace on an ongoing
basis. So these leaders focus on creating the processes and culture that enable educators to learn
continually as part of their routine professional practice. They understand that the deepest
professional learning will occur when that learning:

- Is job embedded, occurring in the workplace rather than in workshops

- Engages people in the work rather than listening to presentations about the work

- Is collective rather than individual

-Is aligned with the system’s goals rather than the pursuit of random interests

- Is evaluated on the basis of results

(p-54)

Watkins and Marsick (1999) divide the process of learning into 3 groups: individual
learning, team learning, and organizational learning. In a workplace environment where
learning opportunities are offered and collaboration is sought, individuals can buid on
their experiences. Establishing school systems where mdividuals can share their
experiences and encouraging people to participate in a collective vision lead to
organizational learning (Watkins & Marsick, 1999). Earley and Bubb (2004) argue that
professional development programs should be designed with a view to improving both
individual teachers and entire school systems. Richards and Farrell (2005, p.12) concur

¢

with this view and note, “...collaboration with others both enhances individual learning
and serves the collective goals of an institution.” In a 2-year study of 9 elementary

schools, Newmann, King, and Youngs (2000) propose that professional development

activities should be aligned with the school’s needs and should be designed in a way to
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increase the school’s capacity. This implies that professional development, though
sometimes seen as an individual activity, should be part of a bigger picture.

The social aspect of professional development has received much attention in the
literature. There seems to be a general consensus among educators that eflective
professional development programs should encourage collaboration among teachers
rather than promote individual learning. Knight (2002) points out that continuing
professional development should be based on collaborative activities. Individual teachers
and groups of teachers are likely to mfluence each other in school environments (Knight,
2002). Drawing on data collected from a study of 1027 teachers in the United States,
Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, and Yoon (2001) point out the advantages of
professional development programs designed for groups of teachers. Teachers from the
same school, department or grade have common topics to discuss and in turn this
collective participation can lead to the formation of an effective school culture (Garet et
al, 2001). Likewise, Richards and Farrell (2005) argue that volunteer based teacher
support groups transform schools into professional learning communities. Teachers in
support groups can take part in activities such as curriculum development, peer coaching,
and classroom observation. In therr article, Cooper and Boyd (1998) explain different
models for cooperative teacher learning. The models mamly include teacher groups that
meet regularly in order to discuss recent developments in education. Teachers may use
what they have learned either to improve therr individual teaching practices or to
contribute to school improvement. Cooper and Boyd (1998) argue that effective
collaborative models have 4 distinct characteristics: (a) collaborative climate, (b)

personal qualities in group members that foster teamwork, (c) effective group skills and
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reflective thinking skills, and (d) principles of adult learning. Diaz-Maggioli (2004)
shows a positive relationship between collective professional development practices and
student learning. Diaz-Maggioli (2004) emphasizes the importance of teacher
collaboration and states that administrative support is needed for professional
development to have a positive impact on student learning. Marzano et al. (2011) argue
that latest developments in web technologies lead to online teacher collaboration. In this
manner, teachers can share their ideas in online discussion groups and explore new ways
to improve their teaching practices through collaboration.

In some studies, school principals were reported to support collaborative practices
in schools because of their contributions to professional development. In theirr study of 34
school principals and assistant principals in the United States, Brown and Militello
(2016) report that the participants favor the idea of professional development through
teacher collaboration in therr schools. In the context of 103 continuous professional
development coordinators im Hong Kong, Cheng (2017) explored participants’ views of
the relationship between a collaborative learning culture and professional development.
Cheng (2017) concludes that it is essential to build a collaborative culture in order to
enhance effective professional development.

Scholars have come up with different conceptions and models of teacher
professional development. In their review of the teacher professional development
literature, Opfer and Pedder (2011) found that the teacher, the school system, and the
professional learning activity are the three main systems in teacher professional learning.
Focusing on the complexity of teaching and learning environments, they conclude that

mteractions among the three systems should be thoroughly exammed to understand the
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learning process. Opfer and Pedder (2011) also suggest that teacher professional learning
is context-specific and characteristics of different school systems and teachers should be
considered to have an overall understanding of teacher learning. In therr non-linear
Interconnected Model, Clarke and Hollingsworth (2002) incorporate 4 professional
development domains: (a) the external domain (external sources of mnformation), (b) the
domain of practice (professional experimentation), (c¢) the personal domain (teachers’
knowledge and beliefs), and (d) the domain of consequence (salient outcomes). They
state that there is constant interaction among the domams through reflection and enaction.
Understanding the complex aspects of teacher learning as specified in the model may
help those in charge to build professional development programs that cater for teachers
with different ways of learning (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002). Guskey (1986) provides
a different perspective to professional development. His linear model includes 3 areas of
change brought by professional development programs: (a) change in teachers’ classroom
practices, (b) change in student learning outcomes, and (c) change m teachers’ beliefs and
attitudes. What makes this model different than the other linear professional development
models is the order of the change process. Guskey (1986) suggests that teachers change
their beliefs about teaching after they see that new classroom practices lead to increased
student outcomes. The Ilmear model of teacher change assumes that teachers will

maintain the teaching practices that result in better student learning (Guskey, 1986).

2.3. Emotional Intellicence

Studies of emotional intelligence started to attract attention in the 1990s.

According to Salovey and Mayer (1990, p.189), emotional intelligence is “...the subset
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of social intelligence that involves the ability to monitor one’s own and others’ feelings
and emotions, to discriminate among them and to use this information to guide one’s
thinking and actions.” There are three main theoretical approaches to emotional
mtelligence, namely specific ability approaches, integrative-model approaches, and
mixed model approaches (Mayer, Roberts, & Barsade, 2008). Specific ability and
mtegrative-model approaches only focus on mental abilities in the concept of emotional
mtelligence whereas mixed models take into consideration personality characteristics
with mental abilities. The Four-Branch Model of emotional intelligence is a widely
known integrative approach (Mayer & Salovey, 1997). According to this model,
emotional intelligence is dividled mto four areas: (1) perceiving emotions, (2) using
emotions to facilitate thought, (3) understanding emotions, and (4) managing emotions.
Being aware of the emotions of self and others may help individuals use emotional
mtelligence in order to achieve desired outcomes.

Several scholars and researchers have explored the role that emotional
mtelligence plays in the workplace. Cherniss, Goleman, Emmerling, Cowan, and Adler
(1998) itroduce a process for developing emotional intelligence i organizations. The
process includes preparation, training, transfer and maintenance, evaluation phases. Their
process model has strong implications for mdividual and organizational emotional
mtelligence. Goleman (1995) emphasizes the role of emotional mtelligence in creating
effective work groups and asserts that high emotional mtelligence has a significant
mpact on the success of collaborative work groups in organizations. George (2000)
argues that leaders with high emotional intelligence facilitate the formation of a shared

vision in their organizations by understanding and managing employees’ emotions.
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Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso (2004) suggest that individuals with high emotional
mtelligence may be more skilled at increasing work-related motivation in organizations.
The findings of the study by Gardner and Stough (2002) indicate that there is a positive
relationship between emotional intelligence and effective leadership. However, Gardner
and Stough (2002) also suggest that more empirical research is required to confirm this
theory. Leaders who are aware of the emotions of others can use this knowledge to
increase performance in the workplace. Focusing on the school environment, Moore
(2009) states that school leaders who develop their knowledge of emotions are likely to
be more skilled at managing change i therr schools. Effective educational leaders are
capable of adjusting their emotions to establish positive relationships with the teachers

(Cherniss, 1998).

2.4. Teacher Evaluation

It is generally thought that performance management plays an important role in
organizations (Caldwell, 2002; Sims, 2002). Performance management requires direct
mvolvement of employees and gives them responsibility for managing their own
performance. In the context of schools, performance management can be carried out
through the teacher evaluation process. According to Shinkfield and Stufflebeam (1995,
p.86), teacher evaluation is defined as “...the systematic assessment of a teacher’s
performance and/or qualifications in relation to the teacher’s defined professional role
and the school district’s mussion.” Educators focus on different characteristics while

defning a successful teacher evaluation system. In their review article, Darling-
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Hammond, Wise, and Pease (1983) consider four conditions for a teacher evaluation

system to be effective:

. All actors in the systemhave a shared understanding of the criteria and processes forteacher
evaluation;

. All actors understand how these criteria and processes relate to the dominant symbols of the
organization, that is, there is a shared sense that they capture the most important aspects of
teaching, that the evaluation system is consonant with educational goals and conceptions of
teaching work;

. Teachers perceive that the evaluation procedure enables and motivates them to improve their
performance; and principals perceive that the procedure enables them to provide instructional
leadership;

e  Allactors in the systemperceive that the evaluation procedure allows them to strike a
balance “between adaptation and adaptability, between stability to handle present demands and
flexibility to handle unanticipated demands” (Weick, 1982, p.674); that is, that the procedure

achieves a balance between control and autonomy for the various actors in the system.

(p. 320)

Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) also state that success of a teacher evaluation system is
related to the characteristics of the school organization where the evaluation is carried
out. In a similar vein, Shinkfield and Stufflebeam (1995) draw attention to the unique
characteristics of individual schools and state that the philosophy and curricuim of a
specific school should play a role in creating the teacher evaluation system to be used.
Danielson and McGreal (2000) demonstrate 3 important elements of teacher evaluation:
(a) performance standards, (b) procedures for assessing all aspects of teaching, and (c)
trained evaluators. With regards to the levels of performance, a valid set of criteria is
required to evaluate all the important aspects of teaching. Furthermore, evaluators must

have experience in both different aspects of teaching and the use of evaluative criteria so
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that the entire teacher evaluation system can be reliable. Odden (2004) states that a

standards-based teacher evaluation system should include 4 elements:

1. A setofteaching standards that describes in considerable detail what teachers need to know
and be able to do

2. A setof procedures for collecting multiple forms of data on teacher’s performance for each
of'the standards

3. A related setof scoring rubrics that provide guidance to assessors orevaluators on how to
score the various pieces of data to various performance levels and a scheme to aggregate all micro
scores to an overall score for a teacher’s instructional performance

4. A way tousethe performance evaluation results in a new knowledge- and skills-based

salary schedule if the evaluation systemis to be used to trigger fiscal incentives

(p. 127)

2.4.1. Teacher Evaluation Models

Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) state that different definitions of teaching and
school organizations have resulted in a variety of teacher evaluation processes. Scholars
agree on the purposes and benefits of the teacher evaluation for both individual teachers
and schools as organizations; however, there seems to be disagreement on the procedures
of teacher evaluation systems in the literature (McGreal, 1983).

Different purposes of teacher evaluation and the lack of consensus on evaluation
procedures have led to a variety of teacher evaluation models being carried out in
different districts of the United States and in several other countries. Scriven (1994)
argues that a duties list may form the basis of teacher evaluation models. The list of
teacher duties includes: (a) knowledge of subject matter, (b) instructional competence, (c)
assessment competence, (d) professionalism, and (e) other duties to the school or
community. The levels of performance i the domamns are Unacceptable, Needs

Improvement, Satisfactory, Good, and Excellent. In order to be considered a competent
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teacher, a satisfactory performance is required across the 15 subdomains of the duties list.
Scriven (1994) draws attention to job descriptions and duties that are specific to different
school contexts and argues that evaluators must exercise caution while evaluating related
dimensions of performance stated in the duties list.

Danielson (2007) created a framework for teaching including 4 domains: (a)
planning and preparation, (b) the classroom environment, (c) struction, and (d)
professional responsibilitiecs. The domains i the framework are divided mto 22
components and they set performance standards for teaching. Teaching performance
standards in the framework are assessed by a four-level rubric: Unsatisfactory, Basic,
Proficient, and Distinguished. Danielson’s framework for teaching has been widely used
as a foundation for teacher evaluation models in the United States and some other
countries.

In their teacher evaluation model, Marzano and Toth (2013) divide the teacher
evaluation system into 5 domains: (1) classroom strategies and behaviors, (2) planning
and preparing, (3) reflecting on teaching, and (4) collegiality and professionalism, and (5)
VAM (value-added measures) scores based on student growth. Domains 1-4 include 60
subdomains. Marzano and Toth (2013) emphasize the importance of classroom strategies
and behaviors because they are considered to be closely related to student achievement.
With regards to Domain 5, Marzano and Toth (2013, p.20) note, “value-added measures
typically employ complex formulas that attempt to attrbute influences on student
learning over time to specific factors.” According to the model, data on teacher
performance is collected from each of these domains. The scale for evaluating teacher

performances i the domains includes 5 levels: Not Using, Beginning, Developing,
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Applying, and Innovating. The scores are, then, converted nto a comparable score and

combined to get a total score for teachers.

2.4.2. Purposes of Teacher Evaluation

In the literature, teacher evaluation models maily serve two purposes: summative
and formative. The summative purpose is related to the quality assurance and
accountability whereas the formative purpose is associated with teacher professional
development (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Marzano, 2012; Stiggms & Duke, 1987;
Tucker & Stronge, 2005). Danielson and McGreal (2000, p.8) note, “Screening out
unsuitable candidates, dismissing incompetent teachers, and providing legally defensible
evidence are all summative functions; providing constructive feedback, recognizing and
reinforcing outstanding practice, providing direction for staff improvement, and unifying
teachers and admunistrators around improved student learning are all formative.” Darling-
Hammond et al. (1983) categorize the purposes of teacher evaluation nto 4 areas. The
formative purposes are teacher development and school improvement. On the other hand,
the summative purposes include job status decisions for teachers and decisions about
school status. McGreal (1982) suggests that a teacher evaluation system should have one
single purpose to be successful. In ther study of teacher evaluation processes i 32
school districts, Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, and Bernstein (1985) found that
determmning the primary purpose of teacher evaluation is a challenging task for school
administrators. One conclusion of theirr study is that a teacher evaluation system should
have one single purpose. Wise et al. (1985) also state that teacher evaluation programs for

improvement must have broad criteria so as to specify the areas for improvement whereas
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teacher evaluation programs for accountability must have rather narrow criteria to
distinguish incompetent teachers. Marzano (2012) concurs with this view, arguing that
teacher evaluation systems designed for ensuring accountability are different than those
designed for developing teachers. Teacher evaluation systems for improvement decisions
are comprehensive and specific, include developmental scales for teachers, and
acknowledge and reward teacher growth (Marzano, 2012).

The summative purpose of teacher evaluation has been subject to criticism by
some scholars. Conley and Glasman (2008) argue that the accountability feature of
teacher evaluation instills fear in some teachers. This may compromise the effective use
of teacher evaluation data for professional development purposes. Duke (as cited in
Larsen, 2005) also states that teachers are more inclined not to use new teaching practices
when they participate in summative teacher evaluations. Larsen (2005) argues that a
teacher evaluation system with a focus on accountability leads to feelings of anxiety and
stress in teachers.

According to Stiggins (1986), one important advantage of teacher evaluation
systems with a focus on teacher improvement over those with accountability purposes is
that they can utilize multiple sources of data to evaluate teacher performance. In a similar
vein, Marzano and Toth (2013) emphasize the formative purpose of teacher evaluation
for professional development. They suggest the use of teacher self-audits, growth goals
set by teachers, peer-observation schemes, online professional learning communities, and

coaching as part of the teacher evaluation system (Marzano & Toth, 2013).
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2.4.3. Sources of Information in Teacher Evaluation

In the past, traditional teacher evaluation systems mainly focused on appraisal
mterviews and classroom observations (Darling-Hammond et al, 1983). However, recent
changes in teacher evaluation systems have included teaching performance standards and
multiple measures of performance. Several educators argue that teacher evaluation
systems should collect data from multiple sources of performance information (Darling-
Hammond et al, 1983; Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Looney, 2011). According to
Danielson and McGreal (2000), classroom observation, teacher self-assessment, evidence
of professional development, samples of student work, and student surveys are among the
major sources of performance information. Peterson, Wahlquist, Bone, Thompson, and
Chatterton (2001) describe a teacher evaluation system mmplemented in a school district
in the United States. The distinctive feature of the system is that teachers can use multiple
sources of performance data of therr choice. Novice teachers are required to use a
mmnimum of four data sources whereas experienced teachers are allowed to use one to
three sources of performance data. Peterson et al. (2001) report that according to surveys
and interviews, both teachers and school principals are satisfied with the teacher
evaluation system.

Classroom observation has been a major element of teacher evaluation systems.
Danielson (2008, p.2) stresses the importance of classroom observation and states, “...the
observation of classroom practice is the cornerstone of the evidence of a teacher’s skill;
engaging students i important learning is rightly considered to be the key to professional
teaching.” Classroom observations typically include a pre-observation conference and

post-observation conference (Danielson, 2008; McGreal, 1983). Pre-observation
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conference enables the observer and the teacher to decide on the focus of the classroom
observation and in the post-observation conference, the teacher receives feedback on his
or her performance and the areas for improvement (McGreal, 1983). Some educators
have come up with alternative methods for observing classroom performance of teachers.
Marshall (2009) asserts that traditional formal classroom observations are not sufficient
because principals can observe each teacher only once in a year. Marshall (2009)
suggests conducting short unannounced observations, which makes it possible to observe
teachers more than once n a year. In a similar vemn, Danielson (2008), and Marzano and
Toth (2013) argue that several short observations during the year could provide the
school principals with more data to evaluate the teachers.

Depending on organizational structures and educational goals, teacher evaluation
systems may choose to use student learning as a source of performance mnformation.
Evidence of student learning can be incorporated into teacher evaluation systems through
various methods. Darling-Hammond (2015) argues that individual teachers’ contributions
to student learning should be separated from other external factors in order for student
outcomes to be reliable sources of information in teacher evaluation. According to
Danielson and McGreal (2000), a measure of student learning can be used as part of
teacher evaluation on condition that reliable methods are used to collect and assess
student outcomes. It is difficult to use students’ standardized test scores in teacher
evaluation due to technical concerns and various external factors; therefore, teachers
should be allowed to share the results of ther own assessments in the classroom
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000). Tucker and Stronge (2005) suggest that measures of

student growth should be a part of teacher evaluation. Tucker and Stronge (2005) also
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argue that there needs to be a connection between the curriculum and assessment for the
measures to be valid and reliable. Technical problems of using standardized tests as
measures of student learning have been echoed by a number of scholars. Using
standardized tests makes it difficult to attribute student learning to teacher performance
because of external factors such as parental influence and school curriculum (Danielson,
2008). Danielson and McGreal (2000) assert that standardized tests cannot assess
complex forms of student learning. Consequently, they are not suitable for evaluating a
teacher’s contribution to student learning in some aspects. One way of assessing student
growth is through value-added measure (VAM). According to Marzano and Toth (2013,
p.5), “...a VAM is a measure of how much a student has learned since some designated
pont i time.” Value-added models use standardized test scores to estimate gains in
student achievement due to teachers’ instructional practices (Marzano & Toth, 2013).
Darling-Hammond et al. (2012) criticize value-added student learning models in teacher
evaluation and assert that the effect of teacher performance is variable because of
different statistical methods used. Student characteristics and class profiles also lead to
differences in teacher effectiveness when teacher performance is evaluated based on
value-added models (Darling-Hammond et al, 2012). As an alternative to VAM models,
teachers could gather evidence of student learning from therr own classes (Darling-
Hammond, 2015).

Student surveys are used as a source of performance data in some teacher
evaluation systems. McGreal (1982) states that survey items need to focus on the
classroom environment rather than the teacher when student surveys are used as a source

of teacher performance information. Similarly, Danielson and McGreal (2000) assert that
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student surveys should be used for formative purposes only to support other sources of

performance data in teacher evaluation.

2.4.4. Teacher Evaluation Studies Abroad and in Turkey

There are several studies on teachers’ perceptions of teacher evaluation. In the
context of teachers in New Zealand, Gratton (2004) mvestigated teachers’ perceptions of
the purpose of the teacher appraisal system in a secondary school He examined
documents related to teacher appraisal prepared by the government and the school A
questionnaire and interviews were used as data collection tools. The findings indicate that
teachers do not have a clear understanding of the purpose of teacher appraisal. Gratton
(2004) concludes that appraisal procedures are not clear mn the related documents
prepared by the school.

The article by Kimball (2002) reports case studies of 3 school districts that use
similar standards-based teacher evaluation systems i the United States. Most of the
teachers who participated in the case studies perceived that the teacher evaluation process
did not have a direct impact on professional development. Kimball (2002) stresses the
mportance of evaluator training for giving valuable feedback to teachers.

In therr study of 414 secondary school teachers in Belgium, Tuytens and Devos
(2016) focus on the feedback provided by evaluators in teacher evaluation. They used a
questionnaire and iterviews to collect data. The participants of the study believe that the
evaluators’ feedback is beneficial in that it refers to the relationship between teachers’
classroom practices and school improvement. Tuytens and Devos (2016) conclude that

teacher evaluation is more valuable when it includes school improvement activities.
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Delvaux, Vanhoof, Tuytens, Vekeman, Devos, and Van Petegem (2013)
mvestigated 65 secondary schools that carry out teacher evaluation in Belgium. Data
were collected through a questionnaire. The findings reveal that teachers are more eager
to participate in professional development if they find evaluator feedback useful. Also,
the participants of the study believe that there is a positive relationship between the
evaluator’s knowledge of teaching and teacher professional development activities.
Delvaux et al. (2013) state that an in-depth case study may be useful to further mvestigate
the relationship between teacher evaluation and professional development.

Researchers have also conducted studies on how teacher evaluation with a
formative purpose can have a positive effect on teacher professional development. In
their case study of 17 teacher evaluation administrators and principals, and 36 teachers,
Stiggins and Bridgeford (1985) investigated participants’ perceptions of the teacher
evaluation practices in their schools. Some of the administrators who participated in the
study stated that there was a positive relationship between teacher evaluation and teacher
improvement. Stiggins and Bridgeford (1985) conclude that formative evaluation should
mvolve suitable sources of information and should be the primary purpose of teacher
evaluation.

DeMatthews (2015) reports findings from a study of 5 principals in the United
States. He employed interviews as the data collection mstrument. The participants believe
that professional development should be a continuous activity and teachers should be
provided with feedback throughout the year. DeMatthews (2015) argues that principals’
instructional leadership may help form a connection between teacher evaluations and

teacher professional development.
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Derrington and Kirk (2017) explored the relationship between the teacher
evaluation system and professional development opportunities in their study of 28 school
principals in the United States. Data were collected through mterviews. The findings of
the study indicate that principals favored using the teacher evaluation results to create
collaborative professional development opportunities for teachers.

Ustiinliioglu (2009) studied administrators’ and instructors’ perceptions of a new
teacher appraisal system i a School of Foreign Languages of a private university in
Turkey. The administrators found the new appraisal system beneficial n terms of
individual and school improvement, and the instructors welcomed the teacher appraisal as

an opportunity to share their opinions about the school (Ustiinliioglu, 2009).

2.5. Summary

The literature review chapter is divided into three sections. In the first section, the
mportance of professional development in the mmprovement of education is explained.
The connection between the school organization and teacher professional development
(Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002; Dufour & Fullan, 2013; Watkins & Marsick, 1999) is
discussed. One conception of professional development focuses on the interactions
among the leader, the school system, and the professional activity (Opfer & Pedder,
2011) whereas a different professional development model asserts that interactions
among the external domain, the domain of practice, the personal domamn, and the domain
of consequence should be exammned (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002). A different
professional development model suggests that professional development programs result

in changes in teachers’ classroom practices, student learning outcomes, and teacher’s
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beliefs and attitudes in a linear manner (Guskey, 1986). In the second section, the role
that emotional mtelligence plays in the workplace is discussed. Emotional intelligence
can be utiized by perceiving emotions, using emotions to facilitate thought,
understanding emotions, and managing emotions (Mayer & Salovey, 1995). Leaders who
are skillful at understanding and managing emotions can use their emotional ntelligence
to transform their organizations mto collaborative workplaces (George, 2000; Goleman,
1995; Moore, 2009). In the third section, a defmition of teacher evaluation is given along
with its basic characteristics. Teacher evaluation models could be designed based on a list
of teacher duties (Scriven, 1994), on a framework of teaching with a focus on
performance standards (Danielson, 2007), and on a system incorporating student growth
as a source of performance data (Marzano & Toth, 2013). Accountability and
professional development (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Marzano, 2012; Stiggins &
Duke, 1987; Tucker & Stronge, 2005) are given as the two main purposes of teacher
evaluation. Classroom observation (Danielson, 2008), student learning (Tucker &
Stronge, 2005), and student surveys (McGreal, 1982) are mentioned as the common
sources of teacher performance information in teacher evaluation. Last, different studies
conducted on teacher evaluation are discussed.

Teacher evaluation is conducted in elementary, secondary, and high schools in the
United States and other countries. There are several studies on the effectiveness of
teacher evaluation systems from the perspectives of teachers and admnistrators. In light
of the literature reviewed and the research studies, to the best of the researcher’s
knowledge, no studies have been conducted to identify English instructors’ beliefs about

mstructor evaluation systems in the context of English preparatory schools of English-

43



medium universities in Turkey. Therefore, this case study aims to investigate English
mstructors’ beliefs about the mstructor evaluation at Istanbul Sehir University English

Preparatory School.
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CHAPTER 1II

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

The purpose of this evaluative case study was to explore English instructors’
beliefs about the instructor evaluation process at Istanbul Sehir University English
Preparatory School. Chapter 3 presents the methods and procedures used i this study.
Research design, participants and setting, data collection mstruments, data collection

procedures, pilot study, and data analysis procedures are described.

3.2. Research Design

Yin (2003, p.13) defines a case study as, “...an empirical inquiry that investigate
a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries
between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident.” Bassey (1999) categorizes
educational case study types as theory-seeking and theory-testing case studies, story-
teling and picture-drawing case studies, and evaluative case studies. According to
Bassey (1999, p.63), evaluative case studies are ...enquiries which set out to explore
some educational programme, system, project, or event in order to focus on fits
worthwhileness.” This study was designed as an evaluative case study. It included a
single case, the mstructor evaluation process at Istanbul Sehir University English
Preparatory Program, and mvestigated the mstructors’ opmions about the evaluation

process.
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This evaluative case study used a mixed methods approach. Effective use of
research tools is essential in mixed method studies (Denscombe, 2007). Both quantitative
and qualitative methods were necessary to provide comprehensive data n order to fully
explain instructors’ opinions about the instructor evaluation process. In this study, the
quantitative data were collected through a revised version of Teacher Evaluation Profile
Questionnaire (Stiggins & Duke, 1987). The qualitative data were collected through
semi-structured interviews. Interview questions were designed considering the data that
emerged from the questionnaire. Therefore, the interviews provided significant insight

mto the questionnaire findings.

3.2.1. Utllization-focused Evaluation

According to Alkin (2011, p.9), evaluation is “...judging the merit or worth of an
entity.” Utilization-focused evaluation is grounded on six sociological fields: applied
sociology grounded in the sociological imagination, sociology of knowledge, diffusion of
mnovations, sociological perspectives on power and conflict, organizational sociology,
and qualitative sociology (Patton, 2015). The core objective of utilization-focused
evaluation is to identify the primary users in a program and carry out the evaluation in a
way in which the users are able to enhance therr programs (Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014).
According to Patton (1997, p.20), “...the focus in utilization-focused evaluation is on
mtended use by mtended users.” Ramirez and Brodhead (2013, p.25) state, “Primary
mtended users (PIUs) have a direct, identifiable stake in the evaluation and its use. They

are required to be engaged with the evaluation on an ongoing basis during the entire
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process.” By making the primary users a part of the evaluation process, it is more likely
for evaluation outcomes to be used for program improvement (Patton, 1997).

Evaluation outcomes can be used to make summative decisions about a program,
to make improvements in a program, and to create knowledge about a program (Patton,
1997). Using a formative approach, process evaluation, an improvement-oriented
evaluation method, puts emphasis on program improvement by ivestigating the
activitics of a program (Patton, 1997; Patton, 2014). Thus, process evaluation
mcorporates the opinions of the people that are mvolved in a particular program (Patton,
1997).

Patton’s Utilization-Focused Evaluation Model (1997) was used as the framework
of this study. According to this model, intended users of the evaluation are identified,
mtended uses of the evaluation are specified, the focus of the evaluation is decided, data
collection methods are determined, and findings are mterpreted (Patton, 1997). This case
study mmplemented Utilization-Focused Evaluation (UFE) Checklist (Patton, 2013).
Utilization-Focused Evaluation Checklist established by Patton is given in Appendix A.
The following steps formed the framework of the study.

Utilization-Focused Evaluation Checklist
Step 1 — Assess and build program and organizational readiness for utilization-focused
evaluation.

Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the school director (see
Appendix B). The director was informed that the evaluation procedures were developed

considering the needs of the English Preparatory School Instructors in the English
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Preparatory School were informed about the nature of the study and the level of their
participation. Instructors were ready and receptive for the evaluation.

Step 2 — Assess and enhance evaluator readiness and competence to undertake a
utilization-focused evaluation.

The researcher was the single evaluator in this utilization-focused evaluation. He
had looked into the teacher evaluation models and had knowledge about the properties of
effective systems. The researcher had been an English instructor in Istanbul Sehir
University English Preparatory School for 3 years and then, he held the position of
deputy director of the English Preparatory School since the instructor evaluation process
first started. He experienced all istructor evaluation processes and participated in 2
appraisal interviews as a viewer. As a result, the researcher had knowledge about
instructors’ expectations and attitudes towards the instructor evaluation, professional
development of teachers, and the procedures and outcomes of the instructor evaluation.
One of his weaknesses was that he had not carried out a utilization-focused evaluation
before.

Step 3 — Identify, organize, and engage primary intended users.

In the context of the English Preparatory School, the school director and English
mstructors are the stakeholders of the mstructor evaluation. The school director is a
qualified educator and holds a PhD degree in Curriculum and Instruction. The director of
the preparatory school was identified as the primary intended user for 2 reasons. First, she
is the person who designed the mstructor evaluation process and is responsible for all
aspects of the evaluation. Second, she has the authority to implement the changes

suggested as a result of the work done through the evaluation of the instructor evaluation
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process. Hence, the researcher worked closely with the director of the preparatory school
from the start of the study. Research questions, intended uses of the evaluation, and
methods and design decisions were discussed in a meeting with the primary intended
user. Throughout the evaluation process, the director was nformed about the progress.
Step 4 — Conduct situation analysis with primary intended users.

Procedures and outcomes of the previous instructor evaluation processes were
reviewed, with emphasis given to areas for mmprovement. Resistance to and criticism of
previous instructor evaluations were also discussed with the school director. Being the
deputy director of the English Preparatory School brought both advantages and
disadvantages to the researcher. One of the challenges of this utilization-focused
evaluation was that mstructors might not be willing to share their honest opinions about
the instructor evaluation system because the researcher was an internal evaluator.
Therefore, one of researcher’s objectives was to make sure that instructors understand
that the outcomes of this study would be only used for the improvement of current
instructor evaluation system. On the other hand, due to his position, the researcher had
experience in the instructor evaluation process and its procedures and had detailed
knowledge about mnstructors.

Step 5 — Identify primary intended uses by establishing the evaluation’s priority
purposes.

The primary intended use of the evaluative case study was decided to be a
formative evaluation in accordance with the needs of the school director. The priority of
the preparatory school director was to improve the mstructor evaluation model on the

basis of the feedback from instructors.
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Step 6 — Consider and build in process uses if and as appropriate.

This evaluative case study will facilitate program and organizational development
in the future because it focused on the aspects of the instructor evaluation that could be
improved according to the instructors’ beliefs. Because the target group of the study was
the instructors working at the English Preparatory School, the evaluation processes were
collaborative and inclusive.

Step 7 — Focus priority evaluation questions.

Research questions were discussed with the school director, making her a part of
the process. Because the questionnaire and interview questions were structured according
to the case study research problems, research questions were answered with the data
obtained from the research tools.

Step 8 — Check that fundamental areas for evaluation inquiry are being adequately
addressed.

Research questions were designed and discussed with the school director. As
stated in the purpose, the study will identify English instructors’ beliefs about the
mstructor evaluation process at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School
Step 9 — Determine what intervention model or theory of change is being evaluated.

There is no mtervention model or theory of change to be evaluated.

Step 10 — Negotiate appropriate methods to generate credible findings that support
intended use by intended users.

Utilization-focused evaluation model is the framework of this evaluative case

study and a mixed methodology design has been selected. The school director was
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informed about the questionnaire and interview questions. She supported the methods
that were used in this evaluative case study.

Step 11 — Make sure intended users understand potential controversies about methods
and their implications.

A mixed methodology design was used to gather quantitative and qualitative data.
Quantitative data of the study was gathered through a teacher questionnaire, ‘Teacher
Evaluation Profile Questionnaire” (Stiggms & Duke, 1987). The questionnaire was
revised to be appropriate for the study. As for the qualitative data, 2 open-ended
questions were included in the questionnaire and semi-structured mterviews were
conducted with the mstructors who went through the instructor evaluation process in the
2015-2016 academic year.

Step 12 — Simulate use of findings.

The questionnaire and mterview were piloted with a group of instructors teaching
i the English Preparatory School to check for reliability and validity.

Step 13 — Gather data with ongoing attention to use.

The school director was informed about the details of the data collection process.
Step 14 — Organize and present the data for use by primary intended users.

Descriptive analyses were conducted to analyze the quantitative data gathered
through the questionnaire. As for the qualitative data, 2 open-ended questions were
included in the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews were conducted with the
mstructors who went through the instructor evaluation process i the 2015-2016

academic year. The data gathered through the open-ended questions in the questionnaire
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were analyzed by content-analysis techniques and the data obtained through mterviews
were analyzed both by content-analysis techniques and by Nvivo software program.

Step 15 — Prepare an evaluation report to facilitate use and disseminate significant
findings to expand influence.

Results and Conclusions sections of the case study will lead to meaningful use of
the outcomes.

Step 16 — Follow up with primary intended users to facilitate and enhance use.

As the researcher holds the position of deputy director of the English Preparatory
School, he will have a chance to work with the school director for any improvements in
the instructor evaluation process after the case study is completed.

Step 17 — Meta evaluation of use: Be accountable, learn, and improve.

As the utilization-focused evaluation is part of a case study research, there will not

be a meta evaluation after the evaluation.

Steps in the UFE checklist are given in Table 6.
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Table 6: Steps in the UFE Checklist

Step Aim Details
Assess and build program and | * Permission was obtained from the school director
Step 1 organizational readiness for * English instructors were informed about the evaluation
the evaluation
Step 2 Assess and enhance evaluator | * Asthe internal evaluator, the researcher had knowledge about the
readiness for the evaluation evaluation context
Step 3 Identify and engage primary * The school director was identified as the primary intended user
intended users
L . * Previous instructor evaluations were reviewed
Conduct situation analysis . .
Step 4 . . . * Advantages and disadvantages of the internal evaluator were
with primary intended users . .
identified
Step 5 Identify primary intended * Primary intended use was decided to be a formative evaluation
uses
Step 6 Consider and build in process | * The evaluative case study will facilitate program and organizational
uses development
Step 7 Focus. priority evaluation * Research questions were discussed with the primary intended user
questions
Check that fundamental areas | * Research questions were designed and discussed with the primary
Step 8 for evaluation inquiry are intended user
being addressed
Determine what intervention * There is no intervention model or theory of change to be evaluated
Step 9 model or theory of change is
being evaluated
Negotiate appropriate * Data collection methods were supported by the primary intended user
Step 10 | methods to generate credible
findings
M ake sure intended users * Questionnaire and interview questions were designed to be
Step 11 understand potential appropriate for the study
controversies about methods
Step 12 Simulate use of findings * Questionnaire and interview were piloted
Step 13 Gathe.r data with ongoing * Primary intended user was informed about data collection process
attention to use
Step 14 Organize and present data for | * Quantitativeand qualitative data were analyzed as part of the study
use by primary intended users
Step 15 Prepare an evaluation report * Results and conclusions sections of the case study will lead to use
to facilitate use
Step 16 Follow up with primary * The researcher will have the opportunity to work with the primary
intended users to facilitate use | intended user for any improvements
Step 17 | Metaevaluation of use * There will not be a meta evaluation

3.3. Participants and Setting

The target population of this study was the English instructors who worked at

Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory Program in the 2015-2016 academic year.
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At the begnning of 2015-2016 academic year, there were 52 instructors in the English
Preparatory Program. 10 of these instructors participated in the pilot study; therefore,
they were taken out of the target population. Of the remaining instructors, a total of 36
instructors participated in the study for a return rate of 86%. Participants’ demographic
characteristics presented in Table 7 include gender, teaching experience, tenure status,

degree, and other ELT qualifications.

Table 7: Demographic Characteristics for Instructors

Characteristics f %

Gender

Female 24 66.7

Male 12 333

Tenure Status

Experienced 31 86.1

Novice 5 13.9

Degree

BA 11 30.6

MA 25 69.4
Note: n=36

As can be seen in Table 7, the ratio of female to male participants is 2:1. In terms
of tenure status, 31 (86%) of the mstructors are experienced and 5 (14%) of the
mstructors are novice. Experienced mstructors (n=31) have at least 2 years of teaching
experience in the English Preparatory Program whereas novice mstructors (n=5) have
only 1 year of teaching experience in the English Preparatory Program at the end of
2015-2016 academic year. Regarding degree, 25 (69%) of the instructors hold a master’s

degree, 11 (31%) of the instructors hold a bachelor’s degree only.
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3.4. Data Collection Instruments

A mixed methods approach was used in this study. Both quantitative and
qualitative methods were utilized to collect data. The quantitative data were collected
through a revised version of Teacher Evaluation Profile Questionnaire (Stiggins & Duke,
1987). The qualitative data were collected through open-ended questions in the

questionnaire and semi-structured interviews.

3.4.1. Questionnaire

Teacher Evaluation Profile Questionnaire developed by Stiggins and Duke (1987)
was modified to be used i this study (see Appendix C and D). Permission was requested
and obtaned from Daniel Duke to adapt the questionnaire (see Appendix E). The
questionnaire was adapted to the Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory Program
environment by including terminology specific to this environment and by replacing the
terms ‘teacher” and “evaluator” with “nstructor” and “director” respectively. The first
section of the questionnaire contained demographic information such as gender, years of
teaching experience, teaching experience at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory
School, and degree level. The rest of the questionnaire explored English nstructors’
opinions about the instructor evaluation process and was divided mnto 5 sections: Impact
on Professional Development, Impact on School Improvement, Impact on Teacher
Emotions, School Director as the Evaluator, and Overall Rating. The breakdown of the

items is presented in Table 8.
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Table 8: Breakdown of Questionnaire Items

Section Number of Items Item Type

Section B — Impact on Professional Development 4 five-point Likert scale

Section C — Impact on School Improvement 3 five-point Likert scale

Section D — Impact on Teacher Emotions 5 five-point Likert scale

Section E — School Director as the Evaluator 8 five-point Likert scale
Item 21: five-point Likert

. . 3 scale
F - 11

Section Overall Rating Items 22-23: open-ended

questions

There were a total of 23 items in the five sections of the questionnaire. The first
21 items were designed as five-point Likert scale items whereas items 22 and 23 were
open-ended questions. Item 12 was reverse scored because disagreement with this item

would mean a favorable attitude.

3.4.2. Interview

Qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews i this
evaluative case study. One advantage of semi-structured mterviews is that while there are
pre-set, open-ended questions, the interview may also use probes to obtain more
mformation about particular topics in the interview (Gillham, 2005). Interviews were
conducted with 8 volunteer instructors and each terview took 10 — 20 minutes. All
mterviews were recorded on tape. Since the study used a sequential mixed methods
design, mterview questions were designed on the basis of questionnaire findings. There
were 5 open-ended questions in the nterview (See Appendix F and G). All nterviewees

were asked the same questions. Appointments were made with the participants before the
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mterviews and the interview consent form was given to each mterviewee (See Appendix

H and I).

3.5. Data Collection Procedures

Mixed methods approaches combine quantitative and qualitative data collection
methods. According to Denscombe (2007), there are 3 basic types of mixed methods
research designs: sequential studies, simultaneous studies, and multilevel (simultaneous
or sequential) studies. A sequential mixed methods design was adopted for this evaluative
case study. Quantitative data collection was followed by qualitative data collection
(QUAN->QUAL). Questionnaire findings at the first quantitative phase were explored in
more detail in the semi-structured interviews. This led to a more detailed understanding
of the issues associated with the instructor evaluation process at the English Preparatory
School.

This evaluative case study was conducted in 4 stages. At the first stage, the
teacher questionnaire was piloted with 10 instructors who were excluded from the target
population. The pilot questionnaires were administered in October 2017. At the second
stage, quantitative data were collected through the questionnaire. In late October 2017,
the questionnaire was distributed to 42 English instructors through Survey Monkey
(http//www.surveymonkey.com). A total of 36 instructors completed the questionnaire
for a return rate of 86%. At the third stage, the interview questions were designed on the
basis of questionnaire findings and were piloted with 2 mstructors who were excluded

from the target population. The pilot interviews were conducted in November 2017. At
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the fourth stage, qualitative data were collected through semi-structured mnterviews

between December 2017 and February 2018.

3.5.1. Pilot Study

The pilot study is an important part of the research process. Pilot tests are
conducted to find and correct errors in questionnaires and to increase the reliability
(Oppenheim, 1992). The data collection instrument for quantitative data was the modified
version of a teacher questionnaire, ‘Teacher Evaluation Profile Questionnaire” (Stiggins
& Duke, 1987). The questionnaire was pilot tested to ensure reliability and validity. The
pilot study was carried out in October 2017 with 10 English instructors who were
randomly selected from the target population. Oppenheim (1992) asserts that participants
in a pilot study should be similar to the participants in the main research study for the
piot study to be informative. The participants of the pilot study were chosen for their
familiarity with the evaluation system since the mstructor evaluation process of Istanbul
Sehir University English Preparatory Program is rather different than those of other
English preparatory programs. The English mstructors who participated in the pilot study
were excluded from the sample of the study.

The reliability analysis was conducted using SPSS 20 (Statistical Package for
Social Sciences). Cronbach’s coeflicient alpha value was calculated for the questionnaire
with 22 items. Then, Cronbach’s coeflicient alpha values were calculated for each
subscale in the questionnaire in order to identify the mternal consistency reliability of the
items. The overall reliability of the questionnaire was high (0=.95), with the following

coefficient alpha values for each subscale: Subscale 1-Impact on Professional
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Development (0=.86), Subscale 2-Impact on School Improvement (0=.92), Subscale 3-
Impact on Teacher Emotions (0=.43), and Subscale 4-School Director as the Evaluator

(0=.98). Subscale 1 Item-Total Statistics are presented in Table 9.

Table 9: Subscale 1 Item-Total Statistics

Item Corrected Item-Total | Cronbach’s Alpha
Correlation if Item Deleted

Ql .95 .70

Q2 .62 .86

Q3 .88 74

Q4 A48 .89

n=10, Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 1=.86

The internal consistency reliability of Subscale 1 was considered high (0=.86). In
the Corrected Item-Total Correlation column, all ttems have item-total correlations
values above .30. Field (2009) suggests that the corrected item-total correlation value
should not be below .30 in order for a scale to be reliable. In the Cronbach’s Alpha if
Item Deleted column, deleting item 4 would increase Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 1
from .86 to .90. However, this increase was considered negligible, as deleting item 4

would not increase the reliability significantly. Therefore, the tem was not removed.

Table 10: Subscale 2 Item-Total Statistics

Item Corrected Ite@-Total Cr.onbach’s Alpha
Correlation if Item Deleted

Q5 .83 91

Q6 91 .83

Q7 .81 91

n=10, Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 2=.92
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The internal consistency reliability of Subscale 2 was considered high (0=.92). In
the Corrected Item-Total Correlation column, all ttems have item-total correlations
values above .30. In the Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted column, all values are below
the Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 2 (¢=.92). To put it another way, none of the items in

Subscale 2 would increase the reliability if they were removed.

Table 11: Subscale 3 Item-Total Statistics

e Corrected Ite-m-Total Cr.onbach’s Alpha
Correlation if Item Deleted
Q8 37 27
Q9 -.54 73
Q10 46 23
Ql1 -.06 .53
Q12 77 .04
Q13 72 .02

n=10, Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 3=.43

The mternal consistency reliability of Subscale 3 was found to be low (0=.43).
During the item analysis it was identified that two items had significantly low item-total
correlation values: Q9= -54 and QIl1= -06. It can be seen that deletion of item 9
“Olumsuz okutman degerlendirmesi yorumlar: aldigimda hayal kirikligina ugrarum / I
feel disappointed when [ receive negative instructor evaluation comments” would
increase Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 3 substantially and improve reliability (0=.73).
Therefore, this reverse-phrased item was removed from the questionnaire. Deletion of
ttem 11 “Swmif gozlemleri oncesinde kendimi gergin hissederim / I feel tense before
classroom observations” would increase Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 3 from .43 to .53.
Hence, this reverse-phrased item was reworded as a positive statement: “Sinif gozlemleri

oncesinde kendimi rahat hissederim / I feel calm before classroom observations”.

60



Table 12: Subscale 4 Item-Total Statistics

Item Corrected Item—Total Cr.onbach’s Alpha
Correlation if Item Deleted
Ql4 97 .96
Q15 .81 .97
Q16 .92 .97
Q17 .88 97
QI8 .87 97
Q19 .87 .97
Q20 .96 97
Q21 92 97

n=10, Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 4=.98

The internal consistency reliability of Subscale 4 was found to be high (¢=.98). In
the Corrected Item-Total Correlation column, all tems have item-total correlations
values above .30. In the Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted column, all values are the
same as or below the Cronbach’s alpha for Subscale 4 (0=.98). None of the items were
decreasing the internal consistency of Subscale 4; therefore, all of the items in Subscale 4
were kept.

In addition to the reliability analysis, some changes were made depending on the
feedback received from the pilot study participants. To start with, item 1, “Okutman
degerlendirme siireci, ogretim uygulamalarmi gelistirmek igin tasarlanmis isbirlik¢i
mesleki gelisim etkinliklerine katimam igin olanaklar saglar / The instructor evaluation
process provides me with opportunities to participate in collaborative professional
development activities designed to improve teaching practice”, was simplified as
“Okutman degerlendirme siireci mesleki gelisim etkinliklerine katilmam icin olanaklar
saglar / The instructor evaluation process provides me with opportunities to participate
in professional development activities”. Furthermore, item 2, “Ogretim giinlerinde

mesleki gelisim igin yeterli zaman ayrilw / Sufficient time is allotted for professional

61



development during the teaching day”, was rephrased as “Ogretim giinlerinde ders
saatleri disinda mesleki gelisim icin yeterli zaman ayrilir / Sufficient time is allotted for
professional development outside of class hours during the teaching day” in order to be
more specific. Third, the first sentence in the Overview section “Ingilizce okutmanlarinin
okutman degerlendirme siireci hakkinda diisiincelerini konu alan bu c¢alismaya
katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz / Thank you for participating in this study of English
instructors’ beliefs about the instructor evaluation process” was simplified as “Okutman
degerlendirme stirecini konu alan bu ¢alismaya katildiginiz icin tesekkiir ederiz / Thank
you for participating in this study about the instructor evaluation process” since the same
phrase was used in the following sentence. Lastly, in order to clarify the full scope of the
mstructor evaluation process, the following part was added to the end of the Overview
section.

“Okutman degerlendirme siireci:

1) akademik yil siiresince akademik hedefler belirlenmesi, degerlendirme amagh sinif
gozlemi, ara smav (Midterm) ve kur sonu simavi (MET) sinif ortalamalari, ogrenci
anketleri, profesyonellik olgiitleri yoluyla okutman performanslarmin izlenmesi ve
Olciilmesi ve

2) akademik yil sonundaki performans degerlendirme goriismesini (appraisal interview)
kapsamaktadir.”

“The instructor evaluation process includes both

1) monitoring and measuring instructors’ performance during the academic year

through the measures of setting academic goals, evaluative classroom observations,
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midterm and module end test (MET) class averages, student surveys, and professionalism
and
2) the appraisal interview at the end of the academic year.”

Interview questions were pilot tested with 2 instructors who were already
excluded from the target population. Pilot interviews were carried out in November 2017.

Based on the feedback from participants, no changes were made to the interview

questions.

3.6. Data Analysis Procedures

Quantitative and qualitative data collection methods were used m this study.
Regarding quantitative data, descriptive analyses were conducted to analyze the data
gathered through the close-ended questions in the questionnaire. First, participants’
responses to the questionnaire were downloaded from http//www.surveymonkey.com
website. The data were, then, uploaded to SPSS 20 software program. After the data were
uploaded, frequency distributions, means, and standard deviations were used for a
descriptive analysis.

As for the qualitative data, written responses to open-ended questions in the
questionnaire were categorized by using content-analysis techniques and semi-structured
mterviews were conducted with the instructors who went through the mstructor
evaluation process in the 2015-2016 academic year. The data gathered through the
questionnaire and mterviews were analyzed both by content-analysis techniques and by

Nvivo software program (See Appendix J).
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

4.1. Introduction

This study gathered data on instructors’ beliefs about the instructor evaluation
process at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School The mamn research
question is “What are the English Preparatory School mstructors’ opinions about the
mstructor evaluation system at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School?”

Under this main research question, five sub-questions were developed.

4.2. Results

4.2.1. “To what extent do the instructors believe mstructor evaluation is

necessary?”

The responses to this research question include both quantitative and qualitative
data. The quantitative data for this research question were obtained from the
questionnaire, Part F (Overall Rating), item 21. The qualitative data were taken from the
mterview, Question 1.

The majority of the 36 instructors who replied to item 21 believe that instructor
evaluation is necessary for professional development and school improvement. Table 13
displays the mean scores of instructors’ beliefs about the necessity of nstructor

evaluation by degree and tenure.
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Table 13: Instructors’beliefs aboutthe necessity of instructor evaluation: means and standard deviations

Item BA MA Novice Experienced Total
Necessity of Instructor Mean 4.18 3.68 3.80 3.83 3.83
yorr N 11 25 5 31 36
Evaluation
SD .60 .94 A4 .93 .87

Looking at the data by degree, instructors with a bachelor’s degree had a mean
score of 4.18 and mstructors with a master’s degree had a mean score of 3.68. Regarding
tenure, novice instructors had a mean score of 3.80 and experienced instructors had a
mean score of 3.83. The total mean score for Item 21 was 3.83.

Table 14 presents mstructors’ beliefs about the necessity of instructor evaluation

by frequencies and percentages.

Table 14: Instructors’ beliefs aboutthe necessity of instructor evaluation: frequencies and percentages

n=36 1 2 3 4 5
Item f % f % f % f % f %
21. Instructorevaluation is

necessary or my professional | 238 1 )8 3 221 19 | 528 7 194
development and school ) ' ’ ' ’

improvement

When item 21 is examined, nearly three-quarters (72%) of the instructors strongly
agreed or agreed that instructor evaluation is necessary for their professional
development and school improvement. 2 instructors (6%) strongly disagreed or disagreed
with this item.

As for the qualitative data, 8 instructors shared their opinions about the necessity
of instructor evaluation in the interview. All participants agreed that instructor evaluation
is necessary for professional development and school improvement. 4 out of 8 mstructors

stated that mstructor evaluation is necessary for professional development. 2 mnstructors
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stated that employees should be evaluated in every organization. 1 instructor indicated
that teachers’ adaptation to an organization should be evaluated and 1 instructor stated
that evaluation is necessary for the coordinated activity of an organization. Regarding the
relationship between instructor evaluation and professional development, one instructor
commented:
‘It [instructor evaluation] is absolutely necessary. Because basically without
having a constant evaluation or feedback from the administrators, how would it
be possible for an improvement...to see whether we are improving?’
Another nstructor focused on classroom observations and stated:
‘I think it [instructor evaluation] is necessary. Because a teacher can see where
she is professionally...how should I put it... she can understand how successful
she is professionally, together with the experience that she has gained so far and
of course how her director sees her in this regard. I think evaluation is a very
positive feedback. For instance, the feedback that I receive from the school
director after she observes my class or my performance is very valuable to me
because I can see “What should I change... how should I improve myself?” in the

future.’

4.2.2. “What are the instructors’ opinions about the impact of instructor

evaluation process on their professional development and on school

improvement?”’

The responses to this research question include both quantitative and qualitative

data. The quantitative data were taken from the questionnaire, Subscale 1 (Part B -
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Impact on Professional Development), items 1-4 and Subscale 2 (Part C - Impact on
School Improvement), items 5-7. The qualitative data were taken from the interview,
Questions 2 and 3.

Table 15 displays the mean scores of instructors’ opinions about the impact of

mstructor evaluation process on their professional development by degree and tenure.

Table 15: Instructors’ opinions about the impact of instructorevaluation process on their professional
development: means and standard deviations

Item BA MA Novice Experienced Total
Professional Mean 3.72 3.64 3.60 3.67 3.66
development N 11 25 5 31 36
opportunities SD 46 .86 .89 74 75

Sufficient time for Mean 3.09 3.36 3.60 3.22 3.27
professional N 11 25 5 31 36
development SD .94 1.03 1.14 .99 1.00

Positive effect of Mean 3.90 3.52 3.80 3.61 3.63

feedback N 11 25 5 31 36

SD 53 77 44 .76 72

Improved teaching Mean 3.90 3.36 3.80 3.48 3.52

) N 11 25 5 31 36

practices SD 30 99 1.09 85 87
Subscale 1 composite Mean 3.65 3.47 3.70 3.50 3.52
N 11 25 5 31 36

fmean score SD 43 72 67 65 64

Regarding degree, instructors with a bachelor’s degree had mean scores of 3.09 to
3.90 and nstructors with a master’s degree had mean scores of 3.36 to 3.64. When the
data is exammned by tenure, novice instructors had mean scores of 3.60 to 3.80 and
experienced instructors had mean scores of 3.22 to 3.67. The highest total mean was 3.66
for tem 1 “The instructor evaluation process provides me with opportunities to
participate in professional development activities” whereas the lowest total mean was
3.27 for tem 2 “Sufficient time is allotted for professional development outside of class
hours during the teaching day.” The composite mean score for Subscale 1 was 3.65 for

the instructors with a bachelor’s degree and 3.47 for the instructors with a master’s
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degree. Novice instructors had a composite mean score of 3.70 and experienced
mstructors reported a composite mean score of 3.50. The total composite mean score for
Subscale 1 regarding the impact of instructor evaluation process on professional
development was 3.52.

The frequencies and percentages of mnstructors’ beliefs about the impact of

mstructor evaluation on their professional development are presented in Table 16.

Table 16: Instructors’ beliefs about the impact of instructor evaluation on their professional development:
frequencies and percentages

n=36 1 2 3 4 5

Item f % f % f % f % f %
1. The instructor evaluation
process provides me with
opportunities to participate - - 2 5.6 12 | 333 18 50.0 4 11.1
in professionaldevelopment
activities
2. Sufficient time is allotted
for professional
development outside of class | - - 11 | 306 7 194 | 15 41.7 3 8.3
hours during the teaching
day
3. The feedback I receive
during the instructor
evaluation process has a - - 3 83 9 250 ( 22 61.1 2 5.6
positive effect on my
professional development
4. T have improved my
teaching practices as a result 1 28
of'the instructor evaluation ’
process

5 13.9 5 139 24 66.7 1 2.8

61% of the mstructors strongly agreed or agreed that the instructor evaluation
process provides them with opportunities to participate in professional development
activities and 6% disagreed. When item 2 is examined, half of the instructors (n=18)
strongly agreed or agreed that sufficient time is allotted for professional development

outside of class hours. It is important to note that 31% of the instructors disagreed with
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this item. Regarding item 3, 67% of the instructors strongly agreed or agreed that the
feedback they receive during the instructor evaluation process has a positive effect on
their professional development and 8% of them disagreed with this item. Regarding item
4, the majority (70%) of the mnstructors strongly agreed or agreed that they have
improved their teaching practices as a result of the instructor evaluation process. 17% of
the mstructors strongly disagreed or disagreed with this item.

As for the qualitative data, 8 mstructors were asked their opmions about the
mpact of instructor evaluation on ther professional development. The following sub-
sections are the major themes that emerged from Interview Question 2.

Classroom observations

7 out of 8 mstructors stated that classroom observations create an opportunity for
professional development. Focusing on the feedback aspect of classroom observations,
one instructor reported:

“...In a classroom observation, for example, when it is said that teacher talking

time should be reduced a bit, he [instructor] can think about it like “How can I

achieve this?” and like “It can be reduced in this way, let me try it”. Then, if you

see that it worked out for you, at the end of the following year you can report it by
saying “l have achieved this”. It [feedback from the school director] also
contributes in that manner...’

Another mstructor highlighted the importance of a trained evaluator and commented:

‘Feedback from classroom observations always has a positive effect. It enables an

individual to stop for a moment and evaluate himself. Because professional

development is provided by someone who was trained in this subject and who
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knows how to give feedback, it gives a teacher the impression that “Yes, I am
being evaluated by a competent person because this person has received training
in this subject”.’
One instructor emphasized reinforced skills and explained:
‘I have had 2 classroom observations so far. There are some subjects specific to
our institution. We [instructors] learned about most of these subjects during the
orientation process, but there are also different things. I believe I grasped these
things during classroom observations and I have paid attention to them since
then. When I encounter similar issues, teaching vocabulary for example, I always
consider the feedback that I received during my classroom observations.’
Appraisal interview
Appraisal interview was another common theme that emerged from
Question 2. 6 out of 8 instructors stated that appraisal interviews have a positive effect on
professional development. One mstructor explained:
... We also have the appraisal interview. If we examine it as a whole, the
questions asked by the school director in our one-to-one interviews such as
“What changes would you make in the program?” are also beneficial.
Consequently, at that point we are thinking like... “We did this and we achieved
this result... If we had done this, could we have achieved a different result?”
Frankly speaking, I find appraisal interviews very good and useful. The school
director conducts them very efficiently. Questions specific to our program and

questions common in ELT, but not random questions... When we talk about these,
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we say “Yes, we did it this way, we have been doing it right, we should continue
exactly the same way...” Again, improvement is sought in that sense.’

The same instructor gave a specific example regarding appraisal nterviews and stated:
‘... at a larger scale, there are some research studies that I have conducted. I set
them as academic goals in the appraisal interview. These studies... “"How can we
teach Writing better? ... for example. At least I learned about this topic.’

In a similar vein, one instructor emphasized the goal-setting component of appraisal

mterviews and explained:
‘... in the process [instructor evaluation] the school director wants us to set a 12-
month goal during the appraisal interview. It is very difficult for a person to say
to himself “Let me set a goal for myself and achieve it . Here, the process already
brings about this condition and I perceive that feedback as guidance. I mean the
feedback ... like “What are you planning to do in the next 12 months?” At that
point, the person all of a sudden starts the process of setting a goal. What I mean
is... even a person who never thinks about goals starts the process of setting a
goal. He says, “I have done this and that so far” and after receiving the feedback
he says, “I can achieve these things as well”..."

Another mstructor focused on one of her achievements and stated:
‘I have been working at Sehir [University] for 5 years now and I think I have
improved a lot in several areas. For instance, I didn’t think about use of
technology much... however, in the appraisal interview that I had with my
director, she guided me and said, “... if you do something like this, it could be

good for you”... she was very positive. And after that... after the interview with
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the school director I created online Weebly pages for all modules. That, for
instance, affected me very positively. Now [ can use more technology... I can
follow the new trends in education. I think it has improved me a lot in that
regard.’
Self-reflection
2 out of 8 istructors touched upon the relationship between self-reflection and
professional development. One mstructor commented:
‘In the evaluation, firstly... a person sits down and says, “What am I doing? How
is my performance? What kind of work am I doing?” ... it enables self-reflection.
It enables the person to examine or evaluate the event... the process and what he
has done so far. The person who does this is close to improvement afterall...’
Another instructor stated:
1 think the evaluation process is always related to self-reflection. Our minds are
always on it in that sense... Considering questions like “How can we do it? " or
“What should we pay attention to about this issue... should we make a
change?”... in terms of keeping us in the process of self-reflection, the evaluation
contributes to our professional development.’
Time for professional development
6 out of 8 instructors reported that there is not enough time for professional
development due to the ntensity of the program. One instructor commented:
‘Our program is very intense. We have 7-week modules and we are working very
hard. Do we have time for studies... like reading articles while the program is

running? The answer to this question is no, it can’t be done within the day. We
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need to ignore some important things in order to do this. It’s impossible to find

time in particular weeks.’
Another mstructor stated:

‘In fact, I wish we had more time for it [professional development] because on top
of our teaching duties, there are other factors such as lesson preparation,
materials development and photocopying... and grading papers... in addition to
these responsibilities, in order to improve ourselves... Personally, I would like to
do some reading or work on a project but days go by so fast that I lose control of
things... as I said before I can’t invest in myself. I think we are unable to find time
for professional development due to the intense program.’

1 mstructor stated that the school creates time for professional development and 1
instructor stated that it depends on the level that instructors are teaching.

Table 17 displays the mean scores of instructors’ opinions about the impact of

mstructor evaluation process on school improvement by degree and tenure.

Table 17: Instructors’ opinions about the impact of instructorevaluation process on schoolimprovement:
means and standard deviations

Item BA MA Novice Experienced Total
Collaborative Mean 3.54 3.20 3.80 322 3.30
action/group learning N 1 25 > 31 36
SD .93 .81 44 .88 .85

Positive organizational Mean 3.27 3.36 3.80 325 3.33
N 11 25 5 31 36

change SD 64 86 44 8l 79

Mean 345 3.40 3.80 3.35 341
Increased effectiveness N 11 25 5 31 36
SD .68 76 44 75 73

Subscale 2 composite Mean 342 3.32 3.80 3.27 3.35
mean Score N 11 25 5 31 36

SD .55 .67 .18 .65 .63
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Regarding degree, instructors with a bachelor’s degree had mean scores of 3.27 to
3.54 and instructors with a master’s degree had mean scores of 3.20 to 3.40. Regarding
tenure, novice instructors had mean scores of 3.80 for each item and experienced
instructors had mean scores of 3.22 to 3.35. The highest total mean was 3.41 for item 7
“The preparatory school has increased its effectiveness as a result of the instructor
evaluation process” whereas the lowest total mean was 3.30 for item 5 “The instructor
evaluation process encourages collaborative action and group learning in the
preparatory school.” The composite mean score for Subscale 2 was 3.42 for the
mstructors with a bachelor’s degree and 3.32 for the instructors with a master’s degree.
Novice nstructors had a composite mean score of 3.80 and experienced mstructors had a
composite mean score of 3.27. The total composite mean score for Subscale 2 regarding
the impact of instructor evaluation process on school improvement was 3.35.

Table 18 shows the frequencies and percentages for items 5-7.
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Table 18: Instructors’ opinions about the impact of instructor evaluation process on schoolimprovement:
frequencies and percentages

n=36 1 2 3 4 5

Item f % f % f % f % f %
5. The instructor evaluation
process encourages
collaborative action and 1 2.8 6 16.7 10 27.8 19 52.8 - -
group learning in the
preparatory school
6. The instructor evaluation
process supports positive
organizational change in the
preparatory school
7. The preparatory school
has increased its
effectiveness as a result of - - 3 8.3 17 47.2 14 38.9 2 5.6
the instructorevaluation
process

- - 6 16.7 13 36.1 16 444 1 2.8

Based on the instructor responses to item 5, 53% of the instructors agreed that the
mstructor evaluation process encourages collaborative action and group learning in the
preparatory school 20% of the mstructors strongly disagreed or disagreed with item 5.
Regarding item 6, less than half (44%) of the instructors agreed and 1 instructor (3%)
strongly agreed that the mstructor evaluation process supports positive organizational
change in the preparatory school 17% of the mstructors disagreed with item 6.
Considering item 7, less than half 45% of the instructors strongly agreed or agreed that
the preparatory school has increased its effectiveness as a result of the instructor
evaluation process. Furthermore, it is important to note that a large number (47%) of the
mstructors neither agreed nor disagreed with this item and 8% disagreed.

Regarding the qualitative data, 8 instructors were asked their opinions about the
impact of instructor evaluation on school improvement. The following sub-sections are

the major themes that emerged from Interview Question 3.
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Knowledge sharing
5 out of 8 mstructors reported that knowledge sharing encouraged by the

mstructor evaluation leads to school improvement. One instructor explained:
‘First of all, during this process [instructor evaluation] teachers... including
me... are provided with opportunities to share their knowledge and skills on
different platforms. Workshops are one of them... and Special Interest Groups.
The reason for their establishment, the reason for their existence, I think, is a part
of this evaluation process... or if they exist, the evaluation exists. There is an
embedded relationship. Currently, we have both of them. Regarding school
improvement, be it the curriculum or the operation of the system, individuals both
improve themselves and come together to share what they have learned. After
sharing the knowledge, even while we are sharing, we ask, “How can we improve
this system?”..."

Another istructor echoed this point:
‘Actually we have always had this... we had Special Interest Groups when I first
started. In these groups... I think less experienced teachers, in particular, learn a
lot from more experienced teachers. We share with each other and for example,
thanks to these groups where we exchange ideas and share experiences, it is
spread throughout the school and in fact, it keeps the school system active.’

Another instructor responded:

Yes, it [instructor evaluation] has an effect on school improvement. If it

contributes to one single individual... consequently it changes the school’s quality
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of education by means of sharing. For this reason, it will have a positive effect
because the individual effect will lead to effects on the whole school.’
Feedback from instructors
2 out of 8 instructors reported that the program is updated considering the
feedback received from instructors during the evaluation process. One nstructor
explained:
‘... for example, during classroom observations we also give feedback on
teaching materials. To my knowledge, all feedback is taken into consideration. We
are provided with materials... they say, “You can use these materials”, but they
also ask, “Are they useful?” ... “We are using these materials, but do you like
them or not?” If 7 out of 10 teachers do not like them, the materials are either
improved or replaced. As I said, this is just like a two-lane road; it comes from
the other side and goes from our side. The combination of all these aspects
contributes to the effectiveness of the program.’
Raising education standards
2 out of 8 mstructors stated that instructor evaluation helps raise education
standards in the preparatory school. One mstructor explained:
‘I think it [instructor evaluation] has a positive effect in terms of reaching a
certain standard. To say the least, we are aware of each other. We define where
we stand. By sharing our objectives or remembering them... this evaluation
process shows it to us in a way. It reminds us of our objectives, determines our
next step, for example... it help us to take a collective step I think. Therefore, this

evaluation process is useful in that... for example, when Istanbul Sehir University
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Preparatory Program is mentioned, it’s known that the staff maintains a certain

level of standard.’

4.2.3.“What are the instructors’ opinions about the impact of instructor evaluation

process on their emotions?”

The responses to this research question include both quantitative and qualitative
data. The quantitative data were taken from the questionnaire, Subscale 3 (Part D -
Impact on Teacher Emotions), items 8-12. The qualtative data were taken from the
mterview, Question 4.

Table 19 displays the mean scores of instructors’ opinions about the impact of

mstructor evaluation process on their emotions by degree and tenure.

Table 19: Instructors’ opinions about the impact of instructorevaluation process on their emotions: means
and standard deviations

Item BA MA Novice Experienced Total
M
Feel pleased with ;an 4';35 4'2556 4? 0 43.514 43.562
comments D 52 71 54 67 .65
. Mean 3.18 3.68 3.40 3.54 3.52
Feel r§1ax§:d in _the N 1 25 5 31 36
appraisal interview SD 1.07 85 89 96 94
Mean 2.54 2.80 3.80 2.54 2.72
Feel calm betfpre class N 11 25 5 31 36
observations SD 1.12 1.29 .83 1.20 1.23
Gain personal Mean 3.63 3.20 3.60 3.29 333
| pers( N 11 25 5 31 36
satisfaction SD 80 95 54 97 92
M
Feel nervous about the ;an 3i217 2'2858 3? ! 2:;913 33%0
evaluation process SD 78 1.26 1.14 1.15 1.14
) Mean 341 3.42 3.72 3.37 342
Subscale 3 composite N 1 25 5 31 36
mean score SD 56 67 38 .66 .63
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When the data is examined by degree, instructors with a bachelor’s degree had mean
scores of 2.54 to 4.45 and instructors with a master’s degree had mean scores of 2.80 to
4.56. Regarding tenure, novice instructors had mean scores of 3.40 to 4.40 and
experienced instructors had mean scores of 2.54 to 4.54. The highest total mean was 4.52
for tem 8 “I feel pleased when I receive positive instructor evaluation comments”
whereas the lowest total mean was 2.72 for ttem 10 “I feel calm before classroom
observations.” It is important to point out that novice mstructors (n=5) had a mean of
3.80 for ttem 10 whereas experienced mstructors (n=31) had a mean of 2.54. The
composite mean score for Subscale 3 was 3.41 for the mstructors with a bachelor’s
degree and 3.42 for the instructors with a master’s degree. Novice mstructors had a
composite mean score of 3.72 and experienced mstructors had 3.37. The total composite
mean score for Subscale 3 regarding the impact of instructor evaluation process on
mstructors’ emotions was 3.42.

Frequencies and percentages for items 8-12 are displayed in Table 20.

Table 20: Instructors’ opinions about the impact of instructorevaluation process on their emotions:
frequencies and percentages

n=36 1 2 3 4 5
Item f % f % f % f % f %
8. I feel pleased when I receive i ) | 8 i i 14 | 3891 21 | 583

positive evaluation comments
9.1 feel relaxed during the
appraisal interview with the - - 7 194 7 194 | 18 50 4 11.1
schooldirector

10. I feel calm before classroom
observations

5 139 15 | 41.7| 4 11.1 9 25.0 3 83

11. T gain personal satisfaction
as a result of participating in the 1 2.8 5 139 14 | 389 | 13 | 36.1 3 8.3
instructor evaluation process

12. The overall instructor
evaluation process makes me 2 5.6 13 | 36.1 8 222 9 25.0 4 11.1
nervous
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As can be seen in item 8, a substantial majority (97%) of the mstructors strongly
agreed or agreed that they feel pleased when they receive positive evaluation comments.
Only 1 mstructor (3%) disagreed with this item. Regarding item 9, 61% of the instructors
strongly agreed or agreed that they feel relaxed during the appraisal interview with the
school director. 19% of the mstructors disagreed with this item. When item 10 is
examined, more than half (56%) of the structors strongly disagreed or disagreed that
they feel calm before classroom observations. 33% of the mstructors strongly agreed or
agreed with this item. Regarding item 11, 44% of the mstructors strongly agreed or
agreed that they gain personal satisfaction as a result of participating in the mstructor
evaluation process. A relatively large number (39%) of the instructors neither agreed nor
disagreed with this item and 17% strongly disagreed or disagreed. When item 12 is
examined, 42% of the instructors strongly disagreed or disagreed that the overall
instructor evaluation process makes them nervous. 36% of the instructors strongly agreed
or agreed with this item.

As for the qualitative data, 8 instructors were asked their opinions about the
impact of instructor evaluation on their emotions. The following sub-sections are the
major themes that emerged from Interview Question 4.

Positive emotions

6 out of 8 instructors mentioned positive emotions about the instructor evaluation
process. 3 mstructors stated that they were relaxed in appraisal mterviews, 1 instructor
stated she felt appreciated in appraisal nterviews, 1 mstructor stated the whole evaluation
process made him feel self-confident, and 1 mstructor stated he had positive emotions

towards the evaluation process. One mstructor commented:
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‘If I think about appraisal interviews, I feel relaxed. If we want to make a positive
or negative comment about the program, a criticism or a suggestion for example,
I think it’s a good opportunity... to be able to talk with the school director in a
relaxing atmosphere...’
Another instructor also commented on appraisal interviews:
‘I always feel appreciated... I can say that... For example, I've always felt like
that during the appraisal interviews. Because it’s a good feeling to see that your
director appreciates you when you strive to be better in your work.’
One instructor stated that the evaluation process made him feel self-confident:
‘My feelings about this evaluation are positive in general. I mean it works in
terms of self-esteem. That is, when a person achieves something it shows that he is
able to do something. The evaluation gives a feeling of self-confidence about
one’s abilities.’
Negative emotions
7 out of 8 nstructors mentioned negative emotions about the instructor evaluation
process. 3 instructors stated that they feel stressed about classroom observations, 2
mstructors stated they feel nervous about classroom observations, 1 instructor stated she
feels mtimidated by classroom observations, and 1 instructor stated she feels worried
regarding student surveys.
One instructor expressed strong feelings about classroom observations. However,
she also highlighted the necessity of having observations. She explained:
1 feel stressed during classroom observations. Maybe you always teach your

classes effectively, but when things like scoring and decision process are
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involved... people could be stressed while teaching... they have every right to feel
the way they do. Because evaluation is not something that everybody likes... I
mean even students don'’t like it, let alone teachers... it’s not something that
teachers with a certain level of education would enjoy. Therefore, it has several
stressful aspects... but, is it necessary? Yes, it is. Some things are both stressful
and necessary. There is nothing to be done.’

Another mstructor stated that a certain level of nervousness is beneficial and indicated:
‘Nervousness is a feeling that I experience during classroom observations.
However, a little nervousness... there is a positive return. A certain level of
nervousness is always proportional to success. I can say that there is a
relationship between nervousness and success.’

One instructor mentioned student surveys and explained:

‘The written components of student surveys sometimes make me feel worried.
Students sometimes do not evaluate you academically. It may not be so objective

at times.’

4.2.4.“How do the mstructors view the school director as the evaluator in the

mstructor evaluation process?”

The responses to this research question include both quantitative and qualitative
data. The quantitative data were taken from the questionnaire, Subscale 4 (Part E - School
Director as the Evaluator), items 13-20. The qualitative data were obtained from the

mterview, Question 5.
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Table 21 displays the mean scores of instructors’ opinions about the school

director as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation process by degree and tenure.

Table 21: Instructors’ opinions about the schooldirector as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation

process:means and standard deviations

Item BA MA Novice Experienced Total
) Mean 4.18 4.04 4.60 4.00 4.08
Is a credible feedback N 1 25 p 31 36
source SD 60 78 54 73 73
Has knowledge of Mean 427 4.36 4.60 4.29 433
teaching/learning N 11 25 5 31 36
Is well-trained in the Mﬁf‘n 4'1010 4'2054 4';“) 33'?6 43'%2
evaluation Sgggm SD 63 78 54 75 73
. . Mean 427 4.12 4.60 4.09 4.16
Has gooFi relations with N 1 25 p 31 36
the instruofOts SD 78 7 54 74 7
Mean 3.72 3.60 4.40 3.51 3.63
Has the ability to
manage her em())/tions N 1 25 > 31 36
SD 78 1.11 .54 1.02 1.01
Has the ability to Mean 3.45 3.32 4.20 322 3.36
manage instructors’ N 11 25 5 31 36
emotions SD .82 94 44 .88 .89
evalui‘;‘;i“;:jg:; | Mean | 36 4.00 420 3.83 3.8
. N 11 25 5 31 36
non-threatening SD 1.20 95 44 1.09 1.03
manner
Carries out the Mean 3.90 3.88 3.80 3.90 3.88
appraisal interview N 11 25 5 31 36
fairly SD .70 .88 44 .87 .82
Subscale 4 composite Mean 3.94 391 435 3.85 3.92
N 11 25 5 31 36
fnean score SD 62 66 34 65 64

Regarding degree, instructors with a bachelor’s degree had mean scores of 3.45 to
4.27 and mstructors with a master’s degree had mean scores of 3.32 to 4.36. When the
data is examined by tenure, novice instructors had mean scores of 3.80 to 4.60 and
experienced instructors had mean scores of 3.22 to 4.29. The highest total mean was 4.33

for ttem 14 “The evaluator has knowledge of a variety of teaching and learning
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methods” whereas the lowest total mean was 3.36 for item 18 “The evaluator is able to
manage my emotions”. The composite mean score for Subscale 4 was 3.94 for the
mstructors with a bachelor’s degree and 3.91 for the instructors with a master’s degree.
Novice mstructors had a composite mean score of 4.35 and experienced instructors had a
composite mean score of 3.85. The total composite mean score for Subscale 4 regarding
mstructors’ opinions about the school director as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation
process was 3.92.

Frequencies and percentages for items 13-20 are displayed in Table 22.

Table 22: Instructors’ opinions about the school director as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation
process: frequencies and percentages

n=36 1 2 3 4 5

Item f % f % f % f % f %
13. The evaluator is credible i i | ’8 5 13.9 0 | 556 10 278
as a source of feedback
14. The evaluator has

knowledge ofa variety of - - 1| 28] 1 28 | 19 | 528 15 | 417
teaching and learning

methods

15. The evaluator is well

trained in the teacher - - 1 2.8 6 16.7 20 | 55.6 9 25.0

evaluation system

16. The evaluator has a good
working relationship with - - 1 2.8 4 11.1 19 | 528 | 12 333
me
17. The evaluatoris able to |y} he | 3 | g3 | 15| 333 | 12 [ 33| 8 | 222
manage her emotions

18. The evaluator is able to
manage my emotions

19. The evaluator conducts
the instructor evaluation 1| 28| 4 |11| 3 | 83 | 18 500 10 | 278
process in a non-threatening
manner

20. The evaluator carries out
the appraisal interview fairly

1 2.8 5 139 12 333 17 | 472 1 2.8

- - 3 83 4 11.1 22 | 611 7 19.4

Regarding item 13, the majority (84%) of the mstructors strongly agreed or

agreed that the evaluator is credible as a source of feedback. Only 1 mstructor (3%)
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disagreed with item 13. Regarding item 14, a vast majority (95%) of the instructors
strongly agreed or agreed that the evaluator has knowledge of a variety of teaching and
learning methods. Only 1 mstructor (3%) disagreed with this tem. When item 15 is
examined, the majority (81%) of the instructors strongly agreed or agreed that the
evaluator is well trained in the teacher evaluation system and only 1 instructor (3%)
disagreed with this item. As can be seen in item 16, the majority (87%) of the mstructors
strongly agreed or agreed that the evaluator has a good working relationship with them.
Only 1 mstructor (3%) disagreed with tem 16. When item 17 is examined, more than
half (55%) of the mstructors strongly agreed or agreed that the evaluator is able to
manage her own emotions. A relatively large number (33%) of the mstructors neither
agreed nor disagreed with this item and 11% strongly disagreed or disagreed. When item
18 is examined, half (50%) of the instructors strongly agreed or agreed that the evaluator
is able to manage theirr emotions. A relatively large number (33%) of the nstructors
neither agreed nor disagreed with this item and 17% strongly disagreed or disagreed.
Regarding item 19, 78% of the instructors strongly agreed or agreed that the evaluator
conducts the nstructor evaluation process in a non-threatening manner. 14% of the
mstructors strongly disagreed or disagreed with this item. Regarding item 20, the
majority (80%) of the instructors strongly agreed or agreed that the evaluator carries out
the appraisal mterview fairly and %8 disagreed.

As for the qualitative data, 8 instructors were asked their opinions about the
school director as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation process. 7 out of 8 mstructors
agreed that the school director is successful as the evaluator in the evaluation process.

Supporting professional development, using criteria in the evaluation process, having a
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strong English Language Teaching background, and delegating authority are the reasons
why the participants consider the school director successful 1 instructor stated that the
school director is not successful because she lacks expertise in professional development.
7 out of 8 instructors stated that the school director can manage instructors’ emotions.
With regards to managing her own emotions, 3 instructors stated that the school director
is successful whereas 2 instructors stated that the director might not manage her own
emotions at times. The following sub-sections are the major themes that emerged from
Interview Question 5.
Support for professional development
4 out of 8 mstructors reported that they believe the school director is successful
because she supports instructors’ professional development in the evaluation process.
One mstructor commented:
1 think she [school director] is successful. She has a very positive attitude during
classroom observations and appraisal interviews. She always supports our
professional development. For example, the school director observed my class in
my first year here. At some point during the observation I got nervous for a
couple of minutes or so. After the observation she talked to me and told me this
was normal. Regarding this, for example... she suggested that I carry out some
studies. Then, I formed a peer classroom observation group with some friends and
we observed each other for a couple of weeks. Later on, I didn’t feel that nervous
again.’
Another instructor mentioned school director’s approach to the mstructor evaluation and

explained:
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I think the school director is successful... her views about the evaluation are
important. This is completely a development-oriented process. And also,
organization of the things that are requested from us in the appraisal interview ...
For example, she asks, “What are your achievements... things that were
challenging for you this year?”... and “What are your goals for the next 12
months?” This guidance is also a development-oriented action. I think we should
consider this attitude as a success.’

Ability to manage instructors’ emotions
7 out of 8 mstructors agreed that school director is able to manage instructors’

emotions. One instructor commented:
‘She [school director] is very aware of my emotions and clearly she reads those
signals and emotions. She addresses me in a direction that I could win and she
and the school could win. I personally feel that my relationship with her is
nothing but good, in a way that she understands how I feel and I know how she
feels.’

Another mstructor echoed this point:
‘She [school director] can manage my emotions. For example, there was
something about a student survey. In that survey, the students gave me low ratings
in some components... I can say that they were lower than I expected. And the
school director relieved me. She relieved me by saying, “In fact, I consider those
other questions more important these ones... those questions are more important

than others...” I felt really bad because of some questions... because sometimes
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you may think the students take your efforts for granted. In that sense, I felt that

she could develop empathy.’

Ability to manage her own emotions
3 instructors stated that school director is able to manage her own emotions
whereas 2 nstructors reported that she might not manage her own emotions from time to
time. One instructor stated:
‘The school director is generally successful at managing her emotions. She is
working with 60 people and when [ consider her relationships with other
teachers... with others around her... I think she is doing a good job given the
number of people. We can talk about anger management in this regard. I think
she can control her anger because there are several issues that can make her
angry. Not only anger or similar emotions but also happiness and joy... I think
she is also able to manage these positive emotions.’
Another instructor stated that school director might not always manage her emotions. He
commented:
‘In some situations... the intensity of the program and number of people are the
major factors here... as a result, in some situations, together with tiredness and
stress, she [school director] may not be able to manage them [her emotions]. It’s

not very easy.’
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4.2.5.“What are the instructors’ opinions about the strengths and weaknesses of

the instructor evaluation at the English Preparatory School?”

The responses to this research question include qualitative data. The qualitative
data were taken from the questionnaire, Part F (Overall Rating), items 22-23. Item 22 and
item 23 were open-ended questions. Written comments for these questions were coded
and then categorized into themes.

Table 23 presents the themes that emerged from questionnaire item 22.

Table 23: Themes that emerged from Questionnaire Item 22

Item 22. According to your experience, what are the strengths of the instructor
evaluation at the preparatory school?
Respondents
Emergent themes (n=32)
1. Support for professional development 18
2. Classroom observations 7
3. School director 5
4. Sources of performance data 5
5. Support for schoolimprovement 5

Regarding item 22, 5 themes were identified after the coding process: support for
professional ~ development, classroom observations, school director, sources of
performance data, and support for school improvement. 32 instructors responded to this
item. Some respondents made comments regarding more than one theme. For this reason,
the total of responses for each theme is greater than the number of respondents. The

following sub-sections are the themes that emerged from item 22.
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Support for professional development
The first identified theme was support for professional development. 18
respondents (56%) identified professional development as one of the strengths of the
instructor evaluation. Some written comments by instructors were as follows:
Instructors’ open-ended responses: support for professional development
“It [instructor evaluation] enables teachers to make presentations with the
purpose of enhancing professional development and to participate in
presentations by other teachers”
“supporting personal development”
“I believe that the instructor evaluation at the preparatory school changes
instructors’ approaches to self-reflection. I think this awareness is useful for
instructors in terms of professional development and it makes it possible for them
to develop in the areas where they feel weak”
“providing motivation for professional development”
“identifying the weaknesses clearly and devising an action plan to keep track of
development”
“Areas to develop are presented in a non-threatening way and shared solutions
are proposed to overcome problems”
“Instructors are unaware of some professional issues due to their hectic
schedules. The evaluation process enables instructors to notice and evaluate some
of these issues with the help of an outside perspective. An educated and
experienced perspective may help instructors to identify their weaknesses and to

develop themselves”
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“Instructor evaluation enables people to make a habit of setting goals. Those who
do not have personal development goals start questioning themselves and take the
first step”
“It [instructor evaluation] not only highlights areas to develop, but emphasizes
your strong points as well”
“It [instructor evaluation] gives me a chance to show how I have grown and
developed as an instructor. I can learn new tips and methods for approaching
learning aims”
Classroom observations
The second identified theme was classroom observations. 7 respondents (22%)
identified classroom observations as strength of the mstructor evaluation. Written
comments by instructors were as follows:
Instructors’ open-ended responses: classroom observations
“A third advantage of the evaluation process is that instructors evaluate
themselves as a result of classroom observations”
“feedback during classroom observations”
“Classroom observations raise awareness of lesson planning and timing”
“evaluative classroom observations: preparation stage, pre-observation
meetings, and post-observation meetings together with constructive and guiding
feedback that is provided in a professional manner”
“a step-by-step approach to classroom observations, pre- and post-observation

meetings, chance to revise the lesson plan’

“receiving constructive feedback after classroom observations”
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»”

“classroom observations enable instructors to identify their weak points
School director

The third identified theme was school director. 5 respondents (16%) identified
school director as one of the strengths of the instructor evaluation. Written comments by
mstructors were as follows:
Instructors’ open-ended responses: school director

“The director’s friendly attitude enables instructors to talk with her face-to-face.

This is a good chance for them to express themselves”

“The school director has deep knowledge of ELT and is professional at all times”

“Director’s positive attitude — I think it is a proof of the fact that you are being

listened to”

“The director carries out an objective and constructive evaluation”

“the director being honest and fair”
Sources of performance data

The fourth theme was related to sources of performance data. 5 respondents
(16%) identified sources of performance data as strength of the nstructor evaluation.
Written comments by mstructors were as follows:
Instructors’ open-ended responses: sources of performance data

“the use of multiple performance criteria”

“There are enough sources of data for evaluation”

“Teacher evaluation does not only consider student surveys. Receiving low scores

from students does not mean that I am a bad teacher and my director is aware of

this fact”
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“clear and professional performance criteria”
“It is good to have student surveys in the performance criteria. Student surveys
are beneficial because instructors know how students view them. Students really
like some things that I do unconsciously and I was able to learn about these types
of things thanks to student surveys”
Support for school improvement
The fith theme was support for school improvement. 5 respondents (16%)
identified school mprovement as one of the strengths of the instructor evaluation. Some
written comments by instructors were as follows:
Instructors’ open-ended responses: support for school improvement
“strengthening collaboration and assistance among teachers”
“sharing ideas with different perspectives in the school”
“It [instructor evaluation] gives instructors a chance to review and contribute to
the practices in the preparatory school”
“highlighting school objectives and increasing awareness”
“a positive process that leads to education with high standards in the preparatory
school”

Themes that emerged from questionnaire item 23 are given in Table 24.

Table 24: Themes that emerged from Questionnaire Item 23

Item 23. According to your experience, what are the weaknesses of the instructor evaluation at the
preparatory school?
Respondents
Emergent themes P
(n=18)

1. Summative outcomes of the evaluation 10

2. Studentsurveys 5

3. Classroom observations 4
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Regarding item 23, 3 themes were identified after the coding process: summative
outcomes of the evaluation, student surveys, and classroom observations. 18 instructors
responded to this item. One respondent made comments regarding more than one theme.
For this reason, the total of responses for each theme is greater than the number of
respondents. The following sub-sections are the themes that emerged from item 23.
Summative outcomes of the evaluation

The first identified theme was summative purpose. 10 respondents (56%)
identified summative outcomes as a weakness of the instructor evaluation. Some of the
written comments by instructors were as follows:

Instructors’ open-ended responses: summative outcomes of the evaluation

“the fact that evaluation result determines whether I will continue working in the

school”

“Organizational commitment decreases because instruction evaluation causes the

anxiety of losing your job”

“Contrary to what is said, there is no salary increase on the basis of instructor

evaluation results”

“Evaluation results have little effect on salary increase”

“It is not clear whether the evaluation result has any effect on salary increase. If

there is such an effect, the significance of each component of the evaluation is not

clear”

“Its [instructor evaluation’s] effect on the salary increase is ambiguous”

“It [instructor evaluation] has no effect on salary increase”
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Student surveys
The second theme was related to student surveys. 5 respondents (28%) identified
student surveys as one of the weaknesses of the instructor evaluation. Written comments
by instructors were as follows:
Instructors’ open-ended responses: student surveys
“Student surveys do not always provide the right information about instructors”
“Student surveys are regarded as a tool for vengeance by some students”
“Student surveys lack a system that enables instructors to notice their strengths as
well as weaknesses”
“While filling out the survey, students are affected by their emotions and they
disregard teacher competence. For this reason, student survey reliability is
reduced”
“Students are poor sources of credible feedback on teachers’ abilities or
effectiveness. They bring a number of biases when completing the student survey
and this makes the surveys more of a popularity contest”
Classroom observations
The third identified theme was classroom observations. 4 respondents (22%)
identified classroom observations as a weakness of the instructor evaluation. Written
comments by instructors were as follows:
Instructors’ open-ended responses: classroom observations
“Observed classroom performance is misleading because instructors make

preparations beforehand”
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“I do not have enough time to get prepared for the classroom observation. We
need to be informed earlier”

“Instructor performances in classroom observations are artificial and unnatural”
“Expectations are not clear in classroom observations. There is no sample lesson

plan that we can consider as an example”

4.3, Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

Sub-research Question 1 — To what extent do the instructors believe instructor evaluation
is necessary?

The quantitative data obtained from the questionnaire is consistent with the
qualitative data collected from the mterviews. Item 21 in the questionnaire asked
instructors about their opinions about the necessity of mstructor evaluation. The total
mean score was 3.83, which indicates that mstructors believe that nstructor evaluation is
necessary. 72% of the respondent instructors strongly agreed or agreed that mstructor
evaluation is necessary. In the interviews, all instructors (n=8) agreed that instructor
evaluation is necessary. 4 themes emerged i the interviews: professional development,
organizational need for evaluation, adaptation to the organization, and coordinated

activity of the organization. The qualitative data support the quantitative data.

Sub-research Question 2 — What are the instructors’ opinions about the impact of

instructor evaluation process on their professional development and on school

improvement?
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The quantitative data obtained from the questionnaire is partially consistent with
the qualitative data collected from the interviews.

Questionnaire items 1 — 4 asked about instructors’ opinions about the impact of
instructor evaluation on their professional development. The total composite mean score
was 3.52, suggesting that instructors believe that mstructor evaluation has a positive
effect on their professional development. The item with the lowest total mean score was
tem 2 “Sufficient time is allotted for professional development outside of class hours
during the teaching day” (X=3.27) whereas the item with the highest total mean score
was item 1 “The instructor evaluation process provides me with opportunities to
participate in professional development activities” (X=3.66). In the interviews, one
instructor said about classroom observations, “... I always consider the feedback that I
received during my classroom observations...” Another mstructor focused on the
feedback and stated, “... feedback from the school director also contributes in that
manner...” Regarding appraisal mterviews as part of the mstructor evaluation, one
mstructor commented: “... at a larger scale, there are some research studies that I have
conducted. [ set them as academic goals in the appraisal interview.” The quantitative
data indicate that instructors moderately agree that sufficient time is allotted for
professional development (X=3.27). However, in the interviews, 6 out of 8 instructors
reported that there is not enough time for professional development during the teaching
day. One mstructor stated, “... It’s impossible to find time in particular weeks.” Another
mstructor shared the same opinion and said, “... I think we are unable to find time for
professional development due to the intense program.” The qualitative data seem to

support most of the quantitative data.
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Questionnaire items 5 — 7 asked about instructors’ opinions about the impact of
mstructor evaluation on school improvement. The total composite mean score for this
subscale was 3.35, suggesting that instructors believe that instructor evaluation has some
degree of impact on school improvement. The item with the lowest total mean score was
tem 5 “The instructor evaluation process encourages collaborative action and group
learning in the preparatory school” (X=3.30) whereas the item with the highest total
mean score was item 7 “The preparatory school has increased its effectiveness as a result
of the instructor evaluation process” (X=3.41). However, it is important to note that a
large number (47%) of the nstructors neither agreed nor disagreed with item 7. In the
mterviews, 3 themes emerged as the aspects of mstructor evaluation that lead to school
improvement: knowledge sharing, feedback from instructors, and raising education
standards. One instructor stated, “Yes, it [instructor evaluation] has an effect on school
improvement. If it contributes to one single individual... consequently it changes the
school’s quality of education by means of sharing.” Another instructor noted, “/ think it
[instructor evaluation] has a positive effect in terms of reaching a certain standard.” The

qualitative data support the quantitative data.

Sub-research Question 3 — What are the instructors’ opinions about the impact of
instructor evaluation process on their emotions?

The quantitative data obtained from the questionnaire is consistent with the
qualitative data collected from the interviews. Questionnaire items 8 — 12 asked about
mstructors’ opinions about the impact of instructor evaluation on their emotions. The

total composite mean score for this subscale was 3.42. The item with the lowest total
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mean score was item 10 “I feel calm before classroom observations” (X=2.72). It is
worth pointing out that novice mnstructors (n=5) had a mean of 3.80 for this item whereas
experienced mstructors (n=31) had a mean of 2.54. The item with the highest total mean
score was item 8 ““/ feel pleased when I receive positive instructor evaluation comments”
(X=4.52). According to the findings of the interviews, instructors have mixed opinions
about the impact of mstructor evaluation on their emotions. In general, nstructors have
positive emotions about the mstructor evaluation, specifically about appraisal nterviews.
One mstructor indicated, “If I think about appraisal interviews, I feel relaxed...” and
another instructor stated, “/ always feel appreciated... I can say that... For example, I've
always felt like that during the appraisal interviews...” On the other hand, 6 out of §
instructors expressed negative emotions about classroom observations. One instructor
noted, “I feel stressed during classroom observations...” Another nstructor stated a
similar pomt of view, “Nervousness is a feeling that I experience during classroom
observations...” However, he also added, “... a little nervousness... there is a positive
return. A certain level of nervousness is always proportional to success.” The qualitative

data support the quantitative data.

Sub-research Question 4 — How do the instructors view the school director as the
evaluator in the instructor evaluation process?

The quantitative data obtained from the questionnaire is consistent with the
qualitative data collected from the interviews. Questionnaire items 13 — 20 asked about
mstructors’ opinions about the school director as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation

process. The total composite mean score for this subscale was 3.92, suggesting that
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instructors believe that the school director is good at managing the instructor evaluation

process. The item with the lowest total mean score was item 18 “The evaluator is able to
manage my emotions” (X=3.36). The item with the highest total mean score was item 14

“The evaluator has knowledge of a variety of teaching and learning methods” (X=4.33).
In the mterviews, all the instructors agreed that the school director is overall successful in
the instructor evaluation, with the exception of one instructor. 4 out of 8 instructors
reported that school director’s support for professional development is the main reason
why she is successful in the mstructor evaluation. One instructor said, “I think the school
director is successful... her views about the evaluation are important. This is completely

2

a development-oriented process...” Instructors also consider the school director
successful at managing instructors’ emotions. 7 out of 8 mstructors reported that the
school director is able to manage their emotions. One mstructor noted, “She [school
director] is very aware of my emotions and clearly she reads those signals and emotions.
She addresses me in a direction that I could win and she and the school could win...”
However, mstructors have mixed opinions about the school director’s ability to manage
her own emotions. 3 instructors agreed that she is able to manage her emotions while 2
mstructors disagreed with this statement. One instructor said, “The school director is
generally successful at managing her emotions...” Another instructor noted, “...in some

situations, together with tiredness and stress, she [school director] may not be able to

manage them [her emotions]...” The qualitative data support the quantitative data.

Sub-research Question 5 — What are the instructors’ opinions about the strengths and

weaknesses of the instructor evaluation at the English Preparatory School?
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The qualitative data were obtained from the questionnaire, items 22 and 23, which
were open-ended questions.

32 instructors replied to item 22 and 5 themes emerged as the strengths of the
instructor evaluation: support for professional development, classroom observations,
school director, sources of performance data, and support for school improvement. One
mstructor commented, “/t [instructor evaluation] enables teachers to make presentations
with the purpose of enhancing professional development...” Another instructor noted, “/
believe that the instructor evaluation at the preparatory school changes instructors’
approaches to self-reflection. I think this awareness is useful for instructors in terms of
professional development...” One mstructor indicated classroom observation as strength
and commented, “4 third advantage of the evaluation process is that instructors evaluate
themselves as a result of classroom observations.” One nstructor emphasized the role of
the school director and stated, “The director carries out an objective and constructive
evaluation.” Another mstructor pomnted out the relationship between mnstructor evaluation

13

and school improvement, “... a positive process which leads to education with high
standards in the preparatory school.”

18 nstructors replied to item 23 and 3 themes emerged as the weaknesses of the
mstructor evaluation: summative outcomes of the evaluation, student surveys, and
classroom observations. Concerning the summative outcomes of the instructor
evaluation, one instructor noted, “... the fact that evaluation result determines whether |
will continue working in the school.” Another mstructor commented, “Its [instructor

evaluation’s] effect on salary increase is ambiguous.” One instructor regarded student

surveys as a weakness and explained, “Students are poor sources of credible feedback on
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teachers’ abilities or effectiveness. They bring a number of biases when completing the
student survey and this makes the survey more of a popularity contest.” One nstructor
criticized classroom observations and noted, “Instructor performances in classroom

observations are artificial and unnatural.”
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

5.1. Introduction

This chapter presents a discussion of the findings of the study. The purpose of this
study was to identify English mstructors’ beliefs about the instructor evaluation process
at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School. A mixed methodology design
was used in this study to gather quantitative and qualitative data. Quantitative data of the
study was gathered through the revised version of ‘“Teacher Evaluation Profile
Questionnaire” (Stiggins & Duke, 1987). The questionnaire included both close-ended
and open-ended questions. As for the qualitative data, semi-structured mnterviews were
conducted with the instructors. The sample population of the study consisted of 52
English instructors. The results will be discussed as related to each of the sub-research

questions.

5.2. Discussion

The main research question is “What are the English Preparatory School
mstructors’ opinions about the instructor evaluation system at Istanbul Sehir University
English Preparatory School?” Under this main research question, five sub-questions were

developed.

103



Sub-research Question 1: To what extent do the instructors believe instructor evaluation
is necessary?

The findings indicate that the instructors believe that nstructor evaluation is
necessary. In the interviews, half of the participant instructors reported that instructor
evaluation is necessary for therr professional development. In the literature, teacher
professional development is associated with the formative purpose of teacher evaluation
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Marzano, 2012; Stiggins & Duke, 1987). According to

(13

Stiggins (1986, p.57), teacher evaluation systems with a formative purpose ...gather
performance information from the teacher, and from colleagues, students, and others and
give that mformation back to the teacher...” The findings on instructors’ beliefs about the
relationship between teacher evaluation and professional development seem to concur
with those of Delvaux et al. (2013), who reported that teachers believe that some aspects
of teacher evaluation have a positive effect on professional development. To sum up, it

can be concluded that instructors in the English Preparatory Program strongly believe that

instructor evaluation is necessary.

Sub-research Question 2: What are the instructors’ opinions about the impact of
instructor evaluation process on their professional development and on school
improvement?

According to the quantitative and qualitative findings, it can be argued that
mstructors believe that the instructor evaluation process has a positive impact on their
professional development. One area that could be considered as a weakness is the time

allotted for professional development in the English Preparatory School. This finding is
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consistent with the report by OECD (2009). According to Teacher And Learning
International Survey (TALIS), 47% of the teachers from participating countries stated
that conflict with work schedule was the reason why they cannot engage in professional
development (OECD, 2009). The other major themes that emerged from the interviews
regarding professional development were classroom observations, appraisal interview,
and self-reflection. One istructor underscored the importance of feedback from
classroom observations and stated, “It [feedback from the school director] also

2

contributes in that manner...” and another commented, “...Feedback from classroom
observations always has a positive effect...” One mstructor mentioned the reinforcement
of teaching skills and noted, ... When I encounter similar issues, teaching vocabulary for
example, 1 always consider the feedback that I received during my classroom
observations...” The importance of feedback from classroom observations is widely
recognized in the literature. Structured classroom observation models consisting of a pre-
conference, the observation, and a post-conference are efficient n collecting evidence
about teaching (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). Danielson and McGreal (2000, p.86) note,
“Post-conferences are a time for reflection, review, constructive feedback, and
reinforcement.” Teachers that go through a teacher evaluation process value the post-
observation conferences with feedback because they help them improve their teaching
skills (Ritter & Barnett, 2016). In a study by Range, Young, and Hvidston (2013),
participant teachers indicated that feedback provided by the school director is a
fundamental aspect of post-observation conferences. In an action research study by

Ovando (2006), teachers reported that constructive feedback from classroom observations

provides opportunities for professional development. Instructors also reported that the
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goal-setting aspect of the appraisal interview has a positive impact on theirr professional
development. The findings on instructors’ beliefs about the usefulness of appraisal
mterviews for academic goal-setting seem to be in agreement with McGreal (1983), who
identified goal-setting as a primary activity of teacher evaluation systems. This is also in
lme with the findings by Donaldson (2012). Teachers support an evaluation system if it
enables them to set their goals together with their director (Donaldson, 2012). In
conclusion, it can be argued that instructors i the English Preparatory School believe
that mstructor evaluation process has a positive effect on therr professional development.
According to the quantitative findings, the instructors slightly agree that the
mstructor evaluation process has a positive impact on school improvement. In addition, it
may be mferred that some mstructors do not have a clear idea about whether the
mstructor evaluation has an effect on the preparatory school as an organization. The
qualitative findings seem to support the quantitative findings. 3 themes emerged from the
mterviews: knowledge sharing, feedback from instructors, and raising education
standards. Regarding knowledge sharing, one instructor noted, “First of all, during this
process [instructor evaluation] teachers... including me... are provided with
opportunities to share their knowledge and skills on different platforms. Workshops are
one of them... and Special Interest Groups. The reason for their establishment, the
reason for their existence, I think, is a part of this evaluation process... or if they exist,
the evaluation exists. There is an embedded relationship ” and another said, “ ... We share
with each other and for example, thanks to these groups [Special Interest Groups] where
we exchange ideas and share experiences, it is spread throughout the school and in fact,

it keeps the school system active.” On this basis, it can be argued that instructors support
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the use of collaborative learning arrangements such as workshops and teacher support
groups. The findings on instructors’ beliefs about the relationship between collaborative
learning and school improvement are in agreement with the literature. Earley and Bubb
(2004) argue that efficient teacher evaluation processes establish a connection between
individual professional development and school improvement. The study by Leithwood,
Leonard, and Sharratt (1998) shows that collaboration efforts among teachers support
organizational learning in schools. The mmportance of collaborative learning efforts is
also acknowledged in the English Language Teaching field. According to Richards and
Farrell (2005), workshops and teacher support groups i schools not only facilitate
teacher professional development but also help schools reach their goals. All n all, it may
be concluded that mstructors in the English Preparatory School believe that instructor

evaluation process has a positive effect on school improvement.

Sub-research Question 3: What are the instructors’ opinions about the impact of
instructor evaluation process on their emotions?

According to the quantitative findings, the instructors have mixed opinions about
the impact of the mstructor evaluation on their emotions. The qualitative findings seem to
support the quantitative findings. In the context of appraisal mterviews, it can be
suggested that instructors value one-to-one time spent with the school director. Regarding
negative emotions about the instructor evaluation process, 6 structors expressed
negative  feelings  specifically towards classroom observations. One instructor
commented, “I feel stressed during classroom observations. Maybe you always teach

your classes effectively, but when things like scoring and decision process are involved...
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people could be stressed while teaching...” but she also added, “... but is it [classroom
observation] necessary? Yes, it is. Some things are both stressful and necessary. There is
nothing to be done.” Another stated, “Nervousness is a feeling that I experience during
classroom observations. However, a little nervousness... there is a positive return. A
certain level of nervousness is always proportional to success...” Given the comments
that the instructors made, it can be deduced that although the nstructors may have
negative emotions about classroom observations, they still believe m their necessity.
Teachers’ mixed emotions about teacher evaluation have been discussed to some extent
in the literature. In their study on a new standards-based evaluation, Heneman and
Milanowski (2003) concluded that teachers have both positive and negative attitudes
towards the evaluation system. Zepeda and Pondicell (1998) mvestigated teacher
perceptions related to classroom observations and reported that the majority of the
participant teachers felt validated and empowered thanks to the support of the school
director. In other studies, teachers reported that they feel stressed in classroom
observations (Haep, Behnke & Steins, 2016; Wang & Day, 2002). Overall, it can be
argued that mnstructors have mixed opinions about the impact of instructor evaluation

process on their emotions.

Sub-research Question 4: How do the instructors view the school director as the
evaluator in the instructor evaluation process?

According to the quantitative findings, the instructors strongly believe that the
school director is successful at managing the instructor evaluation process. The

qualitative findings seem to support the quantitative findings. 7 out of 8 mstructors stated
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that the school director is successful as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation process.
4 mstructors reported that they consider the school director successful because of her
support for instructors’ professional development. The findings on the beliefs of
instructors about the school director as the evaluator in the evaluation process are
consistent with the literature, which emphasizes the role of the school director in teacher
evaluation. One of the important duties of school leaders is to foster professional
development by establishing unthreatening relationships with teachers (DiPaola & Hoy,
2014). In a smilar vein, Davis et al. (2002) underscore the importance of school
leadership in effective teacher evaluation systems. According to some studies, participant
teachers perceive teacher evaluation as positive if the school director is knowledgeable
about teaching (Atkins, 1996; Pry & Schumacher, 2012). Blase and Blase (1999) and
Zimmermann and Deckert-Pelton (2003) explored teachers’ perceptions of feedback and
concluded that feedback received from the school director in teacher evaluation have
positive effects on teachers’ professional development. Respondent instructors also
commented on the school director’s ability to manage emotions. 7 out of 8§ instructors
stated that the director is able to manage their emotions. 3 instructors stated that school
director is able to manage her own emotions whereas 2 instructors stated that the director
might not be able to manage her own emotions at certain times. On this basis, it may be
mferred that the school director’s ability to manage her and others’ emotions could be
one of the reasons why she is considered successful as an evaluator in the instructor
evaluation process. The role of emotions in leadership has also received attention in the
literature. According to Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, and Sitarenios (2001), emotional

mtelligence is the ability to perceive and manage one’s and others’ emotions. Successful
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leaders can manage their own emotions by discovering negative emotions before
displaying them and they can manage others’ emotions by establishing empathy and
developing good relationships (Morton, 2012). Cherniss (1998) and George (2000) assert
that one of the essential characteristics of good leaders with high emotional intelligence is
that they can build positive relationships with their subordinates. Overall, it can be
concluded that mstructors have a positive opinion of the school director’s ability to

manage the istructor evaluation process.

Sub-research Question 5: What are the instructors’ opinions about the strengths and
weaknesses of the instructor evaluation at the English Preparatory School?

5 emergent themes were identified as the strengths of the mstructor evaluation:
support for professional development, classroom observations, school director, sources of
performance data, and support for school improvement. 18 out of 32 respondents reported
professional development as strength of the instructor evaluation. One instructor noted, ““/
believe that the instructor evaluation at the preparatory school changes instructors’
approaches to self-reflection. I think this awareness is useful for instructors in terms of
professional development and it makes it possible for them to develop in the areas where
they feel weak”, another mstructor wrote, “identifying the weaknesses clearly and
devising an action plan to keep track of development” and another said, “Areas to
develop are presented in a non-threatening way and shared solutions are proposed to

’

overcome problems.” According to these comments, instructors believe that the
evaluation process identifies their weaknesses and provides a route map for improvement.

One nstructor noted, “It [instructor evaluation] not only highlights areas to develop, but
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emphasizes your strong points as well” and another mstructor said, “It [instructor
evaluation] gives me a chance to show how [ have grown and developed as an
instructor...” It can be concluded from these comments that instructors appreciate the
fact that the evaluation process emphasizes their positive qualitics and achievements.
Therefore, it may be inferred that the evaluation process also plays a role in motivating
mstructors to work on areas for improvement. It is well accepted in teacher evaluation
literature that teacher evaluation systems should support teacher professional
development (Danielson, 2001, 2008; Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Looney, 2011;
Marshall, 2005; Peterson, 1984; Weems & Rogers, 2010). 7 respondents reported
classroom observation as strength of the instructor evaluation. This is in agreement with
the findings of the study by Jiang, Sporte, and Luppescu (2015), where the majority of
participant teachers reported that they found post-observation meetings useful because of
the valuable feedback they received. School director, sources of performance data, and
support for school improvement were also reported as strengths of the mstructor
evaluation by 5 respondents each.

3 emergent themes were identified as the weaknesses of the instructor evaluation:
summative outcomes of the evaluation, student surveys, and classroom observations. 5
mstructors expressed therr concerns about the outcome of the mstructor evaluation related
to salary increase and 2 instructors mentioned a threat to their job security as a
consequence of the instructor evaluation. In the literature, scholars have noted that the
summative purpose of teacher evaluation causes anxiety in some teachers (Conley &
Glasman, 2008; Larsen, 2005). 5 mstructors identified student surveys as a weakness of

the instructor evaluation. The mstructors pointed out that students are not reliable sources
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for collecting information because they are under the influence of their emotions while
assessing teaching performance. Scholars have different opinions regarding the use of
student evaluation of teachers. Peterson et al. (2001) reported in their study that student
surveys could be used as reliable sources of data in teacher evaluations. Sproule (2000)
asserts that student evaluation is not a valid measure of teaching performance. The
findings of the study by Zabaleta (2007) indicated that student evaluations are not
effectve  in  measuring teaching performance. 4 instructors indicated classroom
observations as a weakness of the instructor evaluation. This finding seems to be
contradictory because classroom observation was also identified as strength of the
mstructor evaluation. However, it can be argued that although instructors support the idea
of classroom observations, they have some concerns about the procedures. At this
juncture, it can be assumed that instructors expect classroom observations to be managed

more efficiently.

112



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1. Introduction
This study investigated English instructors’ beliefs about the mstructor evaluation
process at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School. Chapter 6 presents

conclusion, recommendations for practice and recommendations for further research.

6.2. Conclusion

Before 1 started this research, 1 had experienced 4 mstructor evaluations in the
English Preparatory School; however, I did not have comprehensive knowledge about
teacher evaluation systems and related topics. Throughout this case study, I was able to
learn about the issues related to teacher evaluation. The literature review that I conducted
helped me to comprehend the theoretical foundations of teacher evaluation and the
evaluative aspect of this study enabled me to focus on the specific details of the
evaluation process conducted in the English Preparatory School.

Patton’s Utilization-Focused Evaluation Model (1997) was used as the framework
of this study. In the course of this evaluative case study, I followed Utilization-Focused
Evaluation Checklist, which includes 17 steps. To start with, I needed to assess the
organizational readiness for utilization-focused evaluation. In this respect, one of the
advantages was that the preparatory school had been conducting instructor evaluations

for 4 years. Consequently, tenured instructors had practical experience of the instructor
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evaluation system, which allowed them to offer informed opinions about the process. The
school director, who had designed and started the evaluation process, also had a strong
mterest in this utilization-focused evaluation.

The preparatory school director was identified as the intended user of the
evaluation in the next step. Having worked with the school director before, I was able to
work collaboratively with her throughout the utilization-focused evaluation. Her
particular interest in the mstructor evaluation and teachers’ professional development also
proved to be useful. One challenge was finding the time to have meetings n order to
discuss the course of the utilization-focused evaluation. Due to her schedule, it was at
times difficult to meet the school director on a regular basis.

The school director requested an evaluation with a formative focus to make
improvements in the instructor evaluation. In order to obtain in-depth information about
the aspects of the mstructor evaluation from the instructors’ point of view, it was
necessary for me to use both quantitative and qualitative data collection methods. The
most challenging part of this process was synthesizing questionnaire responses and
mterview answers in order to reach correct conclusions. In this respect, using a sequential
mixed methods design was found to be helpful I designed the interview questions
depending on questionnaire responses. This allowed me to address the main issues that
arose from the questionnaire.

Regarding the questionnaire and interviews, I was expecting the mstructors to be
more hesitant to share their opmions about the mstructor evaluation process. However,
the questionnaire was completed with a return rate of 86% and interview answers

provided me with detailed msight about the themes that emerged in the questionnaire
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analysis. It can be deduced that the anonymous nature of the data in this study and the
value that instructors place on the instructor evaluation had a positive impact on the

quality of collected responses.

6.3. Recommendations for Practice

As part of the Utilization-Focused Evaluation (UFE) Checklist (Patton, 2013)
mplemented i this case study, the director of Istanbul Sehir University English
Preparatory School was mformed about the possibilities for improvement to the mstructor
evaluation. Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations were
suggested.

The findings mndicate that nstructors agree that mstructor evaluation is necessary.
Instructors  believe that the instructor evaluation process has a positive impact,
particularly on their professional development. It was found that mnstructors have
mproved therr teaching practices as a result of the professional development
opportunities offered by the instructor evaluation process. However, instructors also
reported that there is not sufficient time for professional development due to the hectic
work schedule. Therefore, it is suggested that more time is allowed mn the structors’
schedules so that they can take part in more professional development activities.

It is evident from this study that instructors benefit from classroom observations.
Instructors reported that there is a strong relationship between the feedback from
classroom observations and therr professional development. However, it was also found
that classroom observations create anxiety in some instructors. Therefore, it is suggested

that the school director put in more effort to make classroom observation a less stressful
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experience for instructors. This could be achieved by focusing more on its formative
aspects such as professional development and improved teaching practice rather than on
its summative outcomes. Regarding classroom observations, some instructors also
mentioned that they do not have enough time for preparations and that expectations are
not clear. Therefore, it is recommended that the school director should make
improvements in procedures and processes in order to optimize an already well-
functioning classroom observation system.

According to the qualitative findings of the study, some instructors identified the
summative outcomes of the instructor evaluation as a weakness. They stated that
evaluation results do not lead to salary increase as expected and that the evaluation
process creates a threat to theirr job security. At this point, one course of action could be
to clarify the performance standards expected of the instructors. As a result, it could be
easier for mstructors to set their goals and to achieve the level of performance that leads
to specific outcomes.

The findings also indicate that although instructors overall believe that the
mstructor evaluation process has a positive effect on school improvement, some
mstructors may not know the mmpact of the mstructor evaluation on school improvement.
As a result of the instructor evaluation process, the relationship between school
improvement and collaborative activities such as workshops and special interest groups
should be emphasized. In this manner, instructors could be encouraged to participate in
collaborative activities to allow them to achieve personal growth and to contribute to

school improvement through organizational learning.
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6.4. Recommendations for Further Research

The current study mvestigated English instructors’ beliefs about the instructor
evaluation system at an English preparatory school. Further research could include
directors and middle managers such as level coordinators and unit heads i studies. In
this way, comparisons can be made to determine similarities and differences between
their perceptions of the instructor evaluation process.

In the current study, the school director was the only evaluator in the nstructor
evaluation process. Further research could be conducted at English preparatory schools in
Turkey where there is distributed leadership involving multiple evaluators.

The present study adopted a single-case study approach to investigate beliefs
about the instructor evaluation process. Further studies can adopt a multiple-case study
approach to compare English preparatory schools in Turkey that implement a standards-
based evaluation system. This way, it might be possible to explore whether teachers with
different perceptions of instructor evaluation have an impact on the implementation of

mstructor evaluation at different schools.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: Utilization-Focused Evaluation Checklist

Utilization-Focused Evaluation (U-FE) Checklist

Michael Quinn Patton January 2013
Utilization-Focused Evaluation begins with the premise that evaluations should be judged by their utility and
actual use; therefore, evaluators should facilitate the evaluation process and design any evaluation with careful

consideration of how everything that is done, from beginning to end, will affect use. Use concerns how real people
in the real world apply evaluation findings and experience and learn from the evaluation process.

The checklist is based on Essentials of Utilization-Focused Evaluation (Patton, 2012, Sage Publications).

All references in the checklist to exhibits and menus refer to this book.

Stepl Assess and build program and organizational readiness for utilization-focusedevaluation.

Step2  Assess and enhance evaluator readiness and competence to undertake a utilization- focused evaluation.
Step3 Identify, organize, and engage primary intended users.

Step4  Conduct situation analysis with primary intended users

Step5 Identify primary intended uses by establishing the evaluation’s priority purposes.

Step6 Consider and build in process uses if appropriate.

Step7 Focus priority evaluation questions.

Step8 Check that fundamental areas for evaluation inquiry are being adequately addressed.

Step9 Determine what intervention model or theory of change is being evaluated.

Step10 Negotiate appropriate methods to generate credible findings and support intended use by intended users.
Step11 Makesure intended users understand potential controversies about methods and their imp lications.
Step12 Simulate use of findings.

Step13 Gather data with ongoing attention to use.

Step14 Organize and present the data for use by primary intended users.

Step15 Prepare an evaluation report to facilitate use and disseminate significant findings to expand influence.

Step16 Follow up with primary intended users to facilitate and enhance use.

Step17 Metaevaluation of use: Be accountable, learn, and improve
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APPENDIX B: Permission from the School Director

istanbul Sehir Universitesi Ingilizce Hazirhik Program: Midiirliigiine

Arastirmami kurumunuzda yapabilmem igin gerekli iznin verilmesi hususunda,

geregini arz ederim.

A rda dayr 1 -rnjg{d

(

05/06/2017

Arastirmanin;

Ada: Ornek Durum Incelemesi: Ingilizce Okutmanlarinin Istanbul
Sehir Universitesi Ingilizce Hazirhk Okulu’ndaki Okutman
Degerlendirme Siireciyle llgili Diigtinceleri

Amac: ingilizce okutmanlarinin Istanbul Sehir Universitesi Ingilizce
Hazirhk Okulu’ndaki okutman degerlendirme siireciyle ilgili
dustincelerinin belirlenmesi

Yontemi: Nicel ve nitel arastirma y&ntemleri

Uygulanaca@g Yerler: istanbul Sehir Universitesi Ingilizce Hazirhk Okulu

Baslama ve Bitis Tarihi: Ekim 2017 — Subat 2018

istanbul Schir Universitesi ingilizee Hazirhlk Okulu Miidiiri

Nor. Dog. Dr. £ e Biylddumag

05/06/2017
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APPENDIX C: Teacher Questionnaire Revised for the Study (Turkish)

Agiklama

Okutman degerlendirme siirecini konualanbuc¢alismaya katildiginizigin tesekkiir ederim. Bu ¢alismanin
amaci, ingilizce okutmanlarinin istanbul Sehir Universitesiingilizce Hazirlik Okulu’ndaki okutman
degerlendirme sireci hakkindaki diisiinceleriniincelemektir.

Bu anonimanket yiksek lisans calismamin bir pargasiolarak okulunuzdaki okutman degerlendirme sistemi
hakkindaki gorislerinizi 6grenmek igin tasarlanmistir. Anket yaklasik 15 dakika siirecektir. Katiliminiz
istanbul Sehir Universitesi ingilizce Hazirlik Programi’ndaki okutman degerlendirme sisteminin
gelistirilmesine 6nemli bir katkida bulunacaktir. Katiliminizve cevaplarinizgizli veanonimolarak
tutulacaktir.

Anketteki degerlendirici ifadesi, okulunuzdaki okutman degerlendirmesinin tiim yonlerinden dncelikle
sorumlu olan kisi anlamina gelmektedir. Degerlendiricinin sorumluluklarindan bazilarisunlardir:

e performans standartlarinibelirlemek

e performans bilgilerinin toplanmasindakullanilan kaynaklariincelemek
e performans degerlendirme gérismesini (appraisalinterview) ylritmek
e degerlendirme puanini hesaplamak

Anketteki okutman degerlendirme siireci ifadesi, bir akademikyil icinde Ekimve Mayis aylariarasindaki
ogretmen degerlendirme dénemi anlamina gelmektedir.

Okutman degerlendirme sireci:

1) akademikyil siresince akademik hedefler belirlenmesi, degerlendirme amaglisinif gézlemi, ara sinav
(Midterm) ve kur sonu sinavi (MET) sinifortalamalari, 6grenci anketleri ve profesyonellik kaynaklari
yoluyla okutman performanslarininizienmesi ve 6lglilmesi;

2) akademikyil sonundaki performans degerlendirme gorlismesini (appraisalinterview)

kapsamaktadir.

A. Demografik Bilgiler

>

. Kadin
. Erkek

1. Cinsiyetiniz

o5}

N

. Kagyildir 6gretmenlik yapiyorsunuz? . 0-1vyil

. 2-3yil

. 4-5yil

.6—-10vyil

. 11vya da dahafazlayil

mooO W >

>

3. istanbul Sehir Universitesi ingilizce Hazirlk
Okulunda galismaya nezaman basladiniz?

. 2015-2016 akademikyilibasinda
. 2015-2016 akademikyilindan 6nce

os]

. Lisans derecesi

. Yuksek lisans derecesi

. Doktora derecesi

. CELTA, TEFL ve TESOL gibi diger ingilizce
Ogretim yeterlikleri

4. Egitim dlzeyiniz nedir?

O 0O W >
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B. Maesleki Gelisim Uzerindeki Etki
Okutman degerlendirme siirecinin mesleki gelisiminiz Gizerindeki etkisi hakkinda
gorislerinizi belirtiniz.

£
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HEIEEEE
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1. Okutman degerlendirme siireci mesleki gelisim etkinliklerine 1 ) 3 4l s
katilmam ic¢in olanaklar saglar.
2. Ogretim giinlerinde ders saatleri disinda mesleki gelisimigin yeterli | ) 3 4l s
zaman ayrilir.
3. Okutman degerlendirme sirecindealdigimgeri bildirimlerin mesleki | 2 3 4| s
gelisimim tzerinde olumlu bir etkisi vardir.
4. Okutman degerlendirme siirecinin bir sonucu olarak 6gretim 1 5 3 4| s
uygulamalarimigelistirdim.

C. Okul Gelisimi Uzerindeki Etki
Okutman degerlendirme sirecinin okul gelisimi Gizerindeki etkisi hakkinda gorislerinizi
belirtiniz.

£

s

v s

S £ £ =

z| 8| Z g| 8

E|ls| 28 2| =
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5. Okutman degerlendirme siireci hazirlik okulunda isbirlikgi eylemve 1 ) 3 4 5

grup 6grenimini tesvik eder.

6. Okutman degerlendirme siireci hazirlik okulunda olumlu bir érgitsel 1 ) 3 4 5
degisimi destekler.

7. Okutman degerlendirme sirecinin bir sonucu olarak hazirlik okulu 1 2 3 4 5
etkinligini arttirdi.
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D. Ogretmen Duygulari Uzerindeki Etki
Okutman degerlendirme siirecinin duygulariniz Gzerindeki etkisi hakkinda goéruslerinizi
belirtiniz.

£
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8. Olumlu okutman degerlendirmesi yorumlarialdigimda mutlu olurum. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Okul muduria ileyapilan performans degerlendirme gériismesi
S . . 1| 2 3 415
sirasinda kendimi rahathissederim.
10. Sinif gézlemleri dncesinde kendimi rahathissederim. 1 2 3 415
11. Okutman degerlendirme siirecinekatilmaktan kisisel tatmin elde 1 ) 3 4 5
ederim.
12. Okutman degerlendirme siirecinin timi kendimi endiseli hissettirir. [ 1 2 3 415

E. Degerlendirici Olarak Okul Muduri
Okutman degerlendirme siirecinde degerlendirici olan okul miduri hakkinda goéruslerinizi
belirtiniz.
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13. Degerlendirici, bir geri bildirimkaynagiolarak glivenilir birisidir. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Degerlendiricinin gesitli 6gretme ve 6grenme yontemleri hakkinda | ) 3 4 5
bilgisivardir.
15. Degerlendirici, 6gretmen degerlendirme sistemi konusunda iyi | ) 3 4 5
egitimlidir.
16. Degerlendiricinin benimleiyi bir ¢alismailiskisivardir. 1 2 3 415
17. Degerlendirici kendi duygulariniyénetme becerisinesahiptir. 1] 2 3 4[5
18. Degerlendirici benim duygularimiyonetme becerisinesahiptir. 1 2 3 4 5
19. Degerlendirici, okutman degerlendirme siirecini tehditkar olmayan 1 2 3 4 5
bir sekilde yonetir.
20. Degerlendirici, performans degerlendirme gorismesini adil bir 1 > 3 4 5
sekilde yuratir.
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F. Genel Degerlendirme
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21. Okutman degerlendirmesi mesleki gelisimimve okul gelisimiicin
. 1] 2 3 415
gereklidir.

22. Sizindeneyiminize gore, hazirlik okulunda yapilan okutman degerlendirmesinin gii¢ltG yanlari nelerdir?

23. Sizin deneyiminize gore, hazirlik okulunda yapilan okutman degerlendirmesinin zayif yanlarinelerdir?
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APPENDIX D: Teacher Questionnaire Revised for the Study (English)

Overview

Thank you for participatingin this study aboutthe instructor evaluation process. The purpose of this study
isto investigate Englishinstructors’ beliefs aboutthe instructor evaluation process atlIstanbul Sehir
University English Preparatory School.

This anonymous questionnaire has been designed as a part of my Master’s study to learn your opinions
about the instructor evaluation systeminyour school. The questionnairewill takeapproximately 15
minutes. Your participation will providean importantcontribution to the improvement of the instructor
evaluation systemat Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory Program. Your participationand
answers will bekept confidential and anonymous.

The term evaluator inthe questionnairerefers to the person who is primarily responsiblefor all aspects
of the instructor evaluationinyour school.Some of the evaluator responsibilities are:

e determining the performance standards

e investigatingthe sources of performance information

e conductingthe appraisalinterview

e calculatingtheevaluationscore

The term instructor evaluation process inthe questionnairerefers to the teacher appraisal period at
Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School in theacademic year between October and May.

The instructor evaluation process includes both

1) monitoringand measuringinstructors’ performanceduringthe academic year through the measures
of setting academic goals, evaluative classroom observations, midterm and module end test (MET)
averages, student surveys, and professionalism

and,

2) the appraisalinterviewatthe end of the academicyear.

A. Demographic Information

>

Female
Male

1. Whatis your gender?

@

2. How many years have you been teaching? 0 - 1lyear
2—-3years

4 -5 years

. 6—10years

11 or more years

moowp

3. When did you startto work at Istanbul Sehir A. atthe beginningof 2015-2016 academic year
University English Preparatory School? B. before 2015-2016 academicyear

4. Whatis your degree level? . Bachelor’s Degree

. Master’s Degree

. Doctorate Degree

. Other English Language Teaching
qualification such as CELTA, TEFL, and
TESOL

0w >
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B. Impacton Professional Development

Express your opinions about the impact of the instructor evaluation process on your professional

development.
g 5
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1. The instructor evaluation process provides me with opportunities to 1 ’ 3 4| s
participatein professional development activities.
2. Sufficienttime is allotted for professional development outside of class | ) 3 4l s
hours during the teaching day.
3. The feedback | receive during the instructor evaluation processhas a 1 5 3 4 5
positive effect on my professional development.
4. | have improved my teaching practices as a resultof the instructor 1 2 3 4 5
evaluation process.
C. Impacton School Improvement
Express your opinions about the impact of the instructor evaluation process on school
improvement.
g 5
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5. The instructor evaluation process encourages collaborativeactionand ) 3 4 5
group learninginthe preparatory school.
6. The instructor evaluation process supports positive organizational
change 1 2 3 4
inthe preparatoryschool.
7. The preparatory school has increased its effectiveness as a resultof the | 2 3 41 s
instructor evaluation process.
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D. Impacton Teacher Emotions

Express your opinions about the impact of the instructor evaluation process on your emotions.
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8. | feel pleased when | receive positive instructor evaluation comments. 1 2 3 415
9. | feel relaxed duringthe appraisal interview with the school director. 1] 2 3 4[5
10. | feel calmbefore classroomobservations. 1] 2 3 4|5
11.1gain personal satisfaction as a result of participatinginthe instructor | ) 3 4l s
evaluation process.
12.The overall instructor evaluation process makes me nervous. 1 2 3 4 1 5
E. School Directorasthe Evaluator
Express your opinions about the school director as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation
process.
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13. The evaluatoris credibleas a source of feedback. 1 2 3 4 5
14.The evaluator has knowledge of a variety of teachingand learning | ) 3 4 5
methods.
15. The evaluatoris well trained in the teacher evaluation system. 1 2 3 4 5
16. The evaluator has a good working relationship with me. 1 2 3 4 5
17.The evaluatoris ableto manage her emotions. 1 2 3 4 5
18. The evaluatoris ableto manage my emotions. 1 2 3 4 5
19. The evaluator conducts the instructor evaluation processina non- 1 ) 3 4 5
threatening manner.
20. The evaluator carries outthe appraisalinterview fairly. 1 2 3 4 5
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F. Overall Rating
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21. Instructor evaluationis necessary for my professional development and 1 ) 3 4 5
school improvement.

22. Accordingto your experience, what arethe strengths of the instructor evaluation atthe preparatory

school?

23. Accordingto your experience, what arethe weaknesses of the instructor evaluation atthe

preparatory school?
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APPENDIX E: Permission for Revision & Use of Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP)
Questionnaire

RE: Permission to use the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) questionnaire

On Tue, Feb 28,2017 at 5:19 PM, Jennifer Klump <Jennifer.Klump@educationnorthwest.org> wrote:
Hello Arda,

Thank you for your request. Although our organizationdid atone time grant permission for people to use
or adaptthis survey, we do not hold copyrighton this instrument, and we now refer all requests to the co-
developer, Daniel Duke, who is not at the University of Virginia.

Here is his contactinformation

http://curry.virginia.edu/about/directory/daniel-l.-duke

Regards,

Jennifer Klump

Education Northwest

Ask A REL Reference Desk Librarian

101 SW Main St., Suite 500; Portland, OR 97204
503.275.0454 or 800.547.6339

http://educationnorthwest.org

Need help finding evidence-based answers to questions about education practices, policies, or programs?
Take advantageof our free reference desk service offered by our REL Northwest project. Submit your
request to http://relnw.educationnorthwest.org/ask-a-rel or contact me by phone for prompt,
authoritative, and customized answers to your questions.

From: jeff.jones @educationnorthwest.org [mailto:jeff.jones @educationnorthwest.org] On Behalf Of Arda
Bayraktaroglu

Sent: Tuesday, February 28,2017 12:03 AM

To: Jennifer Klump

Subject: Permission to use the Teacher Evaluation Profil e (TEP) questionnaire

Your Name: Arda Bayraktaroglu

Your Email:ardabayraktaroglu@Sehir.edu.tr

Category: General Information

Message:
To whom itmay concern,

My name is Arda Bayraktaroglu.l am currently a Master’s Candidatestudyingat Yeditepe University,
Istanbul, Turkey. My studyis on the perceptions of Englishinstructors aboutthe teaching evaluation
process inan English preparatory school.

Whilel was doing literaturereview on my research topic,| came across thebook The Casefor Teacher
Commitment to Teacher Growth: Research on Teacher Evaluation (Stiggins and Duke, 1987) on
EBSCOhost research database.l am interested in usingthe Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) Questionnaire
inmy research.l will revisethe questionnaire contents to make it appropriatefor my study context. | will

140


mailto:Jennifer.Klump@educationnorthwest.org
http://curry.virginia.edu/about/directory/daniel-l.-duke
tel:503.275.0454
tel:800.547.6339
http://educationnorthwest.org/
http://relnw.educationnorthwest.org/ask-a-rel
mailto:jeff.jones@educationnorthwest.org
mailto:jeff.jones@educationnorthwest.org
mailto:ardabayraktaroglu@sehir.edu.tr

definitely make proper citations to the original workin my study. | read on the related page of the book
that this is the research version of the TEP and for details | need to contact Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory. Also, | have found out that permissionto use the TEP Questionnaire has been
granted by Northwest Regional Educational Laboratoryinvariousdissertations.

Can you directme to the individual or department that can grant me permissionto use the Teacher
Evaluation

Profile (TEP) Questionnaire (Stiggins&Duke, 1987)?

Kindregards,
This was submitted via the EDNW's website contact form.

RE: Permission to use the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) questionnaire

On Wed, Mar 1,2017 at 2:49 PM, Duke, Daniel L. (dld7g) <dld7g@eservices.virginia.edu> wrote:
Dear Arda: Thank you for your interest inthe TEP. You have my permissionto use the TEP inyour
research. | wishyou well inyour efforts. Sincerely, Professor Daniel L. Duke, University of Virginia

From: Arda Bayraktaroglu [ardabayraktaroglu@Sehir.edu.tr]

Sent: Wednesday, March 01,2017 1:10 AM

To: dld7g@virginia.edu

Subject: Permission to usethe Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) questionnaire

Dear Mr. Duke,

My name is Arda Bayraktaroglu.l am currently a Master’s Candidatestudyingat Yeditepe University,
Istanbul, Turkey. My studyis on the perceptions of Englishinstructors aboutthe teaching evaluation
process inan English preparatory school.Whilel was doingliteraturereview on my research topic, | came
across your book, The Case for Teacher Commitment to Teacher Growth: Research on Teacher Evaluation
(Stiggins&Duke, 1987),on EBSCOhost research database.l aminterested in usingthe Teacher Evaluation
Profile (TEP) Questionnairein my research. | will revisethe questionnaire contents to make it appropriate
for my study context. | will definitely make proper citations to the originalworkin my study. | read on the
related page of the book that this is the research version of the TEP and for details | need to contact
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.| was told by Jennifer Klump at Education Northwest that |
need to contactyou for permission.

Can you grantme permission to use parts of the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) Questionnairein my
research?

Yours faithfully,

Arda Bayraktaroglu
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APPENDIX F: Interview Protocol (Turkish)

Calisma: Ingi]jzce okutmanlarinin Istanbul Sehir Universitesi Ingilizce Hazirlik
Okulu’'ndaki okutman degerlendirme siireci hakkmdaki goriisleri

Tarih:

GOrisme saati:
GOrasmeyi yapan kisi:
Gorlisme yapilan kisi:
GORUSMEDEN ONCE

(lyi glinler. Benim ismim Arda Bayraktaroglu. Yeditepe Universitesi'nde Yiiksek Lisans calismami
yapmaktayim. istanbul Sehir Universitesi ingilizce Hazirlik Okulu’ndaki okutman degerlendirme siireci
hakkindaki sorularimi yanitlamak icin zaman ayirdiginiz icin tesekkir ederim. izniniz ile bu gériismeyi
kaydetmek istiyorum. Bu gérismedeki yanitlariniz gizli tutulacaktir).

(Calismanin agiklanmasi, izin formunun verilmesi)
Gorlsme Sorulari
1) Okutman degerlendirmesinin gerekli oldugunu disiniyor musunuz? Neden/Neden degil?

2) Okulunuzdaki okutman degerlendirmesi slrecinin mesleki gelisiminiz Gzerinde nasil bir etkisi vardir?
Yénlendirici sorular:

- okul middirinden aldiginiz geri bildirim?

- O6dretim glinlerinde mesleki gelisim icin yeterli zaman?

3) Okulunuzdaki okutman degerlendirme slrecinin okul gelisimi tGzerinde nasil bir etkisi vardir?
Yénlendirici sorular:

- grup égrenimi?

- olumlu érgtitsel degisimi desteklemesi?

4) Okulunuzdaki okutman degerlendirme sireci duygularinizi nasil etkilemektedir?
Yénlendirici sorular:

- sinif gézlemleri?

- okul middrtyle yapilan performans dederlendirme gériismesi?

- okutman degerlendirme siirecinin timi?

5) Sizin disincenize gore okul midurd, okulunuzdaki okutman degerlendirme sirecinde bir degerlendirici
olarak basarih midir?

Yénlendirici sorular:

- kendi duygulariniyénetebilir?

- sizin duygulariniziyénetebilir?

GORUSMEDEN SONRA
- Gorlsmeciye tesekkir edilmesi
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APPENDIX G: Interview Protocol (English)

Study: English mstructors’ beliefs about the mstructor evaluation process at Istanbul Sehir
University English Preparatory School

Date:
Time of Interview:
Interviewer:

Interviewee:

BEFORE THE INTERVIEW

(Good afternoon. My name is Arda Bayraktaroglu. | am a master’s candidate at Yeditepe University. | would
like to thank you for spending your time to answer some questions about the instructor evaluation process
at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School. With your permission, | would like to record this
interview. Your responses in this interview will be kept confidential.)

- Describe the study, submit the consent form

Interview Questions
1) Do you believe instructor evaluation is necessary? Why? Why not?

2) What effect does the instructor evaluation process in your school have onyour professional
development?

Prompts:

- feedback from the director?

- sufficient time for professional development during the teaching day?

3) What effect does the instructor evaluation process in your school have on school improvement?
Prompts:

- collaborative learning?

- supports positive organizational change?

4) How does the instructor evaluation process in your school affect your emotions?
Prompts:

- classroom observations?

- appraisal interview with the director?

- overall evaluation process?

5) Do you think the schooldirector is successful as the evaluator in the instructor evaluation process in
your school?

Prompts:

- able to manage her emotions?

- able to manage your emotions?

AFTER THE INTERVIEW
- Thank the interviewee for their participation

143



APPENDIX H: Interview Consent Form (Turkish)

(?rnek Durum Incelemesi igin Onay Formu: ingilizce Okutmanlarinin Istanbul Sehir
Universitesi Ingilizce Hazirhik Okulu’'ndaki Okutman Degerlendirmesi Hakkmndaki
Gortigleri

Arda Bayraktaroglu tarafindan yiiriitiilen arastrma ¢aligmasina katthminiz i¢in davet

edilmektesiniz. Liitfen bu formu okuyunuz ve sorulariniz varsa yoneltiniz.
Arastirma Cahsmasimin Aciklamasi

Bu arastrma ¢ahsmasi Ingilizce okutmanlarmin Istanbul Sehir Universitesi Ingilizce
Hazirlk Okului’'ndaki okutman degerlendirme siireci hakkindaki goriislerini
mnceleyecektir. Caligmanin bu asamasi goriismeleri icermektedir. Katimaya karar
verirseniz onay formunu imzalamaniz ve arastrmaci ile okutman degerlendirmesi
hakkmdaki deneyimlerinizi paylasacaginiz bire bir goriismede yer almaniz istenecektir.
Gorlisme yaklasik olarak 15 — 20 dakika arasmda siirecektir. Goriisme kaydedilecek ve
yaziya doniistiiriilecektir. Dogrulugunu kontrol etmeniz i¢in goriismenin yazil halini

gozden gegirme firsatiniz olacaktir.
Riskler ve Verilecek Rahatsizhiklar

Bu goriismeye katihmda ortaya ¢ikacak riskler ve rahatsizliklar en diigiik diizeydedir ve
giinliik yasamda karsilagilabilecek risk ve rahatsizliklardan daha fazla olmamasi
beklenmektedir. Bu ¢alismaya katiiminiz ile ilgili olarak herhangi bir rahatsizlik ya da
bagka konular1 tartismak i¢cin Arda Bayraktaroglu ile goriisebilirsiniz.

Gidilik

Bu arastrma cahsmasina katlhminiz gizli tutulacaktir. Bu ¢ahsmadan elde edilen bilgiler
kimliginizi ortaya ¢ikaracak bir bicimde yaymlanmayacaktir.

Gonillii Katilm

Bu goriismeye kathminiz goniilliidiir. Arastrma c¢ahgmasindan istediginiz zaman
ayrilabilirsiniz.
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ONAY FORMUNU OKUDUM. SORULARIMA YANIT VERILDI. BU FORMDA
BULUNAN IMZAM BU ARASTIRMA CALISMASINA KATILMAYA ONAY
VERDIGIM ANLAMINA GELMEKTEDIR.

Katimcinin Ismi

Katiimcmnin Imzasi

Arastrmacinin Ismi

Arastrmacinin Imzast

Tarih
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APPENDIX I: Interview Consent Form (English)

Consent Form for A Case Study: English Instructors’ Beliefs about the Instructor
Evaluation Process at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School

You are kindly asked to participate in a research study that is conducted by Arda
Bayraktaroglu. Please read this form and feel free to ask questions.

Descriptions of the Research Study

This research study will nvestigate English instructors’ beliefs about the mstructor
evaluation at Istanbul Sehir University English Preparatory School. This stage of the
study will involve mterviews. If you decide to participate, you will be asked to sign a
consent form and participate in a one to one person interview with the researcher about
your experiences with the instructor evaluation. The interview will take approximately
fifteen to twenty minutes. The iterview will be recorded and transcribed. You will have

the opportunity to review the transcript for accuracy.
Risks or discomforts

The risk or discomfort of participating in this interview is minimal and not expected to be
any more than encountered in every day life. You may speak with Arda Bayraktaroglu to

discuss any discomfort or other issues related to your participation in the study.
Confidentiality

Your participation in this research study is confidential. Information obtained through
this study will not be published in a manner that would allow you to be identified.

Voluntary participation

Your participation in this mnterview is voluntary. You can withdraw from the research
study at any time.

I HAVE READ THE CONSENT FORM. MY QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN
ANSWERED. MY SIGNATURE ON THIS FORM MEANS THAT I CONSENT TO
PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY. I CERTIFY THAT I AM 18 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER.
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Name of the Participant

Signature of the Participant

Name of the Researcher

Signature of Researcher

Date
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APPENDIX J: Nvivo Coding Reports for the Questionnaire and Interview

Node Structure
Questionnaire

Hierarchical Name

Node
Nodes

Nodes\\ACIK UCLU ANKET SORULARI

Nodes\\ACIK UCLU ANKET SORULARI\SORU 22 SiZiN DENEYiMINizZE GORE HAZIRLIK
OKULUNDA YAPILAN OKUTMAN DEGERLENDIRMESININ GUCLU YANLARI NELERDIR

Nodes\\ACIK UCLU ANKET SORULARI\SORU 23 SiZiN DENEYIMINiZE GORE HAZIRLIK
OKULUNDA YAPILAN OKUTMAN DEGERLENDIRMESININ ZAYIF YANLARI NELERDIR

Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI
Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 22 GUGLU YANLAR

Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 22 GUCLU YANLAR\mesleki gelisim
Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 22 GUCLU YANLAR\okul gelisimi
Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 22 GUCLU YANLAR\okul miidiirii
Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 22 GUCLU YANLAR\performans veri kaynaklari
Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 22 GUCLU YANLAR\sinif g zZlemleri

Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 23 ZAYIF YANLAR

Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 23 ZAYIF YAN LAR\6grenci anketleri
Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 23 ZAYIF YAN LAR\sInif gbzlemleri
Nodes\\ANKETSORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 23 ZAYIF YANLAR\sonug degerlendirmesi
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Node Structure
Interview

Hierarchical Name

Node

Nodes

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI
Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 1

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 1\okutman degerlendirmesi gerekli

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 1\okutman degerlendirmesi gerekli\¢alisanlar
degerlendirilmeli

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 1\okutman degerlendirmesi gerekli\hocalarin
kuruma uyumlarinin degerlendirilmesi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 1\okutman degerlendirmesi gerekli\hocalarin
mesleki geligimi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 1\okutman degerlendirmesi gerekli\kurumun
esgldumll hareketi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\okutman degerlendirmesinin mesleki gelisim
tizerindeki etkisi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\okutman degerlendirmesinin mesleki gelisim
Uzerindeki etkisi\icgdzleme olanak saglamasi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\okutman degerlendirmesinin mesleki gelisim
Uzerindeki etkisi\kisisel basarilarin motivasyon kaynagiolmasi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\okutman degerlendirmesinin mesleki gelisim
Uzerindeki etkisi\performans degerlendirme gorismesi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\okutman degerlendirmesinin mesleki gelisim
Uzerindeki etkisi\sinif gbzlemleri

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\&gretim giinlerinde mesleki gelisime ayrilan
zaman

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\é gretim giinlerinde mesleki gelisime ayrilan
zaman\az_programyogunlugu

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\6gretim giinlerinde mesleki gelisime ayrilan
zaman\degisken_kura bagl

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 2\6gretim giinlerinde mesleki gelisime ayrilan
zaman\yeterli_okulun diizenlemesi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 3

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 3\okutman degerlendirmesinin okul gelisimi
tizerindeki etkisi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 3\okutman degerlendirmesinin okul gelisimi
Uzerindeki etkisi\egitim standartlarinin yiikseltilmesi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 3\okutman degerlendirmesinin okul gelisimi
Uzerindeki etkisi\hoca geribildirimi Gizerine programda degisiklikler ya piimasi
Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 3\okutman degerlendirmesinin okul gelisimi
Uzerindeki etkisi\hocalar arasinda bilgi paylasimi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumlu duygular
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Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumlu duygular\kendine giiven_degerlendimme
slrednintimi

Reports\\Node Structure Report Page 1 0f2

Hierarchical Name Nickname

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumlu duygular\olumlu
duygular_degerlendirme sirecinin timu

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumlu duygular\rahat_performans
degerlendirme gorismesi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumlu duygular\takdir edilmis_performans
degerlendirme gorismesi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumsuz duygular

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumsuz duygular\endiseli_6grendi anketleri

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumsuz duygular\gdzii korkmus_sinif
gozlemler
Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumsuz duygular\stresli_sinif gdzZlemleri

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 4\olumsuz duygular\tedirgin_sinif gdzlemleri
Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul midiirii degerlendirme siirecinde
degerlendirid olarak basarili

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul mudiirii degerlendirme siirecinde
degerlendirid olarak basarili\degerlendirme strecinde kriter izlemesi
Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul midiirii degerlendirme siirecinde
degerlendirid olarak basarili\hocalarin mesleki gelisimine destek vermesi
Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul midiirii degerlendirme siirecinde
degerlendirid olarak basarili\ingilizce dil egitimi alt yapisinin gii¢lii olmasi
Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul mudiirii degerlendirme siirecinde
degerlendirid olarak basarili\yetki delegasyonu yapmasi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul mudiiriidegerlendirme siirecinde
degerlendirid olarak basarisiz

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul miidiirii degerlendirme siirecinde
degerlendirid olarak basarisiz\mesleki gelisim bilgisinin eksik olmasi
Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul midiiriiniin hoca duygularini
yonetebilmesi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul midiiriiniin hoca duygularini
yonetebilmesi\basaril

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul miidiiriiniin kendi duygularini
yonetebilmesi

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul miidiiriiniin kendi duygularini
yonetebilmesi\basarili

Nodes\\GORUSME SORU ANALIZLERI\SORU 5\okul mudiiriiniin kendi duygularini
yonetebilmesi\basarisiz

Nodes\\GORUSME SORULARI

Nodes\\GORUSME SORULARI\SORU 1 OKULUNUZDA YAPILAN OKUTMAN
DEGERLENDIRMESININ GEREKLi OLDUGUNU DUSUNUYOR MUSUNUZ

Nodes\\GORUSME SORULARI\SORU 2 OKULUNUZDA YAPILAN OKUTMAN
DEGERLENDIRMESININ MESLEKi GELiSiMiNiZ UZERINDE NASIL BiR ETKiSi VAR
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Nodes\\GORUSME SORULARI\SORU 3 OKULUNUZDA YAPILAN OKUTMAN No None
DEGERLENDIRMESININ OKUL GELISiMi UZERINDE NASIL BIR ETKiSi VAR

Nodes\\GORUSME SORULARI\SORU 4 OKULUNUZDAKiI OKUTMAN DEGERLENDIRME No None
SURECININ DUYGULARINIZ UZERINDE NASIL BIR ETKISI VAR
Nodes\\GORUSME SORULARI\SORU 5 OKULUNUZDAKiI OKUTMAN DEGERLENDIRME No None

SURECiNDE BiR DEGERLENDIRICi OLARAK OKUL MUD URUNU BASARILI BULUYOR MUSUNUZ
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