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Abstract: Value-added assessment is designed to measure teacher contributions to 

student achievement in order to promote effective teaching (Battelle for Kids, 2011b; 

Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Lee, 2011). When value-added assessment is used, 

research indicates that in some cases effective teaching is promoted, but in other cases it 

is not (Amrein-Beardsley & Collins, 2012; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Betebenner et 

al., 2012; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007; Quattrochi & Chapman, 2010). One reason that 

effective teaching may not be promoted is value-added models are not specifically 

designed to be diagnostic tools of effective teaching (Betebenner et al., 2012; Darling-

Hammond, et al., 2012; Goe, 2008; RAND Corporation, 2004). Empirical evidence about 

which specific teaching practices improve student learning is lacking and additional 

research is needed (Goe, 2008; RAND Corporation, 2004; Stronge, Ward, & Grant, 

2011).  

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between value-added scores 

for elementary, junior high, and high school teachers of English/language arts, reading, 

and/or math in a large suburban Oklahoma public school district and administrators’ 

ratings of their specific teaching practices as measured by the Tulsa Model for 

Observation and Evaluation. There were small, positive correlations that were statistically 

significant for all teachers between overall value-added scores and overall evaluation 

scores on the Tulsa Model rubric for both school years. This result indicates that higher 

ratings of effective teaching were slightly associated with higher overall value-added 

scores and increased student achievement levels for this sample. Only two of the Tulsa 

Model rubric domains – classroom management and instructional effectiveness – had 

statistically significant relationships with value-added scores. This is attributed to the 

student-focused nature of these domains in contrast to the professional growth, 

interpersonal skills, and leadership domains. The specific teaching practices of effective 

teachers in the areas of Preparation, Discipline, Modeling, Monitoring, and Adjusts 

Based Upon Monitoring were linked to increased value-added scores. 
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CHAPTER I 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Experts in the field of education agree that teacher effectiveness is the single most 

important factor in improving student achievement (Oklahoma State Department of 

Education, 2013; Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009). However, determining 

exactly what practices constitute effective teaching has been the focus of research for 

decades with the goal of identifying factors that lead to a quality education for all 

students that enhances student performance (Stronge, Ward, & Grant, 2011). Because of 

the relationship that has been established through research findings between teacher 

effectiveness and student achievement (Goe, 2008; Lee, 2011), public school reform has 

shifted its focus from solely inspecting student achievement data to evaluating teacher 

effectiveness through students’ standardized test scores. Teacher evaluation policy is now 

centered on the notion that effective teachers will improve student achievement (Lee, 

2011), therefore, leading to an emphasis on the “added value” that a teacher contributes 

to student learning. After Race to the Top grant funding was touted by the Obama 

administration in 2009 to states who adopted teacher evaluation models linked to student 

achievement, states like Oklahoma rapidly implemented value-added assessment models 

to determine how much a particular teacher contributed to students’ learning as 

demonstrated through standardized test scores (Duffrin, 2011; Fryer, 2011; Hovanetz &
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Hellman, 2012; Rubin, Stuart, & Zanutto, 2004). However, just a few years after adoption in 

Oklahoma, state legislation reversed the demand for the use of value-added measures in the 

statewide evaluation system due to the enormous costs and made it an optional component 

for school districts (Oklahoma House of Representatives, 2016).  

The purpose of value-added assessment is to use statistical methods to examine and 

assess learning trajectories as demonstrated by student progress on standardized tests over 

time through different classrooms, teachers, schools, and districts (Amrein-Beardsley, 2008; 

Battelle for Kids, 2011b; Doran & Fleischman, 2005; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007; Rubin et 

al., 2004; Yeh, 2012). In theory, value-added assessment models measure teaching 

effectiveness and reveal quantifiable differences among teachers yielding comparative results 

of classrooms that perform above, at, or below expected predictions and patterns of growth 

(Battelle for Kids, 2011a; Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein, 

2012; Lee, 2011). Education policymakers view value-added assessment as a way to meet the 

need for a fair and complete evaluation system to account for both achievement and growth 

by determining the teacher’s direct influence on learning (Battelle for Kids, 2011a). 

In regard to teacher evaluation, value-added results could provide teachers with a 

clearer understanding of their strengths and challenges and allow for more concentrated 

improvement efforts through targeted professional development (Hovanetz & Hellman, 2012; 

Oklahoma State Department of Education, 2013). Additionally, proponents of value-added 

models believe that value-added data has the potential to influence teaching in the following 

ways: 

• provide educational leaders with a clearer understanding of a teacher’s assets and 

weaknesses allowing them to focus on improvement efforts;  
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• reveal a more in-depth evaluation of where curriculum and programs are more or 

less effective;  

• present an assessment of professional development needs of teachers;  

• and offer a chance to improve placement of teachers and students to maximize the 

impact of the highly effective educators. (Hovanetz & Hellman, 2012)  

In theory, value-added measures identify highly successful teachers, and this knowledge 

should create opportunities from colleagues to learn from those teachers (Goe, 2008). The 

data also has the potential to reveal whether teachers who have participated in specific 

professional development experiences and implemented certain instructional programs have 

a positive impact on student achievement (Goe, 2008). 

However, many educational researchers are wary of the limitations of value-added 

data and what it does not reveal about teacher effectiveness, especially in relation to teaching 

practices linked to improved student achievement (Amrein-Beardsley & Collins, 2012; 

Betebenner et al., 2012; Goe, 2008). Those who question the benefit of using value-added 

data in teacher evaluation programs argue that there is very little that educators and 

administrators can learn simply from seeing a teacher’s value-added score because it gives no 

indication of what the teacher might have done that can be specifically tied to student 

learning (Goe, 2008). Amrein-Beardsley and Collins (2012) noted that teachers within 

Houston’s teacher evaluation system learned little about how to improve their instruction or 

what they did effectively after receiving value-added results. In a recent Institute of 

Education Sciences meeting, the nations’ leading researchers of measuring teacher 

effectiveness reported that value-added results were not useful in providing teachers with 

feedback to improve their practice; teachers do not understand the link between their value-
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added score and instructional actions; and value-added data provides no information on what 

teachers need to do in order to improve student outcomes (Betebenner et al., 2012). Although 

numerous empirical studies have analyzed the value-added impact of teachers on gains in 

student achievement, few have addressed the matter of determining exactly what effective 

teachers do differently in their classrooms (Stronge et al., 2011).  

Statement of the Problem 

Value-added assessment is designed to measure teacher contributions to student 

achievement in order to promote effective teaching (Battelle for Kids, 2011b; Darling-

Hammond et al., 2012; Lee, 2011). According to Berliner (2013), the logic behind value-

added measures of teacher effectiveness is quite simple. Students should show growth in 

their knowledge and skill from year to year. Students with similar test scores on a 

standardized test one year should exhibit comparable growth patterns the following year. If 

students’ standardized test scores reveal more growth than the average peer, then those 

students must have been taught by more effective teachers. Those students who show less 

growth from year to year must have been taught by less effective teachers (Berliner, 2013). 

By analyzing value-added data, teachers and administrators can assess the impact of their 

instruction and curriculum on student achievement (Battelle for Kids, 2011b).  

When value-added assessment is used, research indicates that in some cases effective 

teaching is promoted, but in other cases it is not (Amrein-Beardsley & Collins, 2012; 

Betebenner et al., 2012; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007; 

Quattrochi & Chapman, 2010). The American Statistical Association (2014) claimed that 

teachers and schools can target new teaching techniques and focus on specific professional 

development opportunities when value-added data is used appropriately. Quattrochi and 
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Chapman (2010) confirmed that Ohio teachers used value-added data to more closely 

monitor student progress through formative benchmarks and differentiate instruction by 

providing appropriate interventions and enrichments to maximize student learning. 

Unfortunately, very few descriptions of how value-added data is actually used to promote 

effective teaching exist in educational research. Lee (2011) reported that teachers’ negative 

attitudes towards the value-added process can potentially hinder positive use of results. After 

their value-added results were published in the Los Angeles Times, Los Angeles teachers 

perceived negative implications of the value-added process including: increased competition 

among teachers, unfair branding of teachers, narrowing of the curriculum to teach to the 

tests, enticement of cheating as a way to game the system, and lack of recognition for their 

efforts and dedication to the profession (Lee, 2011).  

One reason that effective teaching may not be promoted through the use of value-

added data is value-added models are not specifically designed to be diagnostic tools of 

effective teaching (Betebenner et al., 2012; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Goe, 2008; 

RAND Corporation, 2004). In a study of Houston’s teacher evaluation system, Amrein-

Beardsley and Collins (2012) noted the uncertainty of teachers using value-added data to 

modify and improve instructional practice. Their investigation revealed that Houston teachers 

were not able to pinpoint or describe what they did differently in terms of instruction from 

year to year to receive fluctuation in value-added scores (Amrein-Beardsley & Collins, 

2012). Educational researchers from across the nation reported at an Institute of Education 

Sciences meeting that value-added measures did not provide teachers with feedback to 

improve their practice (Betebenner et al., 2012). The American Statistical Association (2014) 

also acknowledged that value-added scores do not provide information for teachers on how 
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to become more effective. In Oklahoma, a recent report from the Southern Regional 

Education Board (2014) about the state’s evaluation system exposed that teachers did not 

understand how value-added scores were calculated and had no support in interpreting the 

value-added scores and reports.  

 Oklahoma’s Teacher/Leader Effectiveness evaluation system, also referred to as the 

“Tulsa Model,” was adopted for statewide use in 2010 and provides a unique and unexplored 

context to examine potential relationships between a teacher’s value-added score and specific 

teaching practices associated with improved student achievement. According to Tulsa Public 

Schools (n.d.-a), over 90% of Oklahoma public school districts used the Tulsa Model for 

Observation and Evaluation as of 2012. The Tulsa Model is an “evidence-based process of 

educator evaluation anchored in specific domains, dimensions, and indicators reflecting 

national best practices and current research regarding effective instruction” (Tulsa Public 

Schools, n.d.-b). The overarching domains of the Tulsa Model that reflect best practices of 

teaching are classroom management, instructional effectiveness, professional growth and 

continuous improvement, interpersonal skills, and leadership. Within each domain are 

specific dimensions of teaching that are defined within a rubric that classifies different levels 

of teaching performance as ineffective, in need of improvement, effective, highly effective, 

and superior (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015).  The research behind the Tulsa Model is based on 

findings from the Northwest Regional Education Lab, Harvard professor Thomas Kane and 

colleagues, Charlotte Danielson, and Robert Marzano (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015).  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between the value-added 

scores for elementary, junior high, and high school teachers of English/language arts, 
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reading, and/or math in a large suburban Oklahoma public school district and administrators’ 

ratings of their specific teaching practices as measured by the Tulsa Model for Observation 

and Evaluation. Understanding if there is a relationship between value-added data and 

administrator perceptions of effective teaching is important because little understanding 

exists regarding the implications of value-added data on specific teaching practices. 

Additionally, even though value-added models are designed to control for contextual and 

learning variables that are out of the teacher’s control, value-added data have been criticized 

as being influenced by those variables resulting in unfair evaluation practices. This study can 

provide insight into the use of value-added data as a measure of teaching quality by 

examining the relationship between administrator perception of effective teaching and gains 

or losses in student outcomes. By associating specific teaching practices with improved 

student learning as measured by value-added scores, this study will contribute much needed 

data to the field and potentially provide a narrower focus for teacher enhancement and 

improvement that will have the greatest impact on student learning. Both educators in the 

field as well as pre-service teachers could benefit from this information. 

Epistemological Perspective 

According to Crotty (1998), epistemology is the theory of knowledge embedded 

within the theoretical perspective and methodology of the research. Objectivism is the 

epistemological view that meaning and reality exists apart from the operation of 

consciousness and that scientific research can attain that objective truth and meaning. An 

objectivist researcher seeks to represent facts and not be influenced by personal feelings or 

opinions. The objectivist viewpoint is the basis of quantitative research (Huglin, 2003). 

Creswell (2014) stated that quantitative research serves as a way of testing objective theories 
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by examining the relationship among variables. These variables can then be measured so 

numbered data can be analyzed using statistical procedures. Observations are expected to be 

neutral descriptions and contain objective reports of the relationships among variables 

(Huglin, 2003).  

In this study, the value-added scores provide an objective measure of a teacher’s 

unique contributions to student learning as measured on impartial standardized tests. The 

value-added process controls for factors unrelated to teacher performance and is designed to 

isolate a teacher’s value from other factors that might affect a student’s test score that are out 

of the teacher’s control (Oklahoma State Department of Education, 2014). A teacher’s ratings 

on the Tulsa Model rubric should be objective measures of teaching practices based on the 

descriptive language within the rubric’s levels of effectiveness. Administrators observing the 

teachers must participate in and pass calibration tests as part of their training before being 

allowed to evaluate a teacher (Empirical Education, n.d.). The Tulsa Model itself has been 

independently validated by the Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) Validation Project 

and University of Wisconsin’s Value-added Research Center and confirmed to measure 

teacher practices that track student achievement growth (Tulsa Public Schools, n.d.-c) 

Theoretical Framework 

Total Quality Management (TQM) is a continuous improvement philosophy for 

organizing the whole in order to achieve excellence as well a set of guidelines for ongoing 

improvements for the services/products offered to customers (Farooq, Akhtar, Ullah, & 

Memon, 2007). The mindset behind TQM is that employees want to provide their best work 

and that it is the management’s job to inspire this excellence in the workplace through a 

combination of human resources, quality assurance methods, and collaborative efforts aimed 
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at satisfying the customers’ needs (Farooq et al., 2007; Sallis, 2002). In the educational 

setting, TQM has three main components: meeting the expectations of both external and 

internal stakeholders (customers), emphasizing quality assurance to specific standards, and 

highlighting the means for measurement based on academic performance and feedback 

(Manaf & Seng, 2010). 

According to Sallis (2002), there are four quality imperatives of TQM related to the 

field of education – moral, professional, competitive, and accountability. For this study, the 

moral imperative is that every student receives the best possible education. The professional 

imperative centers on a commitment to students’ needs and an obligation to meeting those 

needs by implementing appropriate pedagogical practices, which is in line with developing 

more effective teachers. The competitive imperative focuses on the needs of the clients 

(parents and other community stakeholders) and developing strategies to differentiate public 

schools from their competitors (other public schools/districts, charter schools, and private 

schools). The accountability imperative involves objective and measurable outcomes of the 

educational process and provides mechanisms for quality improvement, such as student 

achievement results linked to value-added scores within the state teacher evaluation system 

(Sallis, 2002).  

Proponents of TQM believe performance measurement and quality monitoring in the 

form of teacher evaluation and student achievement are essential to detecting and eliminating 

variability in the teaching and learning process. These theorists favor using statistical 

processes to measure and eliminate variability in the manufacturing process, which is similar 

to the notion of using value-added models to measure teacher effectiveness (Sallis, 2002). 

Sallis (2002) purported that using a value-added approach allows teachers and administrators 
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to set realistic performance targets for students based on past data, chart student progress, and 

take action if a student is under-achieving. Value-added models are useful in improving 

educational quality for students because the difference between a students’ performance upon 

entry and exit of a course are measured and teachers/schools can still do well on value-added 

measures regardless of the students’ abilities and background (Sallis, 2002).  

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Context 

In Oklahoma under the statewide Teacher/Leader Effectiveness evaluation system, 

school districts measure teacher effectiveness using both value-added scores related to 

student standardized test scores and ratings of teaching practices from administrator 

observations of classroom performance (Glisson & White, 2014). In most Oklahoma school 

districts including the large suburban district in this study, the Tulsa Model for Observation 

and Evaluation is used to rate teachers under five varying levels of effectiveness within five 

overarching domains that include 20 specific indicators of teaching practices known to 

improve student achievement. Those domains include classroom management, instructional 

effectiveness, professional growth and continuous improvement, interpersonal skills, and 

leadership (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). Appendix A provides a complete list of teaching 

practice indicators within each domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation. 

Overarching Research Question 

Is there a relationship between educators’ overall ratings of teaching practices on the 

Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores?  

Sub-questions 

1. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the classroom management 
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domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added 

scores?  

2. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the instructional effectiveness 

domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added 

scores? 

3. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the professional growth and 

continuous improvement domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation 

and their value-added scores?  

4. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the interpersonal skills domain of 

the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores?  

5. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the leadership domain of the Tulsa 

Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores?  

Hypotheses 

• H1. There will be no relationship between educators’ overall ratings of teaching 

practices on the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-

added scores  

• H2. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the classroom 

management domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their 

value-added scores.  

• H3. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the instructional 

effectiveness domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their 

value-added scores. 

• H4. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the professional 
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growth and continuous improvement domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation 

and Evaluation and their value-added scores. 

• H5. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the interpersonal 

skills domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-

added scores. 

• H6. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the leadership 

domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added 

scores. 

Methodology 

 This quantitative correlational study is designed to examine the relationship between 

teachers’ value-added scores and administrator’s ratings of their teaching practices on the 

Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation. With approximately 41,000 total teachers in 

Oklahoma, about 20% of these teachers receive value-added scores. The population of this 

study is one large, suburban school district in Oklahoma that utilizes value-added data in 

teacher evaluation. Data was provided by a large suburban school district in Oklahoma in the 

form of spreadsheets with value-added scores and Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation scores for the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school years. The sample included 439 

teachers of the following courses who receive value-added scores from the state - fourth 

through eighth grades Reading, English/Language Arts, and Math; Algebra I; Algebra II; 

Geometry; and English III. (For the state of Oklahoma, these courses were the only ones to 

have a value-added score calculated for the teacher.) To investigate the overarching question, 

the independent (predictor) variable is a teacher’s overall effectiveness score of teaching 

practices on the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation rubric, and the dependent 
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(criterion) variable is the teacher’s overall value-added score as measured by the students’ 

performance on specific state assessments. To explore the sub-questions, a relationship 

between the predictor variable of a teacher’s domain score on the Tulsa Model rubric and the 

criterion variable of the teacher’s overall value-added score was examined.  

 Using SPSS, a bivariate correlation coefficient in the form of a Pearson Product 

Moment Correlation was calculated as a way to express the size and strength of the 

relationships among variables. Additional correlation coefficients were calculated for each 

indicator of teaching practices within that domain. For example, within the classroom 

management domain of the Tulsa Model rubric, additional calculations were conducted on 

specific practices within that domain – preparation, discipline, building-wide climate, lesson 

plans, assessment practices, and student relations – to further examine relationships among 

the variables. Due to the correlational design of this study, it is important to note that any 

relationships between value-added scores and rating of teacher practices cannot be taken as 

causal evidence. 

Significance of the Study 

Significance to Theory 

Because the philosophy underpinning Total Quality Management is the need for 

continuous improvement to achieve organizational excellence (Farooq et al., 2007), it is 

crucial that specific teaching practices be identified that have a positive relationship with 

increased student achievement. In order to meet the three components of TQM in an 

educational setting (Manaf & Seng, 2010), stakeholders expect student knowledge and skills 

to increase from year to year, the quality of the teaching force based on observed indicators 

of teaching practices linked to improved student learning such as those on the Tulsa Model 
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for Observation and Evaluation must be assured, and value-added models can serve as a 

means for measurement based on academic performance. Educational researchers must 

investigate the potential relationship between value-added measures of teacher effectiveness 

with observed teaching practices so that current and pre-service educators will have 

information that may lead to continuous pedagogical improvement and increased student 

achievement. 

Significance to Research 

 Educational researchers have stated that value-added models focus exclusively on 

student learning. Value-added data is limited on what it can tell educators and administrators 

about teacher quality and effectiveness and should be supplemented by other sources of 

evidence. Empirical evidence about which specific teaching practices improve student 

learning is lacking (Betebenner et al., 2012; Goe, 2008; RAND Corporation, 2004; Stronge et 

al., 2011). This study seeks to identify higher effectiveness ratings of specific teaching 

practices as measured by the Tulsa Model rubric that are correlated with higher value-added 

scores. Higher value-added scores for teachers imply improved student learning. By 

attempting to associate specific teaching practices with improved student learning, this study 

will hopefully contribute much needed data to the field that is currently lacking. 

Significance to Practice 

The Oklahoma State Department of Education (2013) developed an Educator 

Effectiveness Theory of Action that purports that the single most important factor of student 

academic achievement is teacher effectiveness. Oklahoma’s teacher evaluation system is 

based on the notion that every child deserves an effective teacher in each subject during each 

school year. This effectiveness can be measured via the qualitative evaluation of teacher 
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practices using the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and quantitative data 

yielding value-added scores of a teacher’s contributions to student learning. Although value-

added models have proven useful in determining the effectiveness of teachers in relation to 

student test scores, the data is not useful in providing teachers with feedback to improve their 

practice (Amrein-Beardsley & Collins, 2012; Betebenner et al., 2012; Darling-Hammond et 

al., 2012). Upon the identification of specific teaching practices of effective teachers that are 

linked to positive student achievement, other educators and students in pre-service programs 

can work on further developing those practices within their pedagogical repertoire to improve 

student learning. Administrators can also facilitate professional development and peer 

observation opportunities focused on specific knowledge and skills that will improve student 

learning.  

Definition of Terms 

 The following definitions are included to facilitate familiarity and understanding with 

the terms commonly used throughout this study. 

• Value-added models/assessment: a measure of a teacher’s contribution to students’ 

academic growth; isolates a teacher’s contribution from factors not within the 

teacher’s control such as gender, race/ethnicity, attendance, mobility, special 

education classification, English language learner status, and free and reduced lunch 

status; compares the achievement of teacher’s students to an estimate how those same 

students might have achieved with an average teacher (Walsh, Liu, & Dotter, 2015).  

• Value-added score: calculated by averaging each student’s actual performance against 

his/her expected growth predictions on standardized test scores. Students scoring 

above the prediction count as positive credits to the value added by the teacher; 
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whereas students scoring below the prediction are negative debits. Students scoring as 

predicted maintain the teacher’s value-added score as zero. (Lee, 2011; MET, 2013b). 

• Value-added report: provides the teacher with a value-added score, information about 

their performance relative to other teachers of the same content area, comparison data 

between students’ scores on the state test and the value-added result, and value-added 

results for specific subgroups of students; refer to Appendix B for a sample value-

added report (Oklahoma State Department of Education, 2014). 

• Value-added teachers/educators: teachers of the following courses are considered 

value-added teachers/educators in Oklahoma and receive a value-added score/report - 

fourth through eighth grades Reading, English/Language Arts, and Math; Algebra I; 

Algebra II; Geometry; and English III (Walsh et al., 2015). 

• Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation/Tulsa Model rubric: In Oklahoma, 

districts may adopt this rubric as a way for administrators to qualitatively measure 

teaching effectiveness within five overarching domains (classroom management, 

instructional effectiveness, professional growth and continuous improvement, 

interpersonal skills, and leadership) that encompass 20 specific indicators of teaching 

practices known to improve student achievement as indicated on independent 

validation studies (Tulsa Public Schools, n.d.-b). Refer to Appendix A for a detailed 

list of the indicators of effective teaching included in each domain. 

• Teacher effectiveness: In research, teacher effectiveness typically refers to a teacher’s 

instructional expertise, classroom learning environment, and student achievement 

(Stronge et al., 2007). For the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and 

Oklahoma value-added reports, a teacher is considered effective with a score of 3.0 or 
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higher on a scale of 1.0 through 5.0. 

• Teacher/Leader Effectiveness (TLE): name of the Oklahoma teacher evaluation 

system. Value-added is one of the measures used to obtain quantitative data about a 

teacher’s effectiveness in order to make personnel decisions about the retention and 

exiting of an educator in the profession. The goals of the system are to assess 

educator’s strengths and areas needing improvement, offer individualized high-

quality professional development opportunities, and provide meaningful, actionable 

feedback to teachers in order to promote continuous learning within the profession 

(Oklahoma State Department of Education, 2013). 

Summary 

Chapter I introduced the concept of value-added models as a measure of teacher 

effectiveness and established how this study will contribute to the void of empirical evidence 

regarding specific teaching practices that are positively related to improved student 

achievement. The statement of the problem and purpose of the study were provided. A brief 

overview of Total Quality Management was explained as the theoretical underpinning of this 

study. The research questions and hypotheses were advanced and a brief overview of the 

methodology was provided. The significance of the study as related to theory, research, and 

practice as well as the definition of terms were also included.  

Chapter II of this study provides a review of the literature on value-added measures of 

teacher effectiveness. A more developed explanation of Total Quality Management is also 

included in this chapter. Chapter III details the research design, describes the participants and 

instrumentation, and explains the procedures and how data will be analyzed. Assumptions 

and limitations of the study are also addressed. Chapter IV presents findings from the 
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descriptive and correlational analysis. Chapter V discusses findings through the lens of Total 

Quality Management. It concludes with implications for practice and further research. 

. 
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CHAPTER II 
 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This first part of literature review highlights the educational research on value-added 

models of teacher effectiveness. It details how the national focus on educator 

effectiveness came to exist over time, defines what value-added measures of teacher 

effectiveness are, explains validity and reliability concerns about value-added models in 

general, describes how value-added results can promote effective teaching, and addresses 

the drawbacks of value-added models as diagnostic tools of effective teaching.  

 The second part of this chapter focuses on the theory of total quality management 

(TQM), which is a continuous improvement philosophy for organizing the whole in order 

to achieve excellence as well as a set of guidelines for ongoing improvements for the 

services/products offered to customers (Farooq, et al., 2007). It explores the origins of 

TQM, defines TQM, relates TQM to the field of education, discusses TQM in regard to 

educational research, and includes an explanation of how TQM is linked to this study. 

Value-Added Measures and Educator Effectiveness 

What Constitutes Teacher Effectiveness? 

 Although there is consensus among educational researchers that teacher quality 

matters, there is little agreement on which aspects of teacher quality matter most and in 

defining exactly what aspects of teachers and/or teaching constitute educator effectiveness   
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(Goe, 2007; Munoz, Scoskie, & French, 2013). According to Stronge, Ward, & Grant 

(2011), “Effectiveness is an elusive concept to define when we consider the complex task 

of teaching and the multitude of contexts in which teachers work” (p. 304).  

Goe (2007) purported that there are four distinct ways of examining teacher quality: 

teacher qualifications (education, certification, credentials, and experience), teacher 

characteristics (attitudes, attributes, beliefs, race, gender), teacher practices (planning, 

instructional delivery, classroom management, and interactions with students), and teacher 

effectiveness linked to student learning outcomes in the form of standardized tests. Other 

researchers incorporate teacher practices in their definition of effectiveness. Stronge, Ward, 

& Grant (2011) identified four dimensions of teacher effectiveness: instructional 

effectiveness, use of assessment for student learning, learning environment, and personal 

qualities of the teacher. Darling-Hammond acknowledged that effective teachers create a 

collaborative classroom, understand subject matter, capitalize on prior knowledge, scaffold 

and support students, and continuously assess student learning (Betebenner et al., 2012). 

In addition to teacher practices, researchers believe psychological characteristics of 

teachers in the form of motivation, emotions, self-regulation, and personality are believed 

to be aspects of effective teaching, but research on their effects on student outcomes is 

lacking (Bardach, Klassen, & Perry, 2021).  

Ultimately, education researchers agree that differences in teacher effectiveness do 

exist, but are unable to collectively decide which teacher qualifications, practices, and/or 

characteristics contribute to those differences in teacher effectiveness (Goe, 2007). “There 

is considerable debate as to whether we should judge teacher effectiveness based on teacher 

inputs…the teaching process…the product of teaching…or a composite of these elements” 
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(Stronge, Ward, & Grant, 2011).  

A National Focus on Teacher Effectiveness 

 In 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson signed the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) into federal law (Brenchley, 2015; Hunt Institute, 2016). The law 

primarily focused on providing federal government funding through Title I to local 

education agencies for the education of students from disadvantaged families (Hunt 

Institute, 2016). Less than a year after the Civil Rights Act of 1964, ESEA demonstrated 

a major commitment by the federal government to provide both quality and equity in 

educating all of the nation’s school-aged children (Brenchley, 2015). Over the next 

fifteen years, ESEA was amended four times to provide more clarification and guidance 

regarding the use of Title I funds to ensure money was truly being spent for the benefit of 

low-income students (Hunt Institute, 2016).   

 In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) published 

a report titled “A Nation at Risk” which chastised our country’s educational system and 

declared, “For the first time in the history of our country, the educational skills of one 

generation will not surpass, will not equal, and will not even approach, those of their 

parents” (p. 12). The report indicated declining levels of student achievement across 

America’s public school system and noted that average scores on the Scholastic Aptitude 

Test had steadily dropped by 50 points in the verbal category and 40 points in 

mathematics area over the past two decades (NCEE, 1983). The report claimed that 23 

million Americans were functionally illiterate and that 13% of the country’s 17-year-olds 

were functionally illiterate (NCEE, 1983). In addition, the quality of the nation’s teaching 

force was questioned as too many teachers were from the lowest quarter of graduating 
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high school and college students; half of new teachers were not qualified to teach math, 

science, or English; and severe teacher shortages existed in the areas of math, science, 

foreign languages, gifted/talented, and handicapped (NCEE, 1983; Smith, 2008). In order 

to strengthen the teaching profession, the report called for raising standards for the 

training, entry, and professional development of teachers with an emphasis that 

prospective teachers should focus more on subject-area classes rather than pedagogical 

classes (Smith, 2008).  

 From 1981 to 1988, what became known as the “excellence agenda” was pushed 

by business leaders and civil rights organizations across the nation and was backed by the 

notion that increased academic rigor would bolster student achievement and ultimately 

boost the country’s economy. The reauthorization of ESEA in 1988 called for states to 

identify schools that were not making considerable progress toward raising student 

achievement (Hunt Institute, 2016). From 1989 to 2000, federal focus shifted towards 

standards-based reform and the establishment of national standards, national tests, and 

school accountability. President Clinton’s reauthorization of ESEA in 2000 granted states 

more flexibility with their Title I fund in lieu of adopting curriculum standards and 

installing school accountability measures (Hunt Institute, 2016).  

 In 2002, federal legislation to reauthorize ESEA titled No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) was signed into law and required states to adopt academic standards for 

mathematics, reading, and science and align assessments with those standards. Students 

in school districts that received federal funds had to be annually assessed from third to 

eighth grades and once again in high school in reading and mathematics. Science testing 

was also required once in elementary, middle school, and high school (Hunt Institute, 
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2016). Student achievement data had to be reported by student subgroups such as 

disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, and students from major racial/ethnic 

groups. By the end of the 2013-2014 school year, all students were expected to meet 

academic proficiency in reading and mathematics, but states had flexibility to define 

proficiency within their educational system (Hunt Institute, 2016; Klein, 2015). In terms 

of teacher quality, NCLB also specified that every teacher of a core academic subject 

must be “highly qualified” by the 2005-2006 school year, which meant that a teacher was 

certified and demonstrated proficiency in his/her subject matter. Highly qualified teachers 

must also be evenly distributed across poor and wealthy schools (Klein, 2015). This part 

of the legislation emphasized the importance of teacher quality on student success 

(Smith, 2008). Overall, the NCLB approach was aimed at closing the achievement gap 

and assumed that achievement data would provide relevant info to gauge how effective 

schools and teachers were at educating all students (Amrein-Beardsley, 2008; Doran & 

Fleischman, 2005; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007). Although NCLB did provide 

definitions of a highly-qualified educator, it did not predict or ensure that teachers 

meeting these criteria would be successful at increasing student achievement (Lee, 2011). 

 In 2009, a report from the New Teacher Project called “The Widget Effect” was 

published and expanded upon the nation’s failure to differentiate and acknowledge 

teacher effectiveness (Weisberg et al., 2009). The report declared that “a teacher’s 

effectiveness – the most important factor for schools in improving student achievement – 

is not measured, recorded, or used to inform decision-making in any meaningful way” 

(Weisberg et al., 2009, p. 2). The Widget Effect referred to the tendency of school leaders 

to assume that teacher effectiveness is the same from teacher to teacher and ignore 
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individual teachers’ strengths and weaknesses to ultimately improve instructional 

effectiveness. In terms of teacher evaluation in the states that were studied, the report 

concluded that all teachers were rated as effective, instructional excellence was 

unrecognized, meaningful professional development was lacking, novice teachers were 

ignored, and poor performance was not addressed. To alter the Widget Effect, the report 

suggested that evaluation systems should be based on the teacher’s effectiveness in 

promoting student achievement and combined with personnel policies that include the 

compensation, retention, and dismissal of teachers (Weisberg et al, 2009).  

Later this same year, President Obama announced a Race to the Top initiative 

with $4.4 billion in competitive federal grant funds available to states if student 

achievement data was linked to teacher evaluations (Duffrin, 2011; Fryer, 2011). The 

goal was to improve teacher effectiveness by linking teacher evaluation scores to student 

growth measures and tying personnel decisions about pay, raises, and tenure to 

achievement data (Fryer, 2011). In its Race to the Top grant application, the state of 

Oklahoma’s plan to improve student achievement emphasized the goal of having an 

effective teacher in every classroom. Strategies to achieve this goal included 

establishment of a uniform statewide evaluation system in development by Tulsa Public 

Schools and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, use of the new evaluation system to 

make staffing decisions and to revise compensation structures, removal of ineffective 

teachers by their third year in the profession, and competitive grants for school districts 

willing to implement pay-for-performance models linking the new statewide evaluation 

system to student achievement data (Office of the Governor, 2010). It is important to note 

that the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation promoted that teacher pay increases should 
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not be based on seniority or a master’s degree, but instead on measures of teacher 

effectiveness that could be estimated by tracking student progress on standardized tests 

(Duffrin, 2011). In fact, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation provided funding for the 

Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) Project, an educational partnership committed to 

investigating better ways to identify and develop effective teaching (MET, 2013b). The 

MET project released the results of a three-year study on 3,000 teacher volunteers 

throughout the United States which revealed that students of more effective teachers 

outperformed students of teachers with low effective estimates. The magnitude of 

students’ actual gains largely corresponded with gains predicted by their performance as 

measured on standardized tests the previous year (MET, 2013a). Because of results like 

this and the ability to evaluate one teacher’s effectiveness on student learning in 

comparison to other teachers, value-added assessment measures that accounted for 

teacher effectiveness on student achievement became an integral component of educator 

evaluation (Doran & Fleischman, 2005; Hellman & Hovanetz, 2012).  

In 2010, the United States Department of Education offered $1.2 billion as part of 

the Teacher Incentive Fund for states who tied individual and group performance-based 

incentives for teachers based on student growth and achievement (Chait & Miller, 2009; 

Fryer, 2011). In 2011, President Obama offered to waive the NCLB requirement of all 

students being proficient in math and reading by 2014 if states agreed to three tenets: 

adopting rigorous standards for college and career readiness, focusing improvement 

efforts on the bottom 15% of low performing schools, and tying teacher evaluations to 

student performance (McNeil & Klein, 2011). When coupled with the national interest in 

determining educator effectiveness along with Race to the Top and Teacher Incentive 
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Fund grants, many states like Oklahoma passed legislation mandating that student growth 

measures such as value-added models be factored into teacher evaluation systems 

(Battelle for Kids, 2011a, 2011b; Glisson & White, 2014; Lee, 2011; McCaffrey & 

Hamilton, 2007; Rothstein, 2004; Yeh, 2012). Oklahoma state law (70 O.S. § 6-101.16) 

established a statewide evaluation system called the Oklahoma Teacher and Leader 

Effectiveness (TLE) Evaluation System made up of multiple measures of teacher 

effectiveness in 2010 – 50% qualitative measures of observable characteristics of teacher 

performance that are correlated with student achievement (Tulsa Model rubric), 35% 

quantitative measures of student academic growth based on multiple years of 

standardized test data (value-added model), and 15% quantitative measures of other 

academic factors (Oklahoma State Department of Education, n.d.). Despite the proposed 

and adopted changes to the statewide evaluation system, Oklahoma did not receive a 

Race to the Top federal grant (United States Department of Education, 2016). 

In 2015, President Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) into 

law, which was a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and 

replaced No Child Left Behind. ESSA required all students to be taught using high 

academic standards that will prepare them for success in college and careers (U.S. 

Department of Education, (n.d.). It allows states to set their own accountability goals to 

address testing proficiency, English language learner proficiency, and graduation rates 

while submitting accountability plans to the U.S. Education Department. ESSA 

eliminated the “highly qualified teacher” definition of NCLB and the requirement of 

including student outcomes (such as value-added measures) in teacher evaluation 

systems. Instead of the Teacher Incentive Fund, ESSA promotes the Teacher and School 
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Leader Innovation Program, which provides grants to school districts that want to 

incorporate performance pay and other teacher quality improvement measures (Education 

Week, 2016).  

Value-added Measures of Teacher Effectiveness 

 William Sanders, an agricultural statistician, designed the first value-added 

assessment model for education purposes in 1982 (Duffrin, 2011). Similar to determining 

the influence of environmental factors on crop yields, Sanders devised a way to separate 

the contributions of teachers on student achievement from that of a child’s socioeconomic 

status, race, health, and other family and home factors (Rothstein, 2004). The purpose of 

value-added assessment is to use statistical regression models to follow students over 

time through different classrooms, teachers, schools, and districts in order to examine and 

assess learning trajectories of progress on standardized tests (American Statistical 

Association, 2014; Amrein-Beardsley, 2008; Battelle for Kids, 2011b; Doran & 

Fleischman, 2005; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007; Rubin et al., 2004; Yeh, 2012). Value-

added measures assume that standardized tests are aligned to curriculum and valid and 

reliable as indicators of student learning (Battelle for Kids, 2011a; Darling-Hammond et 

al., 2012). Standardized tests also have common procedures for administration which 

make them objective measures of student achievement and growth (American Statistical 

Association, 2014). Value-added measures should “level the playing field” as the 

statistical procedures allow for direct comparisons between schools and teachers – even 

those with varying populations of students (Doran & Fleishman, 2005). By using the 

student’s prior test score as the regressor, it controls for the student’s initial achievement 

and other background factors that might influence student achievement so the 
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contribution of schools and teachers on student growth is based on the residual 

differences in post-test scores (Ballou, Sanders, & Wright, 2004). Analyzation of value-

added data allows school leaders and teachers to assess the impact of their curriculum, 

instruction, and other educational programs on student progress and achievement 

(Battelle for Kids, 2011b).  

 Simple value-added models compare predicted achievement of groups of students 

to their actual level of achievement to measure teacher effectiveness (Battelle for Kids, 

2011a)). A teacher’s value-added score is calculated by averaging each student’s actual 

performance against his/her expected growth predictions on standardized test scores 

(Duffrin, 2011; MET, 2013b). Students scoring above the prediction count as positive 

credits to the value added by the teacher; whereas students scoring below the prediction 

are negative debits. Students scoring as predicted maintain the teacher’s value-added 

score as zero (Lee, 2011; MET, 2013b). Value-added assessment models measure 

teaching effectiveness and reveal quantifiable differences among teachers yielding 

comparative results of classrooms that perform above, at, or below expected predictions 

and patterns of growth (Battelle for Kids, 2011a; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Lee, 

2011). Although simple value-added models can be internally gathered by states and 

school districts, these models do not account for additional factors that might influence 

student achievement and are substantially affected by missing student test data from year 

to year (Battelle for Kids, 2011a). 

 Advanced value-added models are not typically run internally, use multiple prior 

test scores for students, and specifically account for other student characteristic variables 

that affect student achievement such as poverty level, English proficiency, special 
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education status, class size, and even race/ethnicity (Baker, Oluwole, & Green, 2013; 

Battelle for Kids, 2011a; Duffrin, 2011). The goal is to accurately identify the value-

added that should be attributed to a teacher for a student or group of students as opposed 

to factors outside of the teacher’s control (American Statistical Association, 2014; Baker, 

Oluwole, & Green, 2013). Advanced value-added models typically include a roster 

verification process in which teachers mark the percentage of each student’s instruction 

that they should be held accountable for which details time in their classroom if not a full 

academic year to account for student mobility and shared instruction in co-teaching 

situations (Amrein-Beardsley & Collins, 2012; Battelle for Kids, 2011a). Advanced 

value-added models allow researchers to measure changes in student test scores over 

multiple data points while considering student characteristics and other factors that might 

influence achievement so that the student gains in achievement will be attributed to the 

specific teacher in order to determine instructional effectiveness (Darling-Hammond et 

al., 2012).  

 Value-added assessment became a popular education reform effort because it can 

be used to improve student achievement by allowing for the identification, selection, and 

retention of high-performance teachers (Yeh & Ritter, 2009). According to Berliner 

(2013), the logic is simplistic:  

From one testing occasion to another, students should show growth in their 

knowledge and skill. Similar types of students should show similar patterns of 

growth. Those students that show more growth than the average must have better 

teachers, while those that show less growth than average must have poorer 

teachers. (p. 235) 
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Because of the claim of objectively distinguishing between effective and ineffective 

teachers, value-added measures have been used in high stakes personnel decisions such 

as hiring/dismissing, compensation and pay-for-performance bonuses, awarding tenure, 

ranking teachers, and even the closing of schools (American Statistical Association, 

2014). 

Validity and Reliability Concerns Related to Value-added Results 

 Many educational researchers have expressed concerns over the validity and 

reliability of value-added measures. The first issue of validity relates to the standardized 

tests themselves and whether they are truly aligned with standards, curriculum, and 

materials used in the classrooms and vertically scaled to consistently measure growth 

over time (Doran & Fleishman, 2005; Goe, 2007). Berliner (2013) postulated issues with 

the choice of test items being constantly altered from year to year in order to generate a 

normal curve distribution in test results. He also discussed a lack of instructional 

sensitivity of test items used, and that no evidence exists that indicates an effective 

teacher will increase the pass rate of specific test items. The American Statistical 

Association (2014) reported that standardized tests do not fully measure student 

achievement in terms of the total number of curriculum objectives and content standards 

adopted by the state. The second issue of validity relates to the elimination of all other 

factors that might contribute to a student’s test score except for that of the teacher. The 

validity of value-added scores depends on how well the regression model adjusts for 

other factors that might affect or bias a teacher’s score. For example, a teacher of gifted 

students or certain special education students may exhibit only small achievement gains if 

the regression model does not account for the students’ status (American Statistical 
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Association, 2014). Goe (2007) described possible classroom effects such as peer 

relations, availability of books and materials, school climate, class size, and other factors 

out of the teacher’s control that cannot be separated and might affect a teacher’s value-

added score.  

 In terms of reliability, the value-added ratings of teachers differ substantially from 

class to class, year to year, model to model, test to test, and between different regression 

models (American Statistical Association, 2014; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012). Fuller 

(2012) found that only 19 out of thousands of value-added teachers ranked highly 

effective every year for four years. In Houston, 46% of teachers who moved either across 

grade levels or to a different grade level reported switching value-added ranks from 

ineffective to effective or vice versa (Amrein-Beardsley & Collins, 2012). Value-added 

models tend to be unstable from year to year with very large error ranges when applied to 

specific teachers making distinctions between effective and ineffective teachers difficult 

to determine (Baker, Oluwole, & Green, 2013).  

 Battelle for Kids (2011b) acknowledges that although value-added measures are 

not perfect, the data provide an important productivity measure that was previously 

unavailable to educators. The American Statistical Association (2014) warns educators to 

remember that value-added models measure correlation and not causation when 

interpreting results.  

Value-added Results and the Promotion of Effective Teaching  

 There is universal consensus that teacher quality is the most important factor in 

terms of improving student achievement (Fryer, 2011; Goe, 2007; Oklahoma State 

Department of Education, 2013; Weisberg et al., 2009). A one standard deviation 
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increase in teacher quality has been shown to raise reading achievement by 0.15 to 0.20 

standard deviations and math achievement by 0.15 to 0.24 standard deviations per year 

(Fryer, 2011). However, Goe (2007) pointed out that “teacher quality” (certification, 

teacher test scores, college degrees) differs from “teaching quality” (actual task of 

teaching and the student learning that teachers foster). Teacher effectiveness is the 

outcome of both teacher quality and teaching quality and is defined by using value-added 

measures to rank teachers by how much their students gained compared to how much 

those students were predicted to grow in achievement (Goe, 2007). Every classroom 

needs an effective teacher focused on continuous improvement of their craft (Battelle for 

Kids, 2011b). Effective teaching has also been shown to erase achievement deficits of 

low-income students (Duffrin, 2011). 

Value-added results should provide teachers with a clearer understanding of 

where one’s strengths and challenges are and allow for more concentrated improvement 

efforts through targeted professional development (Hovanetz & Hellman, 2012; 

Oklahoma State Department of Education, 2013). Value-added measures identify highly 

successful teachers, which should create opportunities from colleagues to learn from 

those teachers. It also has the potential to reveal whether teachers who have participated 

in specific professional development experiences and implemented certain instructional 

programs have a positive impact on student achievement (Goe, 2008). Quattrochi and 

Chapman (2010) confirmed that Ohio teachers used value-added data to provide 

appropriate interventions/enrichments and/or modify instruction to maximize student 

learning. These teachers also improved their effectiveness through the value-added 

results by more closely monitoring student progress through formative benchmarks and 
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differentiating instruction to address the educational needs of all students. McCaffrey & 

Hamilton (2007) reported that Pennsylvania teachers who received value-added data were 

more engaged in data use and test preparation.  

 Value-added measures provide quantitative information that is relevant to 

improving education processes. Evidence suggests that when value-added measures are 

combined with other types of data, it can be used to personalize professional development 

and coaching opportunities for teachers and guide future curricular and instructional 

decisions (Battelle for Kids, 2011b; Duffrin, 2011). School districts can determine how 

vigorously principals are evaluating their teachers on classroom observations in 

comparison to their value-added data (Duffrin, 2011). Positive correlations exist between 

value-added data and students’ future academic performance (American Statistical 

Association, 2014). Schools can examine value-added results for specific subgroups of 

students and determine the best fit between student abilities and available courses as well 

as future college and career choices (Battelle for Kids, 2011b). Value-added models can 

also be used to evaluate the effects of teacher training programs by comparing average 

VAM scores of teachers from different programs (American Statistical Association, 

2014).  

 Unfortunately, very few descriptions of how value-added data are actually used to 

promote effective teaching exist in educational research. Some researchers believe that 

providing educators with assistance in understanding and using value-added data and 

results is the primary challenge in the adoption of a value-added system (McCaffrey & 

Hamilton, 2007). 
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Value-added Models Not Designed as Diagnostic Tools 

 Value-added measures are specifically designed to evaluate student test score 

gains from one year to the next by using statistical methods and controlling for student 

characteristics and other factors found to influence student achievement. Value-added 

results do not provide any diagnostic data for a teacher to know what to do in order to 

improve his/her teaching practices and become more effective. There is very little 

evidence that teachers and administrators can learn simply from seeing a teacher’s value-

added score because it gives no indication of what the teacher might have done that can 

be specifically tied to student learning (Goe 2007; Goe, 2008). In Houston, teachers could 

not identify a relationship between teaching practices and value-added ratings. One 

puzzled educator stated: 

I do what I do every year. I teach the way I teach every year. [My] first year got 

me pats on the back; [my] second year got me kicked in the backside. And for 

year three, my scores were off the charts. I got a huge bonus, and now I am in the 

top quartile of all the English teachers. What did I do differently? I have no clue. 

(Amrein-Beardsley & Collins, 2012, p. 15) 

Andrew Ho of the Harvard Graduate School of Business postulated that it is time to 

advance from listing symptoms to providing diagnosis and treatment by determining how 

value-added results can improve teaching. Damian Betebenner of the National Center for 

the Improvement of Educational Assessment has called for a detailed theory of action on 

how to use value-added data to transform education (Betebenner et al., 2012). The RAND 

Corporation (2004) suggested that the selection of effective teachers and/or training to 

improve teacher effectiveness will have significant impacts in education if value-added 
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results can be linked to specific teaching practices. Although numerous empirical studies 

have analyzed the value-added impact of teachers on gains in student achievement, few 

have addressed the matter of determining exactly what effective teachers do differently in 

their classrooms (Stronge et al, 2011).  

Many researchers claim that value-added measures alone are insufficient to 

determine the impact of specific teaching practices on student achievement. They call for 

multiple measures of teacher performance including observations supplemented with 

value-added measures and student outcomes (Betebenner et al., 2012; Darling-Hammond 

et al., 2012; Goe, 2008). Battelle for Kids (2011b), a non-profit organization dedicated to 

the advancement of practices for improving educator effectiveness, suggested that it takes 

multiple measures to capture the complexities associated with teaching and learning such 

as value-added measures coupled with principal evaluations. It is very hard to support 

effective teaching without quality information about actual teaching practices and their 

link to positive student outcomes (MET, 2013b; Minnici, 2014). In order to improve 

education, the American Statistical Association (2014) advised that value-added scores 

must provide meaningful information about a teacher’s ability to improve student 

learning. Goe (2007) purported that value-added scores tell us nothing about why 

teachers vary in quality or which classroom practices might be used to grow student 

achievement. There is an overall lack of strong evidence in educational research to show 

significant positive correlations between teaching practice and student achievement (Goe, 

2007).  
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Total Quality Management in Education 

Origins of the Quality Movement 

 From the 1790s through the 1830s, the United States began transforming from an 

agricultural society to an industrial economy (Independence Hall Association, 2014). The 

Industrial Revolution lasted for more than a century and saw the production of goods 

shift from home-based businesses to machine-aided factories. With the advent of 

industrialization, the manufacturing process resulted in the narrowing and repetitive-

nature of production tasks on the factory line for millions of Americans who had 

previously handcrafted raw materials into products from start to finish (Independence 

Hall Association, 2014; Library of Congress, n.d.; Sallis, 2002). Workers no longer had 

the opportunity to self-check and reflect upon their quality of work. Labor guilds who 

had previously regulated the quality of workmanship and developed apprenticeship 

programs for training were no longer needed (Sallis, 2002). Nevertheless, this 

transformation from hand-made to machine-made products ushered into the United States 

a much higher standard of living than had ever been known prior to the Industrial 

Revolution (Independence Hall Association, 2014). 

 In the early 1900s, Frederick W. Taylor’s theory of scientific management 

focused on quality control and the need to ensure that products conform to specific 

standards (Sallis, 2002). Taylor’s methods broke down the manufacturing process into 

the smallest possible units and relied on scientific study, not human judgment, of the 

completion of tasks to determine the optimal amount of work that could be accomplished 

within a certain timeframe (Dininni, 2011). He asserted that the organization should 

identify the most efficient methods for completing each task, training workers to 
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complete in task in a specified manner, and rewarding workers for increased productivity 

(Dininni, 2011; Juran Institute, 1994). As a result of employing Taylor’s methods, 

industries saw improvements in quality control, productivity, employee incentive, 

personnel practices, and cooperation between management and workers (Dininni, 2011). 

However, Sallis (2002) noted that the quality control process highlighted by Taylor was 

often wasteful and expensive because it was designed to detect defective products at the 

end of the manufacturing process.  

 Two future pioneers of Total Quality Management, W. Edwards Deming and 

Joseph Juran, worked together at Western Electric’s Hawthorne plant in Chicago during 

the late 1920s and early 1930s (Landesberg, 1999; Sallis, 2002). Elton Mayo conducted 

his famous Hawthorne experiments there to study the effects of lighting levels along with 

the length of the work day and rest periods on productivity. The results of these 

experiments purported that management leadership style, group cohesiveness, and 

attention to workers’ needs led to increased productivity. The Hawthorne studies 

indicated that workers’ participation in the decision-making process improved 

productivity more than monetary incentives or the physical working environment (Sallis, 

2002). As a result, focus in the manufacturing process switched from quality control to 

quality assurance as workers’ responsibility for quality during the production process was 

emphasized (Sallis, 2002). Soldiers returning from the World War II in the late 1940s 

were more educated, especially in technology, and the production incentives of the 

quality control method were not as motivational for them. In addition, labor unions rose 

to power and required that decisions affecting productivity be made through the 

collective bargaining process (Juran Institute, 1994).  
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 In the 1950s, both Deming and Juran were called to Japan by the Union of 

Japanese Scientists and Engineers to help them reconstruct their war-torn industry 

(Landesberg, 1999: Martinez-Lorente, Dewhurst, & Dale, 1998; Sallis, 2002). Deming 

did not believe in focusing on quality control, but in quality assurance methods and 

procedures that produced products to the highest level of customer satisfaction (Sallis, 

2002). Deming proposed a systematic view of the organization that focused on the 

interrelationships between consumer research, product design, suppliers, materials, 

production/assembly, inspection, and distribution (Landesberg, 1999). Juran offered 

advice on management practices to promote improvements in product and service 

through the quality functions of market research, product design and development, 

production, inspection, and sales (Landesberg, 1994). Both Deming and Juran are 

credited with changing the culture of Japanese industries to one that integrated quality 

processes into their daily practices (Juran, 2019). Deming focused his teachings on top 

management statistical methods and a production system that included suppliers and 

consumers (Landesberg, 1999). Juran went across the country meeting with senior and 

middle managers to explain how to incorporate quality control practices (Juran, 2019). 

Both men were awarded the Order of the Sacred Treasure medal by the Japanese emperor 

for their efforts, which helped reconstruct Japan’s postwar economy (Juran, 2019; 

Lanesberg, 1999).  Japan successfully embedded the total quality philosophy into their 

manufacturing systems and captured a prominent share of the world’s markets in 

automobiles and electronics. In 1980, a documentary titled If Japan Can Do It, Why 

Can’t We? aired on national television and highlighted the dominance of Japanese 

industry while also spurring the total quality movement in the United States (Sallis, 
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2002). Like many other United States companies at the time, the United States Navy 

adopted the Japanese total quality philosophies and coined the term “total quality 

management” in 1985 (Martinez-Lorente et al., 1998). 

Total Quality Management 

 Total Quality Management (TQM) is a continuous improvement philosophy for 

organizing the whole in order to achieve excellence as well as a set of guidelines for 

ongoing improvements for the services/products offered to customers (Farooq et al., 

2007). The mindset behind TQM is that employees want to provide their best work and 

that it is the management’s job to inspire this excellence in the workplace through a 

combination of human resources, quality assurance methods, and collaborative efforts 

aimed at satisfying the customers’ needs (Farooq et al., 2007; Sallis, 2002). Sallis (2002) 

offered two concepts of quality – procedural and transformational. The procedural 

concept of quality involves ensuring conformity to pre-determined specifications and 

asking whether the good/service does what is asked/expected. The transformational 

notion of quality encompassed within TQM focuses on continuous improvement and 

emphasizes a vision of organizational transformation dedicated to achieving excellence 

and enriching the entire system (Farooq et al., 2007, Sallis, 2002).  

 Within the TQM philosophy, the word “total” refers to every employee in the 

organization being dedicated to the enterprise of continuous improvement. The term 

“management” implies that every employee in the institution no matter their role or status 

is a manager of their own responsibilities. TQM extends the notion of quality assurance 

to the creation of a quality culture where the goal of every staff member is to provide 

customers with what they want: when and how they want it. In order to create a culture of 
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continuous improvement, managers must trust the staff and delegate decisions to the 

appropriate level in order to provide employees with the responsibility to deliver quality 

within their sphere of the organization. For this culture to be created, the staff must be 

provided with a suitable work environment with the appropriate and necessary tools of 

the trade, simple procedures and systems in place that aid in their production of the good 

or service, and encouragement and recognition of achievements that empowers them as 

employees to continually improve and seek excellence (Sallis, 2002). Figure 1 provides a 

graphic depiction of the essential components of TQM. 

Total Quality Management in Education 

“For education as for industry, quality improvement is no longer an option, it is a 

necessity” (Sallis, 2002, p. 4). In education, the sources of quality reside in effective 

teachers, increased student achievement, parental and community support, abundant 

resources, technologic advances, challenging curriculum, and purposeful leadership 

(Sallis, 2002). By using the principles and methodology of TQM, education institutions 

can access a set of continuous improvement tools to manage change and deal with 

external accountability pressures. However, the most important role of management and 

school administration is to support and empower teaching and learning (Sallis, 2002). 

Figure 2 depicts the upside-down organizational structure of TQM in the educational 

setting where students are the focus. School administrators must inspire teachers to 

engage in effective pedagogical practices that will meet the academic needs of each and 

every student. 

The three main components of TQM in the education setting include meeting the 

expectations of external and internal stakeholders, emphasizing quality assurance to 
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specific standards, and highlighting the means for measurement of academic performance 

(Manaf & Seng, 2010). Sallis (2002) defines three groups of external stakeholders – 

primary (students), secondary (parents and local community), and tertiary (future 

employers of students, legislators, and society as a whole). Internal stakeholders represent 

the employees within the organization (Sallis, 2002). Examples of quality assurance to 

specific standards include academic standards and rubrics designed to assess various 

levels of teaching effectiveness. High-stakes testing and value-added measures within 

teacher evaluation illustrate various types of measures of academic performance.  

According to Sallis (2002), there are four quality imperatives of TQM related to 

the field of education – moral, professional, competitive, and accountability. The moral 

imperative is that every student receives the best possible education. The professional 

imperative centers on a commitment to students’ needs and an obligation to meeting 

those needs by implementing appropriate pedagogical practices, a strategy that is in line 

with developing more effective teachers. The competitive imperative focuses on the 

needs of the clients (parents and other community stakeholders) and developing strategies 

to differentiate public schools from their competitors (other public schools/districts, 

charter schools, private schools, etc.). The accountability imperative involves objective 

and measurable outcomes of the educational process and provides mechanisms for 

quality improvement, such as student achievement results linked to value-added scores 

within the state teacher evaluation system (Sallis, 2002).  

Total Quality Management in Educational Research 

 In 1987, the United States government initiated its own prize based on TQM, 

titled the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, to encourage American companies 
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and organizations to strive for excellence and engage in continuous improvement 

transformations (Baldrige Performance Excellence Program, 2011). In the field of 

education, school districts like Iredell-Statesville Schools in North Carolina and Jenks 

Public Schools in Oklahoma have won the Baldrige Award based on seven criteria for 

performance excellence: leadership, strategic planning, student and market focus, 

information and analysis, faculty and staff satisfaction, process management in the 

classroom and business office, and results (Baldrige Performance Excellence Program, 

2011; Maurer & Pederson, 2004). Iredell-Statesville Schools boasted the following 

student achievement gains during their six year continuous improvement plan: 55th to 

ninth place in student achievement in the state of North Carolina, over 90% proficiency 

rate in reading, closing the African American achievement gap in reading from 23% to 

12%, closing the special education gap in reading from 42% to 21%, improving from 

61% to 81% in high school graduation rate, decreasing the dropout rate, and ranking 7th 

in the state in average SAT scores ((Baldrige Performance Excellence Program, 2011). 

Other effects included a decrease in teacher turnover and improved faculty and staff 

satisfaction. Over their six-year continuous improvement transformation process, Jenks 

Public Schools increased students’ proficiency in eighth grade math, enrollment in 

Advanced Placement courses, passing rates on Advanced Placement exams, the district’s 

graduation rate, and employee enthusiasm for the district (Baldrige Performance 

Excellence Program, 2011). 

 In the 1990s, many higher education institutions in the United States adopted 

TQM philosophies as a “do more with less” response to limited fiscal resources 

(Mohammad & Aspinwall, 1997). In a case study of 14 higher education institutions, 
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TQM strategies focused on student satisfaction, employee involvement and teamwork, 

strategic planning, and analysis of information. Results of these continuous improvement 

initiatives included increased enrollment, placement rates, employee satisfaction, and 

student services as well as fewer dropouts, reduced costs, and savings in time and 

materials (Mohammad & Aspinwall, 1997). However, Koch (2003) was critical of these 

quality initiatives of higher education organizations in the United States because of their 

focus on non-academic activities such as registration, physical plant, bursar payments, 

and purchasing. He argued that academic areas such as faculty tenure and curriculum 

have been ignored at the higher education level.   

Total Quality Management Link to this Study 

Proponents of TQM believe performance measurement and quality monitoring in 

the form of teacher evaluation and student achievement are essential to detecting and 

eliminating variability in the teaching and learning process. In Oklahoma under the state-

wide Teacher/Leader Effectiveness evaluation system, there is a quality assurance piece 

within the qualitative part and a quality control piece within the quantitative portion. For 

the majority of the state, including the large suburban school district involved in this 

study, the qualitative portion involves use of the Tulsa Model of Observation and 

Evaluation. Administrators use detailed rubrics of teaching effectiveness to observe and 

evaluate teachers multiple times throughout the school year. Career teachers with over 

four years of experience are observed twice and evaluated once, whereas probationary 

teachers with less than four years of experience are observed four times and evaluated 

twice throughout the school year. In terms of TQM, the goals of the qualitative piece are 

to emphasize quality assurance to specific levels of teaching, ensure pedagogical 
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practices are operating at the highest possible standards, allow for feedback on teaching 

practices, provide some control of the measurement tools for teachers who can supply 

artifacts demonstrating their teaching effectiveness in particular areas. If teachers are not 

meeting a certain level of effectiveness, then they are provided with instructional 

coaching and support in the form of goal setting plans or personal development plans to 

improve their pedagogy.  

On the quantitative side, value-added measures serve as a quality control element 

to ensure objective and measurable outcomes of student achievement. TQM theorists 

favor using statistical processes to measure and eliminate variability in the manufacturing 

process, which is similar to the notion of using value-added models to measure teacher 

effectiveness (Sallis, 2002). Sallis (2002) purported that using a value-added approach 

allows teachers and administrators to set realistic performance targets for students based 

on past data, chart student progress, and take action if a student is under-achieving. He 

believed value-added models are useful in improving educational quality for students 

because the difference between a students’ performance upon entry and exit of a course 

are measured and teachers/schools can still do well on value-added measures regardless 

of the students’ abilities and background. “It is not student demographics that make a 

difference in student achievement, it is the quality and teaching ability of the teacher” 

(Conyers & Ewy, 2004, p. 103). 

 Deming, a pioneer in the TQM movement, did not “buy into” the idea of mass 

inspection with the “aim of finding the bad ones and throwing them out” (Farooq et al., 

2007, p. 2). Similar to a mass inspection system, the Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation as well as value-added measures are used for high-stakes purposes in 
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Oklahoma’s teacher evaluation system. After an “ineffective” rating in the quantitative 

portion (value-added score) and qualitative portion (Tulsa Model Rubric) of the 

evaluation for two consecutive years, a teacher must be dismissed by the school district. 

In the event that a teacher has a rating of “needs improvement” on the quantitative 

portion or qualitative portion of the evaluation for three consecutive years, a teacher may 

be dismissed by the school district (Thompson & Miller, 2015). However, Deming 

claimed that the managers (school administrators) are responsible for 85% of the defects 

in products/services (pedagogical practices) (Farooq et al., 2007). 

At this time, there is no systematic correlation of the qualitative and quantitative 

components of the Oklahoma Teacher/Leader evaluation system at the state, district, or 

school site level. Although a value-added score may identify that a teacher has a 

significant impact on student achievement, the teacher does not know what specific 

teaching practices are associated with the student learning gains. In terms of TQM, this 

study correlates the quality control side of value-added measures with the quality 

assurance side of effectiveness levels of specific teaching practices on the Tulsa Model of 

Observation and Evaluation so that continuous improvement efforts can be focused 

throughout the state of Oklahoma in public school districts and university teacher 

preparation programs to transform pedagogy and ensure positive influence on student 

achievement.  

Summary 

This chapter was a literature review highlighting the educational research on 

value-added models of teacher effectiveness. It also focused on the theory of total quality 

management (TQM) as it relates to the field of education and this study in particular. 



46 
 

Chapter III details the research design, describes the participants and 

instrumentation, and explains the procedures and how data will be analyzed. 

Assumptions and limitations of the study are also addressed. Chapter IV presents findings 

from the descriptive and correlational analysis. Chapter V discusses findings through the 

lens of Total Quality Management. It concludes with implications for practice and further 

research. 
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CHAPTER III 
 

 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter reviews the purpose of the study and the research questions. It also details 

the research design and procedures as well as the assumptions and limitations of the 

study. 

Purpose of the Study 

 Oklahoma’s newly adopted Teacher/Leader Effectiveness evaluation system 

provides a unique and unexplored context to examine potential relationships between a 

teacher’s value-added score and specific teaching practices associated with improved 

student achievement. According to Tulsa Public Schools (n.d.-a), over 90% of Oklahoma 

public school districts used the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation as of 2012. 

The Tulsa Model is an “evidence-based process of educator evaluation anchored in 

specific domains, dimensions, and indicators reflecting national best practices and current 

research regarding effective instruction” (Tulsa Public Schools, n.d.-b). The overarching 

domains of the Tulsa Model that reflect best practices of teaching are classroom 

management, instructional effectiveness, professional growth and continuous 

improvement, interpersonal skills, and leadership. Within each domain are specific 

dimensions of teaching that are defined within a rubric that classifies different levels of  
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teaching performance as ineffective, in need of improvement, effective, highly effective, 

and superior (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). The research behind the Tulsa Model is based 

on findings from the Northwest Regional Education Lab, Harvard professor Kane and 

colleagues, Danielson, and Marzano (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). The purpose of this 

study is to examine the relationship between the value-added scores for elementary, 

junior high, and high school teachers of English/language arts, reading, and/or math in a 

large suburban Oklahoma public school district and administrators’ ratings of their 

specific teaching practices as measured by the Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation. By associating specific teaching practices with improved student learning as 

measured by value-added scores, this study will contribute much needed data to the field 

and potentially provide a narrower focus for teacher enhancement and improvement that 

will have the greatest impact on student learning. Both educators in the field as well as 

pre-service teachers could benefit from this information. 

Research Questions 

Context 

In Oklahoma under the statewide Teacher/Leader Effectiveness evaluation 

system, school districts measure teacher effectiveness using both value-added scores 

related to student standardized test scores and ratings of teaching practices from 

administrator observations of classroom performance (Glisson & White, 2014). In most 

Oklahoma school districts including the large suburban district in this study, the Tulsa 

Model for Observation and Evaluation is used to rate teachers under five varying levels 

of effectiveness within five overarching domains that include 20 specific indicators of 

teaching practices known to improve student achievement. Those domains include 



49 
 

classroom management, instructional effectiveness, professional growth and continuous 

improvement, interpersonal skills, and leadership (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). 

Appendix A provides a complete list of teaching practice indicators within each domain 

of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation. 

Overarching Question  

• Q1. Is there a relationship between educators’ overall ratings of teaching practices 

on the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores?  

Sub-questions  

• Q2. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the classroom 

management domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their 

value-added scores?  

• Q3. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the instructional 

effectiveness domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their 

value-added scores? 

• Q4. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the professional growth 

and continuous improvement domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation and their value-added scores?  

• Q5. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the interpersonal skills 

domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added 

scores?  

• Q6. Is there a relationship between teachers’ ratings on the leadership domain of 

the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores? 
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Hypotheses 

• H1. There will be no relationship between educators’ overall ratings of 

teaching practices on the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and 

their value-added scores  

• H2. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the classroom 

management domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and 

their value-added scores.  

• H3. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the instructional 

effectiveness domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and 

their value-added scores. 

• H4. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the professional 

growth and continuous improvement domain of the Tulsa Model for 

Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores. 

• H5. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the 

interpersonal skills domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation and their value-added scores. 

• H6. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the leadership 

domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-

added scores. 

Research Design 

 This quantitative correlational study was designed to examine the relationship 

between teachers’ value-added scores and ratings of their teaching practices on the Tulsa 

Model for Observation and Evaluation. Data was provided by a large suburban school 
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district in the form of spreadsheets complied to fulfill state requirements for reporting 

Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation scores and in the form of individual value-

added reports for teachers for the same school years. Any relationship between value-

added scores and rating of teacher practices cannot be taken as causal evidence as the 

data are from a correlational design.  

Population 

The population are educators from a large suburban school district located in 

Oklahoma that encompasses 126 square miles and includes 24 elementary schools, five 

junior highs, and three high schools. Over 1,500 certified teachers attend to more than 

23,000 students. The district’s ethnicity breakdown is as follows: 69% Caucasian, 14% 

Hispanic, 6% Black, 6% Native American, and 5% Asian. According to the Office of 

Educational Quality and Accountability information for this school district, 

approximately 43% of students qualify for free and reduced lunch, 15% are special 

education students, 18% are gifted/talented, and 2% are English language learners. 

Although all certified teachers in the district are evaluated using the Tulsa Model 

Observation and Evaluation, only teachers of the following courses received value-added 

scores from the Oklahoma State Department of Education fourth through eighth grades 

Reading, English/Language Arts, and Math; Algebra I; Algebra II; Geometry; and 

English III. 

Participants 

 The total sample included 439 educators of the following courses who received 

value-added scores from the Oklahoma State Department of Education from the 2013-

2014 and/or 2014-2015 school years. All teachers who had both value-added scores and 
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Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation ratings for one or both school years were 

included in the study. The statistical analyses for this study were examined by school 

year to determine if there were statistically significant results for two consecutive years 

when determining whether the null hypotheses would be accepted or rejected. For the 

2013-2014 school year, there were 185 teachers who had both scores – 83 were 

elementary teachers (fourth through sixth grades) and 102 were secondary teachers 

(seventh through 12th grades). For the 2014-2015 school year, there were 254 educators 

who had both scores – 131 were at the elementary level (fourth through sixth grades) and 

123 were at the secondary level (seventh through 12th grades). 

Instrumentation 

 The district provided data for both the Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation and value-added measures during the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school years. 

These are the only two school years of data that the school district has that include ratings 

for both the Tulsa Model and value-added scores, which is the reason for inclusion of 

these two specific school years in this study. The Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation ratings was provided in a spreadsheet for each school site as reported to the 

Oklahoma State Department of Education. Teachers were identified by state 

identification number only and not by name. Teachers received an overall rating for the 

entire rubric; five individual domain ratings of classroom management, instructional 

effectiveness, professional growth and continuous improvement, interpersonal skills, and 

leadership; and 20 ratings of indicators of specific teaching practices within each domain 

(Appendix A). Both the value-added scores and Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation scores ranged from 1.0 to 5.0 with a score of 3.0 or higher deemed effective. 
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The higher the score, then the more effective the teacher is determined to be on these 

measures.  

The Oklahoma State Department of Education outsourced to a vendor named 

Mathematica to compile value-added data for its teachers. Value-added scores were only 

provided to teachers of reading and math in grades fourth through eighth based on student 

test results from the Oklahoma Core Curriculum Tests and teachers of algebra I in eighth 

and ninth grades, geometry in ninth through eleventh grades, algebra II for ninth through 

twelfth grades, and English III in eleventh grade based on student test results from the 

End of Instruction state assessments. Mathematica took four steps to estimate a teacher’s 

value-added score: used a multiple regression model accounting for student 

characteristics of poverty, gender, race/ethnicity, existence of an individualized education 

plan, limited English proficiency, and student mobility; accounted for measurement error 

in the pre-test by employing a statistical technique that uses data on the reliability of the 

state tests provided by the test developers; compared students across grades at the 

elementary level; and accounted for imprecisely estimated measures based on too few 

students by reporting value-added estimates for teachers with at least 10 students and 

using a statistical technique called shrinking that adjusts estimates of teachers with fewer 

students more towards to overall average (Walsh et al., 2015). The value-added 

information was provided by the district in the form of individual value-added score 

reports for teachers. Teachers received an overall value-added score and subject area 

value-added scores for reading/English/language arts and/or math from the Oklahoma 

State Department of Education. In the event that a teacher only taught one of the subjects, 

then the subject area score and overall score were the same. For this study, only the 
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overall value-added scores for teachers were used. 

Research Procedures 

 Data provided by the district was compiled into a spreadsheet. Teachers were only 

identified by their state identification number and not by name. To investigate the 

overarching question, the independent (predictor) variable was a teacher’s overall 

effectiveness score of teaching practices on the Tulsa Model for Observation and 

Evaluation rubric and the dependent (criterion) variable was the teacher’s overall value-

added score as measured by the students’ performance on specific state assessments. To 

explore the sub-questions, a correlation analysis between the predictor variable, the 

teacher’s domain score on the Tulsa Model rubric, and the criterion variable, the 

teacher’s overall value-added score, was tested.  

 In order to determine whether and to what degree a relationship between ratings 

of teacher practices and value-added scores are correlated, a correlation coefficient was 

computed. The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation coefficient is a common statistical 

method used to examine the relationship between quantitative variables. Using SPSS, a 

bivariate correlation coefficient in the form of a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 

was calculated as a way to understand if a relationship existed and further test strength 

and direction of the relationship. Due to the correlational design of this study, it is 

important to note that any relationships between value-added scores and rating of teacher 

practices cannot be taken as causal evidence. 

Data Analysis 

 The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to test a linear relationship between 

variables. Values range from -1.00, representing a strong negative relationship, to +1.00, 
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representing a strong positive relationship. Statistical significance was also calculated at 

an alpha of .05. The relationship between each of the specific domains of the Tulsa 

Model rubric and the value-added score were tested. Using SPSS, a bivariate correlation 

coefficient in the form of a Pearson Product Moment Correlation was calculated as a way 

to express the size and strength of the relationships among variables. Additional 

correlation coefficients were calculated for each indicator of teaching practices within 

that domain. For example, within the classroom management domain of the Tulsa Model 

rubric, additional calculations were conducted on specific practices within that domain – 

preparation, discipline, building-wide climate, lesson plans, assessment practices, and 

student relations – to further examine relationships among the variables.  

Assumptions of the Study 

The following assumptions were made regarding this study: 

• Each participant had a score for both variables. 

• Both variables were continuous. 

• Values for variables across cases were not related. 

• Value-added scores were collected, measured, and reported without error. 

• Administrators subjectively rated teaching practices according to the rubric 

language of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation. Observations across 

these ratings were reported without error. 

• A linear relationship and normal distribution existed among both variables. 

• Residuals were uncorrelated and had constant variance. 

• An absence of outliers existed. 
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Limitations of the Study 

 Several limitations existed in this study. The first involved the generalizability of 

results. Because data were collected from one suburban school district, results should 

only be generalized to teachers in this district or other suburban districts with similar 

characteristics. The second limitation is that this study was correlational and causality 

cannot be inferred. The third limitation was the subjective nature of the teacher rating 

scores given by the evaluating administrator on the Tulsa Model rubric.  

Summary 

This chapter described the research design and procedures as well as the 

assumptions and limitations of the study. Chapter IV presents findings from the 

descriptive and correlational analysis. Chapter V discusses findings through the lens of 

Total Quality Management and concludes with implications for practice and further 

research. 
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CHAPTER IV 
 

 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

This chapter presents findings from the descriptive and correlational analysis for each 

null hypothesis. Oklahoma’s Teacher/Leader Effectiveness evaluation system provides a 

unique and unexplored context to examine potential relationships between a teacher’s 

value-added score and observed teaching practices rated on the Tulsa Model rubric.  

In order to determine whether and to what degree a relationship between ratings 

of teacher practices and value-added scores are correlated, a bivariate correlation 

coefficient in the form of a Pearson Product Moment Correlation was calculated using 

SPSS to understand if a relationship exists and further test strength and direction of the 

relationship. Statistical significance was calculated at an alpha of .05. Cohen’s effect size 

for Pearson correlation coefficients (r) were used with 0.1 < | r | < 0.3 considered a 

small/weak effect size, 0.3 < | r | < 0.5 indicating a medium/moderate effect size, and | r | 

> 0.5 reflecting a large/strong effect size (Cohen, 1988). The coefficient of determination 

(r2) indicates the percentage of variance in the variables. Prior to analysis, SPSS 

skewness (“measure of the asymmetry of a distribution”) and kurtosis (“measure of the 

extent to which observations cluster around a central point”) were conducted on all 

variables and found to be within the range of normality, which is required for variables 

included in Pearson’s correlation coefficient tests (IBM, 2016b, Distribution section). 
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Descriptive Statistics and Correlational Analyses 

Null Hypothesis 1 for Overall Evaluation Score on Tulsa Model Rubric 

H1. There will be no relationship between educators’ overall ratings of teaching 

practices on the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added 

scores 

For the 2013-2014 school year, there was a total sample of 185 teachers who had 

overall value-added scores and overall ratings of teaching practice on the Tulsa Model 

rubric. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the 

relationship between overall value-added scores and overall ratings of teaching 

effectiveness on the Tulsa Model rubric. Although there was a statistically significant, 

positive correlation between the two variables at r(183) = .213, p = .004, it was a weak 

effect size with higher overall ratings of teacher practices explaining 4.5% of the 

variation in higher overall value-added scores. For the 2014-2015 school year, there was 

a total sample of 254 educators with scores for both variables. There was also a 

statistically significant, small positive correlation, r(252) = .160, p = .011, with higher 

overall ratings of effective teaching practices accounting for 2.5% of the variation in 

overall value-added scores. The correlation analyses presented in Table 1 suggests that 

the null hypothesis may be rejected and that small, positive correlations that are 

statistically significant exist for both years of data for overall value-added scores and 

overall evaluation scores on the Tulsa Model rubric. Higher overall ratings on the Tulsa 

Model rubric are associated with higher value-added scores. 
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Table 1      
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Results for Null Hypothesis 1   

        

2013-2014 

Overall 

Evaluation 

Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall 

Evaluation 

Scores 

Overall Value-Added Scores by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .213** .160* 

   Sig. (2 tailed) .004 .011 

      N 185 254 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).    
 

These relationships were examined even further to determine if a correlation 

existed between the same variables for elementary and secondary teachers for these 

school years. There was a statistically significant, small positive correlation between 

overall value-added scores and overall evaluation scores for elementary teachers at r(81) 

= .291, p = .008 for the 2013-2014 school year. However, for the 2014-2015 school year, 

there was a weak positive correlation that was not statistically significant for elementary 

teachers at r(129) = .152, p = .083. For secondary teachers, there were negligible, positive 

correlations with no statistical significance for both school years with 2013-2014 at 

r(100) = .077, p = .444 and 2014-2015 at r(121) = .031, p = .730. 

Null Hypothesis 2 for Classroom Management Domain 

H2. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the classroom 

management domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-

added scores.  

The first domain within the Tulsa Model rubric is the classroom management area 

of the evaluation, and this domain includes preparation for teaching, lesson planning, 

discipline, student relations, assessment practices, and contribution to building-wide 
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climate (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). Sample sizes for this hypothesis testing were the 

same as testing for the first null hypothesis for both school years and included educators 

who had an overall value-added score and a score for the classroom management domain 

on the Tulsa Model rubric. For both school years, there was a statistically significant, 

small positive correlation between the classroom management domain score and the 

overall value-added score for all teachers with r(183) = .223, p = .002 for the 2013-2014 

school year and r(252) = .183, p = .003 for the 2014-2015 school year. Higher ratings of 

teaching practices on the classroom management domain of the Tulsa Model accounted 

for 4.9% of the variability in 2013-2014 and 3.3% of the variability in 2014-2015 in 

overall value-added scores. The correlation analyses presented in Table 2 suggests that 

the null hypothesis may be rejected and that small, positive correlations that are 

statistically significant exist for both years of data for overall value-added scores and 

classroom management domain scores on the Tulsa Model rubric. Higher ratings on the 

classroom management domain of the Tulsa Model rubric are associated with higher 

value-added scores. 

Table 2      
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Results for Null Hypothesis 2   

        

2013-2014 

Evaluation Scores 

for Classroom 

Management 

2014-2015 

Evaluation Scores 

for Classroom 

Management 

Overall Value-Added Scores by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .223** .183** 

   Sig. (2 tailed) .002 .003 

      N 185 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).    
 

These correlations were further examined between the same variables for 

elementary and secondary teachers for these school years. For the 2013-2014 school year, 
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a statistically significant, small positive correlation between overall value-added scores 

and classroom management domain scores for elementary teachers was found at r(81) = 

.248, p = .024. However, for the 2014-2015 school year, there was a negligible positive 

correlation that was not statistically significant for elementary teachers at r(129) = .170, p 

= .052. For secondary teachers, there was no statistical significance between variables for 

both school years with 2013-2014 having a small positive correlation at r(100) = .150, p 

= .132 and 2014-2015 having a negligible positive correlation at r(121) = .065, p = .477. 

Indicator 1 – Preparation 

Within the classroom management domain, the Tulsa Model Rubric has six 

indicators of effective teaching. The first one is titled Preparation and is centered upon 

the notion of teachers executing instructional strategies that promote performance, critical 

thinking, and problem-solving skills; planning for both short- and long-term objectives; 

having lesson plans in alignment with state standards, curriculum maps, and pacing 

guides; differentiating instruction to address student diversity; maximizing learning time; 

and having necessary materials and equipment ready for lessons (Tulsa Public Schools, 

2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a statistically significant, small positive correlation 

existed between overall value-added scores and ratings on the Preparation indicator of the 

Tulsa Model rubric for all teachers with r(183) = .251, p = .001. For elementary teachers 

that same year, the relationship between these variables was moderate and positive at 

r(81) = .308 and statistically significant with p = .005. For secondary teachers, the 

correlation was weak and positive with no statistical significance at r(100) = .157, p = 

.116. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between overall value-added 

scores and preparation indicator scores for all teachers was statistically significant at p = 
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.018 and indicated a small, positive correlation at r(252) = .148. There were small, 

positive correlations that were not statistically significant between these variables at the 

elementary level with r(129) = .134, p = .127 and the secondary level with r(121) = .100, 

p = .270 for this same school year. Table 3 summarizes the Pearson correlation 

coefficient data for the Preparation Indicator.  

Table 3    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Preparation Indicator under Classroom 

Management 

    

2013-2014 Overall 

Value- Added 

Scores 

2014-2015 Overall 

Value- Added 

Scores 

Preparation Indicator Scores 

for All Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .251** .148* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .001 .018 

  N 185 254 

Preparation Indicator Scores 

for Elem. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .308** .134 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .005 .127 

  N 83 131 

Preparation Indicator Scores 

for Sec. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .157 .100 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .116 .270 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 2 – Discipline 

The second indicator under the classroom management domain is titled Discipline 

and is centered upon the teacher implementing appropriate standards of conduct, 

monitoring the behavior of all students in a variety of school settings, and stopping 

misbehavior promptly and consistently as well as students clearly understanding and 

following the classroom expectations (Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school 

year, a statistically significant, small positive correlation existed between overall value-
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added scores and ratings on the Discipline indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric with r(183) 

= .237, p = .001. For elementary teachers that same year, the relationship between these 

variables was small and positive at r(81) = .284 and statistically significant with p = .009. 

For secondary teachers, the correlation was weak and positive with no statistical 

significance at r(100) = .138, p = .165. During the 2014-2015 school year, the 

relationship between overall value-added scores and preparation indicator scores for all 

teachers was statistically significant at p = .002 and indicated a small, positive correlation 

at r(252) = .190. There was a small, positive correlation that was statistically significant 

between these variables at the elementary level with r(129) = .181, p = .038. However, 

the secondary level indicated a negligible, positive relationship with no statistical 

significance with r(121) = .057, p = .534 for this same school year. Table 4 summarizes 

the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Discipline Indicator.  
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Table 4    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Discipline Indicator under Classroom Management 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Discipline Indicator Scores for 

All Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .237** .190** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .001 .002 

  N 185 254 

Discipline Indicator Scores for 

Elem. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .284** .181* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .009 .038 

  N 83 131 

Discipline Indicator Scores for 

Sec. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .138 .057 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .165 .534 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 3 – Building-wide Climate Responsibilities 

Within the classroom management domain, the third indicator is titled Building-

wide Climate Responsibilities and includes the teacher regularly participating in school 

initiatives that promote orderly behavior of students and following procedures and 

guidelines to keep students healthy and safe (Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 

school year, a statistically significant, small positive correlation existed between overall 

value-added scores and ratings on the Building-wide Climate indicator scores of the 

Tulsa Model rubric for all teachers with r(183) = .147, p = .046. The relationship between 

these same variables for elementary teachers was not statistically significant with p = 

.212 but was small and positive at r(81) = .138. For secondary teachers, the correlation 

was negligible yet positive with no statistical significance at r(100) = .138, p = .165. 

During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between overall value-added scores 
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and Building-wide Climate indicator scores for all teachers was not statistically 

significant at p = .093 and indicated a small, positive correlation at r(252) = .106. There 

was a small, positive correlation that was not statistically significant between these 

variables at the elementary level with r(129) = .115, p = .191.  At the secondary level, 

there was a negative, negligible relationship with r(121) = -.037 that was not statistically 

significant at p = .688 for this same school year. Table 5 summarizes the Pearson 

correlation coefficient data for the Building-wide Climate Indicator.  

Table 5    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Building-wide Climate Indicator under Classroom 

Management 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Building-wide Climate 

Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .147* .106 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .046 .093 

  N 185 254 

Building-wide Climate 

Indicator Scores for Elem. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .138 .115 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .212 .191 

  N 83 131 

Building-wide Climate 

Indicator Scores for Sec. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .099 -.037 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .322 .688 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 4 – Lesson Plans 

The fourth indicator under the Classroom Management domain is titled Lesson 

Plans and is focused on the teacher planning with other members of the grade-

level/content-area team, consistently developing lesson plans based upon an analysis of 
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student data, and providing adequate substitute plans (Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-

2014 school year, a small, positive correlation that was not statistically significant existed 

between overall value-added scores and ratings on the Lesson Plans indicator of the Tulsa 

Model rubric for all teachers with r(183) = .102, p = .169. For that same year, the 

relationship between these variables was negligible, yet positive with no statistical 

significance for both elementary teachers at r(81) = .097, p = .383 and secondary teachers 

at r(100) = .093, p = .354. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between 

overall value-added scores and the Lesson Plans indicator scores for all teachers was not 

statistically significant at p = .061 and indicated a small, positive correlation at r(252) = 

.118. There was a weak, positive correlation that was not statistically significant between 

these variables at the elementary level with r(129) = .115, p = .189. The secondary level 

indicated a negligible, positive relationship with no statistical significance with r(121) = 

.067, p = .462 for this same school year. Table 6 summarizes the Pearson correlation 

coefficient data for the Lesson Plans Indicator.  
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Table 6    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Lesson Plans Indicator under Classroom 

Management 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Lesson Plans Indicator Scores 

for All Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .102 .118 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .169 .061 

  N 185 254 

Lesson Plans Indicator Scores 

for Elem. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .097 .115 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .383 .189 

  N 83 131 

Lesson Plans Indicator Scores 

for Sec. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .093 .067 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .354 .462 

  N 102 123 
 

Indicator 5 – Assessment Practices 

Within the classroom management domain, the fifth indicator is titled Assessment 

Practices and includes the teacher using assessments to evaluate learning and support 

differentiated instruction, having fair and transparent grading practices consistent with 

district policies, providing students with pertinent and immediate feedback, and 

acknowledging student progress at significant intervals to encourage success (Tulsa 

Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a small positive correlation with no 

statistical significance existed between overall value-added scores and ratings on the 

Assessment Practices indicator scores of the Tulsa Model rubric for all teachers with 

r(183) = .076, p = .302. The relationship between these same variables for elementary 

teachers was not statistically significant with p = .331 but was small and positive at r(81) 

= .108. For secondary teachers, the correlation was negligible yet positive with no 

statistical significance at r(100) = .004, p = .971. During the 2014-2015 school year, the 
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relationship between overall value-added scores and Assessment Practices indicator 

scores for all teachers was statistically significant at p = .005 and indicated a small, 

positive correlation at r(252) = .177. There was a small, positive correlation that was not 

statistically significant between these variables at the elementary level with r(129) = .128, 

p = .144.  At the secondary level, there was a small, positive relationship with r(121) = 

.132 of no statistical significance at p = .145 for this same school year. Table 7 

summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Assessment Practices 

Indicator. 

Table 7    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Assessment Practices Indicator under Classroom 

Management 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Assessment Practices 

Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .076 .177** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .302 .005 

  N 185 254 

Assessment Practices 

Indicator Scores for Elem. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .108 .128 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .331 .144 

  N 83 131 

Assessment Practices 

Indicator Scores for Sec. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .004 .132 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .971 .145 

  N 102 123 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 6 – Student Relations 

The sixth indicator under the classroom management domain is titled Student 

Relations and is centered upon the teacher engaging in considerate and respectful 
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communications with students, demonstrating high expectations for students, and 

conveying a positive view of learning (Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school 

year, a small, positive correlation that was not statistically significant existed between 

overall value-added scores and ratings on the Student Relations indicator of the Tulsa 

Model rubric for all teachers with r(183) = .134, p = .068. For that same year, the 

relationship between these variables was small and positive with no statistical 

significance for both elementary teachers at r(81) = .145, p = .191 and secondary teachers 

at r(100) = .121, p = .226. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between 

overall value-added scores and the Student Relations indicator scores for all teachers was 

not statistically significant at p = .079 and indicated a small, positive correlation at r(252) 

= .110. There was a weak, positive correlation that was not statistically significant 

between these variables at the elementary level with r(129) = .122, p = .164. The 

secondary level indicated a negligible, negative relationship with no statistical 

significance with r(121) = -.008, p = .928 for this same school year. Table 8 summarizes 

the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Student Relations Indicator.  
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Table 8    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Student Relations Indicator under Classroom 

Management 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Student Relations Indicator 

Scores for All Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .134 .110 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .068 .079 

  N 185 254 

Student Relations Indicator 

Scores for Elem. Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .145 .122 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .191 .164 

  N 83 131 

Student Relations Indicator 

Scores for Sec. Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .121 -.008 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .226 .928 

  N 102 123 
 

Null Hypothesis 3 for Instructional Effectiveness Domain 

H3. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the instructional 

effectiveness domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-

added scores. 

On the Tulsa Model rubric, the second domain is the instructional effectiveness 

area of the evaluation and includes embedding literacy components, incorporating current 

state standards, involving all learners, explaining content, giving clear instructions and 

directions, modeling, monitoring, making adjustments based on monitoring, establishing 

closure, and acknowledging student achievement (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). Sample 

sizes for this hypothesis testing were the same as testing for the first two null hypothesis 

and included educators who had an overall value-added score and a score for the 

classroom management domain on the Tulsa Model rubric. For both school years, there 
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was a statistically significant, small positive correlation between the instructional 

effectiveness domain score and the overall value-added score for all teachers with r(183) 

= .195, p = .008 for the 2013-2014 school year and r(252) = .145, p = .021 for the 2014-

2015 school year. Higher ratings of teaching practices on the instructional effectiveness 

domain of the Tulsa Model accounted for 3.8% of the variability in 2013-2014 and 2.1% 

of the variability in 2014-2015 in overall value-added scores. The correlation analyses 

presented in Table 9 suggests that the null hypothesis may be rejected and that small, 

positive correlations that are statistically significant exist for both years of data for 

overall value-added scores and the instructional effectiveness domain scores on the Tulsa 

Model rubric. Higher ratings on the instructional effectiveness domain of the Tulsa 

Model rubric are associated with higher value-added scores. 

Table 9      
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Results for Null Hypothesis 3 

        

2013-2014 

Evaluation 

Scores for 

Instructional 

Effectiveness 

2014-2015 

Evaluation 

Scores for 

Instructional 

Effectiveness 

Overall Value-Added Scores by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .195** .145* 

   Sig. (2 tailed) .008 .021 

      N 185 254 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

These relationships were examined even further between the same variables for 

elementary and secondary teachers for these school years. There was a statistically 

significant, small positive correlation between overall value-added scores and overall 

instructional effectiveness domain scores for elementary teachers at r(81) = .299, p = .006 

for the 2013-2014 school year. However, for the 2014-2015 school year, there was a 
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weak positive correlation that was not statistically significant for elementary teachers at 

r(129) = .126, p = .310. For secondary teachers, there were negligible, positive 

correlations with no statistical significance for both school years with 2013-2014 at 

r(100) = .030, p = .765 and 2014-2015 at r(121) = .042, p = .643. 

Indicator 7 – Literacy 

Within the instructional effectiveness domain, the Tulsa Model Rubric has ten 

indicators of effective teaching. The Literacy indicator is centered on embedding the 

components of literacy into instruction in all content areas (reading, writing, developing 

vocabulary, spelling, and/or listening/speaking) and providing instruction through text 

(Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a negligible, negative 

correlation that was not statistically significant existed between overall value-added 

scores and ratings on the Literacy indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric for all teachers 

with r(183) = -.017, p = .815. For elementary teachers that same year, the relationship 

between these variables was weak and positive at r(81) = .190 and not statistically 

significant with p = .085. For secondary teachers, the correlation was small and negative 

with statistical significance at r(100) = -.235, p = .018. During the 2014-2015 school 

year, the relationship between overall value-added scores and Literacy indicator scores 

for all teachers was not statistically significant at p = .827 and indicated a negligible, 

positive correlation at r(251) = .014. For the elementary level, there was a small, positive 

correlations that was not statistically significant between these variables at the with 

r(128) = .144, p = .102. At the secondary level, a small, negative relationship with 

statistical significance existed with r(121) = -.272, p = .002 for this same school year. 

Table 10 summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Literacy Indicator.  
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Table 10    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Literacy Indicator under Instructional Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Literacy Indicator Scores for 

All Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation -.017 .014 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .815 .827 

  N 185 253 

Literacy Indicator Scores for 

Elem. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .190 .144 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .085 .102 

  N 83 130 

Literacy Indicator Scores for 

Sec. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation -.235* -.272** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .018 .002 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 8 – Current State Standards 

The Current State Standards indicator under the instructional effectiveness 

domain focuses on the teacher understanding the current state standards and 

implementing alternate instructional strategies to align content with those state standards 

(Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a negligible, positive correlation 

that was not statistically significant existed between overall value-added scores and 

ratings on the Current State Standards indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric for all teachers 

with r(183) = .080, p = .279. For that same year, the relationship between these variables 

was small and positive with statistical significance for elementary teachers at r(81) = 

.217, p = .049, but the correlation for secondary teachers was not statistically significant 

and negligible yet positive at r(100) = .011, p = .911. During the 2014-2015 school year, 

the relationship between overall value-added scores and the Current State Standards 
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indicator scores for all teachers was not statistically significant at p = .068 and indicated a 

small, positive correlation at r(251) = .115. There was a negligible, positive correlation 

that was not statistically significant between these variables at the elementary level with 

r(129) = .037, p = .679. The secondary level indicated a small, positive relationship with 

no statistical significance with r(120) = .148, p = .105 for this same school year. Table 11 

summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Current State Standards 

Indicator.  

Table 11    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Current State Standards Indicator under 

Instructional Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Current State Standards 

Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .080 .115 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .279 .068 

  N 185 253 

Current State Standards 

Indicator Scores for Elem. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .217* .037 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .049 .679 

  N 83 131 

Current State Standards 

Indicator Scores for Sec. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .011 .148 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .911 .105 

  N 102 122 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 9 – Involves All Learners 

The Involves All Learners indicator within the instructional effectiveness domain 

is centered on the educator using strategies to engage all students in active learning at 

least 80% of the class time, using questioning techniques that scaffold to the middle 
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levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy, providing adequate wait time for student response, and 

incorporating students’ skills and interests into lessons (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). For 

the 2013-2014 school year, a small, positive correlation that was statistically significant 

existed between overall value-added scores and ratings on the Involves All Learners 

indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric for all teachers with r(183) = .226, p = .002. For 

elementary teachers that same year, the relationship between these variables was 

moderate and positive at r(81) = .358 and statistically significant with p = .001. For 

secondary teachers, the correlation was small and positive with no statistical significance 

at r(100) = .048, p = .633. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between 

overall value-added scores and Involves All Learners indicator scores for all teachers was 

not statistically significant at p = .151 and indicated a negligible, positive correlation at 

r(252) = .090. For this same year, there was a negligible, positive relationship that was 

not statistically significant between these variables with r(129) = .052, p = .553 for 

elementary educators and r(121) = .046, p = .611 for secondary teachers. Table 12 

summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Involves All Learners 

Indicator.  
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Table 12    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Involves All Learners Indicator under Instructional 

Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Involves All Learners 

Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .226** .090 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .002 .151 

  N 185 254 

Involves All Learners 

Indicator Scores for Elem. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .358** .052 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .001 .553 

  N 83 131 

Involves All Learners 

Indicator Scores for Sec. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .048 .046 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .633 .611 

  N 102 123 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 10 – Explains Content 

The Explains Content indicator under the instructional effectiveness domain 

focuses on the teacher implementing a variety of activities to support outcomes and meet 

students’ needs while also incorporating technology as an instructional tool on a 

consistent basis (Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a small, positive 

correlation that was statistically significant existed between overall value-added scores 

and ratings on the Explains Content indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric for all teachers 

with r(183) = .159, p = .030. For that same year, the relationship between these variables 

was small and positive with no statistical significance for elementary teachers at r(81) = 

.192, p = .081; and the correlation for secondary teachers was not statistically significant 

and negligible yet positive at r(100) = .083, p = .409. During the 2014-2015 school year, 
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the relationship between overall value-added scores and the Explains Content indicator 

scores for all teachers was not statistically significant at p = .076 and indicated a small, 

positive correlation at r(252) = .112. There were negligible, positive correlations that 

were not statistically significant between these variables at the elementary level with 

r(129) = .080, p = .366 and secondary level with r(121) = .047, p = .607 for this same 

school year. Table 13 summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the 

Explains Content Indicator.  

Table 13    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Explains Content Indicator under Instructional 

Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Explains Content Indicator 

Scores for All Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .159* .112 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .030 .076 

  N 185 254 

Explains Content Indicator 

Scores for Elem. Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .192 .080 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .081 .366 

  N 83 131 

Explains Content Indicator 

Scores for Sec. Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .083 .047 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .409 .607 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 11 – Clear Instruction and Directions 

The Clear Instruction and Directions indicator within the instructional 

effectiveness domain is centered on the educator providing instructions in a variety of 

modes, giving students directions for transitions while optimizing academic learning 



78 
 

time, and using appropriate spoken and written language for students’ ages and interests 

(Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a small, positive correlation 

that was not statistically significant existed for all teachers between overall value-added 

scores and ratings on the Clear Instruction and Directions indicator of the Tulsa Model 

rubric with r(183) = .135, p = .066. For this same year, the relationship between these 

variables was weak, positive and not statistically significant at r(81) = .213, p = .053 for 

the elementary level and r(100) = .012, p = .904 for the secondary level. During the 2014-

2015 school year, the relationship between overall value-added scores and Clear 

Instruction and Directions indicator scores for all teachers was not statistically significant 

at p = .055 and indicated a small, positive correlation at r(252) = .120. For this same year, 

there was a negligible, positive relationship that was not statistically significant between 

these variables with r(129) = .079, p = .373 for elementary educators and r(121) = .066, p 

= .467 for secondary teachers. Table 14 summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient 

data for the Clear Instruction and Directions Indicator.  
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Table 14    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Clear Instruction and Directions Indicator under 

Instructional Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Clear Instruction and 

Directions Indicator Scores for 

All Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .135 .120 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .066 .055 

  N 185 254 

Clear Instruction and 

Directions Indicator Scores for 

Elem. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .213 .079 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .053 .373 

  N 83 131 

Clear Instruction and 

Directions Indicator Scores for 

Sec. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .012 .066 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .904 .467 

  N 102 123 
 

Indicator 12 – Models 

The Models indicator under the instructional effectiveness domain focuses on the 

teacher providing demonstrations and modeling of the desired skill or process that are 

clear (Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a small, positive correlation 

that was statistically significant existed for all teachers between overall value-added 

scores and ratings on the Models indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric with r(183) = .251, 

p = .001. For that same year, the relationship between these variables was moderate and 

positive with statistical significance for elementary teachers at r(81) = .329, p = .002. 

However, the correlation for secondary educators was not statistically significant and 

weak yet positive at r(100) = .167, p = .093. During the 2014-2015 school year, the 

relationship between overall value-added scores and the Models indicator scores for all 
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teachers was statistically significant at p = .005 and indicated a small, positive correlation 

at r(252) = .177. There was a weak, positive correlations that was not statistically 

significant between these variables at the elementary level with r(129) = .133, p = .130. 

The secondary level had a statistically significant, small, positive relationship with r(121) 

= .207, p = .022 for this same school year. Table 15 summarizes the Pearson correlation 

coefficient data for the Models Indicator.  

Table 15    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Models Indicator under Instructional Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Models Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .251** .177** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .001 .005 

  N 185 254 

Models Indicator Scores for 

Elem. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .329** .133 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .002 .130 

  N 83 131 

Models Indicator Scores for 

Sec. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .167 .207* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .093 .022 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 13 – Monitors 

The Monitors indicator within the instructional effectiveness domain is centered 

on the educator moving throughout the classroom while students are working to reinforce 

progress, utilizing various types of response techniques and student feedback to check for 

understanding, using appropriate wait time after asking a question, and providing 

opportunities to develop more thorough responses when presented with additional 
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information (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a small, 

positive correlation that was statistically significant existed for all teachers between 

overall value-added scores and ratings on the Monitors indicator of the Tulsa Model 

rubric with r(183) = .188, p = .010. For this same year, the relationship between these 

variables was weak, positive, and statistically significant at r(81) = .234, p = .033 for 

elementary teachers. It was small and positive for secondary teachers, but not statistically 

significant at r(100) = .103, p = .305. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship 

between overall value-added scores and Monitors indicator scores for all teachers was 

statistically significant at p = .027 and indicated a small, positive correlation at r(252) = 

.138. For this same year, there was a negligible, positive relationship that was not 

statistically significant between these variables with r(129) = .094, p = .288 for 

elementary educators; and a weak, positive correlation that was not statistically 

significant r(121) = .103, p = .259 for secondary teachers. Table 16 summarizes the 

Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Monitors Indicator.  
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Table 16    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Monitors Indicator under Instructional Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Monitors Indicator Scores for 

All Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .188* .138* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .010 .027 

  N 185 254 

Monitors Indicator Scores for 

Elem. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .234* .094 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .033 .288 

  N 83 131 

Monitors Indicator Scores for 

Sec. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .103 .103 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .305 .259 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 14 – Adjusts Based upon Monitoring 

The Adjusts Based upon Monitoring indicator under the instructional 

effectiveness domain focuses on the teacher adjusting education plans to engage more 

students, assessing mastery of new learning to see if reteaching is necessary, and 

reviewing student data to adapt instruction and guide intervention (Tulsa Model, 2015). 

For the 2013-2014 school year, a small, positive correlation that was statistically 

significant existed for all teachers between overall value-added scores and ratings on the 

Adjusts Based upon Monitoring indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric with r(182) = .173, p 

= .019. For that same year, the relationship between these variables was small and 

positive with statistical significance for elementary teachers at r(80) = .295, p = .007. 

However, the correlation for secondary teachers was not statistically significant and weak 

yet positive at r(100) = .026, p = .798. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship 

between overall value-added scores and the Adjusts Based upon Monitoring indicator 
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scores for all teachers was statistically significant at p = .017 and indicated a small, 

positive correlation at r(252) = .150. There was a weak, positive correlations that was not 

statistically significant between these variables at the elementary level with r(129) = .143, 

p = .104. The secondary level had a negligible, positive relationship of no statistical 

significance with r(121) = .053, p = .558 for this same school year. Table 17 summarizes 

the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Adjusts Based upon Monitoring Indicator.  

Table 17    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Adjusts Based upon Monitoring Indicator under 

Instructional Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Adjusts Based upon 

Monitoring Indicator Scores 

for All Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .173* .150* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .019 .017 

  N 184 254 

Adjusts Based upon 

Monitoring Indicator Scores 

for Elem. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .295** .143 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .007 .104 

  N 82 131 

Adjusts Based upon 

Monitoring Indicator Scores 

for Sec. Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .026 .053 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .798 .558 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 15 – Establishes Closure 

The Establishes Closure indicator within the instructional effectiveness domain is 

centered on the educator using closure strategies to help students reflect in a variety of 

ways and relate current instruction to prior and future learning (Tulsa Public Schools, 
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2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a small, positive correlation that was not 

statistically significant existed for all teachers between overall value-added scores and 

ratings on the Establishes Closure indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric with r(183) = .099, 

p = .182. For that same year, the relationship between these variables was weak, positive, 

and not statistically significant at r(81) = .158, p = .154 for elementary teachers. It was 

negligible and negative for secondary teachers but not statistically significant at r(100) = 

-.024, p = .810. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between overall 

value-added scores and Establishes Closure indicator scores for all teachers was 

statistically significant at p = .022 and indicated a small, positive correlation at r(250) = 

.145. For this same year, there was a weak, positive relationship that was not statistically 

significant between these variables with r(129) = .105, p = .231 for elementary educators 

and r(119) = .109, p = .234 for secondary teachers. Table 18 summarizes the Pearson 

correlation coefficient data for the Establishes Closure Indicator.  
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Table 18    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Establishes Closure Indicator under Instructional 

Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Establishes Closure Indicator 

Scores for All Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .099 .145* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .182 .022 

  N 185 252 

Establishes Closure Indicator 

Scores for Elem. Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .158 .105 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .154 .231 

  N 83 131 

Establishes Closure Indicator 

Scores for Sec. Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation -0.24 .109 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .810 .234 

  N 102 121 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
 

Indicator 16 – Student Achievement 

The Student Achievement indicator under the Instructional Effectiveness domain 

focuses on the teacher being responsible for the success of all students, modifying 

assessments for special education students, providing feedback to students and parents, 

and assuring all students have access to district curriculum and state standards (Tulsa 

Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, a negligible, positive correlation that was 

not statistically significant existed for all teachers between overall value-added scores 

and ratings on the Student Achievement indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric with r(183) = 

.047, p = .527. For that same year, the relationship between these variables was negligible 

and negative without statistical significance for elementary teachers at r(81) = -.017, p = 

.877. The correlation for secondary teachers was not statistically significant and 

negligible yet positive at r(100) = .055, p = .583. During the 2014-2015 school year, the 
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relationship between overall value-added scores and the Student Achievement indicator 

scores for all teachers was not statistically significant at p = .850 and indicated a 

negligible, positive correlation at r(252) = .012. There was a negligible, positive 

correlation that was not statistically significant between these variables at the elementary 

level with r(129) = .070, p = .430. The secondary level had a negligible, negative 

relationship of no statistical significance with r(121) = -.128, p = .159 for this same 

school year. Table 19 summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Student 

Achievement Indicator.  

Table 19    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Student Achievement Indicator under Instructional 

Effectiveness 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Student Achievement 

Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .047 .012 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .527 .850 

  N 185 254 

Student Achievement 

Indicator Scores for Elem. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation -.017 .070 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .877 .430 

  N 83 131 

Student Achievement 

Indicator Scores for Sec. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .055 -.128 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .583 .159 

  N 102 123 
 

Null Hypothesis 4 for Professional Growth Domain 

H4. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the professional growth 

and continuous improvement domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation 

and their value-added scores. 
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On the Tulsa Model rubric, the third domain is the professional growth and 

continuous improvement area of the evaluation and includes professional development 

and accountability (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). Sample sizes for this hypothesis testing 

were the same as testing for the other null hypothesis and included educators who had an 

overall value-added score and a score for the professional growth domain on the Tulsa 

Model rubric. There was a statistically significant, small positive correlation for all 

teachers between the professional growth domain score and the overall value-added score 

with r(183) = .157, p = .032 for the 2013-2014 school year. The 2014-2015 school year 

data revealed a negligible, positive relationship that was not statistically significant at 

r(252) = .083, p = .189. The correlation analyses presented in Table 20 suggests the null 

hypothesis cannot be rejected since there is insufficient evidence from one of the two 

school years to conclude that a linear relationship exists between overall value-added 

scores and the professional growth domain scores on the Tulsa Model rubric for both data 

sets.  

Table 20      
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 4   

        

2013-2014 

Evaluation 

Scores for 

Professional 

Growth 

2014-2015 

Evaluation 

Scores for 

Professional 

Growth 

Overall Value-Added Scores by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .157* .083 

   Sig. (2 tailed) .032 .189 

      N 185 254 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
 

These relationships were examined even further between the same variables for 

elementary and secondary teachers for these school years. There were small but positive 
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correlations that were not statistically significant between overall value-added scores and 

overall instructional effectiveness domain scores for elementary teachers at r(81) = .162, 

p = .143 for the 2013-2014 school year and at r(129) = .089, p = .310 for the 2014-2015 

school year. For secondary teachers, there was a negligible, positive relationship with no 

statistical significance for the 2013-2014 school year at r(100) = .087, p = .386. For the 

2014-2015 school year, there was a negligible, negative correlation with no statistical 

significance for secondary teachers at r(121) = -.038, p = .673. 

Indicator 17 – Professional Development 

Within the professional growth and continuous improvement domain, the Tulsa 

Model Rubric has two indicators of effective teaching. The Professional Development 

indicator is centered on the educator’s participation in professional development to 

update his/her content and pedagogical knowledge and his/her contribution to the 

profession as an instructional coach, peer mentor, and trainer (Tulsa Public Schools, 

2015). For all teachers during the 2013-2014 school year, a negligible, positive 

correlation that was not statistically significant existed between overall value-added 

scores and ratings on the Professional Development indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric 

with r(183) = .038, p = .605. For elementary teachers that same year, the relationship 

between these variables was negligible and negative at r(81) = -.015 and not statistically 

significant with p = .890. For secondary teachers, the correlation was negligible yet 

positive with no statistical significance at r(100) = .032, p = .750. During the 2014-2015 

school year, the relationship between overall value-added scores and Professional 

Development indicator scores for all teachers was not statistically significant at p = .331 

and indicated a negligible, positive correlation at r(252) = .331. For the elementary level, 
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there was a small, positive correlations that was not statistically significant between these 

variables with r(129) = .126, p = .153. At the secondary level, a negligible, negative 

relationship without statistical significance existed with r(121) = -.077, p = .400 for this 

same school year. Table 21 summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the 

Professional Development Indicator.  

Table 21    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Professional Development Indicator under 

Professional Growth 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Professional Development 

Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .038 .061 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .605 .331 

  N 185 254 

Professional Development 

Indicator Scores for Elem. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation -.015 .126 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .890 .153 

  N 83 131 

Professional Development 

Indicator Scores for Sec. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .032 -.077 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .750 .400 

  N 102 123 
 

Indicator 18 – Professional Accountability 

The Professional Accountability indicator under the professional growth and 

continuous improvement domain focuses on the teacher being punctual, dependable, and 

complying with reporting timelines (Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 school year, 

a small, positive correlation that was statistically significant existed for all teachers 

between overall value-added scores and ratings on the Professional Accountability 
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indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric with r(183) = .220, p = .003. For that same year, the 

relationship between these variables was small and positive with statistical significance 

for elementary teachers at r(81) = .280, p = .010 and secondary teachers at r(100) = .106, 

p = .287. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between overall value-added 

scores and the Professional Accountability indicator scores for all teachers was not 

statistically significant at p = .224 and indicated a negligible, positive correlation at 

r(251) = .077. There were also negligible, positive correlations that were not statistically 

significant between these variables at the elementary level with r(128) = .018, p = .843 

and at secondary level with r(121) = .009, p = .925 for this same school year. Table 22 

summarizes the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Professional Accountability 

Indicator.  

Table 22    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Professional Accountability Indicator under 

Professional Growth 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Professional Accountability 

Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .220** .077 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .003 .224 

  N 185 253 

Professional Accountability 

Indicator Scores for Elem. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .280** .018 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .010 .843 

  N 83 130 

Professional Accountability 

Indicator Scores for Sec. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .106 .009 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .287 .925 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
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Null Hypothesis 5 for Interpersonal Skills Domain 

H5. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the interpersonal skills 

domain of the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores. 

On the Tulsa Model rubric, the fourth domain is the interpersonal skills area of 

the evaluation and includes effective interpersonal skills in communicating with students’ 

families and colleagues (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). Sample sizes for this hypothesis 

testing were the same as testing for the other null hypothesis and included educators who 

had an overall value-added score and a score for the interpersonal skills domain on the 

Tulsa Model rubric. There was a negligible, positive correlation that was not statistically 

significant for all teachers between the interpersonal skills domain score and the overall 

value-added score with r(183) = .079, p = .283 for the 2013-2014 school year. The 2014-

2015 school year data revealed a small, positive relationship that was statistically 

significant at r(252) = .131, p = .037. The correlation analyses presented in Table 23 

suggests the null hypothesis cannot be rejected since there is insufficient evidence from 

one of the two school years to conclude that a linear relationship exists between overall 

value-added scores and the interpersonal skills domain scores on the Tulsa Model rubric 

for both data sets.  
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Table 23      
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 5   

        

2013-2014 

Evaluation 

Scores for 

Interpersonal 

Skills 

2014-2015 

Evaluation 

Scores for 

Interpersonal 

Skills 

Overall Value-Added Scores 

by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .079 .131* 

   Sig. (2 tailed) .283 .037 

      N 185 254 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
 

These relationships were examined even further between the same variables for 

elementary and secondary teachers for these school years. There were small but positive 

correlations that were not statistically significant between overall value-added scores and 

overall interpersonal skills domain scores for elementary teachers at r(81) = .167, p = 

.131 for the 2013-2014 school year and r(129) = .125, p = .155 for the 2014-2015 school 

year. For secondary teachers, there was a negligible, negative relationship with no 

statistical significance for the 2013-2014 school year at r(100) = -.059, p = .554. For the 

2014-2015 school year, there was a negligible, positive correlation with no statistical 

significance for secondary teachers at r(121) = .020, p = .827. 

Indicator 19 – Effective Interpersonal Skills 

Within the interpersonal skills domain, the Tulsa Model Rubric has one indicator 

of effective teaching. The Effective Interpersonal Skills indicator is focused on the 

educators’ interactions with families and colleagues, compliance with school procedures 

for communicating with families and peers, and collaborating with families and 

colleagues to make professional decisions (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). For all teachers 

during the 2013-2014 school year, a negligible, positive correlation that was not 
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statistically significant existed between overall value-added scores and ratings on the 

Interpersonal Skills indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric with r(183) = .079, p = .283. For 

elementary teachers that same year, the relationship between these variables was small 

and positive at r(81) = .167 and not statistically significant with p = .131. For secondary 

teachers, the correlation was negligible and negative without statistical significance at 

r(100) = -.059, p = .554. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between 

overall value-added scores and Interpersonal Skills indicator scores for all teachers was 

statistically significant at p = .037 and indicated a weak, positive correlation at r(252) = 

.131. For the elementary level, there was a small, positive correlations that was not 

statistically significant between these variables with r(129) = .125, p = .155. At the 

secondary level, a negligible, positive relationship without statistical significance existed 

with r(121) = .020, p = .827 for this same school year. Table 24 summarizes the Pearson 

correlation coefficient data for the Interpersonal Indicator.  
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Table 24    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Interpersonal Skills Indicator under Interpersonal 

Skills 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Interpersonal Skills Indicator 

Scores for All Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .079 .131* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .283 .037 

  N 185 254 

Interpersonal Skills Indicator 

Scores for Elem. Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .167 .125 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .131 .155 

  N 83 131 

Interpersonal Skills Indicator 

Scores for Sec. Teachers by 

Year 

Pearson 

Correlation -.059 .020 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .554 .827 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
 

Null Hypothesis 6 for Leadership Domain 

H6. There will be no relationship between teachers’ ratings on the leadership domain of 

the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores. 

On the Tulsa Model rubric, the fifth domain is the leadership area of the 

evaluation and includes professional involvement and leadership (Tulsa Public Schools, 

2015). Sample sizes for this hypothesis testing were the same as testing for the other null 

hypothesis and included educators who had an overall value-added score and a score for 

the Leadership domain on the Tulsa Model rubric. There was a small, positive correlation 

that was not statistically significant for all teachers between the leadership domain score 

and the overall value-added score with r(183) = .105, p = .154 for the 2013-2014 school 

year. The 2014-2015 school year data revealed a negligible, positive relationship that was 
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not statistically significant at r(252) = .082, p = .194. The correlation analyses presented 

in Table 25 suggests the null hypothesis can be accepted since there are no statistically 

significant relationships between overall value-added scores and the leadership domain 

scores on the Tulsa Model rubric from the data sets for the two school years. 

Table 25      
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 6   

        

2013-2014 

Evaluation Scores 

for Leadership 

2014-2015 

Evaluation Scores 

for Leadership 

Overall Value-Added Scores 

by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .105 .082 

   Sig. (2 tailed) .154 .194 

      N 185 254 
 

These relationships were examined even further through the correlation between 

the same variables for elementary and secondary teachers for these school years. There 

was a small but positive correlation that was not statistically significant between overall 

value-added scores and overall leadership domain scores for elementary teachers at r(81) 

= .212, p = .054 for the 2013-2014 school year and r(129) = .151, p = .085 for the 2014-

2015 school year. For secondary teachers, there was a negligible, positive relationship 

with no statistical significance for the 2013-2014 school year at r(100) = .018, p = .860. 

For the 2014-2015 school year, there was a negligible, negative correlation with no 

statistical significance for secondary teachers at r(121) = -.073, p = .423. 

Indicator 20 – Professional Involvement  

The Professional Involvement indicator under the leadership domain focuses on 

the teachers’ participation in school/district events, contributions to the profession, and 

proactive role in addressing students’ needs (Tulsa Model, 2015). For the 2013-2014 

school year, a small, positive correlation that was not statistically significant existed for 
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all teachers between overall value-added scores and ratings on the Professional 

Involvement indicator of the Tulsa Model rubric with r(183) = .111, p = .133. For that 

same year, the relationship between these variables was small and positive without 

statistical significance for elementary teachers at r(81) = .210, p = .057. For secondary 

teachers, the correlation was negligible yet positive without statistical significance at 

r(100) = .029, p = .771. During the 2014-2015 school year, the relationship between 

overall value-added scores and the Professional Involvement indicator scores for all 

teachers was not statistically significant at p = .194 and indicated a negligible, positive 

correlation at r(252) = .082. There was a small, positive correlation that was not 

statistically significant between these variables at the elementary level with r(129) = .151, 

p = .085. The secondary level had a negligible, negative relationship of no statistical 

significance with r(121) = -.073, p = .423 for this same school year. Table 26 summarizes 

the Pearson correlation coefficient data for the Student Achievement Indicator.  
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Table 26    
Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Professional Involvement Indicator under 

Leadership 

    

2013-2014 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

2014-2015 

Overall Value- 

Added Scores 

Professional Involvement 

Indicator Scores for All 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .111 .082 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .133 .194 

  N 185 254 

Professional Involvement 

Indicator Scores for Elem. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .210 .151 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .057 .085 

  N 83 131 

Professional Involvement 

Indicator Scores for Sec. 

Teachers by Year 

Pearson 

Correlation .029 -.073 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .771 .423 

  N 102 123 
 

Summary 

This chapter presented findings from two consecutive years of data from the 

descriptive and correlational analysis of value-added scores and various ratings of 

observed teaching practices from the Tulsa Model rubric. There are two additional tables 

at the end of this dissertation that completely summarize the findings from this chapter. 

Table 27 has all findings for the null hypotheses in one table and includes the further 

correlation analysis of elementary and secondary teachers for both school years. Table 28 

contains all findings for the correlation analyses for each Tulsa Model indicator with 

overall value-added scores for all teachers, elementary teachers, and secondary teachers 

for both school years.  

Chapter V summarizes findings; offers implications for practice, theory, and 
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future research; and concludes with the study’s significance. 
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CHAPTER V 
 

 

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter summarizes findings; offers implications for practice, in relation to 

the theory of Total Quality Management, and future research; and concludes with the 

study’s significance. 

Summary of Findings 

Many researchers claim that value-added measures alone are insufficient to 

determine the impact of specific teaching practices on student achievement. They call for 

multiple measures of teacher performance including observations supplemented with 

value-added measures and student outcomes (Betebenner et al., 2012; Darling-Hammond 

et al., 2012; Goe, 2008). Thus, the purpose of this study was to examine the relationship 

between value-added scores for elementary and secondary teachers of English/language 

arts, reading, and/or math in a large suburban Oklahoma public school district with their 

administrators’ ratings of their specific teaching practices as measured by the Tulsa 

Model for Observation and Evaluation.  

To answer this study’s overarching research question of determining whether a 

relationship exists between educators’ overall ratings of teaching practices on the Tulsa 

Model for Observation and Evaluation and their value-added scores, there were small, 

positive correlations that were statistically significant for all teachers between overall 
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value-added scores and overall evaluation scores on the Tulsa Model rubric for both 

school years. This result indicates that higher ratings of effective teaching were slightly 

associated with higher overall value-added scores and increased student achievement 

levels for this sample. However, this finding alone does not link any specific teaching 

practices with the increased student achievement levels. It is very hard to support 

effective teaching without quality information about actual teaching practices and their 

link to positive student outcomes (MET, 2013b; Minnici, 2014). The additional research 

questions aimed to determine the size and strength of any relationships between value-

added scores and more specific measures of teaching effectiveness of the Tulsa Model 

rubric. 

 For the classroom management domain of the Tulsa Model rubric, both school 

years revealed small, positive correlations that were statistically significant for all 

teachers between the scores on that domain and their value-added scores with r(183) = 

.223, p = .002 for the 2013-2014 school year and r(252) = .183, p = .003 for the 2014-

2015 school year. This indicates that higher ratings of effective teaching in the area of 

classroom management were slightly associated with higher overall value-added scores 

for this sample. When we examined the indicators of effective teaching under the 

classroom management domain, both the Preparation and Discipline indicators had weak, 

positive correlation with value-added scores for all teachers for both school years. This 

indicates that educators who are ranked higher by their evaluating administrators at 

planning for instructional strategies that encourage critical thinking, problem solving, and 

performance skills; implementing appropriate standards of conduct; monitoring the 

behavior of all students in a variety of school settings; and stopping misbehavior 
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promptly and consistently are somewhat linked with higher value-added scores. None of 

the other indicators within the classroom management domain had statistically significant 

relationships with value-added scores for both school years. 

For the instructional effectiveness domain, both school years revealed weak, 

positive correlations that were statistically significant for all teachers between the scores 

on that domain and their value-added scores with r(183) = .195, p = .008 for the 2013-

2014 school year and r(252) = .145, p = .021 for the 2014-2015 school year. Within this 

domain, the scores for all teachers on the Models, Monitors, and Adjusts Based upon 

Monitoring indicators all had small, positive relationships that were statistically 

significant with their overall value-added scores. This indicates that educators who are 

ranked higher by their evaluator on modeling the desired skill or process, checking to 

determine if students are progressing towards stated objectives, and changing instruction 

based on the results of monitoring are somewhat linked to higher value-added scores. 

None of the other indicators within the instructional effectiveness domain had statistically 

significant relationships with value-added scores for both school years. 

There are three other domains within the Tulsa Model rubric – professional 

growth, interpersonal skills, and leadership. None of these domains or any of their 

specific indicators of teaching effectiveness had statistically significant relationships with 

value-added scores. The primary explanation for these results is that they are not student-

focused domains like classroom management and instructional effectiveness. They are 

centered on professional development, communicating with families and colleagues, and 

being a leader in the profession. It makes sense that the classroom management and 

instructional effectiveness domains, which are dedicated to the pedagogy and content of 
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teaching and based on student-teacher interactions, have statistically significant 

relationships to value-added scores in this study. However, it is important to note that 

only five out of twenty indicator scores on the Tulsa Model rubric had statistically 

significant relationships with value-added scores for both school years. The lack of 

statistically significant relationships between the variables could be contributed to the 

possibility of principals interpreting the performance of teachers differently despite 

having the same rubric language for all teachers and the principals all having the same 

training in order to be qualified to conduct evaluations using the Tulsa Model.  

In addition to these main research findings that included all teachers for each 

school year, additional correlation analyses were tested to determine if there were 

statistically significant relationships for elementary teachers or secondary educators with 

the Tulsa Model rubric domains/indicators and value-added scores. For elementary 

educators, the only statistically significant relationship was the Discipline indicator, 

which had a small, positive relationship with the teachers’ value-added score for both 

school years. Elementary teachers who are ranked higher by their evaluating 

administrators on this classroom management indicator are slightly linked with higher 

value-added scores. For secondary teachers, the Literacy indicator (predictor variable) 

under the instructional effectiveness domain had a small, but negative relationship with 

value-added scores that was statistically significant for both school years. This would 

indicate that junior high and high school teachers that were ranked higher on embedding 

the components of literacy into instruction and providing instruction through text were 

associated with lower value-added scores. There were no other statistically significant 

relationships for both school years between domains or indicators on the Tulsa Model 
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rubric and value-added scores for elementary or secondary teachers. 

Implications for Practice 

Overall, the results of this study as a whole do not provide convincing conclusions 

about which teacher practices could be attributed to differences of teacher effectiveness 

as measured by value-added scores. One reason for this could be that the Tulsa Model 

rubric might not be appropriate for discerning differences in teacher practices. As Goe 

(2007) purported, “When the spread of the teacher’s scores on [an] instrument is so 

constrained, it is very difficult to correlate the scores with student achievement and find 

meaningful, statistically significant effects” (p. 43).  

In line with the findings of the Widget Effect, it might be that the majority of teachers 

received indicator ratings of “effective” and “highly effective” on the Tulsa Model rubric, 

which makes it more difficult to discern noticeable differences of effectiveness. Another 

issue is that statewide standardized tests might not be ideal for measuring the effects of 

changes to instructional practice. When students are only in a classroom for a little more 

than half a year before taking the test, important changes a teacher has made to 

instructional practices for that school year might not be revealed in test scores (Goe, 

2007). A third reason is that correlating specific teaching practices to student learning 

through quantitative models like value-added is impossible when the system cannot 

completely control for other factors that also affect students’ learning such as poverty, 

peer relationships, school facilities, class sizes, parental involvement, and even the effects 

of other teachers among other examples (Goe, 2007). A final reason is that a teacher’s 

psychological characteristics in the form of motivation, emotions, self-regulation, and 

personality, which are believed to be aspects of effective teaching, are not accounted for 
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on the Tulsa Model rubric or value-added scores ((Bardach, Klassen, & Perry, 2021). 

 A 2014 report on focus group findings on Oklahoma’s teacher evaluation system 

noted that most districts and schools in the state had not aligned the Tulsa Model rubric 

with “systemic” professional development (Sothern Regional Education Board, 2014). As 

this is the only known study to correlative ratings on the Tulsa Model rubric with value-

added scores in the state, it would be practical to consider professional development 

efforts for this district aligned with those indicators that revealed small but statistically 

significant relationships with improved student achievement on the classroom 

management and instructional effectiveness domains. The focus should center on the 

rubric language differentiations for the highly effective and superior categories for the 

indicators of Preparation, Discipline, Models, Monitors, and Adjusts Based upon 

Monitoring. Regarding the Preparation indicator, professional development efforts could 

center on implementing instructional strategies that promote critical thinking and problem 

solving, developing short- and long-term instructional plans related to state standards and 

approved curriculum maps, maximizing learning time, and using educational materials 

and manipulatives that enhance learning (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). For the Discipline 

indicator, this involves instilling a sense of self-discipline in students, having standards of 

conduct that extend beyond the classroom walls, and maintaining the dignity of the 

student when addressing inappropriate behavior (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). Regarding 

the Models indicator, educators should focus on taking preventative action to avoid 

student misunderstanding and the majority of students should be able to demonstrate the 

skill/process after it is modeled (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). For the Monitors indicator, 

higher levels of teaching effectiveness involve moving to all areas of the room while 
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students are working to promote progress, using student response techniques to check for 

understanding, reteaching when a problem is observed, and rephrasing questions to 

search for detailed student understanding (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). Concerning the 

Adjusts Based upon Monitoring indicator, teachers should work with individual students 

or small groups to reteach, use peer tutoring to accelerate mastery, make adjustments to 

lesson to engage more students and accommodate their interests, and use ongoing 

assessments to continually modify instruction (Tulsa Public Schools, 2015). It would also 

be appropriate to compare other research findings regarding these identified teaching 

practices in relation to Hattie and Marzano to determine which of these Tulsa Model 

rubric indicators, if any, might give a teacher more “bang for their buck” in terms of their 

purported effect on student achievement. 

Implications for the Theory of Total Quality Management 

The philosophy underpinning Total Quality Management is the need for 

continuous improvement to achieve organizational excellence (Farooq et al., 2007). The 

key word here is “organizational.” Value-added measures in this study were only 

provided for certain teachers of specific courses in reading/English/language arts and 

math due to statewide evaluation system specifications. Out of a population size of 1,500 

teachers per year in the selected school district, the sample included 185 teachers for the 

2013-2014 school year (roughly 12%) and 254 teachers for the 2014-2015 school year 

(almost 17%). An organization cannot achieve excellence when the data it is using to 

improve the organization is only relevant to few in the population. In addition, because 

value-added measures in Oklahoma are centered on subject areas with state testing 

components, many content areas like the arts, sciences, and social studies are excluded. 



106 
 

As an organization, this school district does not have any valid data to support continuous 

improvement initiatives for teachers of these particular subject areas that are not tested.  

In terms of TQM, this study correlated the quality control side of value-added 

measures with the quality assurance side of effectiveness levels of specific teaching 

practices on the Tulsa Model of Observation and Evaluation. Out of twenty indicators of 

effective teaching on the Tulsa Model rubric, only 5 of those (25%) were associated with 

increased value-added scores for all teachers for both school years. However, upon 

examining the data from an elementary versus secondary lens, discipline was the only 

one of those 20 indicators to have a statistically significant, positive correlation to overall 

value-added scores for elementary teachers. This does coincide with findings from 

Stronge at al. (2011) that top quartile teachers at the elementary level had fewer 

classroom disruptions, better classroom management, and better relationships with 

students. At the elementary level in this district, students may have one to three teachers 

responsible for their instruction per year, whereas at the secondary level, students switch 

teachers for every instructional period. Classroom management might play a bigger role 

in creating a climate conducive to learning at the elementary level than the secondary 

level. Literacy was the only indicator for secondary teachers and it had a statistically 

significant, negative correlation to overall value-added scores for both school years. This 

is not supported by any other research findings. Unfortunately, there were not enough 

significant findings from this study that could help with continuous improvement efforts 

and lead to organizational excellence for this school district.  

Just a few years after adoption in Oklahoma, state legislation reversed the demand 

for the use of value-added measures in the statewide evaluation system due to the 
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enormous costs and made it an optional component for school districts (Oklahoma House 

of Representatives, 2016). This may have been a prudent decision on the part of 

Oklahoma’s lawmakers as this study revealed that correlating teacher effectiveness scores 

on the Tulsa Model rubric with overall value-added scores did not yield sufficient data to 

systemically improve the entire teaching force in this school district. In this district and 

across the state, the Tulsa Model is also a “one size fits all” rubric for the teaching 

profession and is used for beginning and veteran teachers, regular education, special 

education, all content areas whether tested or not tested, teachers of all grades PreK 

through twelfth grade, and even for teachers who have non-instructional responsibilities 

such those who monitor students who have in school suspension at the secondary level. 

Continuous improvement efforts for all teachers cannot happen without a differentiated 

evaluation system that specifically addresses the teaching positions being evaluated with 

appropriate levels of performance that relate to their unique job descriptions. 

Implications for Current and Future Research 

 Educational researchers have stated that value-added models focus exclusively on 

student learning. Value-added data is limited on what it can tell educators and 

administrators about teacher quality and effectiveness and should be supplemented by 

other sources of evidence. Empirical evidence about which specific teaching practices 

improve student learning is lacking (Betebenner et al., 2012; Goe, 2008; RAND 

Corporation, 2004; Stronge et al., 2011). This study did identify higher effectiveness 

ratings of specific teaching practices as measured by the Tulsa Model rubric that are 

correlated with higher value-added scores, which will add to the empirical evidence base. 

It is one of the few studies (if not the only study) that correlates this data in a pre-existing 
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setting where either the value-added model, teaching effectiveness rubric, or both are not 

artificially imposed by the researcher. However, the problem still lies in the fact that 

educational researchers cannot agree on a shared definition of teacher effectiveness and 

that multiple studies on teacher effectiveness do not yield the same results. As Stronge et 

al. (2011) stated, “Effective teaching involves a dynamic interplay among content, 

pedagogical methods, characteristics of learners, and the contexts in which the learning 

will occur” (p. 349).  

 There are three suggestions for future research. This study focused on the overall 

value-added scores for the sample and their relationship to ratings of effective teaching 

on the Tulsa Model rubric. However, some of the teachers in this sample also have 

subject area value-added scores for reading and/or math and/or specific courses (Algebra 

I, Algebra II, Geometry, and English III at the secondary level). It would be interesting to 

examine correlations for those particular value-added scores with the domains and 

indicators of the Tulsa Model rubric if the sample size was large enough. Another area of 

future research involves analyzing the data through a socioeconomic lens. Although these 

schools are in the same school district, the socioeconomic level varies from school to 

school. Running these same statistical analyses for Title I schools versus non-Title I 

schools might produce noteworthy results on specific aspects of teaching and their 

relation to improved value-added scores for teachers of students from varying 

socioeconomic levels. A third recommendation for future research would be to look at 

this data for regular education versus special education teachers. Analyzing the data 

through a regular education versus special education lens might indicate quantifiable 
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differences in teaching practices associated with better support for students with special 

needs.  

Conclusions 

The Oklahoma State Department of Education (2013) developed an Educator 

Effectiveness Theory of Action that purports that the single most important factor of 

student academic achievement is teacher effectiveness. Oklahoma’s teacher evaluation 

system is based on the notion that every child deserves an effective teacher in each 

subject during each school year. This effectiveness was measured via the qualitative 

evaluation of teacher practices using the Tulsa Model for Observation and Evaluation and 

quantitative data yielding value-added scores of a teacher’s contributions to student 

learning. This study identified specific teaching practices of effective teachers in the 

areas of Preparation, Discipline, Modeling, Monitoring, and Adjusts Based Upon 

Monitoring that are slightly linked to increased value-added scores for certain teachers in 

one Oklahoma school district. However, it is with caution that these results are 

interpreted as the current body of educational research is not able to arrive at a shared 

definition of teacher effectiveness nor convincing evidence about which teacher 

qualifications, practices, or characteristics impact differences in effectiveness (Goe, 

2007). 
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Figure 1  

Essential Components of TQM 
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Figure 2 

Upside-down Organizational Structure of TQM in the Educational Setting 
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Table 27 - Summary Table for All Correlation Analyses for Null Hypotheses 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 1 

    

2013-2014 
Overall Evaluation 

Scores 

2014-2015 
Overall Evaluation 

Scores 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for All Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .213** .160* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .004 .011 
  N 185 254 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Elem. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .291** .152 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .008 .083 
  N 83 131 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Sec. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .077 .031 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .444 .730 
  N 102 123 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 2 

    

2013-2014 
Evaluation Scores for 

Classroom 
Management 

2014-2015 
Evaluation Scores 

for Classroom 
Management 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for All Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .223** .183** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .002 .003 
  N 185 254 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Elem. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .248* .170 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .024 .052 
  N 83 131 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Sec. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .150 .065 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .132 .477 
  N 102 123 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 3 

    

2013-2014 
Evaluation Scores for 

Instructional 
Effectiveness 

2014-2015 
Evaluation Scores 
for Instructional 

Effectiveness 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for All Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .195** .145* 
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 Sig. (2 tailed) .008 .021 

  N 185 254 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Elem. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .299** .126 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .006 .152 

  N 83 131 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Sec. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .030 .042 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .765 .643 
  N 102 123 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 4 

    

2013-2014 
Evaluation Scores 
for Professional 

Growth 

2014-2015 
Evaluation Scores 
for Professional 

Growth 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for All Teachers Pearson Correlation .157* .083 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .032 .189 
  N 185 254 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Elem. Teachers Pearson Correlation .162 .089 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .143 .310 
  N 83 131 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Sec. Teachers Pearson Correlation .087 -.038 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .386 .673 
  N 102 123 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 5 

    

2013-2014 
Evaluation Scores 
for Interpersonal 

Skills 

2014-2015 
Evaluation Scores 
for Interpersonal 

Skills 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for All Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .079 .131* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .283 .037 
  N 185 254 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Elem. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .167 .125 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .131 .155 
  N 83 131 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Sec. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation -.059 .020 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .554 .827 
  N 102 123 
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Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient results for Null Hypothesis 6 

    

2013-2014 
Evaluation Scores for 

Leadership 

2014-2015 
Evaluation Scores 

for Leadership 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for All Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .105 .082 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .154 .194 
  N 185 254 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Elem. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .212 .151 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .054 .085 
  N 83 131 

Overall Value-Added Scores 
by Year for Sec. Teachers 

Pearson 
Correlation .018 -.073 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .860 .423 
  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
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Table 28 - Summary Table for All Correlation Analyses for Tulsa Model Rubric Indicator 

Scores with Overall Value-added Scores 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Results for Tulsa Model Rubric Indicators 

    

2013-2014 
Overall Value- 
Added Scores 

2014-2015 
Overall Value- 
Added Scores 

Preparation Indicator Scores 
for All Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .251** .148* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .001 .018 
  N 185 254 

Preparation Indicator Scores 
for Elem. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .308** .134 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .005 .127 
  N 83 131 

Preparation Indicator Scores 
for Sec. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .157 .100 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .116 .270 
  N 102 123 

Discipline Indicator Scores for 
All Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .237** .190** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .001 .002 

  N 185 254 

Discipline Indicator Scores for 
Elem. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .284** .181* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .009 .038 

  N 83 131 

Discipline Indicator Scores for 
Sec. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .138 .057 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .165 .534 

  N 102 123 

Building-wide Climate 
Indicator Scores for All 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .147* .106 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .046 .093 

  N 185 254 

Building-wide Climate 
Indicator Scores for Elem. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .138 .115 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .212 .191 

  N 83 131 
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Building-wide Climate 
Indicator Scores for Sec. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .099 -.037 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .322 .688 

  N 102 123 

Lesson Plans Indicator Scores 
for All Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .102 .118 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .169 .061 

  N 185 254 

Lesson Plans Indicator Scores 
for Elem. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .097 .115 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .383 .189 

  N 83 131 

Lesson Plans Indicator Scores 
for Sec. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .093 .067 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .354 .462 

  N 102 123 

Assessment Practices 
Indicator Scores for All 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .076 .177** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .302 .005 

  N 185 254 

Assessment Practices 
Indicator Scores for Elem. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .108 .128 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .331 .144 

  N 83 131 

Assessment Practices 
Indicator Scores for Sec. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .004 .132 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .971 .145 

  N 102 123 

Student Relations Indicator 
Scores for All Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .134 .110 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .068 .079 

  N 185 254 

Student Relations Indicator 
Scores for Elem. Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .145 .122 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .191 .164 

  N 83 131 
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Student Relations Indicator 
Scores for Sec. Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .121 -.008 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .226 .928 

  N 102 123 

Literacy Indicator Scores for 
All Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation -.017 .014 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .815 .827 

  N 185 253 

Literacy Indicator Scores for 
Elem. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .190 .144 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .085 .102 

  N 83 130 

Literacy Indicator Scores for 
Sec. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation -.235* -.272** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .018 .002 

  N 102 123 

Current State Standards 
Indicator Scores for All 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .080 .115 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .279 .068 

  N 185 253 

Current State Standards 
Indicator Scores for Elem. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .217* .037 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .049 .679 

  N 83 131 

Current State Standards 
Indicator Scores for Sec. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .011 .148 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .911 .105 

  N 102 122 

Involves All Learners 
Indicator Scores for All 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .226** .090 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .002 .151 

  N 185 254 

Involves All Learners 
Indicator Scores for Elem. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .358** .052 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .001 .553 

  N 83 131 
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Involves All Learners 
Indicator Scores for Sec. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .048 .046 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .633 .611 

  N 102 123 

Explains Content Indicator 
Scores for All Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .159* .112 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .030 .076 

  N 185 254 

Explains Content Indicator 
Scores for Elem. Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .192 .080 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .081 .366 

  N 83 131 

Explains Content Indicator 
Scores for Sec. Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .083 .047 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .409 .607 

  N 102 123 

Clear Instruction and 
Directions Indicator Scores 
for All Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .135 .120 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .066 .055 

  N 185 254 

Clear Instruction and 
Directions Indicator Scores 
for Elem. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .213 .079 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .053 .373 

  N 83 131 

Clear Instruction and 
Directions Indicator Scores 
for Sec. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .012 .066 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .904 .467 

  N 102 123 

Models Indicator Scores for 
All Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .251** .177** 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .001 .005 

  N 185 254 

Models Indicator Scores for 
Elem. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .329** .133 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .002 .130 

  N 83 131 
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Models Indicator Scores for 
Sec. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .167 .207* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .093 .022 

  N 102 123 

Monitors Indicator Scores for 
All Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .188* .138* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .010 .027 

  N 185 254 

Monitors Indicator Scores for 
Elem. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .234* .094 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .033 .288 

  N 83 131 

Monitors Indicator Scores for 
Sec. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .103 .103 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .305 .259 

  N 102 123 

Adjusts Based upon 
Monitoring Indicator Scores 
for All Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .173* .150* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .019 .017 

  N 184 254 

Adjusts Based upon 
Monitoring Indicator Scores 
for Elem. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .295** .143 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .007 .104 

  N 82 131 

Adjusts Based upon 
Monitoring Indicator Scores 
for Sec. Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .026 .053 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .798 .558 

  N 102 123 

Establishes Closure Indicator 
Scores for All Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .099 .145* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .182 .022 

  N 185 252 

Establishes Closure Indicator 
Scores for Elem. Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .158 .105 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .154 .231 

  N 83 131 
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Establishes Closure Indicator 
Scores for Sec. Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation -0.24 .109 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .810 .234 

  N 102 121 

Student Achievement 
Indicator Scores for All 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .047 .012 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .527 .850 

  N 185 254 

Student Achievement 
Indicator Scores for Elem. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation -.017 .070 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .877 .430 

  N 83 131 

Student Achievement 
Indicator Scores for Sec. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .055 -.128 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .583 .159 

  N 102 123 

Professional Development 
Indicator Scores for All 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .038 .061 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .605 .331 

  N 185 254 

Professional Development 
Indicator Scores for Elem. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation -.015 .126 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .890 .153 

  N 83 131 

Professional Development 
Indicator Scores for Sec. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .032 -.077 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .750 .400 

  N 102 123 

Professional Accountability 
Indicator Scores for All 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .220** .077 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .003 .224 

  N 185 253 

Professional Accountability 
Indicator Scores for Elem. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .280** .018 
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 Sig. (2 tailed) .010 .843 

  N 83 130 

Professional Accountability 
Indicator Scores for Sec. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .106 .009 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .287 .925 

  N 102 123 

Interpersonal Skills Indicator 
Scores for All Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .079 .131* 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .283 .037 

  N 185 254 

Interpersonal Skills Indicator 
Scores for Elem. Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation .167 .125 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .131 .155 

  N 83 131 

Interpersonal Skills Indicator 
Scores for Sec. Teachers by 
Year Pearson Correlation -.059 .020 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .554 .827 

  N 102 123 

Professional Involvement 
Indicator Scores for All 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .111 .082 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .133 .194 

  N 185 254 

Professional Involvement 
Indicator Scores for Elem. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .210 .151 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .057 .085 

  N 83 131 

Professional Involvement 
Indicator Scores for Sec. 
Teachers by Year Pearson Correlation .029 -.073 

 Sig. (2 tailed) .771 .423 

  N 102 123 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
 

 

 



133 
 

APPENDICES 
 

Appendix A - Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers 

 

. 



134 
 

Appendix A - Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



135 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



136 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

 

  



137 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



138 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



139 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



140 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



141 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



142 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



143 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



144 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

 

  



145 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



146 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



147 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



148 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 

  



149 
 

Appendix A – Tulsa Model Observation and Evaluation Rubric for Teachers cont. 

 



150 
 

Appendix B – Sample Value-Added Report 
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