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Abstract 

This study adopted a case study research design, using qualitative methods to examine three types of data that a university 
might collect and apply to assess the effectiveness of their teacher preparation program (TPP).  Based on the triangulation of 
data from three sources, investigators determined how principals rated teachers, 0-3 years, who participated in the study. 
Responses from the teacher and principal interviews revealed that the overall preparation of graduates was proficient as 
supported by results from the Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS) and Charter School instrument ratings.  
However, graduates seemed indecisive regarding aspects of the learning environment such as student management and 
classroom community. 
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_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

he current notions of teacher education 
accountability involve both an emphasis on 
what happens during teacher preparation and 

examination of the demonstrated outcomes of graduates in 
terms of teaching practice and the success of graduates’ P–
12 pupils (Viesca et al., 2013).  After two decades of policy 
that relates to teacher education, teacher quality, and 
reliable instruments to evaluate teacher preparation 
programs, experts call for additional research that can help 
define accountability and guide in the development of 
teacher education programs (Bartell et al., 2018).  Five 
broad standards outlined by the Council for the 
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP, 2013) serve 
as guidance for a teacher preparation program’s 
accreditation.  Standard One relates to content and 
pedagogical knowledge. Standard Two relates to clinical 
partnerships and practice.  Standard Three targets candidate 
quality, recruitment, and selectivity.  Standard Four focuses 
on program impact. The fifth standard enables a TPP to 
outline quality assurance and continuous improvement 
procedures. 

Over time, implementation of the No Child Left 
Behind Act (NCLB; U.S. Department of Education, 2002), 

the Race to the Top grant competition (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2009) and state-level action to develop TPP 
report cards and instruments (Iasevoli, 2017), policymakers 
and practitioners have pressed to assess TPPs based on the 
value-added estimates of program graduates.  For the 
present study, value-added data represents students’ 
performance and gains related to state academic 
assessments.  Value-added data has provided TPPs valuable 
feedback regarding graduates’ impact on student 
achievement (Bastian et al., 2016; Henry et al., 2013; Peck 
& McDonald, 2014).  Nonetheless, a focus on value-added 
is limited, and these limitations indicate a need for a 
broader set of teacher workforce outcomes to aid TPPs’ 
accountability and improvement efforts.  (American 
Educational Research Association [AERA], 2015; Henry, 
Kershaw et al., 2012).  

Considering the fluidity surrounding TPP 
accountability, the present study aimed to examine data that 
a university might collect and apply to assess the 
effectiveness of their TPP (CAEP, 2013).  Investigators 
employed an explanatory case study design to explore two 
broad questions.  The questions examined the following:  
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1. What were the strengths and weaknesses of the teacher 
preparation program as measured by principal 
interviews, teacher interviews, and teacher evaluation 
measures?   

2. What was learned through different teaching evaluation 
measures and interviews as a source of information for 
the current teacher preparation program? 

Summary of Literature 

 The current study focused on CAEP Standard 4.2, 
which relates to measures a TPP might submit to 
demonstrate the quality of graduates’ teaching.  However, 
most of the recent research refers to value-added measures 
leaving a call for “substantial investment in research on 
value-added measures and on alternative methods and 
models of educator and educator preparation program 
evaluation” (AERA, 2015, p. 1). Acknowledging the strong 
demand for holistic measures to evaluate TPPS, 
investigators highlight four research studies that applied 
multiple outcomes to explore teaching effectiveness.  

Boyd et al. (2009) employed multiple measures 
through qualitative and quantitative methods to conduct a 
comprehensive analysis of 31 elementary TPPs.  The 
inquiry involved several of their graduates who accepted 
positions in New York City Public Schools.  Features of the 
TPP program were analyzed through the collection of data 
considered to be indicators of program quality such as 
program structure, number of reading, math, and child 
development courses, field experiences, and preparedness 
to teach emergent bilingual students.  Additionally, the 
relationship between teachers’ value-added data in the 
aforementioned subjects was analyzed.  Faculty, program 
directors, directors of field experiences, and other 
administrative staff of these programs, candidates, and 
graduates were interviewed and surveyed.  These data 
revealed variations in the effectiveness of the teachers 
prepared among universities with some programs 
graduating teachers who had a substantially greater effect 
on student achievement.  First-year teachers who received 
more oversight of student teaching experiences were 
significantly more effective in New York City schools. The 
overall conclusion was TPPs can influence teacher 
effectiveness, specifically that of first-year teachers.  

Building on existing examinations of multiple 
measures, Strunk et al. (2014) assessed the relationships 
between value-added measures of teacher effectiveness and 
an observational measure of teacher practice using pairwise 
correlations and a series of ordinary least squares 
regressions and found moderate correlations between 
value-added and observation-based measures.  These 
findings indicated that teachers received similar but not 

entirely consistent signals from each performance measure.  
The pilot sample was conducted with 371 teachers in the 
Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) and 
included approximately 100 schools, 125 site 
administrators, and 210 second observer raters. LAUSD’s 
teacher evaluation system entailed five standards (Planning 
and Preparation, Classroom Environment, Delivery of 
Instruction, Additional Professional Responsibilities, and 
Professional Growth). Results revealed that value-added 
and teacher evaluation measures failed to align perfectly 
with each other.  Positive and significant relationships were 
noted between Academic Growth Over Time (AGT) scores 
and ratings on Standard 1 (Planning and Preparation), 
Standard 2 (Establishing a Culture for Learning), Standard 
3 (Delivery of Instruction), and Standard 5 (Professional 
Growth). Strunk and colleagues’ results (2014) showed that 
it is possible for the results from early implementations of 
observation-based measures of effectiveness to have similar 
relationships with value-added measures.  However, 
associations between the two measures were only low to 
moderate, which implies that teachers may receive different 
indications of their effectiveness from each measure. 

Accordingly, results from descriptive statistics 
suggested that using observational ratings to evaluate 
Teacher Education Programs (TEPs) were positively and 
significantly related to rankings based on student 
achievement gains.  Ronfeldt and Campbell (2016) found 
significant and meaningful differences between TEPs, 
which were fairly strong across modeling approaches. 
Ronfeldt and Campbell (2016) compared various TEPs’ 
evaluation ratings, observational ratings, and value-added 
data of 9,482 teachers staffed in 1,553 Tennessee schools 
who graduated during 2009-2010 and 2012-2013.  
Participating subjects were employed in Tennessee public 
schools during the 2011–2012 through the 2013–2014 
academic years.  Although investigators suggested that 
using observational ratings (OR) to evaluate TEP quality is 
a worthwhile approach, they believe this represents a 
complement to the use of value-added measures, not a 
replacement. 

Bastian et al. (2018) found similar results with 
exploring teacher evaluation ratings along with the 
inclusion of additional data by performing a large-scale 
quantitative study that included over 35,000 North Carolina 
teachers.  Data were collected through the University of 
North Carolina’s system from 2011-2013 on early career 
teachers with less than five years of experience and who 
were evaluated by a school administrator.  First, 
investigators established baseline data such as dimensions 
from the North Carolina Teacher Evaluation System along 
with school characteristics, GPAs at entry into teacher 
education, less than five years teaching, and routes to 
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certification.  They applied logistic regression, likelihood 
ratio test, and the Brant tests to compare the evaluation 
ratings for teachers initially prepared at in-state public 
universities with teachers prepared outside of the state, at 
private universities, and who were alternatively certified.  
Four significant conclusions resulted from data analyses.  

1. Teacher preparation programs are significantly 
associated with the evaluation ratings of program 
graduates.   

2. It is important to adjust for elements of school context 
when analyzing the evaluation ratings of the graduates. 
(teacher demographics, free and reduced lunches, 
elementary, middle, or high school)  

3. Teacher preparation programs’ selection criteria and 
preparation experiences accounted for Evaluation 
results.  

4. Information from Teacher evaluation ratings is 
different from value-added and more comprehensive 
(Bastian, Patterson, & Pan, 2018, p. 442). 

Methodology 

Research Design 

A case study research design was used to examine the 
effectiveness of one TPP in rural East Texas. Given that 
teacher preparedness and proficiency was of interest, (i.e., 
teachers who recently graduated from the TPP), the case 
study allowed investigators to gain an in-depth 
understanding of how their graduates were performing in a 
natural context, which was their classroom and/or school 
(Crowe et al., 2011).  Qualitative methods were utilized to 
analyze data in the current study. 

 

 

 

Data 

The collection of data took place over one semester in 
the Spring of 2019.  Data were collected from three 
sources, which included interviews with teachers and 
principals as well as instruments the principals used to 
assess the performance of their teachers.  By collecting 
multiple sources of data, researchers were able to obtain a 
greater insight into the phenomenon being studied, and this 
triangulation of information also helped to assure a greater 
level of validity (Patton, 1999). This added to the 
credibility of the study. 

Interviews were conducted by the three researchers that 
authored this paper.  The interviews were held at the 
convenience of and location requested by the principals and 
teachers. Most were held at the schools where the teachers 
and principals were employed.  During the interviews, 
semi-structured questions were used.  The use of semi-
structured interviews provided investigators with a set of 
questions that would be used as a guide, but that would also 
allow for flexibility in clarifying answers or posing follow-
up questions to participants.  Due to this, the length of the 
interviews varied.  

Each interview question related to a particular domain 
on the Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System, a 
widely used measure in Texas that is the “recommended 
appraisal process designed to evaluate teachers and 
establish a system of support” (Texas Education Agency 
[TEA], 2016, p. 1).  Teachers were asked to answer six 
questions that pertained to areas such as knowledge of 
students and differentiation, assessment, expectations, 
resources used, areas of strength, and areas in which they 
would like to improve (Figure 1).  Principals were asked to 
respond to six questions as well.  Of the six questions, two 
related to planning, two related to instruction, one related to 
the learning environment, and one related to professional 
practices and responsibilities (Figure 2).   
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Figure 1 

Teacher Interview Protocol 

 

Figure 2 

Principal Interview Protocol 
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Interview data were transcribed and coded separately 
by the three researchers.  The researchers then met, 
discussed their coding, and came to a consensus on each 
theme.  This consensus also assured a greater level of 
validity through analyst triangulation, again adding 
credibility to the study (Patton, 1999; Strauss 1987). 

Additional data were collected through principal 
evaluation measures, which included the T-TESS and one 
campus created teacher evaluation measure.  The T-TESS 
is based on Texas Teacher Standards and includes a rubric 
that addresses four domains, such as planning, instruction, 
learning environment, and professional practices and 
responsibilities (TEA, 2016).  It also includes sixteen 
dimensions under those four domains (TEA, 2016).  
Teachers are assessed through the rubric on five 
performance levels.  The levels are categorized as 
Distinguished, Accomplished, Proficient, Developing, and 
Improvement Needed (TEA, 2016).  Although no specific 
reliability and validity measures are available on the T-
TESS instrument, Lazarevet al.(2017) found the rubric to 
be “internally consistent at both the domain and dimension 
levels” (p. 1).  Additionally, according to the results of 
Lazarev et al.’s 2017 study, the T-TESS rubric shows 
“potential to be an effective, consistent, and efficient 
evaluation rubric” (p. ii). 

Given that one site did not use the T-TESS as a teacher 
evaluation measure, a crosswalk of the T-TESS and the 
campus-created measure was conducted to determine 
commonalities between dimensions or areas that were 
assessed with each instrument.  All but one component, or 
dimension equivalent, was present on both instruments.  
The only item not assessed on the campus-created teacher 
evaluation measure was knowledge of students.  See 
Appendix C for the T-TESS/Campus Created Teacher 
Measure Correlation.er 

Participants 

Participants included five alumni who completed the 
Early Childhood (EC-6) or Middle Grades (4-8) programs 
at the TPP.  The teachers’ principals also served as 
participants.  The principals varied in years of experience 
and were female, two of which were Caucasian, one of 
which was African American, and one of which was 
Other.   

The teachers’ experience ranged between 0-3 years 
and, of the teachers, three were female (two African 
American, one Caucasian), and two were male (both 
Caucasian). Years of experience was pretty evenly 
distributed, with one teacher being in his third year 
(Caucasian male), two teachers being in their second year 
(African American female and Caucasian female), and two 

teachers being in their first year (African American female 
and Caucasian male).  All were teaching in grades Pre-K/K, 
3rd, or 5th at public schools in Texas.  Four of the schools 
were “traditional” public schools, and the remaining school 
was a charter school.  Each school varied in academic 
ratings.  The schools were located in four different districts 
that varied in the representation of racial/ethnic minority 
student populations, of free lunch, and of location (i. e., 
urban, suburban, and rural areas).  It is important to note 
that except for the charter school where one teacher was 
employed, the remaining three schools qualified for Title I 
status. For a school to qualify for Title I funds, the poverty 
rates of students must be above 40%, indicating that the 
majority of the teachers were teaching in low-income 
schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2008). 

 Discussion of Findings 

Findings from the current study aligned with previous 
research that multiple sources of data can provide useful 
information regarding a TPP’s areas of strength and 
refinement (Bastian et al., 2018; Ronfeldt & Campbell, 
2016; Strunket al., 2014).  Furthermore, teacher evaluation 
instruments were among the different data sources TPPs 
have applied. Researchers focused on two initial questions 
to guide the research: (1) What were the strengths and 
weaknesses of the teacher preparation program as measured 
by principal interviews, teacher interviews, and teacher 
evaluation measures?  (2) What was learned through 
different teaching evaluation measures and interviews as a 
source of information for the current teacher preparation 
program?   

Findings 

For the first research question, the researchers first 
reviewed the data from the teacher evaluation measures to 
determine the strengths and weaknesses of the different 
grade level teachers represented in the study.  A ranking of 
proficient or higher was considered an area of strength 
while a ranking of developing or lower an area of 
weakness.  No teachers participating in the study were 
ranked lower than developing in any category.  All grade 
levels represented received an overall ranking of proficient 
or higher for the T-TESS Dimensions of Standards and 
Alignment, Data and Assessment, Knowledge of Students, 
Communication, Classroom Environment, Routines and 
Procedures, and Professional Development.  Grades levels 
Pre-K/K demonstrated a strength in Professional Demeanor 
and Ethics and ranked in a category indicating an area of 
weakness in the Dimensions of Differentiation, and 
Monitor and Adjust.  Teachers in grades 3rd and 5th 
demonstrated strengths by ranking proficient or higher in 
the Dimensions of Activities and Goal Setting.   
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After reviewing data collected from both teacher and 
principal interviews and principal evaluations of teachers, 
the researchers determined the T-TESS Dimensions, where 
significant differences were evident.  T-TESS Dimensions 
were considered a strength if teachers received a ranking 
from their evaluator of distinguished/highly effective, 
accomplished, or proficient/effective whereas those ranked 
by their evaluator as developing/partially effective or 
improvement needed/ineffective were classified as those 
who had an area of weakness for that dimension.  Not all 
results for each T-TESS Dimension demonstrated a 
significant difference, nor was there a considerable 
difference based on the data collected.  Based on principal 
evaluations and interviews only, the T-TESS Dimensions 
of Differentiation and Monitor and Adjust ranked as an 
area of weakness for teachers.  Based on principal 
interviews and evaluations only, principals considered 
teachers’ T-TESS Dimension of Professional Demeanor 
and Ethics to be an area of strength.  For the T-TESS 
Dimension of Classroom Environment, Routines and 
Procedures, the principals and teachers differed in their 
respective evaluation measures.  Researchers in the current 
study found contradictions among data sources.  Principal 
evaluations, interviews, and evaluation measures indicated 
the aforementioned dimension as an area of strength, 
whereas teachers provided inconsistent responses in their 
interview process, which indicated they considered the T-
TESS Dimension of Classroom Environment Routines and 
Procedures to be an area of weakness. Strunk et al. (2014) 
found inconsistencies between value-added and 
observational measures.  Bastian et al. (2018) used school 
context such as teacher demographics, free and reduced 
lunches, elementary, middle, or high school to adjust 
variations among evaluation ratings. 

For research question two, the researchers focused on 
the evaluation measures again as the initial tool for 
assessment.  Although the T-TESS was the guideline for 
analyzing data, one school used its own appraisal system.  
A comparison of the two evaluation measures was 
completed to determine reliability (see Appendix C).  
Researchers discovered that the other evaluation measure 
aligned with the majority of the categories of the T-TESS 
dimensions except for evaluating the teacher of their 
Knowledge of Students.  Since the majority of participants 
were evaluated with the T-TESS as the preferred evaluation 
measure, and only one area Dimension was not represented 
with the district created evaluation measure, the researcher 
used the T-TESS Dimensions evaluation data only as a 
guide for areas of focus.  It was notable that all grade level 
teachers represented in this study ranked Proficient or 
higher in all categories of the Planning Dimension, which 
indicated to the researchers that the education program 

effectively prepared their candidates with understanding 
and implementation of Standards and Alignment, Data and 
Assessment, Knowledge of Students, and Activities.  It was 
also notable that all grade level teachers represented in this 
study ranked Proficient or higher in two out of three 
categories of the Learning Environment Dimension.   

For the Dimension of Instruction, participants 
demonstrated inconsistency in their ranking in the different 
areas within this Dimension.  Some participants scored as 
high as Accomplished, whereas some scored Developing.  
Achieving Expectations and Content Knowledge and 
Expertise were two areas were participants inconsistently 
scored.  Pre/K and K teachers scored Developing in the 
Planning areas of Differentiation and Monitor and Adjust.  
However, all grade level teachers scored Proficient or 
higher in the area of Communication.   

Discussion 

Along with this information and other data collected, 
the researchers discussed the possibilities of additional 
findings from this study that would provide direction on 
how to improve upon their education program.  The 
researchers wanted to explore the areas to continue current 
practices when teaching knowledge and application to 
teacher candidates, and areas to enhance existing 
curriculum and instruction practices for the education 
program.  Based on data collected from the teacher 
evaluation measures, the researcher determined the 
education program effectively-prepared their candidates 
versus those areas where the program could improve.  
Areas that indicated a notable strength for all teacher 
candidates included Classroom Environments, Routines, 
and Procedures, Classroom Culture, Professional 
Demeanor and Ethics, Goal Setting, and Professional 
Development.   

There were also areas based solely on the evaluation 
measures results that the researchers noted as areas for 
which the education program should improve.  Based on 
inconsistencies in teacher and principal survey feedback, 
and overall rankings scored below Proficient on the 
evaluation measures, there were five areas that the 
researchers found as places to focus for future program 
development.  Some areas were consistent with what 
professors noticed teacher candidates struggled with while 
in student teaching and confirmed that all teachers needed 
continued professional development in those areas; 
Differentiation, Monitor and Adjust, and Goal Setting.  
Other areas were not consistent with the expectations of the 
current education program and warranted further 
evaluation: Activities, and Professional Demeanor and 
Ethics.  The inconsistencies in data require further 
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exploration; however, the most impressive inconsistency 
for the researchers would be the differentiation in principal 
and teacher rankings.  More often than not, the teachers 
self-evaluated at a lower ranking than that of their 
evaluator, which may indicate a lack of confidence in their 
ability or a lack of communication from their evaluator for 
that area. 

Limitations 

Although the data collected provided invaluable intel 
for future program development to prepare teacher 
candidates, there were some limitations that future studies 
could address.  If the study was implemented again by the 
researchers, two adjustments would be applied for the 
interview survey and participants.  For the interview 
surveys, there was little feedback for the T-TESS 
Dimensions of Achieving Expectations, Content 
Knowledge and Expertise, and Managing Student 
Behavior; therefore, the researchers had to rely on rankings 
from the evaluation measures only.  Due to limited 
information in these areas, interview protocol should be 
reexamined to prompt responses in the aforementioned 
areas.  Schools that employ an instructional coach or 
assistant principal of curriculum and instruction may be a 
better resource to interview for teacher evaluation; 
however, it is the administrator of the campus who is 
trained and certified to complete the teacher evaluation 
measure used by the school/district.  In addition to the 
teacher evaluation measure and interview with the 
principal, the researcher could interview the instructional 
coach or assistant principal of curriculum and instruction as 
an additional measure of comparison. 

The participant group was small, but valuable 
information was gained through the one-one-one interview 
protocol and surveys.  If the study was implemented again, 
it is recommended to revise the protocol to involve field 
supervisors working with student teachers.  Student teacher 
field supervisors would allow for a larger participant group 
because the supervisors work with current student teachers 
in areas where graduates of the education program are 
employed.  Because the supervisors are scheduled to be in 
designated school districts several times throughout a 
semester, Supervisors could follow-up with teachers and 
principals hired on campuses each year to collect additional 
data for the education program as part of their scheduled 
student teaching supervision visits.  In a study by Lazarev 
and researchers (2017), “the T-TESS rubric demonstrated 
potential to effectively differentiate teacher performance 

and served its purpose of yielding meaningful feedback that 
can support targeted professional development” (p. i).  In 
addition to the collection of data informing changes to the 
current education program, the education program would 
have the opportunity to provide focused professional 
development opportunities for districts/campuses in the 
areas of weakness noted by campus/district data.   

Implications/ Conclusions 

Education programs may learn how to enhance their 
program to meet the current needs of teachers in the first 
years of their careers if choosing to complete a study 
similar to the one discussed here.  Professors of education 
programs strive to implement best practices within the 
delivery of the education program curriculum that mirror 
the expectations the teacher candidates will implement as 
teachers.  As a result of this goal, professors of education 
programs should look to the T-TESS Dimensions as a 
guide.  Teachers are evaluated on their knowledge and 
implementation of the Instruction Dimension of 
Differentiation; therefore, education programs and 
campus/districts should consider the same for teachers.  
The T-TESS rubric or other campus created measures that 
are aligned with the T-TESS Dimensions have 
“…demonstrated potential in effectively differentiating 
teacher performance and served its purpose of yielding 
meaningful feedback that can support targeted professional 
development,” (Lazarev et al., 2017, p. 4).  Although 
researchers thought teacher candidates were knowledgeable 
about all areas related to the T-TESS Dimensions, there 
were some unexpected areas where teachers did not 
demonstrate Proficient or higher.  Based on this 
information, education programs may determine whether to 
further explore the expectations of districts/campuses and 
evaluate the curriculum for the established program.  
Although the protocol provided in this study could be an 
initial starting point for implementing a similar study, other 
educational programs may adjust or add components to 
meet the need of evaluation measures.   

The overall goal for any evaluation measure should be 
improvement; the same applies for this study.  The 
researchers initiated this study to learn about the current 
education program and ways to improve the curriculum and 
delivery of curriculum to meet the needs of beginning 
teachers.  The researchers not only discovered areas to 
focus on for improvement but also identified future 
protocols that could support graduates of the education 
program. 
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