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Teachers’ and Evaluators’ Perceptions of Teacher Effectiveness after the 

Implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching 

Sara Takkoush 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

The challenge of accuracy faces those who are responsible for evaluating classroom teachers. 

One way to accurately evaluate teachers and enhance a school’s culture is to use a clearly 

defined and structured evaluative framework. However, evaluative frameworks do not eliminate 

discrepancies between the perceptions of teachers and those of evaluators regarding the 

characteristics of an effective teacher. The purpose of this study is to address the teacher 

evaluation inconsistency by examining teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions of the criteria for 

teacher effectiveness through a case study conducted at a local Lebanese school that implements 

the Danielson Framework for Teaching. The study follows a mixed methods approach that 

combines both quantitative and qualitative approaches using a questionnaire and focus group 

interviews conducted on two groups (a group of teachers and a group of evaluators).The 

purposive sample consisted of twelve teachers and twelve evaluators who completed the 

questionnaire. Six of the participants for each group participated in two focus group interviews 

through the Zoom application. Data from the questionnaire was presented as descriptive 

frequency counts and percentages. An inductive data analysis was implemented for the 

interviews. Findings of the study revealed that both teachers and evaluators had similar 

perceptions of effectiveness. This study is among the first to examine differences in perceptions 
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of teachers and those of evaluators after the implementation of the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching in Lebanon. It invites further research on evaluative frameworks in Lebanese settings 

and provides implications for practice and recommendations for school leaders in Lebanon on 

effective and accurate teacher evaluation.  

Keywords: Effective teachers, Evaluators’ perceptions, Teachers’ perceptions, Danielson 

Framework for Teaching, Evaluative Framework, Culture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

ix 
 

Table of Contents 

Chapter One .................................................................................................................................. 1 

Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Research Area ....................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2 Problem ................................................................................................................................. 2 

1.3 Purpose .................................................................................................................................. 3 

1.4 Research Questions ............................................................................................................... 4 

1.5 Rationale................................................................................................................................ 4 

1.6 Significance ........................................................................................................................... 7 

1.7 Operational Definitions ......................................................................................................... 9 

1.8 Conclusion ........................................................................................................................... 10 

Chapter Two ................................................................................................................................ 12 

Literature Review ....................................................................................................................... 12 

2.1 Defining Teacher Effectiveness .......................................................................................... 12 

2.2 The Importance of Culture .................................................................................................. 14 

2.3 Evaluation Frameworks ....................................................................................................... 16 

2.3.1 The Danielson Framework for Teaching ...................................................................... 19 

2.3.2 The Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System (TEPES) .......... 19 

2.3.3 The Marzano Causal Observational Protocol ............................................................... 20 

2.3.4 The Mid-Continental Research for Education and Learning (McREL) Teacher 

Evaluation System ................................................................................................................. 20 

2.4 The Importance of a Comprehensive System for Evaluation ............................................. 21 

2.5 Teachers’ and Evaluators’ Perceptions of Teacher Effectiveness ...................................... 24 

2.6 Teachers’ Perceptions of Teacher Evaluations ................................................................... 25 

2.7 Evaluators’ Perceptions of Teacher Evaluations ................................................................. 28 



   

 

x 
 

2.8 Conclusion ........................................................................................................................... 31 

Chapter Three ............................................................................................................................. 32 

Methodology ................................................................................................................................ 32 

3.1 Research Design .................................................................................................................. 32 

3.2 Research Site ....................................................................................................................... 33 

3.3 Participants and Sample Selection ...................................................................................... 34 

3.4 Instruments .......................................................................................................................... 35 

3.5 Validity and Reliability ....................................................................................................... 38 

3.6 Procedure ............................................................................................................................. 39 

3.7 Data Analysis ...................................................................................................................... 41 

3.8 Ethical Considerations ......................................................................................................... 45 

Chapter Four ............................................................................................................................... 46 

Results .......................................................................................................................................... 46 

4.1 Quantitative Results ............................................................................................................ 46 

4.1.1 Demographics and Related Variables ........................................................................... 46 

4.1.2. Perceptions of Teachers ............................................................................................... 48 

4.1.3. Perceptions of Evaluators ............................................................................................ 50 

4.1.4. Difference in Perceptions ............................................................................................ 52 

4.2 Qualitative Results .............................................................................................................. 53 

4.3 Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Results ............................................................ 63 

4.4 Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Results .............................................................. 65 

Chapter Five ................................................................................................................................ 67 

5.1 Discussion ........................................................................................................................... 67 

5.2 Implications for Practice ..................................................................................................... 73 

5.3 Limitations .......................................................................................................................... 74 

5.4 Recommendations for Practice ............................................................................................ 76 



   

 

xi 
 

5.5 Recommendations for Future Research .............................................................................. 77 

5.6 Conclusion ........................................................................................................................... 78 

References .................................................................................................................................... 79 

Appendix A .................................................................................................................................. 86 

Appendix B .................................................................................................................................. 91 

Appendix C .................................................................................................................................. 92 

Appendix D .................................................................................................................................. 94 

Appendix E .................................................................................................................................. 95 

Appendix F .................................................................................................................................. 96 

Appendix G .................................................................................................................................. 97 

Appendix H .................................................................................................................................. 98 

Appendix I ................................................................................................................................... 99 

 

 

 

  



   

 

xii 
 

List of Figures 

Figure 1. Overview of the sample selection process ..................................................................... 35 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

xiii 
 

List of Tables 

Table 1.Overview of the components of the Danielson Framework for Teaching ....................... 38 

Table 2.Demographic Data Results of the Participants ................................................................ 47 

Table 3.Descriptive Statistics of the Four Domains for Teachers ................................................ 48 

Table 4.Correlation between Teachers’ Perceptions and Years of Experience ............................ 50 

Table 5.Descriptive Statistics of the Four Domains for Evaluators .............................................. 50 

Table 6.Correlation between Evaluators’ Perceptions and Years in Current Position ................. 52 

Table 7.ANOVA-One Way Tests Statistics Results ..................................................................... 53 

Table 8.Teachers’ and Evaluators’ Most Common Responses to What Characterizes Effective 

Teachers ........................................................................................................................................ 54 

Table 9. Effective Teachers’ Qualities According to Teachers and Evaluators ........................... 63 

Table 10. Findings of Qualitative Data Analyzed as Quantitative Data ....................................... 64 



   

 
  

Chapter One 

Introduction 

1.1 Research Area 

Many researchers interested in studying teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions of 

effectiveness seem to share the assumption that using an evaluative framework creates a 

common language that sets shared criteria for effectiveness (Danielson, 2007, Maniglia, 2017; 

Marzano, 2013; Stronge, 2012; Williams, 2010). Concerning teacher effectiveness, several 

researchers proposed some behaviors and attributes that are shown in the everyday work of 

teachers, such as the ability of teachers to provide a supportive learning environment, prepare 

and execute instruction, and demonstrate professionalism (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2006; 

Jahangiri & Mucciolo, 2008; Stronge, 2002).  

There is a challenge of inconsistency that presents itself during teacher evaluations, 

especially when using traditional evaluative systems. These systems include checklists that are 

not well-designed and are ineffective for evaluating teachers and for differentiating between 

veteran and novice teachers regarding their effectiveness in the classroom (Danielson, 2010). In 

addition, evaluators that come from different social and educational backgrounds have low 

ability to successfully identify effective teachers because a mismatch exists between the criteria 

considered by both parties. For instance, Strong et al. (2011) suggest that judging a teacher's 

effectiveness without using particular standards relating to teaching strategies can be biased 

because it is based on false assumptions which are limited. As a result, prejudice is factored into 

the evaluation of what makes a successful teacher (Strong, Gargani, & Hacifazlioglu, 2011).   
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However, using an effective evaluative system allows for discussions between teachers 

and administrators about effective behaviors and practices, as well as assisting teachers in 

developing new skills related to their performance levels (Taylor & Tyler, 2012). So schools 

would improve by the establishment of a positive school culture based on collaboration and 

reflective feedback. According to Danielson (2010), teachers and administrators in the Chicago 

Public Schools were able to create a common understanding of effective teaching and engage in 

constructive discussions about the characteristics of an effective teacher after participating in a 

two-year evaluative program. Thus, the differences in perceptions regarding the qualities of what 

constitutes effective teachers were minimized. 

One of the non-traditional evaluation systems is the Danielson Framework for Teaching 

that is used to evaluate teachers and promote a shared understanding of what characterizes an 

effective teacher. Planning and Preparation, Classroom Environment, Instruction, and 

Professional Responsibilities are the four domains identified by the framework which is 

standards-based (Danielson, 2013).  

1.2 Problem 

One of the most difficult tasks of school systems is the ability to accurately evaluate 

teachers in this era of accountability. This is important due to the fact that teacher effectiveness 

is directly related to student achievement which can be enhanced by improving teachers’ ability 

to perform (Danielson, 2007). According to previous studies, evaluating teachers is essential for 

two reasons: developing highly effective teachers and improving student achievement 

(Danielson, 2011; Darling-Hammond, 2015; Hanushek, 2011; Tucker et. al, 2003; Stronge,Ward, 

Tucker, & Hindman, 2008).  

To evaluate teachers accurately, a method was suggested by several researchers which 

entailed using a structured and clearly defined evaluative framework (Danielson, 2007, Marzano, 
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2013; Stronge, 2012). It is important to understand what elements of the evaluation framework 

used have the greatest influence on teacher effectiveness in order for the evaluative process to be 

an accurate and valid measure of teacher effectiveness (Kane & Staiger, 2012).  

Having minimal differences between perceptions of teachers and their respective 

coordinators creates a sense of common understanding of the qualities of an effective teacher 

(Danielson, 2007, Marzano, 2013; Stronge, 2012). This creates a positive culture of collegiality, 

team-work, understanding, hard-work, engagement, and constant improvement towards a 

specific goal (Maniglia, 2017; Williams, 2010).  

However, using evaluation systems does not ensure that differences will be minimized 

between the teachers’ and their respective evaluators’ perceptions regarding the characteristics of 

an effective teacher. This is due to the fact that personal experiences might affect the beliefs that 

educators and evaluators have about what represents an effective teacher (Murphy, Delli, & 

Edwards, 2004).  

Hence, a study is needed to support the claim that was revealed in previous studies 

regarding the effectiveness of the use of an evaluation framework. Finding minimal differences 

between perceptions of teachers and those of evaluators is able to reinforce the shared 

understanding of what constitutes “effective teaching" among teachers and their respective 

evaluators.   

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to examine the differences between teachers’ perceptions 

and those of evaluators towards what characterizes an effective teacher after the implementation 

of the Danielson Framework for Teaching.  
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According to Williams (2010), recognizing the effectiveness of teachers is influenced by 

the various perceptions evaluators have of the characteristics that include effectiveness and the 

relative importance of these qualities to evaluators. It is therefore important that teachers and 

assessors identify the qualities that define an effective teacher in order to improve learning 

amongst students. This can be assessed by exploring the differences between the teachers’ and 

evaluators’ perceptions of the qualities of an effective teacher after the implementation of a 

common evaluative framework.  

1.4 Research Questions 

The study addressed the following research questions: 

1- What are the perceptions of teachers regarding the characteristics of an effective teacher 

after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching? 

2- What are the perceptions of evaluators regarding the characteristics of an effective 

teacher after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching? 

3-  Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and evaluators  

  regarding these characteristics after implementing the Danielson Framework for  

  Teaching? 

1.5 Rationale  

A previous study conducted at the selected school examined the effect of the 

implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching on teachers’ perceptions of effective 

teachers by comparing their perceptions before and after the implementation of the framework 

(Shehab, 2019). In the previous study, during the school year 2018/2019 and before 

implementing the Danielson Framework, 41-full time teachers from the selected school 
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completed a survey to identify their “understanding” of the Danielson Framework for Teaching 

(Shehab, 2019). After that seven participants were selected purposively and interviewed during a 

one-hour focus group session to understand the perceptions of these teachers regarding effective 

teaching. Then, Shehab (2019) used a variety of approaches to train the participants and observe 

them using video training, workshops, and whole-group activities. After implementing the 

Danielson Framework for Teaching and evaluating teachers, Shehab (2019) asked the 

participants to complete the same survey and interviewed the same focus group. 

The purpose of his study was to address the issue of inconsistent definitions of effective 

teachers and teaching among teachers that had a negative impact on the instructional supervision 

process by examining teachers’ perceptions of effective teaching behaviors and qualities before 

and after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching at the same school in Beirut 

(Shehab, 2019). The study addressed two research questions: one related to the perceptions of 

teachers regarding qualities of effective teachers before the implementation of the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching, and the second question was related to how the perceptions of teachers 

changed after implementing the framework. In Shehab’s study (2019), a mixed-method approach 

in a triangulation design was followed to collect data using a survey and a focus group interview 

before and after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching.  

The implementation phase consisted of: (1) workshops, (2) application of skills, and (3) 

observations. The workshops were done by Shehab (2019) in order to familiarize the teachers 

with the framework and its components. The application phase consisted of implementing of set 

of performance skills suggested by one domain in the framework during each term for each 

subject taught in the classroom. As for the last phase, it included teachers being evaluated by 

coordinators based on Danielson’s observation, pre-reference and post-reference forms to 

evaluate specific teaching practices related to a specific domain in each term. The 
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implementation phase took place over a single year at the school whereby during the first term, 

the domain that was implemented by teachers and tested was Domain 1 (Planning and 

Preparation). During the second term of the school year of 2018/2019, the second domain 

(Classroom Environment) was implemented and teachers were evaluated on the basis of that 

domain. As for the last term of the same school year, teachers were assessed based on Domains 3 

and 4 of the Danielson Framework for Teaching.  

The quantitative data results showed that the familiarity with the Danielson Framework 

for Teaching generated more agreement among the teachers on the elements of effective teaching 

as compared to the data before implementing the framework. As for the qualitative data, the 

results revealed a shared understanding of the importance of having good planning for 

instruction and classroom management as elements of effective teaching (Shehab, 2019). On the 

other hand, other themes that emerged among participants, such as engaging students in the 

learning process and having professional responsibilities, showed less shared agreement on the 

importance of these. However, after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching, the 

qualitative and quantitative findings were more aligned (Shehab, 2019). 

Another similar study examined the impact of implementation of Stronge’s evaluative 

model on student learning and on creating a common understanding among teachers and their 

evaluators in what characterizes effective teachers (Maniglia, 2017). This study differs in the 

framework used and explores the differences in perceptions of teachers and those of evaluators 

after one year of implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching.  

The findings of Maniglia's (2017) study revealed that differences in perceptions of 

effective teaching practices exist between teachers and administrators, even after using a unified 

evaluation framework. Results of the study also indicated that there are limited shared 
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perceptions of effectiveness among teachers and administrators regarding instructional planning 

and professionalism. The effectiveness of teachers depends on teachers’ and administrators' 

ability to understand standard performance indicators from available evidence (Maniglia, 2017). 

Therefore, it is important to have a common understanding of teacher professional knowledge in 

planning and teaching in classrooms (Danielson, 2007).  

Hence, despite a considerable amount of research on teachers’ perceptions of 

effectiveness and evaluative frameworks, there are no studies comparing teachers’ perceptions of 

effectiveness with those of evaluators in the Lebanese societal cultures that are based on 

hierarchy and politics after the implementation of a Western developed evaluative framework, 

which in my case is the Danielson Framework for Teaching.  

1.6 Significance 

In terms of practice, this study was needed to explore the difference in perceptions 

between teachers and their evaluators regarding what characterizes an effective teacher. By 

exploring the differences, the effectiveness of the used evaluation model can be attained if the 

differences were minimal (Maniglia, 2017). Thus, using a common evaluative framework would 

impact the differences in perceptions of teachers and those of their evaluators towards qualities 

of an effective teacher creating by that a common language between them. Several researchers 

tried to explore the qualities and behaviors of effective teachers (Kyriakides et. al, 2006; Murphy 

et al., 2004; Polk, 2006; Stronge et al., 2008), but Williams (2010) realized that the elements of 

teacher effectiveness are affected by the evaluators’ own perceptions regarding the 

characteristics that constitute effectiveness. This is why several researchers suggested using a 

common evaluative framework to create a universal agreement between the teachers and their 

evaluators on what characterizes effective teachers (Danielson, 2007; Marzano et. al, 2011; 
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Mielke & Frontier, 2012; Stronge, 2012). So the present study assists in improving schools by 

examining the differences in the teachers’ perceptions and those of their evaluators’ towards the 

qualities of effective teachers one year after the implementation of a new evaluation system. The 

study also provides insight on which components within the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching’s evaluative framework mostly influence teacher effectiveness.  

In terms of theory, the proposed research adds to the existing literature. For instance, a 

study conducted by Geithman (2009), found out that administrators’ perceptions of effective 

teachers were not linked to students with greatest achievement. So Williams (2010) suggested 

the use of a unified evaluative system to reduce the inclination of school leaders to develop their 

own attributes for effective education and knowledge. Another study examined the differences in 

perceptions of teachers before and after the implementation of the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching towards effective teaching (Shehab, 2019). So the present study is significant in terms 

of the assumption that using an evaluative framework minimizes the differences in perceptions 

of effectiveness by positively enhancing the culture of the school.   

 For the success of a school, a positive school climate, that is built on collaboration, 

enhancing teacher feedback, building trust between teachers and evaluators, and maintaining 

constructive relationships between teachers and evaluators, is needed. For instance, though the 

nature of the resources and the used terminology by each individual working at a school may 

vary, the sharing of a common language pertaining to the criteria of effective teaching is 

important for several reasons. First, evaluators must understand not just what constitutes 

effective feedback, but also how to provide positive and negative feedback to teachers. Although 

written observations are still needed, face-to face discussions would have a greater effect on the 

performance of a teacher. Second, teachers must understand what is expected of them inside and 
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outside the classroom so that they are able to perform according to similar criteria of 

effectiveness as viewed by their evaluators. Third, when both parties agree on the similar set of 

performance criteria, the coordination between them becomes more significant with a focus on 

instructional progress through reflective practice rather than dismissal. So this study builds upon 

a previous study that had an evaluative framework implemented to explore the effectiveness of 

the currently used evaluation system on minimizing the differences between perceptions of 

teachers and those of evaluators regarding qualities of effective teachers in a Lebanese context. 

Thus, reinforcing the shared understanding of teacher effectiveness among teachers and 

evaluators as it is the key to accurately assess a teacher’s performance level. 

1.7 Operational Definitions  

Defining some terms is essential to ensure consistent interpretations of these terms in 

context of the study. As such, some key terms are operationally defined. 

Adoption: “The multitude of activities, decisions, and evaluations that encompass the broad 

effort to successfully integrate an innovation into the functional structure of a formal 

organization such as a school, a college, or an industrial organization” (Hall et al., 1973). 

 Danielson’s Framework for Teaching: It is a” framework that is used for evaluating and 

supervising teachers” (Danielson, 2013).  

 Danielson’s four domains: “The professional practice and responsibilities domains in the 

Danielson’s Framework for Teaching are: Planning and Preparation, Classroom Environment, 

Instruction, and Professional Responsibility. These domains are further divided into components 

and elements of instruction” (Danielson, 2013). 

Effective teaching: “Teaching that combines professional content and knowledge, pedagogical 

skills, and abilities with students’ learning experiences” (Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997). 
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Good teacher: “A teacher that plans, communicates with families, and participates in a 

professional community” (Danielson, 2011). 

Observations:” formal (long) or informal (short or walkthrough) classroom visits made by the 

evaluator as one source of information to determine whether a teacher is meeting the 

performance standards” (Stronge, 2012, p. 6). 

Perception: “a thought, a belief or an opinion, often held by many people and based on how 

appearances are interpreted” (Cambridge Academic Content Dictionary, n.d.).  

Professional growth: “The acquisition of new knowledge that is then changed into the ongoing 

development of an individual. It results in a qualitative change and movement to a new level of 

understanding” (Duke, 1995). 

Teacher Evaluation system: a process that is designed to continuously improve instruction based 

on frequent evaluations of teachers. The system has to provide timely, clear and useful feedback 

that specifies needs, informs personnel decisions, and guides professional development (Race to 

the Top Executive Summary, 2012, p. 19). 

1.8 Conclusion 

This chapter described an introductory overview of the main sections of a study that was 

conducted at a private school that adopted an evaluative framework in Lebanon to examine the 

differences between teachers’ perceptions and their respective evaluators towards what 

characterizes an effective teacher after the implementation of the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching. It introduced the research study, provided a background of the problem, the problem 

statement, the rationale for conducting the study, the purpose of the study, and the significance of 

the study. 
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The second chapter presents a review of the literature on four teacher evaluation 

frameworks including the Danielson Framework for Teaching, the objectives of each framework, 

and the importance of using a comprehensive evaluative framework. The review also included 

what constitutes teacher effectiveness, teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions of teacher 

effectiveness. 
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review  

 

This chapter provides a review of the literature on the difference in perceptions of 

teachers and those of evaluators towards what characterizes effective teachers after the 

implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. The literature includes a review of 

four teacher evaluation frameworks, the objectives of each framework, and the importance of 

using a comprehensive evaluative framework. The review also includes what constitutes teacher 

effectiveness, teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness. This section also 

highlights the teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions of teacher evaluation.  

2.1 Defining Teacher Effectiveness 

One of the challenges that caused evaluative systems to emerge is defining clearly the 

qualities of teacher effectiveness and setting the practices and behaviors that distinguish effective 

teachers. For this reason, extensive research was done to define what is meant by teacher 

effectiveness. Although there are several studies that shared the same elements such as engaging 

pupils in the acquisition of skills and knowledge by promoting an appropriate learning 

environment, the definition was not comprehensive (Jahangiri & Mucciolo, 2008, Keeley, Smith 

& Buskist, 2006). Some of these researchers identified skills to define an effective teacher 

(Jahangiri & Mucciolo, 2008); others focused on factors (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2006); while 

Danielson (2007) set skills.  

Effective teachers, for example, shared similar personal characteristics, according to 

Jahangiri and Mucciolo (2008). These characteristics include: (a) using techniques to assist in 
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students’ acquisition of skills and knowledge, (b) promoting positive learning environments, and 

(c) demonstrating organizational and classroom management skills.  

Whereas Creemers and Kyriakides (2006) suggested eight factors that influence teacher 

effectiveness. These factors were also related to the students’ outcomes and clearly described the 

teacher’s instructional role. Some of the factors include: (a) engaging students in classroom 

discussions through asking probing questions, (b) providing opportunities for immediate 

application, (c) orienting students toward the main objective and the task goal, and (d) presenting 

the content of subjects in a structured and organized manner. Other factors involved: (a) 

managing time, (b) creating an appropriate learning environment, (c) varying assessments, and 

(d) maximizing engagement time for each task.  

On the other hand, Danielson (2007) included an external factor that involves what 

happens outside the classroom to describe an effective teacher. All previous definitions were 

centered on what happens inside the classroom. For instance, Danielson (2007) distinguished 

between effective teachers and highly effective teachers by setting performance standards. For 

instance, Danielson (2007) described effective teachers as individuals who understand and are 

able to apply all of the concepts underlying the framework’s components, recognize their 

students and the curriculum, and know the content they teach. According to her, effective 

teachers should also have a clear understanding of the dynamics of the classroom, different 

instructional strategies and activities, and participate in professional debates to serve as resources 

to other teachers in the same school.   

Several studies have been conducted to investigate the characteristics and behaviors of 

effective teachers (Kyriakides & Campbell, 2006; Murphy et al., 2004; Polk, 2006; Stronge et 

al., 2008).  However, the components of a specific teacher's effectiveness are linked to other 

variables that impact students’ learning (Williams, 2010). As a result, evaluators' perceptions of 
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the attributes that constitute effectiveness, as well as the relative importance of these traits to 

evaluators, play a role in determining teacher effectiveness. (Williams, 2010). 

2.2 The Importance of Culture  

The perceptions of practitioners in the field of leadership regarding effectiveness are 

shaped by cultural factors. For instance, a cross-cultural analysis of Lebanese perceptions of 

effective school leadership revealed that effectiveness depends on the societal culture in Lebanon 

that is identified by bureaucracy, a top-down hierarchy, a highly centralized system, and 

politicized curricula presented by the Ministry of Education and Higher Education (Harb & 

Karami-Akkary, 2021). According to Western perceptions, effective leaders are individuals who 

critically initiate changes that create positive conditions for learning and teaching (Leithwood & 

Riehl, 2003). Change in the Lebanese context means coming up with ideas that allow principals 

to execute policies set by the Ministry of Education and Higher Education (Akkary & Harb, 

2021).  

In Western communities, principals can design a school culture that sets clear goals, 

supports novice teachers, and provide them with the resources they need (Zavelevsky et al., 

2021). If the school environment is more positive, student performance is improved; if the school 

climate is less positive, student success is lower (Lee et al., 2017, Taylor, 2008, Ozgenel, 2020). 

In order to achieve success, teachers emphasize the importance of the evaluators’ support in 

providing professional guidance and in dealing with discipline without losing their autonomy, in 

creating a positive culture (Grissom & Bartanen, 2019). The positive culture facilitates 

interpersonal communications and encourages feedback between teachers and evaluators as well 

as between novice teachers and experienced teachers (Grissom & Bartanen, 2019).  

Using an evaluative framework is one way of developing a positive climate in a school 

through collaboration and the promotion of professional conversations that happens between 
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teachers and evaluators. A previous study in the Lebanese context examined the effect of the 

implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching on the perceptions of teachers 

(Shehab, 2019). When comparing the data before and after implementing Danielson Framework 

for Teaching, the quantitative and qualitative data showed that familiarity with the framework 

resulted in more agreement among the teachers on the elements of effective teaching. This sense 

of general agreement can be linked to a new culture of common understanding among teachers 

of what they perceive as teacher effectiveness. As a result, the creation of a positive school 

environment is largely dependent on evaluators' supportive behaviors and teachers' collaborative 

education. The interaction of these two elements can be considered an essential factor in school 

effectiveness.  

An educational institution’s aim is to create a positive and open climate. In order to 

develop a positive school climate, Austin et al. (2011) suggests that schools should hire qualified 

teachers and encourage students to remain in school. In such schools, students are given the 

appropriate learning environment in which to learn and develop whereby their socioeconomic 

status, gender, race, ethnicity, and sexual orientation differences are accepted and valued (Austin 

et al., 2011). The aim in these schools is to set high expectations for success by providing 

students with engaging learning experiences (Austin et al., 2011). 

Exploring the factors that affect teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions about school 

effectiveness is essential to understand how a school can improve (Ozgenel, 2020). School 

principals play an important role in the formation of a school climate and this has a positive 

effect on the school's effectiveness (Gulsen, 2014). It is important to clarify that a school climate 

is a subset of culture that relates to the quality of interactions and relationships in a community 

(Gorton et al., 2012).  
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According to Gorton et al. (2012), an organizational culture is the set of values, ideals, 

norms, expectations, and practices that influence or restrict the level of performance for an 

individual in a group. As to the values and ideals, Gorton et al. (2012) asked about the kind of 

behaviors that are valued in a school and what does a school aspire to become. These values and 

ideals are reflected in norms, which are defined by the writers as the unwritten rules that state 

what people should and should not do. Moreover, Gorton and Alston defined expectations as the 

norms applied to specific situations. 

 Finally, Gorton et al. (2012) focused on organizational symbolic activities and their 

importance in communicating and indirectly expressing expectations. These symbols may take 

different forms. One form is storytelling of important events such as when telling new teachers 

about some of our community service projects. Another form is group rituals such as the 

distribution of awards and the celebration of outstanding achievements. The final form can be 

organizational slogans, such as the inspiring quotes about excellence found in the hallways and 

classrooms of the school. 

So, in order to investigate the deeper levels of culture, more in-depth observations and 

more focused questions are needed. It becomes much easier to decipher the meanings hidden in 

the various behavioral and art-factual patterns observed once some of these assumptions are 

understood. When Lebanese principals try to implement Western-based evaluation frameworks, 

they might face obstacles as the models used ignore the unique cultural aspects of their society.  

2.3 Evaluation Frameworks  

Every profession develops its own language of practice, one that captures the key 

principles and understandings held by its members. An evaluative framework for teaching, 

likewise, provides a way for educators to communicate about excellence (Danielson, 2007). 
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Having an effective teacher evaluative framework is important in enhancing teachers’ 

performance and their motivation. For instance, according to Hall, Diaz-Bilello, and Marion 

(2015), evaluation system designs are used to: (a) assess the degree to which an employee's 

strengths and productivity are aligned, (b) justify managerial decisions related to employee 

advancement, retention, and selection, and (c) provide recommendations for professional 

development to improve employees' performance (Hall, Diaz-Bilello, & Marion, 2015). Add to 

this, evaluation systems that incorporate objective performance data and subjective measures 

done by trained professionals address the quality of teaching (Rockoff & Speroni, 2011). 

Furthermore, through coaching and effective feedback, an effective performance evaluation 

system can encourage activities that are consistent with the institution's core values, policies, and 

goals, as well as develop employee skills that improve group and individual productivity 

(Pulakos, 2004). 

However, a research conducted by Firestone (2014) suggested that most of the evaluation 

systems fail to motivate teachers and fulfill different developmental and administrative purposes. 

Nevertheless, all teacher evaluation models include elements of effectiveness regarding student 

achievement by using student surveys and standardized testing or assessments as observational 

measures of instructional practices (Benedict, Thomas, Kimerling, & Leko, 2013).  

Different teacher evaluation systems use different benchmarks to assess teachers. One of 

the criteria is to create an overall effectiveness rating by combining data from various variable 

sub-scores to assess teaching practices and student outcomes. Another criterion used to evaluate 

teacher effectiveness is by using standards-based evaluation systems. Using standards-based 

evaluation systems provides a shared language to be used between evaluators and teachers 

regarding the qualities of effective teachers. This, however, does not totally eliminate the factor 
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of subjectivity in teachers’ evaluation process.  Therefore, evaluators will not necessarily be 

objective when evaluating teachers using a standards-based evaluation system. In order to prove 

the validity of any evaluation framework, policy makers and educators must agree on particular 

indicators and components that define quality teaching (Jenkins, 2014). 

Hence, there is a challenge that arise when using a certain evaluative system. This 

problem is that having a common definition of the characteristics of effective teachers among 

evaluators and teachers does not eliminate the bias of evaluators. Some states across the United 

States that complied with the requirements of Race to the Top Executive Summary (RTTT), such 

as New Jersey, tried to eliminate the bias factor when evaluating teachers. They used four 

different educator evaluation models: (a) Danielson Framework for Teaching, (b) Stronge, (d) 

Marzano, and (e) McREL’s Teacher Evaluation System to identify the qualities of effective 

teaching, provide feedback to enhance teacher practice, and to develop a shared language that 

describes effective teaching (Firestone, 2014). Each evaluative system has its own 

characteristics, objectives, and its own definition of highly effective teachers. Each evaluation 

framework will be addressed and critiqued to justify the use of the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching in this study and to show whether the use of an evaluative framework minimizes the 

difference in the perceptions of teachers and those of evaluators regarding the qualities of 

effective teacher or not. According to Maniglia (2017), 59% of the districts use the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching, 11% implement Stronge’s framework, 9% adopt a framework 

developed by Marzano, and 8% use the McREL framework. The following discussion provides a 

summary of the four most commonly used teacher evaluation frameworks in New Jersey. 
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2.3.1 The Danielson Framework for Teaching 

The Danielson Framework for Teaching suggested by Charlotte Danielson is a standards-

based comprehensive evaluative model that promotes a shared understanding of what 

characterizes an effective teacher, distinguishes between levels of effectiveness, and clearly 

describes what excellent teaching is (Coggshall et al., 2012).The framework entails four main 

domains: “Planning and Preparation”, “Classroom Environment”, “Instruction”, and 

“Professional Responsibilities” ( Danielson, 2013). Each domain is composed of a set of 22 

components that shows the skills, dispositions, and the knowledge that is needed to demonstrate 

competence in the classroom environment. 

This framework has three major purposes. First, it sets a common language that is used 

among stakeholders when talking about effective practice of teachers. Second, it establishes a 

structure for teachers' self-evaluation and reflection on their professional practice. Third, the 

framework seeks to honor the complexity of the aspects of teaching (Danielson, 1996). 

2.3.2 The Stronge Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System (TEPES) 

  The Teacher Effectiveness Performance Evaluation System (TEPES) developed by Dr. 

James Stronge (2012a) is a research-based evaluation framework used for developing a 

comprehensive and diagnostic profile of a teacher’s performance. So teachers are assessed by 

evaluators based on formal and informal classroom observations, teacher-supplied artifacts, 

student survey outcomes and measures of students’ performance (Stronge, 2012b). The teacher is 

then assigned a summative evaluation rating of either being: highly effective, effective, partially 

effective, or ineffective (Stronge, 2012b).The framework includes seven standards that are 

reported through a four-point rating scale: “Professional Knowledge”, “Instructional Planning”, 

“Instructional Delivery”, “Assessment of/for Learning”, “Learning Environment”, 
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“Professionalism”, and “Student Progress” (Stronge & Tonneson, 2015, p. 3). Each standard 

entails a set of measurable and observable indicators of performance.  

The framework has four main objectives. First, it provides a foundation for improvement 

through productive professional development and teacher feedback. Second, it contributes to the 

achievement of general educational goals. Besides, the framework sets a ground for shared 

responsibility between teachers and evaluators in a collaborative environment. Finally, it sets 

evaluators as responsible for teachers’ performance improving by that the quality of instruction 

(Stronge, 2012a).  

2.3.3 The Marzano Causal Observational Protocol 

The Causal Observational Protocol suggested by Robert Marzano is a standard-based 

evaluation model that establishes a direct link between student achievement and elements of the 

model (Marzano, 2013). The model employs a rubric that assists teachers in achieving 

performance objectives throughout certain strategies after a period of time (Marzano, 2012). The 

framework is implemented through walkthroughs, teacher self-ratings, cueing teaching, student 

surveys, and comprehensive observations (Marzano, 2012). 

The Marzano Evaluation Framework entails four domains: “Classroom Strategies and 

Behaviors”, “Preparing and Planning”, “Reflecting on Teaching”, and “Collegiality and 

Professionalism” (“Four Marzano Teacher Evaluation Domains”, 2012). A total of 60 elements 

target the four domains of the framework whereby 41 of these elements target the content 

domain which is the first domain (Marzano, 2012). 

2.3.4 The Mid-Continental Research for Education and Learning (McREL) Teacher 

Evaluation System 

The McREL Framework adopted by the “North Carolina Department of Public 

Instruction” is a research-based evaluative framework that promotes effective leadership, student 
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learning, and quality teaching with the enhancement of professional practice and instruction 

(Williams, 2009, p. 1). The evaluations are usually conducted by administrators through 

classroom observations and evidence provided by the teacher for artifacts and self-assessment. 

The framework has three main objectives that include: (a) supporting mentoring and coaching 

programs, (b) informing higher education through teacher training programs, and (c) guiding 

both local and individual professional development. (Williams, 2009). 

The North Carolina Teachers Qualities (NCTQ) adopted framework is composed of a 

series of 21st-century skills for teachers that are embedded within five standards: “Teachers 

Demonstrate Leadership”, “Teachers Establish a Respectful Environment for a Diverse 

Population of Students”, “Teachers Know the Content They Teach”, “Teachers Facilitate 

Learning for Their Students”, and “Teachers Reflect on Their Practice” (Williams, 2009).  

In a Lebanese school that values collaboration and is committed to excellence, the 

Danielson Framework for Teaching was implemented as an indirect way to achieve this value of 

excellence. Considering that the Danielson Framework for Teaching was the most commonly 

used standards-based evaluative framework in Western communities (Maniglia, 2017), it was 

selected as a tool to enhance the collaboration and professional development of teachers.  

2.4 The Importance of a Comprehensive System for Evaluation 

A framework that is structured and clearly describes what the behaviors and practices of 

effective teachers are have several purposes. First, using an evaluation framework assists 

teachers to learn from each other by enhancing meaningful communication about effectiveness 

(Danielson, 2007). Add to this, describing the set of performance skills required enables teachers 

to conduct self-reflection and assessment so that they can improve their teaching practices 

(Danielson, 2007). Using such a framework can minimize the differences in perceptions between 
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teachers and evaluators. This improves teachers’ collaborative efforts when implementing any 

research-based instructional strategies (Mielke & Frontier, 2012).   

Each of the evaluation models highlighted previously has a distinct definition of a highly 

effective teacher.  Danielson (2007) distinguished a level for master teachers as the individuals 

who contributed most to the profession, while the McREL Framework defined the same teacher 

as the one who performed above the basic level on performance standards’ skills (Williams, 

2009). On the other hand, Marzano (2011) considered value-added assessment scores along with 

characteristics of teachers when trying to identify highly effective teachers, but some studies 

showed that using value-added models is not appropriate for assessing teachers (Baker et al., 

2010; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012).  As for Stronge (2012), he described the most effective 

teacher as the one whose performance exceeds the expected standard of effectiveness. In 

Lebanon where this study is conducted, two schools started implementing the Danielson as an 

evaluative framework to improve teacher practices.  

To be able to accurately study the differences in perceptions between teachers and 

evaluators, the advantages and disadvantages of using evaluative systems should be elaborated. 

Regarding the positives, according to a study conducted by Milanowski et al.  (2004), standards 

–based teacher evaluation systems are aligned with the main objectives of the Danielson’s 

Framework. The results showed that the evaluations systems created a shared definition of what 

effective teaching is and have accurately measured performance. These evaluation systems are 

useful in identifying the qualities and behaviors of teachers that need improvement, guiding 

instruction practices, and selecting teachers. For instance, each framework specifies sets of skills 

to define an effective teacher (Jahangiri & Mucciolo, 2008); or factors (Creemers & Kyriakides, 

2006). Danielson (1996) also pointed out that the framework is research-based and is adaptable 
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and can be implemented across all disciplines and levels (Danielson, 1996). This was supported 

by a study that addressed the validity and reliability of Danielson and others' standards-based 

assessment systems (Odden, 2004). So the Danielson Framework for Teaching can be used to 

accurately assess teachers by emphasizing the suggested elements of teacher effectiveness. 

According to Danielson (1996), teacher effectiveness elements are evident in performance 

standards that are related to: (1) “Planning and Preparation”, (2) “Classroom Environment”, (3) 

“Instruction”, and (4) “Professional Responsibilities”. By using this framework, teachers will 

reflect on what matters to improve the quality of their teaching practices (Olson, 2015; Sweeley, 

2004).  

School effectiveness is directly related to student achievement which can be enhanced 

once teaching practices improve. This can be achieved by using a standards-based framework 

that specifies a set of performance skills that are related to preparing the teacher, setting the 

appropriate learning environment, enhancing teachers' professional growth and engaging 

students in the learning process (Danielson, 1996; Olson, 2015; Sweeley, 2004).Another reason 

that standards-based evaluation systems are being implemented is that they are able to provide 

students with quality teaching that is critical to the learning process of students and, at the same 

time, to the practices of the teachers in the classroom that are directly linked to students’ 

achievement ( Danielson, 2007a; Sartain et al. , 2011). Though Creemers and Kyriakides (2006) 

have created a complex and dynamic model of educational effectiveness by presenting factors 

that function at various levels including student, school, and classroom and schooling system, 

their definition of effectiveness refers to teaching inside the classroom only. Effective schooling, 

according to this model, is a complex process in which educational institutions recognize their 

weaknesses and create policies for teaching and the learning environment in order to influence 

teaching practices and become more effective (Creemers and Kyriakides , 2006). On the other 
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hand, evaluative frameworks extended this definition to make it more comprehensive. For 

instance, teaching now involves how a teacher develops as well outside the classroom 

environment.  

As for the disadvantages of evaluative frameworks, Papay (2012) critiqued standards-

based evaluation systems when comparing the two most commonly implemented systems for 

evaluating teachers. The results of his study revealed that standards-based evaluation models are 

subject to evaluators’ bias, which could affect the teachers’ evaluation process (Papay, 2012). 

However, other researchers emphasized the importance of teacher observation instruments that 

are adaptable to all subjects, foster effective and useful practices that support student growth 

(Hill & Grossman, 2013). So adopting a comprehensive instrument such as the Danielson’s 

Framework for Teaching that clearly defines similar grounds for communicating effectiveness or 

teachers is able to promote teaching practices that guide student growth. Though research shows 

positive effects of the model on perceptions of teachers, this study is needed to assess whether or 

not the application of such a framework minimizes the differences in the views of teachers and 

evaluators on the qualities of an effective teacher. 

2.5 Teachers’ and Evaluators’ Perceptions of Teacher Effectiveness 

Teacher and evaluator perceptions regarding the characteristics of effective teachers 

might not be aligned. Despite the wide literature present on teacher effectiveness (Creemers & 

Kyriakides, 2006; Jahangiri & Mucciolo, 2008; Keeley et al., 2006; Murphy et al., 2004; Polk, 

2006; Stronge et al., 2008), teachers and evaluators can have different perspectives on the subject 

based on their own experiences. Educators' beliefs about successful teaching are influenced by 

their personal experiences (Murphy, Delli, & Edwards, 2004).  
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For instance, a study conducted in three Midwestern states revealed that teachers agreed 

that experience was more critical in being an effective teacher than preparation and knowledge 

(Snider & Roehl, 2007).  Another study conducted by Ellet and Teddlie (2003) concluded some 

core elements of teaching and learning environments to improve student performance, although 

finding a universal consensus on what characterizes an effective teacher is difficult. In order to 

maximize student performance, it is essential that teachers and evaluators have a shared 

understanding of what qualities make an effective teacher.  

Evaluators can be school leaders, school administrators, supervisors, or coordinators.  So 

when school leaders are the evaluators, they have to ensure that meaningful learning took place 

in their schools by looking at student achievement (Williams, 2010). This is why hiring, 

retaining, and developing highly effective teachers are considered to be some of the major roles 

school leaders perform. However, there is no clear consensus on the concept of effectiveness 

(Stronge, 2007).  

A study conducted by Geithman (2009), found out that administrators’ perceptions of 

effective teachers were not linked to students with greatest achievement. As a result, and in the 

absence of a comprehensive evaluative system, school leaders are more likely to create their own 

attributes for effectiveness based on personal experience and expertise (Williams, 2010).  

2.6 Teachers’ Perceptions of Teacher Evaluations  

When evaluation systems are supported by teachers, their perceptions of such evaluation 

systems can improve teacher classroom practices (Mielke & Frontier, 2012). Teachers' views of 

teacher evaluation systems have shown contradictory findings in studies. Some studies indicated 

that teachers regard evaluation models as means to enhance teaching practices and learning of 

students. On the other hand, other studies showed that teachers believe that evaluation systems 

have no impact on teaching practices and that they are primarily used to find ineffective teachers.  
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Teachers believe that evaluation frameworks have helped them develop their teaching 

methods, and in that case the climate surrounding evaluation is more positive. For instance, a 

study conducted by Moss (2015) that examined the perceptions of teachers after the 

implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching in New Jersey found that teachers’ 

perceptions were positive in response to the components of the framework.  As Moss (2015) 

claimed, teachers identified the domains of the framework as credible, reflecting good teaching, 

and supporting professional conversations with supervisors to ultimately improve the teaching 

practices. Add to this, teachers reported that they used the framework as a way to not only 

identify what needed to change, but also as a mean to help change and improve their practices 

(Moss, 2015). 

Other findings that supported the positive perceptions of teachers towards evaluation 

systems were related to a study that examined the teacher perceptions of the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching in six school districts in New Jersey (Ladd, 2016). The results of the 

previous study showed that most teachers viewed the framework as a tool to enhance their 

performance and to provide them with a meaningful feedback. A qualitative research in a Rocky 

Mountain school district found similar results when it examined teachers' views of the impact of 

an evaluation system on instructional practices (Donahue and Vogel, 2018). These findings 

demonstrated that evaluation frameworks may have a positive effect on teaching practices, but 

there are aspects that need to be considered such as: (a) evaluator training, (b) evaluation rubric, 

(c) continuous feedback, (d) modeling, and (e) self- reflections. Likewise, the results of a recent 

study done in Lebanon that examined the teachers’ perceptions before and after the 

implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching revealed that familiarity with the 

framework created a sense of agreement on the framework’s importance for defining effective 

teaching (Shehab, 2019).  For instance, the results of the study conducted by Shehab (2019) 
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revealed that when compared to findings prior to implementing the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching, there was more consensus among teachers on the importance of implementing the 

framework for effective teaching, specifically engaging students in the learning process. 

However, the study did not include how teachers’ perceptions differed from those of evaluators’ 

regarding the evaluation system used. This does not mean that teachers do not hold negative 

perceptions towards evaluation systems.  

Some teachers believe that the true purpose of evaluation is for administrators to identify 

ineffectiveness (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). The researchers also claimed that teachers do not 

learn from the evaluation process because of the lack of meaningful feedback from evaluators. 

Evaluations in that sense do not help teachers improve their teaching skills. Add to this, the 

“Teacher Evaluation 2.0” (2010) critiqued current evaluation systems and their structures. The 

findings of this project are aligned with the negative perceptions of teachers towards their 

evaluation. According to the report of the project, most teachers believed that evaluations rated 

teachers in a similar way, and the main goal of the evaluation process was to eliminate 

incompetent teachers. Moreover, teachers who participated in the project viewed evaluation tools 

as subjective and did not clearly differentiate between effective and ineffective teaching 

practices, which made the evaluation process meaningless to most of the teachers. Similarly, 

Derrington and Martinez (2019) found out that teachers had a negative perception towards 

evaluation systems. In their study, they surveyed middle and high school teachers in nine Eastern 

Tennessee districts to examine teachers’ views of evaluation protocols after 5 years of 

implementation (Derrington & Martinez, 2019). Based on this recent study, most teachers agreed 

on the fact that the evaluation process is not fair due to several reasons: usefulness and 

effectiveness of the evaluation system used, feedback that is not tailored and specific to the 

subject area, and the judgments made by principals (Derrington & Martinez, 2019). All of this 
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shows that using an evaluative system is not necessarily effective in terms of creating a positive 

perception among teachers because some teachers claim that even when using an evaluative 

system, this does not eliminate the bias factor. This idea questions the fairness of using 

evaluative frameworks when assessing teachers.  

2.7 Evaluators’ Perceptions of Teacher Evaluations 

Extensive research on evaluators’ perceptions of teacher evaluations show that even 

evaluators have contradicting views toward evaluations, but their concerns differ from those of 

teachers. Like teachers, evaluators possess positive and negative views regarding evaluative 

systems. For instance, according to a study done by McKenna (2017) that investigated the 

concerns of principals as evaluators regarding the adoption of a new evaluation system in Illinois 

for the Chicago Public Schools, principals had a negative perception toward the evaluation 

framework used which was the Danielson’s Framework for Teaching. The results showed that 

principals developed concerns related to the new evaluation system used. These concerns 

included: amount of time needed, inability to perform other responsibilities, paperwork, and the 

average number of teacher evaluations required per year (McKenna, 2017). These findings align 

with the results of another study that examined secondary school administrators’ perceptions of a 

newly adopted evaluation system in Louisiana’s public schools (Williams & Hebert, 2017). The 

findings of this study revealed that administrators’ perceptions of an effective system for teacher 

evaluation are somehow mixed. Though the administrators support the use of a comprehensive 

evaluation system, there were some concerns related to the capability of the implemented system 

to reflect the overall teacher’s performance (Williams & Hebert, 2017). These concerns were 

related to the scoring of teachers. According to the study, principals believed that the rubric used 

to evaluate teachers is not applicable to teachers of different subjects. Another negative impact 

that principals detected regarding evaluation systems that used a specific rubric is the inaccurate 
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portrayal of the classroom observations due to pre-conferences that are done between the 

principals and the teachers (Williams & Hebert, 2017).  

Some principals began the evaluation process regarding teacher effectiveness in the pre-

conference before the observation took place because of time constraints. Likewise, Papay 

(2012) noted that using standards-based evaluation systems that are based mainly on 

observations are subjective to the evaluator and can vary due to the evaluators’ bias. In his study, 

Papay (2012) compared two of the most commonly used evaluation systems and found out that 

value-added models are an objective tool based solely on student performance in standardized 

testing and comparisons of student growth across countries. These findings are consistent with 

Danielson’s (2007) and Harris et al.’s (2014) findings regarding inconsistencies between the 

observations of evaluations and their accuracy as compared to daily teachers’ performance that 

were noted by administrators. Similarly, Sartain (2011) studied the pilot phase of a new 

evaluation system in the Chicago Public Schools and concluded that when the principals are the 

evaluators, they need more support to engage in deep coaching conversations.   

On the other hand, administrators in the study that was mentioned earlier and was 

conducted by Williams and Hebert (2017), participants admitted that conferencing when done 

with integrity has a positive impact on the evaluation process of teachers. Add to this, 

researchers found out that some principals described teacher observation and evaluation systems 

as a guiding process to professional development (Williams & Hebert, 2017). These results are in 

line with the findings by Danielson (2011), Gartia (2013), Jacquith et al. (2011), and Papay 

(2012) regarding the importance of conferences and collaboration between evaluators and 

teachers that the researchers considered more useful than the observation evaluation itself. 

Another case study done by Kraft and Gilmour (2016) that examined principals’ perspectives on 

teachers’ evaluation showed that principals supported the use of a common framework for the 



   

 

30 
 

teacher evaluation, which assisted the principals’ feedback conversations with teachers to be 

more effective. However, principals that were primarily responsible for conducting evaluations 

faced some problems that diminished the quality of the evaluation and the feedback they 

provided to teachers (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016). According to the results of the case study, some 

of the problems faced by principals during the evaluation process were related to: willingness, 

capacity, and ability to implement regular observation feedback cycles, as well as time 

constraints imposed by other administrative responsibilities (Kraft & Gilmour, 2016).  

The previous results oppose the findings of a study conducted by Taylor and Tyler (2012) 

that examined a Cincinnati Public Schools’ evaluation system in which principals observed 

teachers once and evaluated by peers three times. According to the researchers, frequent 

observations and feedback from both peer evaluators and principals raised student achievement 

(Taylor & Tyler, 2012). Paufler and Clark (2019) who investigated school administrators’ 

experiences with a new teacher evaluation system in a suburban district in the United States of 

America supported these results. The findings of the study showed that administrators value the 

evaluation process and believed that it supports teacher growth (Paufler & Clark, 2019). This 

means that these studies suggest that evaluators have a positive outlook on the evaluation process 

itself, which can lead to teacher development, but for it to give effective and accurate results, 

adequate time, training and support for evaluators are needed.  

Thus, evaluators have a positive view of evaluation systems while teachers had a more 

negative outlook. This is due to the fact that teachers believe that using a comprehensive 

evaluative system does not eliminate the bias factor. However, evaluators believe that using an 

evaluative framework leads to professional growth. All of these differences are to be examined 

in this study to be able to determine whether using an evaluative framework such as the 

Danielson’s minimizes the differences between perceptions of teachers and those of evaluators. 
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Hence, the study shows whether or not the Danielson Framework for Teaching creates similar 

viewpoints between evaluators and teachers.  

2.8 Conclusion 

The preceding chapter provided a literature review on teacher evaluation systems 

including the Danielson Framework for Teaching, teacher effectiveness, school culture, teachers’ 

perceptions and evaluators’ perceptions of teacher evaluations. Most studies on teacher 

effectiveness shared a similar goal in that they specified instructional practices or processes that 

may lead to student learning and other positive classroom and student outcomes, though there is 

no agreement on a single definition. As a result, using a standards-based framework such as the 

Danielson Framework for Teaching can create a culture of agreement minimizing the differences 

that exist in understanding the qualities of an effective teacher. In sum, to enhance school 

effectiveness, evaluators and teachers should begin by improving the school climate which can 

be done by creating an environment of shared notions about excellence.  

The next chapter presents the details of the methodology that was implemented to 

examine teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions of the qualities of an effective teacher after 

implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching to answer the research questions: 

1- What are the perceptions of teachers regarding the characteristics of an effective teacher 

after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching?  

2- What are the perceptions of evaluators regarding the characteristics of an effective 

teacher after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching?  

3- Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and evaluators 

regarding these characteristics after implementing the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching?  
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Chapter Three 

Methodology  
 

This chapter presents the details of the methodology that was implemented to examine 

the differences between teachers’ perceptions and those of evaluators for what characterizes an 

effective teacher one year after the implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. 

This section also includes a detailed description of the research design, the sampling method that 

was used, followed by the description of instruments, data analysis, validity and reliability of 

measures, and the ethical considerations used when conducting the study. 

3.1 Research Design 

The current study follows a survey design on the perceptions of effectiveness of teachers 

and evaluators one year after the implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. 

According to Cohen et al. (2018), surveys collect data at a certain point in time with the goal of 

defining current conditions, setting standards against which current conditions can be compared, 

or finding the correlations between certain events.  

For the purpose of this study, a mixed-method approach was used that combined both 

qualitative and quantitative methodologies. The use of this approach is justified based on 

literature (Creswell, 2003; Frankel et al., 2011). For instance, Creswell (2013) suggested the use 

of qualitative data alongside quantitative data to provide a structured format that allows inquiry 

for researchers. According to the previously mentioned researchers, using a mixed method 

approach offers a more detailed view of the research problem than the use of only one of both 

approaches.  
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The approach that was followed included: (1) a quantitative data collection survey and 

(2) an interview to collect qualitative data. A survey is a specific type of tool used for collecting 

quantitative data from a clearly defined population sample (e.g., teachers and coordinators) by 

using a questionnaire (Visser, Krosnick, & Lavrakas, 2000, p.231). A questionnaire catches 

visible aspects of an organizational culture (e.g., the extent of difference in teachers’ and 

coordinators’ understanding of the characteristics of an effective teacher) (Cohen et al., 2018). 

On the other hand, the interview is a method by which researchers collect qualitative data 

through structured or semi-structured questions.  

3.2 Research Site  

The study took place at a bilingual high school located in a low-socioeconomic area in 

Beirut, Lebanon. The selected high school includes around 1000 students, 80 full-time teachers, 

15 full-time coordinators, 5 part-time coordinators, 40 part-time teachers, and 20 administrators.  

The school consists of departments of different disciplines (Mathematics, English, 

Sciences, Arabic, French, Social Studies, and Arts). It also implements a rigorous academic 

program in compliance with the Lebanese National Curriculum. The students of this high school 

regularly show outstanding academic performance on the Lebanese official exams. The school 

was selected since the evaluation system that is used to assess teachers there is the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching.  

Previously, the selected school used various evaluation systems with different criteria to 

assess teachers from the different departments. The principal of the school tried to create a sense 

of shared culture among teachers. This school culture was represented by networks of constructs 

emphasizing the shared assumptions about the characteristics of effective teachers, patterns of 

behaviors, thoughts and feelings, enhancing collegiality and reducing communication problems 
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through the use of a new evaluative framework. All teachers and evaluators were trained before 

implementing the framework on each element of the different domains of the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching that can be used by the observer to collect evidence about a specific 

teaching practice. 

3.3 Participants and Sample Selection 

To recruit participants, a convenience and purposive sampling procedure was used. 

Convenience sampling is used for several reasons according to different studies (Creswell, 2007; 

Mujis, 2004). These reasons are: (a) the researcher’s ease of access to the site, (b) ability to 

maximize participation in the research, and (c) the presence of a naturally formed groups of 

departments within the selected school (Creswell, 2007; Mujis, 2004). The school was selected 

purposefully because it had implemented the Danielson Framework for Teaching as a part of its 

evaluation strategy. In the school selected, the coordinator of each department is in charge of 

evaluating each of the 80 full-time certified teachers on an annual basis. 

The original sample that I wanted to recruit consisted of 15 coordinators and 15 full-time 

teachers, but due to the COVID-19 pandemic and lockdown, my sample size for both groups was 

reduced to 12 participants in each group because of the low response rate.  

Concerning the teachers, and for the quantitative part of this study, I chose a purposive 

sample of 12 full-time teachers from different departments excluding the extracurricular 

departments, and with more than five years of experience. A review of the data that obtained by 

the two groups were disproportional. A decision of selecting a purposive sample of only twelve 

teachers was made to have equal-sized groups for comparison purposes. In terms of the 

qualitative part, a purposive sample of six full-time teachers with at least five years of experience 
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from different departments were interviewed using semi-structured questions in a focus group 

setting.  

Concerning the evaluators, I chose a convenience sample consisting of all 12 full-time 

evaluators who belong to different departments and with at least 5 years of experience. In regard 

to the qualitative part, and by using semi-structured interviews, a purposive sample of six full-

time coordinators were interviewed in a separate focus group with the teachers. All teachers and 

evaluators were trained on the Danielson Framework for Teaching two years prior to conducting 

this study. Figure 1 below illustrates the sample selection process. 

  

Figure 1. Overview of the sample selection process 

3.4 Instruments 

Collecting data from several sources increases the study's credibility (Baxter & Jack, 

2008). According to Merriam (2009), credibility is related to the extent of how the findings of a 

research are representative of reality. In this study, the first data collection instrument was a 

survey; the second was an interview. Both were administered to teachers and evaluators 

respectively.  
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The first instrument that was used in this study is a survey that consists of sixty-six 

questions that reflect the four main domains of the Danielson Framework for Teaching (see 

Appendix A). It also includes eight background questions related to years in the current position, 

the number of years of teaching experience, the grade level taught, the subject(s) taught, 

familiarity with Danielson’s Framework, and the level of education.  

This survey instrument uses a Likert scale, which examined the focus of teachers’ and 

evaluators’ views towards the characteristics of an effective teacher. In particular, item responses 

included: Strongly Agree”, “Agree”, “Disagree”, “Strongly Disagree”, and “Do Not 

Understand”. Each item investigated teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions in the following areas: 

(1) “Planning and Preparation”, (2) “Classroom Environment”, (3) “Instruction” and (4) 

“Professional Responsibilities”. As for the demographics, they were measured by categorical, 

classification and dichotomous scales represented by the eight questions.  

Sweeley (2004) used the survey in a study to examine teachers' attitudes toward the 

Danielson's (1996) Framework. Sweeley (2004) wrote and developed the survey from 

Danielson's (1996) Framework. The survey was also used in other studies that explored teachers’ 

perspectives on the effective teaching elements in the Danielson Framework for Teaching 

(Olson, 2015). Based on these studies, the results of this survey were statistically analyzed by the 

two researchers and were found to be reliable and valid.  

I used this survey to compare quantitatively the differences that could exist between the 

perceptions of the two groups (the group of teachers and the group of their respective 

coordinators) by examining the degree to which teachers and coordinators share a similar 

viewpoint of what constitutes effective teaching. The duration of the survey was 20-30 minutes.  
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The second instrument was a semi-structured interview (see Appendix B). It consists of 

five questions that were used to investigate the perceptions of teachers and those of evaluators 

regarding the characteristics of effective teachers after one year of implementing the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching. The interview was conducted through two focus groups (one group for 

teachers and one for coordinators). Each interview lasted approximately 20-30 minutes. The 

interviews were conducted to gain a more in-depth and detailed understanding of teachers' and 

evaluators' perspectives on effective teaching. They were examined thematically to extract 

patterns across the four domains of the Danielson's Framework (Domain 1: “Planning and 

Preparation”, Domain 2: “Classroom Environment”, Domain 3: “Instruction”, and Domain 4: 

“Professional Responsibilities”). The observer may use multiple elements and components from 

each domain of the framework to collect evidence about a particular practice (see Table 1). The 

qualitative data results for each category were compared to the quantitative data results to see if 

the results for teachers and evaluators converged. This is how questions 1 and 2 were answered. 

As for question 3, it was answered by looking at quantitative significant differences between the 

two groups and comparing the results with the qualitative data.   

White (2017) created the interview questions as part of a research study that looked at 

teachers' perceptions of effective teaching from different sectors in a school district in the 

southern suburbs of Chicago, Illinois. The five questions are important in determining how 

effective a teacher is and are aligned with Danielson’s four domains. However, I modified this 

instrument by using the term “effective teacher” rather than “excellent teacher” in the first 

interview question. This type of alteration, in my opinion, would have no impact on the quality 

of the data gathered. It caused the instrument to be better aligned with the terms used in the 

Danielson Framework. Both instruments were piloted in a previous study that was conducted by 

Shehab (2019) concerning the perceptions of teachers regarding what characterizes an effective 
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teacher before and after implementing the Danielson model at the same school. Table 1 

illustrates the components of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. 

Table 1. 

Overview of the components of the Danielson Framework for Teaching 

 

 

3.5 Validity and Reliability 

Validity and reliability are two aspects of data collection and analysis methods, according 

to Merriam (2009). To ensure the validity of the study, the used methods for data collection have 
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to measure what they are supposed to measure. As for reliability, the instruments used in the 

study must show consistency and accuracy of measurements. 

The mixed method design used in this study relied on more than one source of evidence 

(survey questions and semi-structured interviews). According to Baxter and Jack (2008), using 

multiple sources of data enhances the credibility of the research under study. In this study, 

credibility was achieved.  

Both instruments are accurate and reliable, according to research on the survey used in 

this study (Sweeley, 2004; Olson, 2015). However, to ensure its validity in the Lebanese context, 

the instruments were piloted on part-time teachers that were not part of the selected sample. 

Also, the interview questions were checked and piloted before in Lebanon to assess their content 

validity (Shehab, 2019).  

According to Cohen et al. (2018), researchers have to ensure reliability of qualitative data 

through the stability of observations, parallel forms, and inter-rater reliability. Moreover, when 

posing the questions, care was taken to avoid introducing any prejudices that could jeopardize 

the study's descriptive validity. Another way to ensure reliability is to conduct a highly structured 

interview in which each individual receives the same format and sequence of questions. To avoid 

bias in the interviews, I made sure to address all of its causes while interviewing. For instance, I 

kept the questions’ wording and the sequence of the questions during the interviews as they 

were, and I chose to transcribe all the recordings of qualitative data without missing any details. 

So, I used digital recordings to be able to accurately transcribe each interview. 

3.6 Procedure 

The first step toward data collection was to invite evaluators and teachers to participate in 

the study in person only after receiving approval from the Lebanese American University (LAU) 
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Institutional Review Board (IRB; see Appendix C). For this, the teachers and evaluators were 

given the survey at a regular faculty meeting on December 22, 2020 after getting the approval 

from the principal, and the purpose statement and survey’s instructions were read aloud in order 

to ensure control and consistency to avoid  researcher influence or bias. Participants were 

informed that they could choose whether or not to participate in the study without incurring any 

penalties. They were also asked to inform me if they would like to participate in a 30-minute 

focus group interview. Moreover, they were assured that they could leave the study any time 

they wanted. Along with the questionnaire (Appendix A), the following documents were 

attached to the survey: consent forms (Appendix E and Appendix F), interview questions 

(Appendix B), and a permission letter customized for the school (Appendix G). The IRB 

approved and stamped all of the attached documents before I sent them to the participants.  

When school was in session, the survey questions were returned directly to me. When the 

lockdown was imposed due to the COVID-19 pandemic, teachers and evaluators dropped the 

surveys at the school and left them for me with the janitor. I noticed that only twelve teachers 

and twelve evaluators completed the survey. So I tried calling the remaining teachers and 

evaluators, but with no cooperation from their side. As for the interview participants, only six 

teachers and six evaluators accepted to participate in the interviews. Though I wanted to 

interview seven teachers and seven evaluators, one teacher had electricity problems and could 

not attend the meeting on the day of the interview. The missing evaluator was not able to attend 

because of internet issues on that day. Both informed me on the same day so I was not able to 

recruit substitutes.  

During the same week, I conducted two 30-minute focus group interviews with six full-

time teachers at the chosen high school, each with at least five years of teaching experience. 
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These teachers had attended the training workshops on the Danielson Framework for Teaching 

two years prior and represented the following departments: French, Math, Science, and English.   

After interviewing the teachers, I conducted two 30-minute focus group interviews with 

six full-time evaluators who agreed to participate and had at least five years of teaching 

experience at the chosen high school. These evaluators had attended the training workshops on 

the Danielson Framework for Teaching two years prior and represented the following 

departments: French, Math, Science, English, Arabic, and Social Studies.  

The purpose of the focus group interviews was to understand the perceptions of teachers 

and evaluators concerning the characteristics of an effective teacher. Both interviews were done 

via the Zoom application because of the social distancing rule that was put in place due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 

3.7 Data Analysis 

The qualitative and quantitative data were both collected and analyzed separately. Then 

both data types were integrated to show how the results of each method converged for teachers 

and then for evaluators respectively. Then, quantitative data from both sets of teachers and 

evaluators were compared separately to determine if there is a significant difference between the 

perceptions of teachers and those of evaluators regarding the characteristics of effective teachers. 

In addition, qualitative data sets of both teachers and evaluators were compared to examine if 

there are any differences regarding the characteristics of effective teachers.  

To descriptively analyze numerical data collected (i.e., teachers’ and evaluators’ 

responses to the questionnaire items) for the survey, I used the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS). On each subscale in the questionnaire, I used frequency measures and 



   

 

42 
 

percentages of participants who strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, and don’t 

understand.  

The questions and domain areas were coded as follows: Q denoted the question number, 

and D denoted the domain number. These responses were taken from the first part of the 

questionnaire, which consisted of 66 items. The items were developed based on the four domains 

of the Danielson Framework for Teaching (“Domain 1: Planning and Preparation”, “Domain 2: 

Classroom Environment”, “Domain 3: Instruction” and “Domain 4: Professional 

Responsibilities”). Participant responses represented a Likert scale that included: “Strongly 

Agree”, “Agree”, “Disagree”, “Strongly Disagree”, and “Do Not Understand”.  

For teachers, frequencies, percentages of agreement for items D1Q1 to D4Q66 were 

determined and arranged from highest to lowest (see Table 3). To check whether differences in 

the frequencies of participants who strongly agree within the group of teachers according to their 

years of experience, an ANOVA One-Way test was performed knowing that my dependent 

variable (i.e. the frequency of strongly agree among participants) was continuous and my 

independent variable (i.e. the years of experience) was categorical. The codes used for the years 

of experience were as follows: (2) below 10 years, (1) above 10 years, and (3) 10 years. A 

similar analysis was conducted for evaluators (see Table 5). Moreover, to find whether some 

correlations exist between years in current position and evaluators, an ANOVA One-Way test 

was also done with the dependent variable as the frequency of strongly agree among participants 

and the independent variable as the years in current position. The years spent as evaluators were 

coded as follows: (2) below 5 years, (1) above 5 years, and (3) 5 years.  

Then, to check whether significant differences exist between the two groups regarding 

the number of counts for the participants who strongly agree, an ANOVA-One Way test was 
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chosen. Only the frequencies of participants who strongly agree on items were accounted for to 

emphasize the importance of each domain. Before selecting the ANOVA-One Way test, 

normality of data of both groups was checked on SPSS. In addition, my dependent variable (i.e. 

frequency of SA among participants) was of a continuous type and my independent variable (i.e. 

group) was of categorical type (evaluators were coded as “1” and teachers were coded as “2”). 

So by assuming normality of data, type of scales used for variables, independence among groups, 

and homogeneity of variances with no significant outliers, the use of the test of ANOVA-One 

Way was justified.  

As for the interviews, I used inductive analysis of qualitative data (i.e., teachers’ and 

coordinators’ answers to the interview questions) based on Creswell (2003). As such, to discover 

meaningful patterns and create themes from the interview responses, I started by compiling and 

organizing the text data in tables.  

Each group of recurring themes in the responses was coded as a separate category. 

Subcategories were then generated from the groups. Accordingly, inductive analysis was used to 

identify common themes. All the themes generated based on the interview questions were related 

to the four domains of the Danielson Framework for Teaching (“Domain 1: Planning and 

Preparation”, “Domain 2: Classroom Environment”, “Domain 3: Instruction”, and “Domain 4: 

Professional Responsibilities”). 

According to White (2017), the interview questions are aligned with the Danielson 

Framework’s domains and components of professional practice. For instance, question 2 is 

related to the component 1c which is “Setting Instructional Outcomes” in domain 1. Question 3 

is related to component 1e which is “Designing Coherent Instruction”. Question 4 is related to 
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component 2a which is “Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport” in domain 2. As for 

question 5, it is related to component 3c which is “Engaging Students in Learning” in Domain 3.  

 The responses of the participants were used to answer both research questions posed:  

1) What are the perceptions of teachers regarding the characteristics of an effective 

teacher after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching? 

2) What are the perceptions of evaluators regarding the characteristics of an effective 

teacher after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching? 

 Then a comparison between the quantitative data and the qualitative data is used to 

answer the third research question:  

3) Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and evaluators 

regarding these characteristics after implementing the Danielson Framework for Teaching? 

The qualitative findings were focused on two groups' responses to focus group interviews 

(group of teachers and group of evaluators), with six full-time teachers and six full-time 

evaluators. The first focus group interview was conducted with the teachers via the Zoom 

application due to the lockdown and it took around 35 minutes. The second focus group 

interview was conducted with the evaluators via the Zoom application also and it took around 30 

minutes. After receiving their approval, the teachers' and evaluators' responses were digitally 

recorded via Zoom. Then, I transcribed the audio recordings of these interviews, checked their 

accuracy, and analyzed them inductively, which implies that key themes emerged from the 

responses of teachers and evaluators to the research questions. Inductive analysis, according to 

Croswell (2003), is used to identify common patterns through a repetitive process of closely 

analyzing data and fitting particular aspects together. Both interviews addressed participants’ 

perceptions of what characterizes an effective teacher.  
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3.8 Ethical Considerations 

Before conducting the study, the proposal was submitted for approval by the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) of the Lebanese American University since the study involves human 

subjects. Hence, this study attended to the main ethical aspects of education: privacy, consent, 

and risks as compared to benefits.  

As for the collection of data, I needed the permission of the school principal to conduct 

the study there. I have also received the consent of all teachers and evaluators who have agreed 

to participate in the research study by giving them information on the educational purpose of the 

study. I ensured total confidentiality and the participant teachers and evaluators were also 

guaranteed that the results would not have any risks on their careers because the results obtained 

would remain anonymous and only I would have access to the records. Also, I sought 

authorization from developers of these tools to use and adapt all the instruments involved in my 

study.  

As for the collected data from interviews and surveys, it was saved on a secured personal 

laptop with my advisor. Only my advisor and I, the researcher, have access to this data which 

will be discarded three years from the date of completion of this study.  

The methodology of the study was presented in this chapter with regard to the research 

design used, participants and sample methods, instruments, validity and reliability, and ethical 

aspects. The quantitative and qualitative results of this research are presented in the following 

chapter.  
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Chapter Four 

Results 
 

The purpose of this study was to examine the differences between teachers’ perceptions 

and those of evaluators towards what characterizes an effective teacher one year after the 

implementation of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. As a result, this study used a mixed 

method approach, in which quantitative and qualitative data were collected from teachers and 

evaluators through a survey and focus group interviews, respectively. The results for each 

method are presented separately in this chapter, followed by a summary of the overall results.  

4.1 Quantitative Results 

The survey responses were used to derive quantitative data (n=12 for teachers and n=12 

for evaluators). The first step in the questionnaire analysis was to use SPSS to conduct a 

descriptive statistical analysis. The frequencies, percentages of agreement and disagreement 

across each item were calculated. The following subsections present quantitative results: 

demographics and related variables, perceptions of teachers, perceptions of evaluators, and 

difference in perceptions. This subsection concludes with a summary of the quantitative findings. 

4.1.1 Demographics and Related Variables 

The demographics of the 12 teachers and 12 evaluators who completed the questionnaire 

are presented in this subsection. It includes the following demographic variables: 1) gender, 2) 

educational level of participants, 3) subject taught, and 4) years of experience and 5) years in 

current position as evaluators. Table 2 shows the proportions of the above variables in the sample 

for teachers and evaluators respectively.  
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Table 2. 

Demographic Data Results of the Participants 

Group Teacher Evaluator 

Characteristic n % n % 

Gender     

Male 1 8.3 1 8.3 

Female 11 91.7 11 91.7 

Educational Level     

Bachelor’s Degree 7 58.3 6 50.0 

Master’s Degree 5 41.7 6 50.0 

Years of Experience     

Exactly 10 years 0 0 1 8.3 

Above 10 years 8 66.7 9 75.0 

Below 10 years 4 33.3 2 16.7 

Years as Evaluators     

Exactly 5 years 0 0 3 25.0 

Above 5 years 0 0 6 50.0 

Below 5 years 0 0 3 25.0 

Teaching Assignment     

Pre-School 3 25.0 2 16.7 

Elementary School 3 25.0 3 25.0 

Middle School 1 8.3 3 25.0 

Middle and High School 4 33.3 2 16.7 

Middle and Elementary School 1 8.3 1 8.3 

All 0 0 1 8.3 

Teaching Subject     

Science 4 33.3 5 41.7 

Mathematics 2 16.7 2 16.7 

Language 5 41.7 3 25.0 

Other 1 8.3 2 16.7 

 

Referring to Table 2, the demographic data for teachers revealed that of the 12 teachers 

who answered, 11 (91.7%) were females, while 1 (8.3%) was a male. On the other hand, results 

from the evaluator demographic data revealed similar percentages for the gender category. At the 

selected school, the majority of teachers teach both Middle and High School students (i.e. 

33.3%). As for the participating evaluators, the majority of the participants were assigned to 

teach Elementary School students or High-School students with equivalent percentages each (i.e. 

25%).  
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The highest percentage of teachers had received a Bachelor’s Degree (i.e. 58.3%) while 

the remaining held a Master’s Degree. On the other hand, half of the participating evaluators 

held a Bachelor’s degree (50%) while the other half held a Master’s Degree (50%).The results 

also revealed that slightly over half of the participant teachers (i.e. 66.7%) had more than 10 

years of teaching experience. As for the evaluators, the majority of the participants had a 

teaching experience of above 10 years (i.e. 75%).   

4.1.2. Perceptions of Teachers 

Data analysis with SPSS provided quantitative answers to the research questions mostly 

in terms of percentages and frequencies. The first research question is addressed in this 

subsection. The first research question is: “What are the perceptions of teachers regarding the 

characteristics of an effective teacher after implementing the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching?”   

Table 3. 

Descriptive Statistics of the Four Domains for Teachers 

Domain n (SA) n (A) n (DA) n (SD) Total Possible 

Count 

D3: Instruction 140 

77.78% 

39 

21.67% 

0 

0% 

0 

0% 

180 

D1: Planning and Preparation 185 

73.41% 

57 

22.62% 

6 

2.38% 

0 

0% 

252 

D2: Classroom Environment 113 

67.26% 

55 

32.74% 

0 

0% 

1 

0.59% 

168 

D4: Professional Responsibilities 110 

57.29% 

78 

40.63% 

2 

1.04% 

0 

0% 

192 

Total Count among teachers 548 

69.19% 

229 

28.91% 

8 

1.01% 

1 

0.13% 

792 

 

 

By taking each domain as a category on its own, the results suggest that the majority of 

teachers strongly agree that Domain 3 (“Instruction”) is the most relevant domain for effective 
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teaching with the highest percentage of participants that strongly agree on that specific domain 

(i.e. 77.78%). It is followed by Domain 1 (“Planning and Preparation”), Domain 2(“Classroom 

Environment”), and Domain 4 (“Professional Responsibilities”) as illustrated in Table 3. 

Furthermore, out of the 66 questions, teachers strongly agreed that question 1 (“solid 

content knowledge”), question 5(“solid understanding of different learning styles”), question 37 

(“clarity and appropriateness of teacher’s spoken and written language”), and question 54 

(“teacher’s system for maintaining information on student progress”) are the most important 

qualities for an effective teacher with the highest percentage of frequency of strongly agree 

among participants (i.e. 100 %). In Domain 3 specifically, all participant teachers (n=12) mostly 

agreed on the importance of element 37 which corresponds to the teacher’s spoken and written 

language which should be clear and appropriate to students’ interest and age.  

 In addition, by comparing results of frequencies of those who strongly agree and agree 

(SA and A) and those who strongly disagree and disagree (SD and D), all teachers (n=12) agreed 

on the relevance of 56 questions (i.e. 84.84%) of the questionnaire. For questions 6 (“knowledge 

of students’ skills”), 7 (“knowledge of students”), 12 (“teachers’ resources”), 13 (“school and 

district resources”), 19 (“clarity of assessment criteria”), 20 (“use of assessment results”), 30 

(“engagement of volunteers”), and 58 (“engaging families”) only 11 participants (i.e. 91.67%) 

agreed on their importance while only 1 participant disagreed (i.e. 8.33%). As for the remaining 

questions 16 (“varying instructional group”) and 55 (“maintaining effective instructional 

information”), 10 participants (i.e. 83.33%) agreed on the importance of these two questions with 

one participant disagreeing (i.e. 8.3%).  

Before analyzing the set of data for teachers, tests to verify the normality of the data set 

concerning frequencies of participants who strongly agree were performed. Results of normality 
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tests for teachers showed a p-value of (p = .185 > .05) which indicates that the data for teachers 

is normally distributed. The results to see whether statistical differences exist within the group of 

teachers based on their years of experience are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4. 

Correlation between Teachers’ Perceptions and Years of Experience 

ANOVA (Teachers’ Perceptions  Vs. Years of Experience) 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 287.042 1 287.042 1.503 .248 

Within Groups 1909.625 10 190.963   

Total 2196.667 11    

 

By referring to Table 4, the results suggested that the total count of strong agreement 

among participating teachers is not correlated to the years of experience yielding a p-value (sig. 

= .248 > .05).  

4.1.3. Perceptions of Evaluators 

The second research question is: “What are the perceptions of evaluators regarding the 

characteristics of an effective teacher after implementing the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching?”   

Table 5. 

Descriptive Statistics of the Four Domains for Evaluators 

Domain n (SA) n (A) n (DA) n(SD) Total possible 

count 

D2: Classroom Environment 105 

62.67% 

105 

62.67% 

1 

0.59% 

3 

1.79% 

168 

D3: Instruction 111 

61.67% 

73 

40.55% 

0 

0% 

0 

0% 

180 

D1: Planning and Preparation  142 

56.35% 

56 

22.22% 

4 

1.58% 

1 

0.39% 

252 

 

D4: Professional Responsibilities 88 

45.83% 

94 

48.96% 

6 

3.13% 

1 

0.52% 

192 
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Total Count of among evaluators 446 

56.31% 

328 

41.41% 

11 

1.39% 

5 

0.63% 

792 

 

 

By taking each domain as a category on its own, the results suggest that the majority of 

evaluators strongly agree that Domain 2 (“Classroom Environment”) is the most relevant domain 

for effective teaching with the highest percentage of participants that strongly agree on that 

specific domain (i.e. 62.67%), followed by Domain 3 (“Instruction”), Domain 1(“Planning and 

Preparation”), and Domain 4 (“Professional Responsibilities”) as illustrated in Table 5. 

Furthermore, out of the 66 questions, evaluators strongly agreed that question 14 

(“learning activities are suitable for students and instructional goals”), question 21(“general 

warmth, caring and respect, and are appropriate to developmental and cultural norms of 

students”), and question 27 (“transitions in the classroom occur smoothly”) are the most 

important qualities for rating a teacher as effective with the highest percentage of frequency of 

strongly agree among participants (i.e. 83.33%). In Domain 2 specifically, all participating 

evaluators (n=12) mostly agreed on the importance of element 27 which corresponds to 

transitions occurring smoothly in the classroom.  

 In addition, by comparing results of frequencies of those who strongly agree and agree 

(SA and A) and those who strongly disagree and disagree (SD and D), all teachers (n=12) agreed 

on the relevance of 51 questions (i.e. 77.27%) of the questionnaire. For questions 

4(“understanding of developmental skills of students”), 18 (“assessment of goals”), 19 (“clarity 

of assessment criteria”), 29 (“non-instructional duties systems”), 31 (“clarity of conduct 

standards”), 52 (“suggestions on lesson improvement”), 56 (“frequent information for parents”), 

60 (“volunteering in school events”) and 62 (“ opportunities of professional development”), 11 

participants (i.e. 91.67%) agreed on their importance while only 1 participant disagreed (i.e. 
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8.33%). As for the remaining questions 16 (“varying instructional group”) and 55 (“maintaining 

effective instructional information”), 10 participants (i.e. 83.33%) agreed on the importance of 

these two questions with one participant disagreeing (i.e. 8.3%). As for question 30, 66.67% of 

evaluators agreed on the importance of engaging volunteers to rate a teacher as effective as 

compared to 25% who disagreed.  

Before analyzing the set of data for evaluators, tests to verify the normality of the data set 

concerning frequencies of participants who strongly agree were performed. Results of normality 

tests for evaluators showed a p-value of (p = .834 > .05) which indicates that the data for 

evaluators is normally distributed. The results to see whether statistical differences exist within 

the group of evaluators based on their years in current position as evaluators are shown in Table 

6.  

Table 6. 

Correlation between Evaluators’ Perceptions and Years in Current Position 

ANOVA (Evaluators’ Perceptions Vs. Years in Current Position) 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 291.583 2 145.792 .366 .703 

Within Groups 3585.333 9 398.370   

Total 3876.917 11    

 

By referring to Table 6, the results suggested that the total count of strongly agreed 

participating evaluators is not correlated to the years in current position as evaluators yielding a 

p-value (sig. = .703 > .05).  

4.1.4. Difference in Perceptions 

This subsection provides answers to the third research question: “Is there a significant 

difference between the perceptions of teachers and evaluators regarding these characteristics 
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after implementing the Danielson Framework?” The results to see if the change in the frequency 

of the participants who strongly agree between the two groups (group of teachers and group of 

evaluators) is statistically different, are presented in Table 7 below: 

Table 7. 

ANOVA-One Way Tests Statistics Results 

ANOVA (Across Groups) 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 459.375 1 459.375 1.664 .210 

Within Groups 6073.583 22 276.072   

Total 6532.958 23    

 

These results suggested that the difference in the number of items that the participants in 

each group strongly agree on its importance is not statistically different yielding a p-value (sig. = 

.21) > .05. This shows that the null hypothesis in this study which is that no significant 

differences exist among teachers and their respective evaluators on their level of agreement 

regarding qualities of an effective teacher is verified.  

4.2 Qualitative Results 

Twelve individuals were chosen to participate in two focus group interviews. One teacher 

from each department for a total of six teachers and one coordinator from each department for a 

total of six evaluators were selected. The responses of the six participants were axially coded for 

the five interview questions each targeting a specific domain for each group. The findings of the 

thematic analysis of the coded teachers and evaluator interview responses are described in this 

section organized by the common patterns. When coding responses, each response was aligned 

with one of the domains of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. Acronyms “D1”, “D2”, 

“D3”, and “D4” represented the four domains of the Danielson Framework for Teaching 

respectively. Tables 8 shows the perceptions that teachers and evaluators hold regarding what 
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characterizes an effective teacher. Responses of teachers were similar to those of evaluators, thus 

common patterns emerged.  

Table 8. 

Teachers’ and Evaluators’ Most Common Responses to What Characterizes Effective Teachers  

Theme Professional 

Knowledge 

Preparing 

Content 

Planning Positive Learning 

Environment 

Professionalism 

Pattern Demonstrating 

Subject 

Knowledge 

(D1) 

Preparing 

Instructional 

Delivery 

(D1) 

Following 

Standards and 

Monitoring 

Goals 

(D1) 

Improving the 

Learning Process 

through 

Communication 

and Collaboration 

(D2,D3) 

Ability to Learn 

New 

Instructional 

Methods (D4) 

Response Content 

 

Alignment Goals Interactions (D3) Improvement 

 Resources Methods Standards Classroom 

Management (D2) 

 

 

  Students’ 

Abilities 

Time 

Management 

Engaging Students 

(D3) 

 

 

  Assessments  Nature of activities 

(D3) 

 

 

    Organizational 

Skills (D2) 

 

 

    Personal Traits 

(D2) 

 

 

Referring to Table 8, both evaluators and teachers shared the same understanding of what 

characterizes an effective teacher. Most frequent responses were related to: 1) Content, 2) 

Resources, 3) Materials, 4) Alignment, 5) Methods, 6) Students’ Abilities, and 7) Assessment, 8) 

Preparation, 9) Goals, 10) Standards, and 11) Time Management, 12) Interactions, 13) 

Classroom Management, 14) Engaging Students, 15) Type of Activities, 16) Organizational 

Skills, and 17) Personal Traits. Codes were then grouped into five major patterns that 
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participants considered to be essential when describing an effective teacher. These patterns 

included: 1) Demonstrating Subject Knowledge, 2) Preparing Instructional Delivery, 3) 

Following standards and Monitoring Goals, 4) Improving the Learning Process through 

Communication and Collaboration, and 5) Ability to Learn New Instructional Methods.  

Demonstrating Subject Knowledge 

Teacher’s Perception. Participant A summarized the perceptions of half of the 

respondents when describing an effective teacher as, “knowledgeable about the subject”. 

Participant B agreed with A on the fact that an effective teacher must “have confidence in what 

he/she teaches by being knowledgeable about the subject.” This participant also added the 

importance of the ability of a teacher to “get useful resources” which was supported by a third 

participant C who added: “These resources should be of good use.” 

Evaluator’s Perception. Half of the participant evaluators distinguished effective 

teachers by their ability to demonstrate solid content knowledge of their subject. As participant K 

noted that an effective teacher should be able to “make effective instructional decisions on the 

spot by knowing the content beforehand”, Participant L clarified this point by referring to “a 

master in the subject that he/she teaches.  

Comparative Perception. Both teachers and evaluators agreed that an effective 

teacher possessed a mastery of the content in their subject area. Teachers valued individuals 

who get additional resources for the classroom and use them efficiently. This use of resources 

was not referred to by any evaluator. A wider theme related to the professional knowledge a 

teacher should possess was derived. The theme of professional knowledge included two 

categories: 1) Content and 2) Resources. The first generated theme aligned with Domain 1 (D1) 

of the Danielson Framework for Teaching.  
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Preparing Instructional Delivery 

Teacher’s Perception. All teachers agreed that an effective teacher has the ability 

to employ different instructional strategies based on the needs and abilities of the 

students. According to participant C: “a teacher should be able to cater differences in 

capabilities of students”. This was stressed on by all other participants who had similar 

responses: “matching objectives with the needs of students”, “age group of the class is 

important”, “ recognize students’ abilities, “planning based on student’s previous skills”, 

and “having a good knowledge about the background of students”. In terms of alignment 

and instructional methods used in the classroom, four out of six participants agreed on 

their importance. As participant B claimed that it is very crucial for a teacher to “be able 

to deliver the content in specific ways”, participant D noted that an effective teacher 

should “choose the best method of instruction. Their responses were highly supported by 

two other respondents: “use different strategies”, and “use the best strategy for each 

student”.  One of the participants added that “alignment of activities used in the 

classroom with objectives must be achieved”.  

This was supported by three other respondents who shared a similar opinion on 

alignment such as, “alignment of activities with goals”, “different activities and 

assessments that are aligned”, and “organization of activities”. Regarding assessments, 

half of the teachers valued this as a way to describe an effective teacher since according 

to them a teacher must “know how to assess students”, “goals need to be assessed”, and 

“use assessment that align with objectives”. Only two participants perceived possessing 

“knowledge of pre-requisites” as an important factor when describing an effective 

teacher.  
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Evaluator’s Perception. All evaluators argued that an effective teacher is one 

who is “able to adapt the teaching according to students’ need knowing the students at 

their grade levels and backgrounds”. Responses that showed similarity in perceptions 

regarding this code included: “taking into consideration the students’ backgrounds and 

needs”, “ability to teach specific learning skills based on needs”, “knowing the students’ 

backgrounds”, “getting to know them [the students]”.  

The majority of evaluators recognized the significance of pre-requisite knowledge 

of materials with five participants responding that effectiveness is related to the ability of 

a teacher to: “explain content in an organized manner,” “demonstrate prior knowledge to 

pre-plan is essential”, “start from a previous concept and building up based on previous 

knowledge”, “know all the pre-requisites needed.” In addition, half of the interviewees 

claimed that alignment and assessment are two intertwined categories that allow them to 

distinguish effective teachers. As participant N noted that “assessments must be aligned 

with objectives”, participant O added “even activities should be aligned with objectives”. 

Then participant K followed by the statement “align the plan that you [teacher are 

following].” On the other hand, evaluators showed a lower level of agreement when 

discussing the instructional methods used with only two participants commenting on that 

code. In their opinion, a teacher can be classified as effective if he/she “uses different 

strategies”, or “use differentiated learning”.  

Comparative Perception. Both teachers and evaluators considered that an 

effective teacher’s learning should be student-centered based on the needs of the students. 

They also had similar views regarding the importance of administering regular 

assessments, and the alignment of these assessments with instructional goals and 
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curriculum. While two teachers agreed with the views of the majority of evaluators, 

perspectives varied in importance concerning knowledge of pre-requisite materials. In 

addition, although two evaluators agreed with the majority of the teachers, perceptions on 

using instructional methods whereby evaluators suggested more approaches to be used as 

an effective teachers. Another theme related to preparing instructional delivery was 

derived. Theme 2 included five subcategories: 1) Materials, 2) Alignment, 3) Methods, 4) 

Students’ Abilities, and 5) Assessment. The second generated theme also aligned with 

Domain 1 (D1) of the Danielson Framework for Teaching.  

Following Standards and Monitoring Goals  

Teacher’s Perception. There was a similar understanding that an effective teacher 

reflects upon the impact of their plans on the broader goals that are set by either the 

government or the standards used with the majority of interviewed teachers agreeing on 

that matter. Responses of participants included: “preparing material and resources 

beforehand”, “without preparation, it[teaching] would be useless”, “have a well -

structured plan”, “standards set by the government allows a teacher to determine goals”, 

“reviewing scope and sequence”, “CRDP official standards and the national curriculum.” 

Only two teachers stressed the importance of managing time as another factor to describe 

an effective teacher when preparing for instruction.  

Evaluator’s Perception. Although effective teachers need to prepare well for 

instruction, the majority of evaluators emphasized the idea of assessing goals on regular 

basis so a teacher would be able to reflect on his/her teaching with five participants 

sharing similar views. Their responses included “assessing the goals one sets,” 

“modifying the goals from time to time”, “students should know what is expected of 
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them,” and “know the objectives behind each activity”. In addition, half of the evaluators 

agreed on the importance of being well prepared while only one evaluator commented on 

the issue of time-management when it comes to planning instruction. 

Comparative Perception. Both teachers and evaluators share the same 

understanding of effectiveness in terms of preparing instruction. They describe effective 

teachers as those who develop immediate and long-term plans based on specific standards 

set by the government, goals and curriculum. While two teachers mentioned the 

importance of time management when preparing, only one evaluator agreed. A third 

theme related to planning was derived. Theme 3 entailed four parts: 1) Preparation, 2) 

Goals, 3) Standards, and 4) Time Management. The third theme was aligned with 

Domain 1 (D1) of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. So all three themes 1,2 and 3 

were grouped to generate word counts related to the first domain of the framework used. 

Improving the Learning Process through Communication and Collaboration 

Teacher’s Perception. All teachers showed a high level of agreement on the 

importance of the type of activities to be used for engaging students. Participants had 

varying perspectives on that matter as some suggested the “use of games”, “technological 

tools”, “daily life examples”, “virtual lab simulations”, “lab experiments”, “group 

presentations”, and “project-based activities”. While the majority of teachers cited the 

ability of effective teachers to have good classroom management skills with interactions 

that allow them to build strong relationships with their students based on respect, only 

two respondents agreed on the significance of motivating students when teaching. 

Responses related to management skills consisted of “classroom management is a must”, 
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“they should follow a set of rules,” “rules are very important”, “rules should be direct and 

very minimal”, and “take appropriate procedures if misbehavior occurs”.  

The element of having certain personality traits was evident in their responses 

such as “have a friendly character”, “have enough patience to deal with each student”, 

“be respectful”, and “show them [students] how to be respectful and how to treat each 

other”. Other interviewees stressed the importance of feedback from teachers and how 

they interact with their students. For example, one teacher commented “to cultivate 

rapport and respect, show them [students] that you [teacher] care”, others added 

“Students need to learn what is okay and what is not”, “treat them [students] in a friendly 

way”, “Show them [students] that you are proud of their work”. Only two teachers argued 

that the organizational skills of a teacher can also be considered when rating him/her as 

effective.  

Evaluator’s Perception. Reflecting the perception of every respondent, 

participant N described the classroom atmosphere of an effective teacher where “students 

are engaged in the learning process”. All other evaluators had a similar view in regards to 

engaging and encouraging the students by challenging the and by varying the type of 

activities used. They all considered using different risk-taking activities based on 

“students’ interests”, “moralities”, “educational games”, “group work”, and “real life 

problems”. Half of the evaluators admitted that they usually rate teachers as effective 

based on either their personal traits or classroom management skills. Responses related to 

personal traits included “being caring, fair, and respectful”, “a teacher’s personality is 

key”, and “show them [students] how to respect each other”.  
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Comparative Perception. Both groups shared similar views that effective teachers 

should be able to create a safe and engaging learning environment that is based on mutual 

respect. In addition, evaluators and teachers believe that classroom interactions should 

support building a good relationship between teachers and their students to enhance self-

monitoring behavior of students through corrective feedback. While the majority of 

teachers stressed the importance of good management skills and friendly character of a 

teacher, only half of the evaluators shared similar thoughts. There was the element of 

having good organizational skills that was stressed by teachers, but was absent in the 

views of evaluators. A fourth theme related to creating a positive learning environment 

was derived. Theme 4 included 6 parts: 1) Interactions, 2) Classroom Management, 3) 

Engaging Students, 4) Type of Activities, 5) Organizational Skills, and 6) Personal Traits.  

The forth theme was aligned with Domain 2 (D2) and Domain 3 (D3) of the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching. The responses related to interactions, classroom management, 

and personal traits were aligned with Domain 2 which is “Classroom Environment”. As 

for the responses related to engaging the students, nature of activities, and organizational 

skills, they were in accordance with Domain 3 (“Instruction”) of the framework used.  

Ability to Learn New Instructional Methods 

Teacher’s Perception. Only two teachers suggested the importance of the teacher 

being a learner. As participant B argued that teaching does not only include what happens 

inside the classroom, but also what happens outside. This claim was supported by another 

teacher who insisted that an effective teacher “should never stop learning”. So it is 

important for a teacher to keep updating his/her knowledge to enhance on a professional 

side.  
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Evaluator’s Perception. Only one evaluator referred to the importance of 

improving the professional skills. Participant P argued that an effective teacher is “able to 

learn new instructional methods on his/her own”. Other interviewees did not consider this 

as a factor to rate a teacher as effective. 

Comparative Perception. Concerning the theme of professionalism, only few 

teachers and evaluators shared a consensus on the importance of developing professional 

skills outside the classroom and that the learning process is a dialectic process whereby 

the teachers and the students constantly learn. A final theme related to professionalism 

was derived. Theme 5 was coded according to one subcategory which is improvement.  

This last theme was aligned with Domain 4 (D4) of the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching. 

Conclusion 

Following the analysis of the interviews, many common themes emerged: 

The following are the common themes that emerged for both groups: 

 1) Professional Knowledge 

 2) Preparing Content  

 3) Planning 

 4) Positive Learning Environment  

5) Professionalism 

So all generated themes from teachers’ and evaluators’ responses were related to the four 

domains included in the Danielson Framework for Teaching.  
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4.3 Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Results 

 For comparing quantitative and qualitative results, the qualitative findings were 

transformed into numbers by counting the number of occurrences of each response during the 

focus group interview for each group. Themes 1,2, and 3 were considered to be aligned with 

Domain 1 of the Danielson Framework. Theme 4 was aligned with Domains 2 and 3 of the 

Danielson Framework for Teaching. As for the last theme, it was aligned with Domain 4 of the 

framework. Results for both groups are found in Tables 9-10 below.  

The participating evaluators and teachers have provided similar qualities for effective 

teachers (Table 9). The teacher and evaluator responses were mostly focused on the nature of in-

classroom activities that should be fun and challenging.  

Table 9. 

 Effective Teachers’ Qualities According to Teachers and Evaluators 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effective Teacher Qualities Teacher 

(n = 83) 

Evaluator 

(n =73) 

Content 3 (3.61%) 3 (4.11%) 

Resources 2 (2.41%) 0 (0%) 

Materials 2 (2.41%) 5 (6.85%) 

Alignment 4 (4.82%) 3 (4.11%) 

Methods 4 (4.82%) 2 (2.74%) 

Students’ Abilities 10 (12.05%) 7 (9.59%) 

Assessments 3 (3.61%) 3 (4.11%) 

Preparation 4 (4.82%) 3 (4.11%) 

Goals 3 (3.61%) 5 (6.85%) 

Standards 6 (7.23%) 4 (5.48%) 

Time Management 2 (2.41%) 1 (1.37%) 

Interaction 7 (8.43%) 8 (10.96%) 

Classroom Management 6 (7.23%) 3 (4.11%) 

Engaging Students 2 (2.41%) 9 (12.33%) 

Nature of Activities 16 (19.27%) 13 (17.81%) 

Organizational Skills 2 (2.41%) 0 (0%) 

Personal Traits 5 (6.02%) 3 (4.11%) 

Improvement 2 (2.41%) 1 (1.37%) 
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Table 10.  

Findings of Qualitative Data Analyzed as Quantitative Data 

 Word Count 

Domain Teacher Evaluator 

D1: Planning and Preparation 43 36 

D2: Classroom Environment 18 14 

D3: Instruction 20 22 

D4: Professional Responsibilities 2 1 

 

As seen from Table 10, results indicate that both groups (group of teachers and that of 

evaluators) share a similar degree of agreement on the importance of all the domains of the 

Danielson Framework for Teaching when asked about the qualities of an effective teacher. 

Findings suggest no significant difference in the understanding of the significance of the 

domains of the framework across the two groups since both rate domain 1 which refers to 

“Planning and Preparation” as the most relevant domain to describe an effective teacher. They all 

ranked Domain 3, which is “Instruction” as the second most important, followed by Domain 

2(“Classroom Management”), and lastly, Domain 4 (“Professional Responsibilities”). These 

results are aligned with the quantitative findings that revealed no significant differences exist 

between both groups. This shows that when an evaluative framework is implemented, a shared 

consensus exists among evaluators and teachers on how to rate a teacher as effective.  

Regarding teachers data, qualitative findings revealed a shared agreement on the 

importance of all domains. However, the order of importance of each domain was not aligned 

with the quantitative results. For instance, teachers considered Domain 3 that is related to “ 

Instruction” to be the most significant, but this was not supported by qualitative findings 

whereby teachers considered Domain 1 which is related to “Planning and Preparation” to be the 

most  significant. Similarly, all evaluators shared a shared language when describing an effective 
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teacher ranking Domain 1 to be the most important qualitatively. Nevertheless, this result was 

not supported quantitatively regarding the order of ranking of domains for evaluators also. For 

instance, quantitative findings showed that evaluators rated Domain 2, which is related to 

“Classroom Environment” to be the most significant which does not align with qualitative 

results.  

4.4 Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Results 

This chapter included a descriptive statistical analysis of the survey's quantitative results 

as well as a qualitative analysis of the focus group interviews' qualitative results. These results 

were obtained for two groups: a group of teachers and a group of evaluators. The findings were 

also used to answer the study's three research questions. According to the findings of this study, 

in a school that previously adopted an evaluative framework, a mutual consensus among teachers 

and evaluators on the importance of using all the domains of the framework to evaluate a teacher 

as effective existed.   

Concerning the teachers, the results of the quantitative data study, which included twelve 

participants (n=12), showed that there was a widespread consensus on the elements needed to 

describe an effective teacher which were related to the evaluative framework used. For instance, 

teachers agreed that Domain 3 (“Instruction”) is the most significant domain for evaluating a 

teacher as effective, followed by Domain 1 (“Planning and Preparation”), Domain 2(“Classroom 

Environment”), and Domain 4 (“Professional Responsibilities”). On the other hand, the 

qualitative data analysis of the interview questions, which was performed with six experienced 

teachers (n=6), revealed similar results regarding the emerging themes, all of which were aligned 

with the four domains of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. However, regarding their level 
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of agreement on the importance of each domain, quantitative results did not align with 

qualitative results.  

Concerning the evaluators, the findings of the quantitative data analysis, obtained from 

twelve participants (n=12), revealed that evaluators shared similar perceptions of effectiveness 

related to all four domains of the evaluative framework used. For instance, evaluators agreed that 

Domain 3 (“Instruction”) is the most significant domain for rating an effective teacher, followed 

by Domain 2 (“Classroom Environment”), Domain 1(“Planning and Preparation”), and Domain 

4 (“Professional Responsibilities”). On the other hand, the qualitative data analysis of the 

interview questions, which was performed with six experienced coordinators (n=6), revealed 

similar results regarding the emerging themes, all of which were aligned with the four domains 

of the Danielson Framework for Teaching. However, regarding their level of agreement on the 

importance of each domain, quantitative results did not align with qualitative results. 

When comparing the results of both groups quantitative data were aligned with the 

qualitative data indicating no significant differences between both groups in terms of describing 

an effective teacher. Hence, a shared language of effectiveness existed between teachers and 

evaluators in a school that implemented an evaluative framework.  

The following chapter discusses the study's findings, limitations, and assumptions, as 

well as a list of suggestions for future studies and practice.  
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Chapter Five 

5.1 Discussion 

This chapter summarizes the major findings of this study by comparing them with 

findings from previously examined related literature. It also presents the study's theoretical and 

practical implications, as well as its limitations, assumptions, and suggestions for practice and 

future research, followed by a conclusion. 

The purpose of this study was to examine teachers’ and evaluators’ perceptions towards 

what characterizes an effective teacher after the implementation of the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching. This research used a mixed-method approach, in which quantitative and qualitative 

data were collected using a survey and an interview, respectively. Quantitative data was used to 

examine participants’ perceptions of the qualities of an effective teacher for two groups (group of 

teachers and group of evaluators).At the same time, another instrument, a focus group interview, 

was also used to collect qualitative data for exploring participants’ perceptions of the 

characteristics of an effective teacher for two groups (group of teachers and group of evaluators). 

Findings of the study revealed that a shared understanding existed among teachers and evaluators 

in a school that implemented an evaluative framework.  

These quantitative results for teachers converged with the qualitative results in terms of 

revealing similar themes related to the domains of the framework implemented. For instance, all 

developed themes were part of the components within the domains of the Danielson Framework 

for Teaching. This shows that teachers believed that all the domains of the Danielson Framework 

for Teaching are critical to determine an effective teacher and that the framework could be 

implemented in all classrooms regardless of the context (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008). Therefore, 

teachers had a positive outlook toward using an evaluative framework to enhance their teaching 
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performance (Donahue and Vogel, 2018; Ladd, 2016). Also, teachers’ responses to the interview 

questions revealed a shared agreement among them on the importance of all themes generated 

ranking themes 1 (Professional Knowledge), 2 (Content Delivery), and 3 (Planning) that are 

linked to Domain 1 (“Planning and Preparation”) to be the most important. Such results were 

aligned with the study conducted in a different context by White (2017), who is the developer of 

the instrument used in this study. In her study, White (2017) concluded that the teacher who 

differentiates learning for students, builds relationships with students, enhances student 

engagement, and plans thoroughly for instruction is the one perceived as an effective teacher. 

This is also consistent with the body of research that highlights the significance of effective 

planning and preparation in making better classroom decisions in Western cultures (Marzano, 

2012), and the importance of the relationship between teachers and students for quality learning 

(Marzano, 2003). Furthermore, Danielson (2007) revealed that the most important domain that 

should be present for a teacher to be effective is Domain 3 (Instruction). This is aligned with the 

quantitative results for Lebanese teachers who revealed a high level of agreement on Domain 3,  

which is “Instruction”.  

However, the order of ranking the importance of each domain was not aligned with the 

quantitative results. For instance, teachers considered Domain 3 that is related to “ Instruction” to 

be the most significant, but this was not supported by qualitative findings whereby teachers 

considered Domain 1 which is related to “Planning and Preparation” to be the most  significant. 

This suggests that distance learning might have affected the perceptions of teachers regarding 

what they consider to be the most important domain as planning and preparation for distance 

learning is much more needed. It also suggests that the cultural context affects the perceptions of 

teachers and evaluators.  
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Second, regarding the evaluators, the findings of the survey and the interview showed that 

there existed shared perceptions of effectiveness among evaluators when an evaluative 

framework was being implemented. These results were similar to those presented in Western 

cultures by Kraft and Gilmour (2016) that examined principals’ perspectives on evaluation. 

Results of their study revealed that principals supported the use of a common framework for 

teacher evaluation. Add to this, the findings of several studies also revealed that familiarity with 

an evaluative framework generated more positive attitudes among evaluators towards this 

evaluation system (Paufler & Clark, 2019; Taylor & Tyler, 2012). Lebanese evaluators also 

agreed on the importance of the presence of certain qualities according to the domains of the 

Danielson Framework for Teaching with the highest ranking for Domain 2(“Classroom 

Management”), followed by Domain 3 (“Instruction”), Domain 1 (“Planning and Preparation”), 

and Domain 4 (“Professional Responsibilities”).  

These quantitative results for evaluators converged with the qualitative results in terms of 

revealing similar themes related to the domains of the framework implemented. For instance, the 

qualitative findings revealed that evaluators viewed themes 1(Professional Knowledge), 

2(Content Delivery), and 3 (Planning) that are linked to Domain 1 (“Planning and Preparation”) 

to be the most important when rating a teacher as effective. Other themes emerged related to 

characteristics of effective teachers, but there was a lower degree of shared consensus among 

evaluators. These themes were related to creating a positive learning environment, and 

professionalism. All developed themes were part of the components within the domains of the 

Danielson Framework for Teaching. So, evaluators had a positive perception towards 

implementing an evaluative framework when compared to their perceptions in a different context 

(Kraft & Gilmour, 2016; Paufler & Clark, 2019; Taylor & Tyler, 2012).  
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However, the order of ranking the importance of each domain was not aligned with the 

quantitative results. For instance, evaluators considered Domain 2 that is related to “ Classroom 

Environment” to be the most significant, but this was not supported by qualitative findings 

whereby evaluators considered Domain 1 which is related to “Planning and Preparation” to be 

the most  significant. This suggests that distance learning might have affected the perceptions of 

evaluators also regarding what they consider to be the most important domain as planning and 

preparation for distance learning is much more needed. This highlights a serious question on the 

effectiveness of an evaluative framework when distance learning is used and on the importance 

of cultural context when implementing a new Western-based evaluative framework. 

Third, regarding both teachers and evaluators, the findings of the survey and the interview 

were aligned indicating no significant differences between both groups in terms of describing an 

effective teacher. So, a shared language of effectiveness existed between teachers and evaluators 

in a school that implemented an evaluative framework. This suggests that a positive climate 

within a Lebanese context built on conversations and reflective feedback occurred at the school. 

The result revealed an atmosphere of shared language with similar perceptions of effectiveness 

that existed among teachers and evaluators. These results align with the findings of the research 

conducted in a different context by Maniglia (2017) on reaching a similar understanding of the 

rating of an effective teacher. The results of his study indicated that the implementation of an 

evaluative model created a shared understanding among teachers and their evaluators regarding 

what characterizes effective teachers (Maniglia, 2017). These findings are also in harmony with 

Coggshall et al.’s (2012) findings that well-implemented and well-designed evaluation models 

have the ability to help school leaders and teachers develop a shared understanding regarding the 

qualities of an effective teacher. Besides, the findings of this study are consistent with previous 

literature on the ability of evaluative framework to create a sense of agreement among 
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participants regarding what characterizes an effective teacher (Maniglia, 2017; Shehab, 2019). 

This created an organizational culture holding the same set of values of effectiveness according 

to the domains within the Danielson Framework for Teaching which aligns with the definition of 

a culture as indicated by Gorton and Alston (2012). 

Some results of this study were, on the other hand, incompatible with previous research. For 

instance, some previous studies highlighted teachers’ lack of support for implementing 

evaluative framework and their beliefs that evaluation systems rate the teachers in the same 

manner and are not fair when evaluating a teacher (Derrington & Martinez, 2019; Teacher 

Evaluation 2.0, 2010). Another example is that some previous studies also highlighted 

evaluators’ negative perceptions towards using a comprehensive evaluative framework and their 

concerns in terms of time and effort needed to implement an evaluative framework (Mckenna, 

2017; Papay, 2012; Williams & Hebert, 2017). On the contrary, this study revealed teachers’ and 

evaluators’ positive and similar perceptions towards the Danielson Framework for Teaching. 

This could be because that the framework has been implemented years before this study was 

conducted which eliminates the concerns of teachers and of evaluators regarding evaluative 

systems as revealed by the literature.  

Moreover, the quantitative results of teachers in this study did not align with previous studies 

in terms of the most important quality for describing an effective teacher (Danielson, 2007; 

Shehab, 2019; Sweeley, 2004). For example, Danielson (2007) concluded that the most 

important element to recognize an effective teacher across the domains of the Danielson 

Framework is component 3c which is related to engaging students in the learning process. 

However, according to the quantitative results in this study, teachers strongly agreed on the 

importance of “appropriateness of a teacher’s spoken and written language to students’ age” and 
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“solid representation of content”, and this result did not align with the qualitative findings that 

revealed that planning and preparation according to students’ needs is mostly significant.  

Consequently, both quantitative and qualitative results did not support what Danielson (2007) 

considered to be the most important factor for an effective teacher. One explanation for this 

incompatibility is the fact that the sample size was too small. Another explanation for this is the 

fact that teachers are adapting to distance learning because of the COVID-19 lockdown so the 

implementation phase was affected in terms of numbers of years the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching was implemented in the selected school. Teachers teaching online consider that 

teacher’s spoken language and communication skills are more important since they are not able 

to detect whether students are engaged with them especially those students who turn off their 

cameras and mute themselves.  

The incompatibility with research raises two issues. The first issue is related to the 

effectiveness of evaluative framework when it comes to distance learning without teaching in-

person inside classrooms. The implemented framework specifies standards of teaching that are 

observable inside the classroom and emphasizes collaboration between teachers. However, in a 

world where distance learning prevails, perceptions of effectiveness change from considering the 

most important quality for a teacher to have is engaging students to the teachers’ communication 

skills. Another issue is related to the societal culture where this study was conducted. Though 

Shehab (2019) examined the perceptions of teachers regarding effectiveness, he did not study the 

cultural aspect and its effect on the perceptions of teachers and evaluators neglecting the 

emergence of a new positive climate of shared understanding of qualities of effectiveness. In 

Lebanon, teachers and evaluators may possess different unique perceptions of effectiveness that 

are not found in Western societies. So the adoption of a Western-based evaluative framework 
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could have not been effective due to the element of Lebanese culture that is missing from it. A 

principal in the Lebanese culture, has a limited role of maintaining the status quo of bureaucracy, 

centralization and politicization (Harb & Karami-Akkary, 2021). For instance, one of the 

adaptations of the Danielson Framework for Teaching to culture was related to the language used 

as the framework had to be translated to Arabic before being implemented in the school. As a 

result, some terminologies might have changed and became difficult to understand in the 

Lebanese society. So the adoption of a Western-based model brings up a challenge of the 

presence of context-based unique qualities of effectiveness aside the qualities that are 

internationally accepted by teachers and evaluators.  

5.2 Implications for Practice 

This research study has both theoretical and practical implications. On a theoretical level, 

the study contributed to the growing body of literature in Lebanon about evaluating the 

effectiveness of a teacher. In the Lebanese context, the research on evaluative systems is scant 

(Shehab, 2019), and research on school evaluators’ perceptions is non-existent. As a result, after 

the introduction of an evaluative system, this study offered descriptive insights into teachers' and 

evaluators' perceptions of describing an effective teacher. As such, it is an initial step toward 

developing theoretical frameworks that clarify the attitudes of Lebanese evaluators toward 

standard-based evaluation systems. Additionally, the study extends the previous literature that 

limited the perceptions of an effective teacher to teachers only (Shehab, 2019), as it highlighted 

the differences in perceptions of teachers before and after the implementation of the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching towards effective teaching.  

Exploring the differences in perceptions of teachers and evaluators regarding what 

characterizes an effective teacher helps instructional leaders make informed and unbiased 
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decisions about instructional and improvement practices. This would also assist in guiding 

teachers to improve their skills by creating a culture of collaboration and professional 

conversations that take place through implementing a comprehensive evaluative framework. 

According to Mielke and Frontier (2012), when a well-developed evaluation system is supported 

by teachers, it has the potential to improve teacher classroom practices. Hence, this study 

reinforces the idea that the Danielson Framework for Teaching is an effective tool that is able to 

measure the qualities of an effective teacher and to promote a shared language related to 

characteristics of an effective teacher among teachers and evaluators.  

Furthermore, findings of the study indicated that universal understanding of effectiveness 

between the teachers and their evaluators existed when an evaluative framework was being 

implemented and this is supported by previous literature (Danielson, 2007; Marzano, 2011; 

Mielke & Frontier, 2012; Stronge, 2012). This allows school leaders to identify areas in 

educational institutions that need improvement and to make decisions that are non-biased and 

well-informed especially those related to professional development of teachers.  

5.3 Limitations 

In this study, it was presumed that the participating teachers and evaluators answered the 

survey and interview questions truthfully and honestly. Though the purpose statement and 

instructions of the questionnaire and the interview were read aloud to avoid the influence of the 

researcher and to control for bias, the researcher is a full-time teacher in the school, so the 

respondents may not have been completely honest.  
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Limitations of this study include: 

1. Small and non-randomized sample size of teachers and evaluators that is bounded to 

one Lebanese school. Hence, the results cannot be generalized to the entire Lebanese 

population of teachers and evaluators. 

2. Only twelve evaluators and twelve teachers accepted to participate in this study which 

decreased the sample size from what was initially planned. 

3. Low response rate that might have affected the reliability of the tests used in the 

analysis of quantitative data. 

4. The sample size was too small so not all assumptions of the used test were met which 

questions the validity of the selected tests. 

5. One teacher and one evaluator were not able to attend the Zoom focus group interview 

due to technical problems with their electricity so the number of participants in each 

group was reduced to six instead of seven. 

6. There was no control group to compare my findings to results prior to collecting the 

data so the change in the perceptions of both groups could not have been because of the 

implementation of the framework.  

7. The duration of the implementation of the framework at this school was not enough for 

the teachers were adapting to distance learning. In other studies, the research was 

conducted after at least two years of implementation of an evaluative framework 

(Sweeley, 2004; Olson, 2015; Moss, 2015; Doerr, 2012). 

8. Observations at the school could not be collected to accurately assess the culture of the 

school due to the lockdown that was imposed because of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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5.4 Recommendations for Practice 

This study focused on exploring the difference in perceptions of teachers and evaluators 

regarding what characterizes an effective teacher after the implementation of the Danielson 

Framework for Teaching. It concentrated on the problem of having differences in perceptions 

between teachers and evaluators when evaluating an effective teacher since personal experiences 

might affect the beliefs that educators and evaluators have about an effective teacher (Murphy, 

Delli, & Edwards, 2004). However, the findings of this study supported the idea that having 

minimal differences between perceptions of teachers and their respective evaluators creates a 

sense of similar understanding of the qualities of an effective teacher (Danielson, 2007, Marzano, 

2011; Stronge, 2012).  

The following practical recommendations are suggested for school leaders based on the 

findings of this study: 

Recommendation 1. Use this study to establish a clear and common language to present 

feedback to teachers so that teachers understand their strengths and weaknesses 

consistently.  

Recommendation 2. Highlight positive aspects of teaching based on the key elements of 

the Danielson Framework for Teaching during observations to reinforce behaviors of 

effective teachers. 

Recommendation 3. Review teacher performance data thoroughly collected pre-and post-

conferencing with teachers to identify areas of strengths and weaknesses to allow for 

teachers’ reflective assessment regarding what professional development is suitable for 

assisting teachers with improvement on certain areas. 
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Recommendation 4.  Provide opportunities for on-going dialogue and communication 

between teachers and evaluators even beyond required meeting times to encourage 

teachers to carry out their professional responsibilities while feeling supported by 

evaluators.  

5.5 Recommendations for Future Research 

The following recommendations for future research are presented based on the findings 

of this study: 

1- Further research should focus on the effect of using an evaluative framework on 

student achievement in Lebanon through an experimental approach.  

2- Further studies on evaluators’ perceptions of evaluative systems must be carried out 

with larger sampler of the population and more schools that use different evaluative 

models.  

3- Further studies should explore students’ perceptions of qualities of an effective 

teachers as compared to teachers. 

4- Further studies should explore parents’ perceptions of the qualities of an effective 

teacher. 

5- Further research should examine the effect of using an evaluative framework on the 

culture of the school.  

6- Further studies should examine the correlation between ratings of effective teachers 

and student growth.  
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5.6 Conclusion 

In closing, the quantitative and qualitative results of this study were mostly consistent 

with previous research. The results indicated that similar perceptions among teachers and 

evaluators of effectiveness existed in a school that implemented an evaluative framework such as 

the Danielson Framework characterizes an effective teacher. The outcome of this study suggests 

a call for the use of evaluative systems to eliminate bias and personal experience when rating a 

teacher as effective. It is also needed to create a shared language between teachers and evaluators 

concerning qualities and practices of an effective teacher needed for ongoing assessment and 

professional development of teachers. Solely depending on general rubrics and checklists when 

rating teachers may create a significant difference in perceptions regarding qualities of effective 

teaching which may limit teachers’ potentials and decrease the contribution of teachers in student 

achievement.  

Add to this, according to Maniglia (2017), limited research exists on difference in 

perceptions of evaluators and teachers after the implementation of an evaluative framework in 

Lebanon and the Arab region. Hence, this study can be used to draw attention to the key 

elements of an evaluative framework such as the Danielson Framework for Teaching when 

evaluating teachers. This will also assist school leaders in deciding for ongoing teacher 

professional development programs. 
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Appendix E 
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Appendix F 
Consent to participate in an Interview 
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Appendix I 
Permission to Use the Interview Instrument 

 

 

 
 

 
 




