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ABSTRACT

Much literature on teacher professionalism asserts that teacher
performance could be improved through the enforcement of teacher
evaluation policy; therefore, we took the task of investigating whether
this assertion has much merit in a centralized education system. The
school system of Oman was taken as a case. Our study largely employed
the qualitative research methodology, which included cross-referencing
of data elicited from document analysis, examination of evaluator
reports, and interview sessions with different groups of implementers
and evaluators. Our study found that policy implementation spiraled
down from the top level authority and then caused a pervasive web of
chain reactions at the middle and bottom levels. It was found also that
implementers’ disposition play a critical role in the dynamics of the
evaluation process and in determining successful implementation of the
policy. In addition, there were many challenges and constraints in
carrying out the policy, but administrators and evaluators in Oman were
commendable for taking a bold, positive step toward improving teacher
professionalism via performance-based teacher evaluation policy.
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INTRODUCTION

The implementation of teacher evaluation policy is widely thought as a significant tool that has the potential to
enhance teacher professionalism and instructional quality. Stronge (2006, p. 3) points out that “conceptually
sound and properly implemented evaluation system for teachers is a vital component for successful reform
efforts”. Sound quality teacher evaluation system ensures obtaining qualified teachers because “defining and
knowing quality teaching is the first step in the appraisal process of teachers" (Andrews, 2004).

Improving teacher performance might not be the only desirable goal of an educational system when it implements
teacher evaluation policy. This is because educational systems seek quality assurance through using evaluation to
assess basic competence, dismiss teachers for incompetence, and ensure that the 'right' people are promoted to
key positions (Kleinhenz & Ingvarson, 2002). Tangentially, the society also will benefit from teacher evaluation
policy in the sense that educational institutions, such as schools and polytechnics, will improve the quality of their
services.

It appears that there are two dominant approaches for examining implementation process and outputs in the
policy arena, especially at the governmental level, i.e. the top-down approach and the bottom-up approach. The
top-down approach takes a macro view of implementation by examining the process from the standpoint of the
initial policy-maker or the policy itself (Harris, 2007; Matland, 1995; O'Toole, 2000). In other words, with the top-
down approach, top-level bureaucrats are largely interested with seeing how well the implementers are in
harnessing resources to yield the intended goals and outcomes of a policy. Schematic and systematic procedures,
oftentimes, are developed to guide the implementers in executing their job. In addition, constant supervision and
monitoring mechanisms are also being put into place so as to ensure maximum success. This is because, in most
instances, the implementers are kept in the dark as to what the policy goals, objectives, outcomes, and benefits
are. They lack the understanding and direction of the systemic process, and more importantly, democratic
participation by the bottom level is not typically encouraged in the implementation design.

In addition, top-downers basically adopt an interpretation that a policy acts as an input and implementation as an
output. In Harris’s (2007) perspective, top-down models rely on policy decisions made by the top authority and
thus reduce the significance of policy adaptation at the bottom level of implementation. Clarity and consistency of
goals are often nebulous, and implementation strategies that are generalized to many policy situations are the
obvious features of this approach. Researchers consider Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) and Sabatier (1986) as
pioneers in focusing on top-down approaches in policy implementation.

Although top-down authors recognize that “perfect hierarchical control over the implementation process is hard to
achieve in practice and that unfavorable conditions could cause implementation failure” (Pulzl & Treib, 2007), they
argue that decision makers, in order to assure the worth of the implementation process, should exert a concerted
effort in structuring and preparing the implementation programs.

A significant critique of top-down strategies is that they neglect the weight the implementation staff and field
workers have on the delivery of policies. According to Sabatier (1986), “top-down models start from the
perspective of central decision-makers and thus tend to neglect other actors”. Consequently, this approach “leads
top-downers to assume that the framers of the policy decision are the key actors and that others are basically
impediments”. As a result, politicians and administrators will be unable to control the implementation process
when using this approach (Harris, 2007).
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A second perspective is the bottom-up model, which considers the entire network of political actors concerned in a
particular policy area and views implementation as a political process of harmony building and cooperation (Pilzl
& Treib, 2007). Fundamentally, this approach focuses on the evaluation made at the micro level of policy
enactment as well as the local factors that hinder intended policy outcomes (Matland, 1995). The scholars of this
approach “rejected the idea that policies are defined at the central level and that implementers need to stick to
these objectives as neatly as possible” (Pulzl & Treib, 2007). The classical bottom-up researchers are ElImore (1980,
2002) and Fritzen (2005).

The criticisms of this approach often center on its overemphasis on local decision making. Its critics argue that
central policy-makers are able to set broad policy borders and guidelines that provide a needed structure to policy
formulation and implementation (Harris, 2007). Sabatier (1986) states that “the top-down approach appears to
have a comparative advantage in situations in which: (1) there is a dominant piece of legislation structuring the
situation, or in which (2) research funds are very limited, one is primarily interested in mean responses, and the
situation is structured at least moderately well”.

Recently, a mixed approach to policy implementation, dubbed by some scholars as “a hybrid theory,” has
appeared. “Taking the top-downers’ concern with effective policy execution as their starting point, they blended
several elements of the bottom-up perspective and of other theories into their models” (Plilzl & Treib, 2007). Their
core argument is that implementation is an evolutionary process in which programs are constantly reshaped and
redefined. The conceptualization thus starts from policy inputs defined by central policy makers. At the same time,
it also embraces the idea that the inputs will almost inevitably be changed in the course of their execution.

The hybrid theory approach brought two important innovations to implementation theory. According to Piilzl and
Treib (2007), the hybrid proponents tried to overcome the conceptual weaknesses of the polarized debate
between bottom-up and top-down scholars. Moreover, some hybrid theorists have pointed to important factors
that had hitherto received little attention, such as the relationship between policy implementation and the policy
formulation process, and the impact of different policy types on the way policies are executed.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY

The conceptual framework of our study was derived by modifying the implementation model by Van Meter and
Van Horn (1975), Hill and Hupe (2002), and Fritzen (2005). The modified model assumes that policy
implementation encompasses the interactions among several factors leading to teacher performance. Danielson
and McGreal (2000) suggest that the main characteristics of a successful teacher evaluation are the recognition of
the differences between varying levels of teaching experience, a cooperative culture that encourages inquiry, and
a meticulously developed evaluation processes. Shinkfield & Stufflebeam (1996) suggested four categories of
attributes of a sound and fair teacher evaluation, namely propriety, utility, feasibility, and accuracy.

As a guide to this research, the main variables of policy implementation, as indicated by Van Meter & Van Horn
(1975), are:

i. The context: Political, socio-cultural, and organizational factors all shape the policy implementation
process (Gornitzka et al., 2007; Van Meter & Van Horn, 1975). In this study, the focus will be on the
socio-cultural context of the Arab communities in Oman. Thus, this investigation considers questions
like: To what extent and how are the prevailing social conditions affected by the implementation of
the policy in question? What is the nature of public opinion? How salient is the related policy issue?
And, do elites favor or oppose implementation of the policy? (Van Meter & Van Horn, 1975).
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ii. Policy standards and objectives: According to Van Meter and Van Horn (1975), clarity of the objectives
and standards of a policy are essential to successful implementation. Clear and understandable
purposes can be implemented more easily and precisely than a set of vague, complicated purposes.
Gornitzka, Kyvik, and Stensaker (2007) asserted that “if general guidelines are the foundation for a
reform, the probability is relatively high that different interpretations will make implementation
difficult”.

iii. The resources: Implementation process should have sufficient resources at their disposal, and there
should be a system of clear responsibilities and hierarchical control to supervise the actions of
implementers (Pilzl and Treib, 2007). The resources may comprise human resources, money, or
other incentives which may enhance or ease effective implementation.

iv. The quality of inter-organizational communication: The implementation of any educational policy and
teacher evaluation policy requires a constant and efficient network of communication to ensure
policy goals, objectives, rules, methods, and guidelines are well understood and resources are well
utilized by implementers. There bound to be a lot of questions, misinterpretations, and conflicts.
There will be multiple array of interactions among different purposes, value choices, and ways of
doing things in various localities (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983).

v. The disposition of implementers: The implementers’ attitudes towards the policy are very crucial in policy
implementation. Their attitudes are certainly affected by how well they understand the policy,
whether they believe it will benefit or harm them personally or the community in general, and the
intensity of their acceptance or rejection (Hill & Hupe, 2002). Gornitzka et al. (2007) assert that the
disposition of implementers could affect their motivation and attitudes towards implementation of
the reform. Moreover, it is a reality that the key persons in an organization can be very influential in
determining the success or failure of a reform.

vi. The characteristics of the implementers: Van Meter & Van Horn (1975) offer several suggestions
regarding characteristics that may impinge on an organization’s capacity to implement policy. These
characteristics are as follows:

a. The capabilities and number of an agency’s personnel;

b. The degree of hierarchical control of subunit decisions and processes within the
organization;

c. The organization’s dynamism;

d. The extent to which communication within an organization is “open”, either horizontally
or vertically.

e. The formal and informal relationships an organization has with the policy makers or
policy enforcers.

vii. The feedback loop: This is significant as it makes a continuous assessment of the entire implementation
dynamics. The assumption is that programs may be redesigned both at key intervals in a formal
process, and in a more informal, iterative process as local implementers adjust their expectations and
behaviours to the actual circumstances that arise (Fritzen, 2005, p. 103).

The contemporary perspective regarding teacher evaluation suggests a shift in the main purpose of teacher
evaluation, that is, from addressing only school needs to inclusion of more collaborative processes focused on
professional development (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Darling-Hammond & MclLaughlin, 1995; Glatthorn, 1995).
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Duke (1995) “predicts that the evaluation of individual teachers, especially veteran teachers, will concentrate on
professional development”. Glickman et al. (2007) suggest that participating through collaboration and teamwork
the pair of teachers observe each other, share reflections on practice, and develop professional development
plans. In this paradigm, the peer review, peer evaluation, and classroom observation are directed to teacher
evaluation policy.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

For teacher evaluation policy, the Ministry of Education of Oman encourages evaluators to use multiple sources in
gathering data regarding teacher performance, one of which is teachers’ portfolio. The Ministry states that:

“All teachers maintain a Professional Development Portfolio that could provide valuable
information for decisions regarding their future professional advancement. These portfolios could
indicate the teacher's personal development plans and professional development competencies
resulting from training they have had and the results of annual appraisals. This information could
form the basis for selecting teachers to be promoted and for determining their entitlement to
salary increases “(Ministry of Education of Oman, 2006).

Thus we followed the Ministry’s suggestions, and as a form of data triangulation, our study used multiple ways of
obtaining qualitative data. The main method was interview, in which we interviewed selected decision makers,
supervisors, school principals, senior teachers and teachers. Purposeful sampling was employed to identify the 43
key informants who participated in the study. We recorded all interview sessions, and later transcribed and coded
the data for analysis. All transcribed verbatim reports were given back to the interviewees for them to check the
accuracy of what they had said, and the Cohen-Kappa value for accuracy was determined to be around 0.78.

Apart from that, our study used document analysis of reports, policies, and procedures regarding teacher
evaluation at the district and school level. We also used other sources of data for investigating teacher
performance, such as classroom observation, documents and artifacts related to the responsibilities and duties of
teachers, teacher self-assessment forms, teaching portfolios, and student achievement records. This was in
accordance with the Ministry’s suggestion that evaluators and supervisors used several data sources for gathering
information (Ministry of Education of Oman, 2009).

Apart from formative ways, the study also employed the summative approach, which was also practiced in Oman.
Teachers were usually given the performance evaluation forms at the end of the year. They made self-assessment
and gave marks to themselves for various categories of tasks and personality attributes. Then the forms were
given to their school head for rationalization and standardization, and then to the district evaluators. As a form of
validity checking, we also interviewed the evaluators about their competency and the way they rated teacher
performance.

For data analysis, we used the grounded theory approach to codify data into concepts, sub-themes, and themes
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Coding was assisted by the use of NVivo and Qualitative Data Analysis (QDA) computer
software package. With the grounded theory approach, the coding scheme was initially guided by the research
questions and conceptual framework of the study, which provided the anchor themes and key coding nodes.
However, we were open to the possibilities of other emerging themes that might emerge from the data. Miles and
Huberman’s (1994) and Creswell’s (2007) coding levels were also used as a guide in data analysis.
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RESEARCH FINDINGS

We transcribed all interview data and analysed them into codes, concepts, and themes. Apart from that, we
performed cross-referencing and cross-checking with other sources of data to eliminate invalid or inconsistent
codes and concepts. The inductive-deductive cycle of thinking constantly happened in our data analysis process in
order to derive at the most sensible, logical, and valid codes, concepts, and inferences. We categorized the results
according to several themes as follows.

i. The Social Context

Teacher evaluation in Oman was not set in isolation, but was set in the context of administrative organization and
the wider society. It was well acknowledged that teacher evaluation should not be alienated from the context in
which it was put forth. This study found that teacher evaluation was contingent on the cultural background of
schools, the nature of the social relationship, the purposes being pursued, the individuals engaged, resources and
timeframe used, and many other significant factors. Thus, social context was observed as having certain effects on
the procedures of teacher evaluation policy in the Sultanate of Oman.

We posed a rather incisive question to the interviewees: To what extent teacher evaluation is affected by
affiliation to tribes, religions and gender? All interviewees deny any discrimination of the evaluation results based
on the race, religion, tribe or nationality. There seemed to be an acceptable level of objectivity and validity of the
teacher evaluation process. Many teachers affirm that there is “no discrimination between teachers based on
social rank or economic situation” and “there is no existing bias in our evaluation system based on religion, tribe or
nationality”. Teachers confirmed that their actual performance was the only criteria in appraisal. The basis of
evaluation was “proficiency and proficiency alone.” One senior teacher aptly says: “I suppose that | am a judge, so
I try to avoid any behaviors that cause prejudiced impressions. | treat teachers in equal manner with no prejudice
based on gender, race, religion, or social relationships.

In relation to the ultimate goal of teacher evaluation, public awareness on the notion of teacher accountability was
quite dismal. Most of the interviewees did not feel that the society was aware of the role of evaluation as an
accountability technique or professional development strategy. A school supervisor says “the society is not mature
enough to demand for quality in the services provided to their kids in schools”. In corollary, then, the teacher
evaluation policy was executed not because of public demand, but due to the necessity by the Ministry for the
sake of improving teacher performance and instructional quality—a typical top-down directive.

ii. Resources

Majority of the interviewees were satisfied with substantial resources allocated to schools for the purpose of
teacher professional development as well as for the purpose of facilitating and supervising teacher’s work. All of
the eight case schools in the study had sufficient budget for purchasing teaching and learning materials, and the
schools had desktop computers, laptops, printers, television sets, photocopy machines, and digital projectors.
Every school has its own resource centre, computer lab, science lab, professional directive room, interaction
classroom, language lab, and instructional material room. Moreover, training rooms for professional development
of teachers were available. Many school principals pointed out that sometimes training sessions were organized
during school holidays.

Teacher evaluation included the use of contemporary instructional materials by teachers. Teachers acknowledged
that it was appropriate for evaluators to rate teachers based on their frequency and competency in using available

resources in schools.
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jii. Inter-Organizational Communication

Our research also sought the answer for the question: How do teachers and implementers perceive the inter-
organizational communication regarding performance-based teacher evaluation policy? From data analysis, two
sub-themes emerged as follows:

a. The Communication Path

An efficient communication network was needed in order to strengthen the top-level administration in planning
and implementing policy decisions. One policy-maker says that “the Ministry permanently seeks to streamline and
improve work systems to promote intra-Ministry communication.” That entails necessarily opening channels of
communication between different stakeholders and the Ministry for executing performance-based teacher
evaluation policy.

Investigating this aspect further, many interviewees admitted that it was necessary to have a communication
bridge between the policy makers and the implementers at the district and school levels. Some of the channels
could be regular meetings with heads of departments in their region, the annual meeting with the general director,
and the use of the Ministry’s online portal by which they could communicate with the upper echelon. A school
principal relates “too often, very small issues take a long time to be decided because of the lack of communication.”

Many evaluators asserted that reducing centralization and bureaucracy of administration would tend to speed up
communication. They believed that the centralization and routine impedes them from taking actions regarding the
teacher performance. A school principal argues “how do you want me to employ the evaluation result for
improving teaching learning process if | don’t have any power as an evaluator for every tiny thing related to my
teachers which | have forwarded to the directorate.”

Responses from school principals seemed to indicate that they lack the power to make decision regarding teacher
performance such as rewarding and promoting the high-performing teachers, or sanctioning the low-performing
teachers. “Even though we have identified the developmental priorities in our school since we began participating
in the System for Enhancement of School Performance, we haven’t seen any improvement in our school from such
recommendations. There is not even a response to these recommendations.”

Regarding the micro level communication in schools, most of the interviewees demonstrated satisfaction about
the communication and cooperation among teachers in school as well as between teachers and school principal.
They believed that the communication between teachers was a vital factor in any success in teaching-learning
process. They considered team working, peer review, and mutual dialogue as inspirational initiatives to advance
instructional practices, thus, promote students’ achievement. Some teachers say that “actually, we gain
advantage from the mutual dialogue with our school mates more than any other way. Considering, some of our
colleagues have a very long experience, we value what we gain from them, and we try to socialite their feedback
when they visit us in the classroom.”

b. The Coordination between Various Departments in the Ministry

A policy maker indicated that there was a high coordination among the departments involved in the evaluation
process.
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“The Directorate of Supervision and the Directorate of Performance Development have elevated
their harmonization regarding the evaluation process. This is the case with some other
directorates in the Ministry such as the Directorate of Finance, the Directorate of Planning, the
Directorate of Training, and the Directorate of Appraising the Training Feedback”.

This coordination was done through the general committee for executing the school performance development.
Indeed, this committee was formed by the Ministerial decree number 19/2006. This decree illustrates the
techniques of school performance development. The aforementioned committee headed by the general director
of human resource development and comprises heads of the interested directorates. The main responsibility of
this committee was “to create harmony between implementation, supervision, and evaluation of the school
performance including the teacher performance.” In addition, there were regular meetings between the policy
makers in these directorates. Also, with regard to training of evaluators, it was “conducted through cooperation
efforts of the directorates.” Moreover, copies of reports were “distributed among the directorates, who should go
through the suggestions and recommendations and do the selection of the applicable ones.”

However, many teachers urged that the Ministry and directorates need to reexamine the formative and
summative evaluation methods and forms, which must involve teachers and principals in order to minimize
discrepancies and confusions.

iv. Implementers’ Dispositions

The disposition of implementers is one of the significant factors that affect the success of a policy implementation.
Implementers may fail to carry out policies because they disregrad policy goals and objectives. Correspondingly,
our research also sought to answer the question: What are the teachers and implementers’ dispositions toward
the performance-based teacher evaluation policy? The interviewees’ serious concerns came from some issues that
impede teachers and implementers from participating effectively in the implementation procedures. The main
barrier was centralization of procedures and decisions. Apart from that, data analysis revealed four sub-themes as
follows:

a. Administrators’ Commitment

Some interviewees believed that some administrators and policymakers did not do enough to support evaluators
in conducting their duties of evaluating teacher performance. An evaluator highlighted the policy makers’ attitude
toward the policy of teacher evaluation:

‘I think that the policy makers are aware of this fact but they didn’t do anything about it. |
remember in one occasion, one of the policy makers visited us and some evaluators asked him
why he did not rely on teacher performance report in deciding on teacher promotion. The policy
maker frankly replied that ‘we have some reservations regarding the annual teacher performance
report, thus we cannot rely on this report to a large extent.’

Some interviewees were uncertain if the implementation of the teacher evaluation policy had actually been

treated seriously. They felt that the evaluation policy had not changed or improved for a long time. Even the
evaluation instrument had not been modified for long time.
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b. Dealing with the Low Performing Teachers

Many interviewees blamed the upper echelon administrators for the existence of low-performing teachers in
schools. Top-level administrators must be stringent in applying the law and regulations regarding teacher
performance, otherwise they should be accountable for the increase in number of low quality teachers and
teaching in schools. A principal, however, cautioned that “it’s really, really a tough situation. In our school, it’s so
hard to be a good school principal. It is too difficult to protect the low-performing or non-performing teachers for
their mediocre professionalism and lack of accountability; and it is hard to deal with them because | have no
authority”. Apart from that, evaluators and principals would be subjected to many technical procedures if they
rated some teachers as low-performers. One school head says:

“It is very uncommon for a school principal to write a report on any of the inadequate teachers, as
this requires the director to supply a whole body of concrete facts, which are usually not
available. In addition, the fact that the school principal and supervisor both participate in the
evaluation exercise makes it difficult to reach at an agreement that the teacher is weak, i.e.
deserving a grade below 50%. In addition, the bureaucratic procedures necessary to complete this
process are quite daunting, which makes a principal reluctant to resort to this measure. | have
worked for 20 years in the Ministry, and in all those years | can say that | do not know of any
teacher that has been given a ‘weak’ rating, for the reasons which | have mentioned”.

¢. Overreliance on Classroom Observation

Many interviewees asserted that they wish the system had recognized and adopted other resources in the
evaluation mechanism rather than putting much emphasis on classroom observation. Teachers and school heads
suggested that evaluation should include teacher self-evaluation, student academic achievement records, parents’
feedback, teaching portfolios, and action research activities. The variety of these tools could lend support to
judgments regarding teacher performance and grant the evaluation process the needed trustworthiness.

Some schools have implemented peer coaching programs as the way to improve the quality of teaching. Some
teachers had a positive attitude toward peer coaching technique in their school. Many teachers were agreeable to
peer observation and mentoring.

d. The Confidentiality of the Summative Report

A majority of teachers agreed that the summative evaluation report should not be made confidential; otherwise,
teachers would not know their strengths and weakness. Evaluators, however, preferred to keep evaluation
reports confidential in order to minimize dissatisfaction and tension among teachers who scored low marks. “Our
community is still not open to the culture of transparency,” an evaluator says. Yet, the main purpose of the teacher
evaluation was to improve teachers’ performance, but this could not be achieved unless teachers were informed
about their performance level. Teachers did not oppose the policy; they wanted to participate in the process and
making it better.
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V. Amount of Time Allocated for Evaluation

Time, as well as other resources, was deemed necessary in the implementation of the evaluation policy. Evaluators
asserted that sufficiency of time was critical for a truthful and comprehensive evaluation of teachers. Evaluators—
who could be school heads or senior teachers—tended to be busy with their basic office duties, and thus would

evaluate teachers in a hurried manner; consequently, this would diminish their ability to provide feedback to
teachers sufficiently. Furthermore, this undoubtedly impeded evaluators from supervising and evaluating teachers

properly.

For example, some senior teachers acted as evaluators and resident supervisors for ten teachers, but at the same
time they had a heavy teaching load for themselves; thus, they had to run through the pre-observation,
observation, and post-observation routine for each teacher under their mentorship. A classroom visit usually
consumed three to four lessons. After that, the evaluators had to write evaluation reports. A principal, who was
also an evaluator, related to us that:

“In existence of a myriad administrative function, we don’t focus on teacher evaluation; | believe
that entails more consideration of time, effort, and money spent for implementing teacher
evaluation policy. In the time being, there are recognizable shortages of certain resources”.

District supervisors usually made school visits once a year and they were supposed to make summative evaluations
of teachers in schools. It was rather impossible for them to make a fair judgment and evaluation of all teachers in
a district. One school principal asserted that “the summative evaluation in most cases takes place haphazardly”
and “by relying on their own memory to some extent, the supervisors could not be fair and accurate in their
assessment of teacher performance.”

vi. Incentives via Teacher Evaluation

Many teachers and implementers perceived that teacher evaluation as an acceptable policy because it was linked
to the incentive system, i.e. teachers and school heads would receive a professional monthly bonus and an annual
allowance if they were valuated with “high performance.” Teachers perceived that the allowance and bonus could
be a source of motivation for them to engage effectively in the evaluation system.

One the other hand, many evaluators contended the incentives might not be based on the real performance.
According to them, if teachers were to be treated equally, then there would be no difference between good and
weak performance teachers. The evaluators felt that this policy could lead to some high-performing teachers
become frustrated and demotivated. Some principals pointed out that some outstanding teachers oftentimes
lamented that “indolent teachers all get the same bonus.” Therefore, the evaluation policy had this unintended
consequence as its down side.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Table 1 below summarizes the emerging themes from the data analysis.

Table 1
Summary of some common interviewees’ reactions according to the emerging themes

Theme Common Interviewees’ Reactions

Many teachers and evaluators denied that the social context affects the
objectivity of the evaluation. However, some teachers were apprehensive
about subjectivity of marks given based on kinship relations.

The social context

All interviewees asserted that substantial resources were allocated to the
evaluation process in their schools. Most teachers and evaluators

Resources complained that the time allocated to conduct the evaluation was not
sufficient to promote teacher performance.

Regarding the coordination between the various directorates, the
interviewees asserted that there was a need for improvement of
communication network.

The interviewees also mentioned the lack of communication between the
top and bottom of the education structure. The same situation could be said
pertaining to policy feedback from the implementers.

Inter-organizational
communication

Most teachers asserted that the evaluators need in-service training, and

Characteristics of the . .
improve their competency as evaluators

implementers

Many interviewees raised the issue of objectivity of the evaluation process
for several reasons, such as lack of supporting evidence and lack of time.

Dispositions of the Most of the interviewees have doubts about the manner of teacher
implementers performance evaluation and the utility of its results for their career
improvement.

Most of the interviewees acknowledged that teacher evaluation had an
impact on instructional improvement. However, most of them denied the
direct impact of teacher evaluation on their performance progress.
Moreover, most teachers pointed out that the purpose of teacher
evaluation was not for teacher development, but rather for promotion and
salary raise.

The consequences of
teacher evaluation on
teacher performance

This research mechanics and findings consequently have yielded a workable teacher evaluation policy model
suitable for countries having similar educational structure and social context to Oman. Our model has been
derived from three main sources: the literature review, findings of the study, and Oman’s approach in executing its
educational reform policy. The suggested model was constructed with careful consideration of recent research
conducted in the field of policy implementation and teacher evaluation, such as Sufean (2007); Van Meter and Van
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Horn (1975); Danielson (2007); Millman and Darling-Hammond (1990); Zepeda (2007); and Shinkfield and
Stufflebeam (1996). Figure 1 illustrates the components and stages of the proposed policy implementation model,
which has three phases as discussed in the following paragraphs.

Phase 1: Developing a comprehensive policy of teacher evaluation

A policy should be formulated by considering the socio-cultural context of education of a country. This means
paying attention to the general educational objectives and organizational structures such as administrative
centralization and school autonomy. The cultural values of the society should also be considered. Apart from that,
the ultimate aims and procedures of the teacher evaluation policy have to be clearly defined so that they are
understood well by implementers. The policy also needs to establish approaches to integrate two types of
evaluation, namely the formative and summative evaluation.

Considerations within the context of :
e  Education philosophy and objectives

Developing a

Comprehensive Teacher
[ )

Evaluation Policy o
[ )

Student needs

Education law/ directive on teacher evaluation
Qualification of evaluators

Expected performance of evaluators

Job description

Evaluation model, forms, and procedures
Evaluation standards and scoring scale

Timelines for formative and summative evaluation
Accountability of teachers and school heads

Selection, appointment, and training of evaluators

\/ Specific details of:
L]

Execution of Policy Plan and

Logistics

Sources of evidence on teacher duties and
performance

Expert guidance on assessment methods
Finance

Technology

Communication network

Evaluation frequency

Monitor feedbacks from various stakeholders

\/ Important aspects include:
]

Policy Progress Monitoring

Trouble-shooting and rectification actions
Budget monitoring

Standardization, reliability, and validity of
evaluation scores

Communication of scores to teachers

Incentives to top-performers

Professional and instructional improvement

programs for teachers
Independent evaluation review panel

Figure 1. Spiral down model for performance-based teacher evaluation policy implementation
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Logistic facilities must be provided for the evaluators. These facilities such as expert support, finance, technology,
communication networks, and management are very important for ensuring an effective policy implementation.
Teacher evaluation policy has to create clear descriptions of the responsibilities of various educational authorities
involved in its implementation. Educational actors at each level, i.e. supervisors, school principals, senior teachers,
and teachers all play different roles in ensuring the objectivity of performance evaluation, and eventually
improving teacher professionalism and quality.

In addition, teacher evaluation policy necessitates the establishment of clear standards and criteria to guide
evaluators in carrying out a just and objective performance evaluation. Developing the definition of what is “good
teaching” should be the top priority of this task. Most importantly, data collection about the actual performance
calls for a careful selection of instruments and sources of information. For example, employing student
achievement as an indicator of teacher performance constitutes an obvious challenge; given that student learning
is the product of multiple factors such as school organization, resources, climate, and students’ socio-economic
background. Evaluation frequency must also be decided and organized according to the kind of evaluation,
whether summative or formative, and according to teachers’ needs.

Phase 2: Execution of policy plan and logistics

Based on Figure 1, policy execution entails going through certain identified stages. First, evaluators must be trained
and qualified to carry out the evaluation process. Second, teams to carry out evaluation should be formed. Third,
data from multiple sources on teacher performance should be collected. With regard to classroom observation,
the evaluator should have a conference with the teachers before and after the visit. Fourth, a professional
development plan should be cooperatively prepared between the evaluator and teachers. Fifth, the evaluator
should follow up to determine the extent of teacher improvement. Finally, decisions regarding the teacher’s
career should be taken.

Phase 3: Policy progress monitoring

This stage is also vital because it acts as a trouble-shooting mechanism that corrects the implementation process.
Monitoring would ensure that implementers have the resources and support they needed such as budget, time,
and technology in order to implement effectively the evaluation policy. Provincial directors could act as policy
monitors who would randomly sample evaluation reports to track constraints and conflicts in the performance
evaluation process in schools. Each school should report annually on the evaluation process to the regional
authority, and school heads should mention the challenges faced by schools in the evaluation process and give
suggestions for improvement. Stakeholders as well as teachers and evaluators should have some input in this
report. Each region should analyse and summarize the reports of its schools and send them to the central
authority, which should conduct an annual meeting to review the evaluation process and make necessary changes
to the policy in response to the feedbacks from schools and regional offices.
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CONCLUSION

This study has identified a considerable number of profound issues pertaining to the implementation of
performance-based teacher evaluation policy. Summatively, the study has grouped the issues into three main
factors that critically influence the implementation effectiveness of teacher evaluation policy.

e The organizational factor which includes the degree to which the organization is hierarchically structured,
the support and commitment of administrators, and the extent of communication among the
implementers and the administration staff.

e The technical factor which includes evaluation methods, instructional resources, sources of evidence, the
training and expertise of evaluators, and systemic features of the evaluation process such as who
evaluates, for what purposes, when and how often to evaluate, how to analyze data, how to make
judgments, who make the final decision, and who reports the decision.

e The disposition factor which is reflected by the attitude, commitment, and motivation of implementers in
implementing teacher evaluation policy. An effective way to ensure the implementers’ satisfaction is to
proactively engage them in designing the evaluation plan, management, method, score, report, and
incentives. This is democratic involvement and engagement which will make teachers readily accept the
policy and the evaluation results.

Finally, the top-down approach is inevitable in a centralized education system, which is commonly found in many
countries. The momentum of policy implementation spirals down the system, swirling all kinds of resources,
methods, problems, and emotions together in the process of moving toward the intended goals and outcomes.
Some policies are fairly successful, while some others ended in failure.
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