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Abstract

Teacher evaluation in second language education continues to become more
important to stakeholders and is increasingly associated with higher-stakes deci-
sions that impact teachers in substantial ways. Nevertheless, many program ad-
ministrators struggle to know what to include in teacher evaluations and how best
to use the results. We know very little about the kinds of factors that lead toward
more favorable teacher evaluations. Thus, in addition to identifying best practices
for developing and utilizing teacher evaluation instruments and data, this study
sought to identify factors that lead toward better teacher evaluations. This study
analyzed 5461 student evaluations of their teachers using exploratory and con-
firmatory regression analysis to identify eight factors with the greatest influence
on student recommendation of their TESOL practitioners. Results included peda-
gogical practices accounting for more than half of the variability associated with
teacher recommendation (adjusted R? > .55, p <.001). These included exempli-
fying professionalism, relying on course outcomes, cultivating a positive learning
environment, evaluating learning effectively, optimizing class time, planning les-
sons effectively, utilizing homework strategically, and providing meaningful and

timely feedback. Implications and applications for these findings are discussed.

Keywords: Principled pedagogical practices for TESOL, student evaluation of
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Introduction

The importance of teacher evaluation continues to increase in many global
contexts including those associated with teaching English to speakers of other lan-

guages (TESOL). Boraie (2014) suggests “Teacher evaluation is here to stay, and
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the question to be considered is not whether there should be a teacher evaluation
system but how to evaluate teachers effectively.” Moreover, evidence suggests
that the stakes associated with teacher evaluation may be higher than ever before
as more institutions use evaluations to shape institutional policy, practice, and
employment decisions (e.g., Boraie, 2014; Fantini, 2018; Howard & Donaghue,
2015; Thomsen, 2014; Rucinski & Diersing, 2014). Efforts to improve the qual-
ity and efficacy of teacher evaluation has generated a great deal of scholarship
over recent decades (e.g., Berk, 2005; Howard & Donaghue, 2015; Paulsen,
2002; Pennington & Young, 1989; Spencer & Schmelkin, 2002). What may be
less clear, however, is an appropriate understanding of what teacher evaluations
should include and what factors may influence student evaluations of teachers.
As work continues to improve the value and utility of teacher evaluations, efforts
to extract greater understanding about language learner needs evident in this me-
dium should also increase. Therefore, this study examines thousands of recent
teacher evaluations in a TESOL context to identify factors associated with teach-
er preparation and practice as well as the learning context that may help clarify
important ESL learner perceptions. The resulting insights should be highly rele-
vant for program administrators seeking to improve teacher evaluation, TESOL
practitioners who hope to receive more favorable ratings from their students, and

researchers interested in factors affecting classroom learning.

Literature Review

Relevance of Evaluation in TESOL

Teacher evaluation has evolved a great deal over the past century, impacting
many TESOL contexts worldwide. Although some issues are specific to TESOL,
others are applicable to much broader educational contexts. For example, early in
the twentieth century in the United States, teacher evaluation generally empha-
sized traits such as the 83 attributes highlighted by Charters and Waples (1929).
These included attractiveness, cheerfulness, dignity, health, intelligence, and so
on. By mid-century, however, the focus had shifted toward better professional
development as demonstrated through competency exams and certifications. Nev-
ertheless, such credentials did not always translate to better student performance.

Subsequently, reports in the United States such as A Nation at Risk (National
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Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) precipitated a shift in thinking to-
ward learning outcomes. This was further solidified by the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB, 2002), which marshalled in a new era of standardized testing and
evaluation. The same influences that precipitated increased standardized testing
in the United States impacted other countries as well, and by 2006, the number
of nations incorporating standardized testing more than doubled compared to the
decade before (Benavot & Tanner, 2007).

This new global culture of educational assessment and evaluation continues
to impact teachers in many ways. For example, since 2009 nearly 65% of the
states in the United States have dramatically overhauled their systems for teach-
er evaluation, which have had a substantial impact on institutional policy (e.g.,
Thomsen, 2014) as well as how institutions hire, fire, train, assess, and reward
their teachers (Rucinski & Diersing, 2014). Nevertheless, the debate over whether
these changes actually help students achieve learning outcomes remains conten-
tious. There are numerous kinds of ESL/EFL programs around the world in a wide
variety of settings ranging from government-sponsored schools for children or
adults to community programs designed to help residents or refugees develop the
English language skills they need to gain employment and flourish within in soci-
ety. This vast diversity of contexts in which these programs operate may make the
processes and results of this work particularly valuable. Regardless of whether the
context may be ESL or EFL, whether working with children or adults, or wheth-
er educators are teachers or administrators, language educators are increasingly

more likely to grapple with a variety of issues associated with teacher evaluations.

The growing importance and use of teacher evaluations in many language
education contexts raise many crucial questions such as What should evaluations
include? How can administrators ensure that they are fair? What should be done
with evaluation data once it is collected? While many institutions continue to
wrestle with these kinds of questions, we add an additional question of particular
relevance to this study, What insights can evaluation-based research provide to
the field of language teaching? We believe that a systematic study of carefully
designed teacher evaluations may unlock valuable insights regarding student ex-

perience that could impact language development.
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Effective Teacher Evaluation

In considering the benefits of evaluation-based research, it is important to re-
member that attempts to measure the contribution of a teacher on student learning
will be complex and multidimensional. For example, some researchers estimate
that the actual influence a teacher has on student performance ranges from 14%
down to 1% depending on a wide array of factors (American Statistical Associ-
ation, 2014). Therefore, we side with scholars such as Mathis (2012) and Boraie
(2014) who suggest that effective teacher evaluation needs to be established on
a multitude of factors. Although it may be appropriate to examine actual student
achievement of learning outcomes as part of a broader evaluation, this should be
done in view of the specific teaching and learning context, recognizing that even
exceptional teachers may have little control over student performance. A broader
body of evaluation might also include observations conducted by administrators
and peers, citizenship measures associated with dependability, collegiality, pro-
ductivity, mentoring, and cooperation as well as the learners’ evaluations of their
teachers. While these and many other factors may be important to examine as
part of a broader teacher evaluation strategy, this study focuses exclusively on the

tangible instrument used by students to evaluate their teachers.

We acknowledge that some teachers are skeptical regarding the validity and
utility of evaluations generated by students. Concerns may range from assump-
tions that evaluation results are simply a function of teacher popularity or that
easy classes will produce higher evaluation scores. Although students may lack
expertise in a number of areas relative to overall teacher performance, the students
themselves may be in the strongest possible position to evaluate the effectiveness
of many aspects of their classroom experience. Moreover, many scholars such as
Aleamoni (1999) have debunked numerous myths about student evaluations of
teachers, providing strong evidence for the reliability and validity of “well-con-
structed instruments and procedures” (p. 155) and that such evaluation results can

be used effectively to improve teaching.

With the intent of improving our own teacher evaluations and procedures
associated with our intensive English program, we analyzed our instruments,
carefully weighing relevant literature and the specific needs of our own institu-

tion. Our approach was consistent with recommendations of Spooren, Brockx,
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and Mortelmans (2013) who suggested that when developing evaluation instru-
ments, “institutions should be able to select the aspects that are most important,
according to their educational vision and policy”” and that many stakeholders such
as “administrators, teachers, and students. ..should be involved in the definition of
these characteristics” (p. 603). Through this process, we concluded that our teach-
er evaluations should include two elements that were not currently in use but that
were needed to optimize the effectiveness and utility of the instrument. The first
was an overall summary measure of performance that could be used across a va-
riety of teachers and contexts. The second was to replace more generic indicators
of performance with very focused areas of specific interest to the institution. The

relevance and applications of these two components are described below.

Summary score of student sentiment

One challenge with many evaluations is the lack of an effective indication of
overall student sentiment. While perhaps incomplete, a general sense of practi-
tioner performance may help simplify evaluation and provide administrators with
broad insight. Research suggests that a single overall score for teacher evalua-
tion can be well correlated with other important measures and may be useful for
summative purposes (Cashin & Downey, 1992; Fantini, 2018). An overall score
facilitates broad comparisons across teachers and courses over time, allowing ad-
ministrators to identify relevant trends and to make appropriate programmatic

adjustments.

In this regard, the world of business may have a useful metric. Today nu-
merous companies ranging from airlines and retail to healthcare and technology
use what is called a net promoter score (NPS) to provide an overall evaluative
indication of the products or services they provide (Reichheld, 2003, 2006). Cus-
tomers are presented with a single question to answer using a scale of zero to ten:
“How likely is it that you would recommend [company, product, or service] to a
friend or colleague?” Proponents describe the NPS as providing essential insights
(e.g., Martin, 2011; Reichheld & Markey, 2011), and that it has been used with
great success across a wide array of businesses such as banking, cosmetology,
telecommunications, healthcare, and so on (e.g., Hamilton, Lane, Gaston, Patton,
MacDonald, Simpson, & Howie, 2014; Leisen Pollack & Alexandrov, 2013).
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Traditionally, respondents providing a nine or ten were labeled promoters,
those responding with a seven or eight were considered passives, and those re-
sponding with a one through six were identified as detractors. Typically, the NPS
has been calculated by subtracting the proportion of promoters from the propor-
tion of detractors while ignoring the passives (e.g., 70% promoters, 20% passives,
and 10% detractors would yield an NPS of 60). Though its lack of sophistication
has been seen by some as a considerable limitation (e.g., Krol, Boer, Delnoij, &
Rademakers, 2015; Mandal, 2014), its simplicity has also been seen as its greatest
strength by many proponents and critics alike (Bendle & Bagga, 2016). Many
managers like the ease with which it can be elicited by clients and then analyzed
and interpreted across a variety of contexts. Though widely popular in corporate

America today, the NPS is not without controversy.

Because the 11-point scale is collapsed into just three categories and the pas-
sive scores are ignored, critics have noted that important numerical information is
lost when the score is calculated (e.g., Bendle & Bagga, 2016; Schneider, Berent,
Thomas, & Krosnick, 2008). They suggest that utilizing the complete scale may
provide more evaluative insight. Thus, in an attempt to leverage the practical ben-
efits of an overall score in our own teacher evaluation, we determined to calculate
the average of the entire 0-10 scale, based on the same question regarding the
respondent’s likelihood of recommending the teacher to a friend or colleague. We
also determined to strengthen the evaluation by connecting the score to additional
quantitative and qualitative information provided by the respondents. We refer
to our modified overall score based on the complete 0-10 scale as our teacher

recommendation score.

Identifying Core Pedagogical Practices

In addition to the use of an overall summary score based on student recom-
mendation of the TESOL practitioner, the second improvement to our student
evaluation was the inclusion of specific pedagogical practices addressed in the lit-
erature and consistent with our values, culture, and beliefs about language learn-
ing. Before teachers can be evaluated effectively, an institution must have a clear
idea of the criteria they would like to use. Though some programs are forced to

use generic evaluations, this may not be the best approach (e.g., Hill & Grossman,
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2013; Hunt, Gurvitch, & Lund, 2016; Pratt, 2002). Rather than using general stan-
dards that may be unrelated to core ideals for effective practice in specific con-
texts, standards must be clearly articulated and should grow out of the underlying
purpose for the teaching and learning within a particular program setting. They
should be consistent with the collective values and beliefs of the institution and
be rooted in insights gleaned from theory and practice. There will also need to be

an appropriate way to measure performance levels for each of these standards.

With these ideals in mind, we set out to identify key pedagogical practices that
could be used for training and evaluation purposes specific to our TESOL context.
We sought to identify the core pedagogical practices that best capture and reflect
our institutional values, beliefs, and aspirations for teacher performance. The pro-
cess drew on input from administrators, teachers, staff, and other stakeholders.
These practices were refined in collaborative meetings over the course of many
months and were based on the practical experience of the stakeholders as well as
relevant literature. In working through this process, an attempt was made to bal-
ance the desire for a comprehensive list of the most consequential practices in sec-
ond language teaching and learning with the need to keep the set of points simple

enough to ensure it could be easily conceptualized and successfully implemented.

The final list included eight pedagogical practices designed to guide class-
room preparation and teaching. Though the scientific evidence of the benefits
of these practices may be stronger for some than for others, the consensus of
stakeholders was that each practice that survived the winnowing process was very
important to our context. An abundance of literature also made a strong case for
the relevance of each. The eight pedagogical practices are listed here with an ab-
breviated sample of relevant literature (See Appendix A for more detail regarding

each practice).

1. Rely on course outcomes (e.g., Basturkmen, 2010; Leung, 2012;
Richards, 2013).

2. Plan lessons effectively (e.g., Baecher, Farnsworth, & Ediger, 2014;
Liyanage, & Bartlett, 2010; Milkova, 2012; Pang, 2016).

3. Optimize class time (e.g., Calderon, Slavin, &, Sanchez, 2011; Murray

& Christison, 2010; Rossiter, Derwing, Manimtim, &, Thomson, 2010;
Tan, Nabb, Aagard, &, Kim, 2010; Walsh, 2006).
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4. Cultivate a positive learning environment (e.g., Brown, 2006; Oxford,
1999; Tsiplakides, & Keramida, 2010; Tsui, 1996; Young, 1991).

5. Evaluate learning effectively (e.g., Abedi, 2010; Bailey & Heritage,
2014; Clark, 2012; Frey, Schmitt, &, Allen, 2012; Ketabi & Ketabi,
2014; McMillan, 2013).

6. Utilize homework strategically (e.g., Gershenson & Holt, 2015; Maltese,
Tai, &, Fan, 2012; McReynolds, 2010; Walberg, Paschal, & Weinstein,
1985; Wallinger, 2008).

7. Provide meaningful and timely feedback (e.g., Hartshorn & Evans, 2015;
Fordham, 2015; Su & Tian, 2016).

8. Exemplify professionalism (e.g., Alsalahi, 2015; Farrell, 2015; Lorimer,
& Schulte, 2012; Orlich, Harder, Trevisan, Brown, &, Miller, 2016;
Sawyer, Andzik, Kranak, Willke, Curiel, Hensley, & Neef, 2017; Vu,
2016).

Once these practices were established, they were distributed to teachers,
posted in hallways, emphasized in teacher training and in-service meetings, and
implemented as the focus of teacher observation and professional development
activities. Thus, rather than utilizing a teacher evaluation that was detached from
daily practice, our updated instrument was designed to reflect practices at the very
core of what we expected of our teachers on a daily basis.

Although this list of pedagogical practices was specifically designed for
our unique setting, these practices should be highly relevant for most language
teaching and learning contexts. Nevertheless, we recognize that some institutions
might benefit from placing greater emphasis on particular practices identified here

or from focusing on other components that may not have been included in our list.

Development of the Evaluation Instrument

The new teacher evaluation instrument made use of several item types to
extract both quantitative and open-ended data from students. A question for each
pedagogical practice was framed according to the frequency with which a student
felt that the teacher effectively demonstrated that practice. Since the pedagogical
practices were originally articulated for teachers and administrators rather than for
students, some language was simplified in the instrument to help ensure student

understanding (see Appendix B). For example, for optimizing class time, students
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responded to a statement such as, “My Reading teacher, Ms. Jones, gets the most
from each class hour.” The student would then affirm the frequency by selecting
from choices: always (5), almost always (4), usually (3), sometimes (2), or rarely
(1). Depending on the student’s selection of frequency a follow-up open response
question appeared in the electronic form. Thus, if a student selected always, the
survey then asked for the student to Provide an example of how Ms. Jones gets
the most from each class hour. If students selected sometimes, they were asked to
provide a suggestion how they feel Ms. Jones could get more from each class hour
in the future. This process of discrete item followed by open-response item was
repeated for each of the pedagogical practices. Students were required to respond
to the discrete items. They were not required to supply evidence to support their
rating of each practice but were given the opportunity to do so.

Following questions about teacher application of the pedagogical practices,
the student provided an overall score of teacher performance, “On a scale of 0-10
how strongly would you recommend, the ELC use Ms. Jones to teach a class simi-
lar to this reading class again?” With the summary score and pedagogical practic-
es incorporated into the evaluation instrument, we can pursue important questions
that may benefit the broader field. Although the pedagogical practices identified
by stakeholders were seen as important, it was unclear how the students perceived
the relative importance of these practices within their own learning experience.
Nor was it clear what additional factors beyond the pedagogical practices might

impact teacher recommendation scores.

These additional factors included demographic variables related to the back-
ground of the teachers or students. For example, literature suggests that teacher
practice might be influenced by the level of teacher preparation (e.g., Hartshorn,
Evans, & Tuioti, 2014). Moreover, researchers have observed students who ex-
press concerns that their language teacher is not a native speaker of their target
language (e.g., Braine, 2013). In addition, it is conceivable that other student fac-
tors that may impact language learning could also impact teacher recommenda-
tion such as student age, gender, proficiency level, and so on (e.g., DeKeyser,
2013; Doérnyei, 2014). Answering such questions could help address a significant

gap in the literature and provide important insights about student perspectives of
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pedagogical practices as well as general insights regarding student recommenda-

tions of their TESOL practitioners.

Research Question

With this review of literature in place, we now consider the specific research
question articulated for this study: How well do student perceptions of teacher
performance within the eight pedagogical practices and other demographic and
programmatic factors account for teacher recommendation scores?

Methods

This section briefly addresses the data elicitation, the students who completed

evaluations, and the analyses used in this study.

Data Elicitation

In order to address the research question, data from 5461 student evalu-
ations were collected electronically by the institution examined in this study. This
included sending the evaluations out to student email addresses through Qualtrics
software one week prior to the end of the semester. Students in the Novice-High
and Intermediate-Low Levels completed the evaluations in the computer lab to
ensure additional language support if needed. Those who did not complete the
evaluations right away were given reminders. The completion rate was over 98%.
Any identifying student information was stripped prior to data being made avail-
able for analysis. The institution’s Internal Review Board authorized the use of
these preexisting data for study.

Students

Data used in this study was produced by students with a mean age of 25
(SD=7.31). Males made up 42% of the students while females made up 58%. Of
the evaluations gathered for this study, 54% were from students continuing their
study at the institution after at least one semester of previous study, and 46% were
from new students who had just completed their first semester in the program.
Evaluations came from students with various L1 backgrounds including Spanish
(61%), Portuguese (10%), Chinese (9%), Korean (8%), Japanese (4%), Russian
(2%), Mongolian (1%), French (1%), Thai (1%), and other languages represented
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with less frequency (i.e., Albanian, Arabic, Chuvash, Farsi, Hungarian, Italian,
Kazakh, Lithuanian, Loa, Malagasy, Tagalog, Tajik, Ukrainian). The language
proficiency levels of the students, based on ACTFL guidelines (ACTFL, 2012), is
presented in Table 1.

Table 1 Student Proficiency by Evaluation Percentages

Proficiency level %
Novice High 1.53%
Intermediate Low 5.40%
Intermediate Mid 14.13%
Intermediate High 35.94%
Advanced Low 23.73%
Advanced Mid 16.72%
Advanced High 2.56%
Total 100.00%

Analyses

Teacher recommendation scores were based on means from the 0-10 scale
described previously. Answering the research question involved multiple lin-
ear regression where the eight pedagogical practices and other relevant factors
functioned as the explanatory variables for the response variable—the teacher
recommendation score. Table 2 presents the list of variables that were includ-
ed. They represent topics found in the literature and ideas of specific interest
within the program. For convenience, these variables are organized into five
different categories. The first category includes the eight pedagogical practices

described previously.
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Table 2 Explanatory Variables for Predicting Teacher Recommendation

Category

Explanatory Variables

Practices

Teacher

Student

Exams

Time

1.

_
e

S A ol

e

SNk W= 000N WD

A I I A S N

Rely on course outcomes

Plan lessons effectively

Optimize class time

Cultivate a positive learning environment
Evaluate learning effectively

Utilize homework strategically

Provide meaningful and timely feedback
Exemplify professionalism

Educational level of the teacher

Whether the teacher was full-time

Whether the teacher was a native speaker of English
Whether it was the teacher’s first semester at the institution
Skill area taught (reading, writing, listening/speaking,
grammar)

Student age

Student sex

Student proficiency level

Total number of semesters at institution

Hours of homework completed per week

Whether the student was new or returning

Student confidence regarding skill improvement
Whether the student felt challenged in the course
Student’s level of overall satisfaction with the course
Subsequent semester plans (i.e., stay, vacation, leave)
Final exam reading score

Final exam writing score

Final exam listening score

Final exam speaking score

Final exam vocabulary score

Combined final exam score

Class Proficiency grades

Class Citizenship grades

Teacher rating of student progress

Class time (i.e., 8:15, 9:30, 12:15, 1:30)
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The second category includes variables associated with the teacher. Level of
education was based on a four-point scale according to the following: baccalaure-
ate degree in progress (1), baccalaureate degree completed (2), master’s degree in
progress (3), master’s degree completed (4). No additional distinctions were made

for the few teachers who were pursuing or who had completed doctoral degrees.

The third category includes student demographic information such as student
age, sex, language proficiency level (based on placement testing), the number of
semesters the student had studied at the institution, and whether the student was
new to the institution or continuing their study. It also included self-reported in-
formation such as the number of hours spent completing homework each week,
how confident students were that they improved in the language skill taught in the
course, the extent to which students felt challenged in the course, the students’
level of satisfaction with the course, and their plans after the completion of the
semester (i.e., whether they intended to continue studying at the institution, take a

vacation for a semester and then return, or leave the institution altogether).

The final categories represent several measures of student performance and
the time of day the respective classes were held. Measures of student performance
includes institutional proficiency exams administered at the end of the semester
in areas such as reading, writing, listing, speaking, and vocabulary. It also in-
cludes class proficiency grades based on student performance over the course of
the semester and citizenship grades based on class participation and homework
completion. The last measure of student performance was a single, overall rating
provided by the teacher of student proficiency. The final category was based on
the time of day the respective classes were held. Classes met Monday through

Thursday for 65 minutes at 8:15 a.m., 9:30 a.m., 12:15 p.m., and 1:30 p.m.

Because of the exploratory nature of the research question, data were ran-
domly divided into two halves. The first half (2731 evaluations) was used to run
an exploratory stepwise regression analysis, and then the second half (2730 eval-
uations) was used to run a confirmatory regression analysis to test the model iden-
tified through the first stepwise analysis (see Mark & Goldberg, 2001). Because
stepwise regression can be prone to overfitting and distorted p-values, the default

criteria in the SPSS software was adjusted to help minimize distortion and ensure



62 TESL Reporter

that any variables associated with teacher recommendation would be truly mean-
ingful (the typical variable entry, p=.05, and removal, p=.10, was replaced with
p=-001 for entry and p=.002 for removal based on a Bonferroni adjustment for the
number of explanatory variables used in the study, see Wilkinson & Dallal, 1981).

Results and Discussion

Exploratory and Confirmatory Analyses

The research question addressed the extent to which the eight pedagogical
practices and other demographic or programmatic factors influenced teacher rec-
ommendation scores. Table 3 presents the results of the exploratory and confir-
matory regression analyses. Of the 41 variables included, the analysis generated a
model of nine variables accounting for teacher recommendation. These are listed
on the left side of the Table 3. Statistics associated with the exploratory analysis
are included in the middle section of the table and account for more than 55%
of the variability associated with teacher recommendation (adjusted R? of .558).
The exploratory model included all eight of the pedagogical practices discussed
previously along with one additional variable associated with the combination of
the student final exam scores. In general, the exploratory analysis suggests that the
greater the presence of these model factors, the greater the recommendation of a

given teacher.

Table 3 Factors Impacting Teacher Recommendation

Exploratory Confirmatory
Model B SE B p B SE S p
(Constant) -1.398 0.223 <001 -1.713 0.173 <.001
Exemplify 0920 0.079 0231 <001  0.699 0.064 0.181 <001
professionalism

Rely on course

0.572  0.079 0.149 <001  0.563 0.066 0.147 <.001
outcomes

Cultivate positive

. 0.512 0.074 0.133 <.001 0.499 0.061 0.131 <.001
environment

Evaluate learning
effectively

Optimize class time 0.308 0.068 0.090 <001  0.421 0.059 0.119 <.001

0.326 0.074 0.094 <001 0.536 0.057 0.160 <.001
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Exploratory Confirmatory
Model B SE ¥ p B SE S8 P
Plan lessons 0272 0.078 0.078 <001  0.460 0.063 0.130 <.001
effectively

Utilize homework 0288 0.059 0.088 <.001 0317 0.050 0.095 <.001
strategically

Provide meaningful 50/ 055 0087 <001  0.162 0.047 0.052 001
feedback

Combined final
exam scores

0.138 0.028 0.068 <.001  0.100 0.023 0.048 <.001

Adjusted R*=.558 Adjusted R*=.662

Note that the standardized betas (B) in the table show the relative importance of
each of the variables to the overall model. For example, exemplifying profession-
alism is the most important part of the model produced by the exploratory anal-
ysis followed by relying on course outcomes and cultivating a positive learning
environment. Although all of the factors provide a meaningful contribution to
the model, exemplifying professionalism carries about one and a half times the
weight of the next most important factor, relying on course outcomes, and more

than three times the weight of the combined final exam scores.

The results of the confirmatory analysis are included in the right portion of
Table 3. Though based on the same variables identified in the exploratory analy-
sis, the confirmatory analysis accounted for just over 66% of the variability asso-
ciated with teacher recommendation (adjusted R2 of .662). Though the confirma-
tory analysis accounted for a little more variation, than the exploratory analysis,
these results seem comparable and tend to underscore the importance of the model

factors in teacher recommendation.

Additional insights may be gleaned by examining just a few of the responses
to the follow-up questions included in the evaluation that focus on the pedagogi-
cal practices valued the most highly by the students. For example, when asked to
provide evidence of professionalism, students often commented on the teachers’
overall attitude toward teaching and concern for student success. One student

described his teacher with representative comments such as “very professional”
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and “punctual,” and, in addition to planning classes well, she had “a very good
attitude,” and was “interested in the improvement of the students.” Many other
learners provided evidence of professionalism by referring to other pedagogical
practices included in our list. Comments like, “she’s well prepared and [uses]
time wisely,” were frequent throughout the data. Many students also referred to
the demeanor of their teachers. They generally connected professionalism with

kindness, patience, and dedication among other valued attributes.

Students who provided evidence of the teacher relying on course outcomes
generally emphasized one or more of the following—introducing course out-
comes at the beginning of the semester, writing or stating course outcomes at the
beginning of a class period, or using activities or resources that were clearly con-
nected to the outcomes. One representative response illustrates this with the de-
scription, “At the beginning of the course, she explained the outcomes of the class
and how we were supposed to reach them.” The student continued by indicating
that in class they always were engaged in “activities to help us to [reach] those
outcomes.” Another student response echoed that of many others, “She wrote [on]
the board the outcomes for the day.” As with professionalism, many comments
were connected to other pedagogical practices such as, “She always prepares and

really focuses on the course outcomes.”

Other explanatory variables had no apparent influence on teacher recommen-
dation. Clarifying that these variables did not impact recommendation may be
as important to understanding teacher recommendation as the variables that did
affect it. Variables not impacting teacher recommendation include level of educa-
tion, full-time versus part-time status, whether it was the teacher’s first semester at
the institution, and the language skill taught by the teacher (i.e., reading, writing,
listening/speaking, or grammar). These findings suggest that levels of education
and experience were not valued by students as much as effective practice. These
findings also indicate that non-native speakers were recommended just as much as
native speakers, a conclusion consistent with other scholars who have recognized
potential strengths in native and nonnative teachers alike, but no disadvantage for
non-native teachers (e.g., Braine, 2013; Shin & Manochphinyo, 2017; Walkin-
shaw & Oanh, 2014).
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There were many additional factors which similarly had no observable im-
pact on teacher recommendation. Some of these were associated with the stu-
dents themselves such as student age, sex, language proficiency, time spent on
homework, how long the student had studied at the institution, how challenged
the student felt by the course, or the students’ plans for the subsequent semester.
Additional areas with no impact on teacher recommendation suggest student abil-
ity to separate the evaluation of their teachers from other conspicuous elements
of their classroom experience. For example, teacher recommendations were unaf-
fected by the extent to which students felt they improved in the specific skill area
taught or their overall level of satisfaction with the course. Other factors with no
apparent impact on teacher recommendation included when classes were held and
eight of the nine measures of student assessment. These metrics included various
classroom-based evaluations as well as student performance on institutional ex-

ams for each language skill.

Although performance on individual exams assessing the discrete language
skills of reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary were not associ-
ated with teacher recommendation, the combined scores for these exams were
meaningful enough to be included in the model. It should be noted, however, that
the contribution of the combined exam scores provided the weakest impact to
the model in both the exploratory and confirmatory analyses. Since exam perfor-
mance in this study was tied to specific proficiency levels, this factor of combined

exam scores is essentially an overall measure of proficiency.

An important question is why there might be a relationship between higher
proficiency levels and teacher recommendations, especially when anecdotal evi-
dence suggests that the highest proficiency learners may be more demanding and
have higher expectations than their lower-proficiency counterparts. Although the
answer is not obvious, here are two possibilities. It could be that higher proficien-
cy students are able to have more meaningful interactions with their teachers in
ways that foster greater language development that is recognized by the students.
It could also be that if higher-proficiency learners maintain higher expectations
of their teachers, the institution may place some of their best teachers in those

positions where they garner positive evaluation data while teachers with less de-
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veloped skills may opt out of those more challenging assignments. Additional

research may be needed to better understand these possibilities.

Implications

Of the numerous variables examined in this study, the eight pedagogical prac-
tices established by the observed institution accounted for more than half of the
variability associated with teacher recommendations. The relative impact of these
practices within the regression model is summarized in Table 4, which averages
the contributions of each factor from the exploratory and confirmatory analyses
into an overall set of percentages. Although some of these variables are more im-
portant to the model than others, collectively they provide meaningful insight into
those teacher practices highly regarded by the ESL learners in this study. These
findings should be valuable to program administrators, teachers who may be con-
sidering ways to better meet student expectations, and researchers interested in

factors affecting classroom learning.

Table 4 Contribution Percentages for Factors Explaining Teacher Recom-

mendation

Teacher recommendation factor Percent

Exemplify professionalism 19.80%
Rely on course outcomes 14.22%
Cultivate positive environment 12.69%
Evaluate learning effectively 12.21%
Optimize class time 10.04%
Plan lessons effectively 10.00%
Utilize homework strategically 8.79%
Provide meaningful feedback 6.68%
Combined final exam scores 5.57%
Total 100.00%

Using Evaluation Data
This study presents specific findings that should provide practitioners and

administrators with useful insights as they seek to identify teaching strengths
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and areas for improvement. Focusing on these practices may also be beneficial
in teacher preparation, teacher in-service training, or other professional devel-
opment activities. Although application of these specific findings may improve
the efficacy of language teaching in certain contexts, other well-designed teacher
evaluations are also likely to benefit teachers who seek to improve their practice.
Nevertheless, the ultimate efficacy of such instruments may depend on how the
results are applied. Thus, we briefly address considerations necessary for effec-
tively utilizing results from this study as well as other kinds of teacher evaluations

used in other contexts.

Practitioners and administrators should keep in mind that the appeal for stu-
dents to participate in evaluation of their teachers is largely to provide feedback
to improve teaching (Chen & Hoshower, 2003). Yet, the research shows that
evaluation by itself does not produce more effective teaching (e.g., Ballantyne,
Borthwick, & Packer 2000; Kember, Leung, & Kwan 2002; Spooren, Brockx,
& Mortelmans, 2013). There may be a number of reasons why this is true. Some
practitioners do not seek to improve their teaching based on evaluation results
because they may not know how to do so (e.g., Arthur 2009; Bamber & Anderson
2012; Dresel & Rindermann 2011). Some teachers may simply disregard evalua-
tion results because of concerns regarding their validity or utility (e.g., Simpson
& Siguaw, 2000). Still others may see evaluations strictly as summative. They
may think that conspicuous use of evaluations for improvement may highlight
their weaknesses (Baber & Anderson, 2012). Finally, other teachers simply may
not have the motivation to improve the quality of their teaching (Edstrdm 2008;
Hendry, Lyon, & Henderson-Smart, 2007).

If improved teaching is the ultimate purpose of the evaluation, practitioners
and administrators need to understand the conditions that are necessary for eval-
uation data to lead toward improved teaching. We address just three of these
conditions here. First, evaluation instruments must be designed and used in ways
that allow them to effectively capture and present meaningful information to the
stakeholders. If evaluation instruments are perceived as ineffective by stakehold-
ers, they should be reevaluated. Where appropriate, faulty instruments should be
improved or replaced. Nevertheless, if institutions have exercised due diligence

in successfully creating instruments that give the students a valued voice and
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effectively provide teachers with relevant, constructive, and informative data,
students will be more inclined to participate and teachers are likely to glean many

useful insights.

Second, practitioners must have a desire to continue to develop the quality of
their teaching. Nasser and Fresko (2002) observe that utilizing evaluation results
to improve practice requires a certain disposition and willingness of the teacher.
Golding and Adam (2016) refer to this as an “improvement attitude” (p. 5). This is
in contrast to a perception where practitioners consider their teaching to be good
enough. This characteristic of successful teachers who want to improve is illus-
trated by practitioners who are student-centered and who look to evaluation data
for insights regarding adjustments they could make to better help students meet
learning outcomes (McGowan & Graham, 2009; Hendry, Lyon, & Henderson-
Smart, 2007). Golding and Adam (2016) noted that the highly effective teachers
they observed utilized “a reflective approach to their teaching” (p. 5) where they
consistently asked themselves how they could improve, and they conscientiously
looked to their evaluation data as formative feedback to help them adjust their

practice in ways that benefited their students.

The final notion we address here is that practitioners are more likely to im-
prove their teaching when they meet regularly with program administrators to
review their evaluation results and to develop and act on a plan to implement
appropriate adjustments. Spooren, Brockx, and Mortelmans (2013) suggest that
rather than being left to analyze, interpret, and apply evaluation data on their own,
“teachers should be able to rely on expert consultation” (p. 628) regarding the
content of their evaluations, which might include discussing results with “col-
leagues or educational experts” (p. 623). Lang and Kersting (2007) observed that
providing teachers with evaluation data without consultation was not effective
over the course of multiple semesters. On the other hand, Dresel and Rindermann
(2011) noted that consultations with teachers regarding their evaluation results
had a positive effect on the quality of teaching. Similarly, Penny and Coe (2004)
observed that teaching efficacy improved as practitioners were given opportu-
nities to reflect and discuss their teaching. Thus, we encourage administrators
to ensure that their teacher evaluation instruments are designed well and used

appropriately, that the teaching and learning environment encourages a focus on
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improvement, and that teachers are given ample opportunities to process and ap-

ply insights from evaluations with input and support from administrators.

Limitations and Future Research

Though this was a fairly large study which included thousands of evalua-
tions, it took place at only one institution where more than half of the student
participants were native speakers of Spanish. Thus, additional studies at other
institutions and in other contexts should be pursued in an effort to test the per-
vasiveness of these findings. Moreover, we acknowledge the potential effects of
simplifying the language of the data collection instrument and of representing
each of the practices with a single survey item. Using multiple items for each of
the practices would likely increase the validity and reliability of these constructs.
Further study could also examine the possible effects of L1 or national back-
ground on teacher recommendations. In addition, future research could incorpo-
rate other factors that may impact teacher recommendation that were not part of
this study. Finally, it could also seek to provide additional insight regarding the
possible relationship between student proficiency level and teacher recommen-
dation observed in this study.

Conclusion

This study highlights the growing importance of teacher evaluation in TESOL
contexts. It suggests that evaluation instrument development should be anchored
to relevant literature and practices that best capture an institution’s values, beliefs,
and aspirations for teacher performance, drawing on input from administrators,
teachers, staff, and other stakeholders. It suggests that teacher evaluations should
elicit both qualitative and quantitative data that is informative to both administra-
tors and the teachers themselves.

This study also examined research questions about desirable pedagogical
practices and their relationship to teacher recommendations. The results suggest
that higher teacher recommendations may have less to do with specific elements
of the program or the demographic background of students or teachers, and more
to do with the extent to which teachers successfully implement specific pedagog-

ical practices within the classroom. These include exemplifying professionalism,
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relying on course outcomes, cultivating a positive learning environment, evaluat-
ing learning effectively, optimizing class time, planning lessons effectively, utiliz-
ing homework strategically, and providing meaningful feedback. These insights
should be leveraged by administrators and practitioners to better understand and

meet the expectations and learning needs of their students.
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Appendix A

Principled Pedagogical Practices

1. Rely on course outcomes

Teachers understand the course outcomes for the skill and proficiency level in
which they teach and effectively communicate them to students. They can de-
scribe student behaviors that demonstrate these outcomes, and they successfully
design classroom-learning activities that help students progress toward achieving
them. Teachers engage in ongoing informal and formal assessment activities and

provide personalized feedback based on the course outcomes.

2. Plan lessons effectively

Teachers carefully plan lessons so language development will be optimized
during the class period. Teachers plan to incorporate an appropriate number and
variety of learning activities that are meaningful and engaging. These activities
build incrementally from more simple uses of language to more complex uses
that are authentic and communicative. Teachers consider the best ways to ensure
that communication of explanations and expectations are clear and concise in
order to maximize student language practice. This includes preparing the board
or other materials well ahead of class time. Teachers also prepare contingency
plans in order to adjust for a variety of unforeseen circumstances and changing

student needs.

3. Optimize class time

Teachers feel a sense of urgency about using as much of the classroom time as
possible for meaningful language practice. They convey this sense of urgency
to their students by starting class on time and by carefully managing activities
and transitions in order to maximize communicative language practice. However,
rather than rushing through their lessons, teachers skillfully connect activities and
ensure that students achieve the needed level of mastery before moving on. They
anticipate potential threats to effective use of class time such as problems with
technology, excessive student questions, inappropriate student behaviors and so
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on. Their responses to such challenges are principled and appropriately bring the
class back on course. Teachers also end class on time.

4. Cultivate a positive learning environment

Teachers understand the necessity of a positive learning environment in order to
optimize learning. They recognize that positive teacher-student interaction is at
the heart of the environment they seek to cultivate. They foster genuine concern
for their students and their learning based on principles of respect and trust. They
leave personal concerns behind as they plan and teach their classes. They are
consistent and equitable in their classroom practices and help students to see how
classroom policies and activities facilitate language development. They create
a non-threatening learning environment that is cheerful, upbeat, and optimistic.
They inspire students to do their best, and they help them experience the joy of
effectively applying what they learn. They sincerely praise students and regularly

express confidence in their abilities.

5. Evaluate learning effectively

Teachers are committed to the ongoing evaluation of student learning. They
skillfully use diagnostic tests, classroom instruction, language practice, and for-
mal and informal assessments to clarify individual learner needs in relation to
established course outcomes. They also regularly solicit qualitative input from
their students regarding learning materials and methods. This information is
then used to make appropriate adjustments in lesson planning and the selec-
tion of materials and methods used in the classroom. Teachers help students to
understand the rationale for adjustments that are made as well as areas where

continuity may be necessary.

6. Utilize homework strategically

Teachers understand the potential for effective homework to help students achieve
course outcomes. Rather than assigning busy work, they carefully consider the
quantity and specific kinds of learning activities that are needed by their students
in order to foster language development or to help them better understand and

diagnose learner needs. They are able to effectively communicate the rationale
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for various types of homework to their students. They demonstrate the value of
the homework in the way they follow up and process the homework. They know
when it may be appropriate to review certain types of homework in class and
when the class time should be used for other activities. They utilize student per-

formance on homework to inform their ongoing instruction in the classroom.

7. Provide meaningful and timely feedback

Teachers know that feedback is essential to effective learning. They regularly pro-
vide students with feedback that is meaningful—it focuses on the most important
language elements for each learner; students understand the feedback, why it was
given, and how to apply it. Though teachers ensure that ongoing feedback is time-
ly, they are careful not to overload the students’ cognitive ability to process and
apply the feedback. Along with feedback, teachers provide students with abundant

opportunities to practice and apply the feedback in a variety of learning contexts.

8. Exemplify professionalism

Teachers value and participate in orientations, training, and workshops. They are
well prepared, punctual, and complete all administrative tasks on time. They act
and look the part of a professional in the classroom including adhering to the dress
and grooming standards and maintaining appropriate teacher-student boundaries.
They are respectful and courteous with their students and other teachers with
whom they share resources such as classrooms, offices, technologies, and learn-
ing materials. They consistently evaluate their own teaching and seek to improve
through feedback from students, administrators, and peers. They appropriately
apply the relevant feedback they receive.
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Appendix B

Survey Components Presented to Students

My [Course] teacher, [Teacher]

teaches toward course outcomes.
plans lessons effectively.

gets the most from each class hour.

creates and keeps a positive learning
environment.

evaluates learning effectively.

gives useful homework.

provides helpful feedback quickly and
frequently.

is a good example of a professional teacher.

Rarely

O

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

Sometines

O

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

Usually

O

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

Almost
Always

O

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

83

Always

O

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0
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	Introduction
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	Literature Review
	Relevance of Evaluation in TESOL
	Teacher evaluation has evolved a great deal over the past century, impacting many TESOL contexts worldwide. Although some issues are specific to TESOL, others are applicable to much broader educational contexts . For example, early in the twentieth century in the United States, teacher evaluation generally emphasized traits such as the 83 attributes highlighted by Charters and Waples (1929) . These included attractiveness, cheerfulness, dignity, health, intelligence, and so on . By mid-century, however, the
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	This new global culture of educational assessment and evaluation continues to impact teachers in many ways . For example, since 2009 nearly 65% of the states in the United States have dramatically overhauled their systems for teacher evaluation, which have had a substantial impact on institutional policy (e .g ., Thomsen, 2014) as well as how institutions hire, fire, train, assess, and reward their teachers (Rucinski & Diersing, 2014) . Nevertheless, the debate over whether these changes actually help stude
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	The growing importance and use of teacher evaluations in many language education contexts raise many crucial questions such as What should evaluations include? How can administrators ensure that they are fair? What should be done with evaluation data once it is collected? While many institutions continue to wrestle with these kinds of questions, we add an additional question of particular relevance to this study, What insights can evaluation-based research provide to the field of language teaching? We belie
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	Effective Teacher Evaluation
	In considering the benefits of evaluation-based research, it is important to remember that attempts to measure the contribution of a teacher on student learning will be complex and multidimensional . For example, some researchers estimate that the actual influence a teacher has on student performance ranges from 14% down to 1% depending on a wide array of factors (American Statistical Association, 2014) . Therefore, we side with scholars such as Mathis (2012) and Boraie (2014) who suggest that effective tea
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	-
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	We acknowledge that some teachers are skeptical regarding the validity and utility of evaluations generated by students . Concerns may range from assumptions that evaluation results are simply a function of teacher popularity or that easy classes will produce higher evaluation scores . Although students may lack expertise in a number of areas relative to overall teacher performance, the students themselves may be in the strongest possible position to evaluate the effectiveness of many aspects of their class
	-
	-

	With the intent of improving our own teacher evaluations and procedures associated with our intensive English program, we analyzed our instruments, carefully weighing relevant literature and the specific needs of our own institution . Our approach was consistent with recommendations of Spooren, Brockx, and Mortelmans (2013) who suggested that when developing evaluation instruments, “institutions should be able to select the aspects that are most important, according to their educational vision and policy” a
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	-
	-
	-

	Summary score of student sentiment
	One challenge with many evaluations is the lack of an effective indication of overall student sentiment . While perhaps incomplete, a general sense of practitioner performance may help simplify evaluation and provide administrators with broad insight . Research suggests that a single overall score for teacher evaluation can be well correlated with other important measures and may be useful for summative purposes (Cashin & Downey, 1992; Fantini, 2018). An overall score facilitates broad comparisons across te
	-
	-
	-

	In this regard, the world of business may have a useful metric . Today numerous companies ranging from airlines and retail to healthcare and technology use what is called a net promoter score (NPS) to provide an overall evaluative indication of the products or services they provide (Reichheld, 2003, 2006) . Customers are presented with a single question to answer using a scale of zero to ten: “How likely is it that you would recommend [company, product, or service] to a friend or colleague?” Proponents desc
	-
	-

	Traditionally, respondents providing a nine or ten were labeled promoters, those responding with a seven or eight were considered passives, and those responding with a one through six were identified as detractors. Typically, the NPS has been calculated by subtracting the proportion of promoters from the proportion of detractors while ignoring the passives (e .g ., 70% promoters, 20% passives, and 10% detractors would yield an NPS of 60) . Though its lack of sophistication has been seen by some as a conside
	-
	-

	Because the 11-point scale is collapsed into just three categories and the passive scores are ignored, critics have noted that important numerical information is lost when the score is calculated (e.g., Bendle & Bagga, 2016; Schneider, Berent, Thomas, & Krosnick, 2008) . They suggest that utilizing the complete scale may provide more evaluative insight . Thus, in an attempt to leverage the practical benefits of an overall score in our own teacher evaluation, we determined to calculate the average of the ent
	-
	-

	Identifying Core Pedagogical Practices
	In addition to the use of an overall summary score based on student recommendation of the TESOL practitioner, the second improvement to our student evaluation was the inclusion of specific pedagogical practices addressed in the literature and consistent with our values, culture, and beliefs about language learning . Before teachers can be evaluated effectively, an institution must have a clear idea of the criteria they would like to use . Though some programs are forced to use generic evaluations, this may 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	With these ideals in mind, we set out to identify key pedagogical practices that could be used for training and evaluation purposes specific to our TESOL context.  We sought to identify the core pedagogical practices that best capture and reflect our institutional values, beliefs, and aspirations for teacher performance . The process drew on input from administrators, teachers, staff, and other stakeholders . These practices were refined in collaborative meetings over the course of many months and were base
	-
	-
	-

	The final list included eight pedagogical practices designed to guide classroom preparation and teaching. Though the scientific evidence of the benefits of these practices may be stronger for some than for others, the consensus of stakeholders was that each practice that survived the winnowing process was very important to our context . An abundance of literature also made a strong case for the relevance of each . The eight pedagogical practices are listed here with an abbreviated sample of relevant literat
	-
	-

	1. Rely on course outcomes (e.g., Basturkmen, 2010; Leung, 2012; Richards, 2013) . 
	2. Plan lessons effectively (e.g., Baecher, Farnsworth, & Ediger, 2014; Liyanage, & Bartlett, 2010; Milkova, 2012; Pang, 2016).
	3. Optimize class time (e.g., Calderón, Slavin, &, Sánchez, 2011; Murray & Christison, 2010; Rossiter, Derwing, Manimtim, &, Thomson, 2010; Tan, Nabb, Aagard, &, Kim, 2010; Walsh, 2006).
	4. Cultivate a positive learning environment (e.g., Brown, 2006; Oxford, 1999; Tsiplakides, & Keramida, 2010; Tsui, 1996; Young, 1991). 
	5. Evaluate learning effectively (e.g., Abedi, 2010; Bailey & Heritage, 2014; Clark, 2012; Frey, Schmitt, &, Allen, 2012; Ketabi & Ketabi, 2014; McMillan, 2013). 
	6. Utilize homework strategically (e.g., Gershenson & Holt, 2015; Maltese, Tai, &, Fan, 2012; McReynolds, 2010; Walberg, Paschal, & Weinstein, 1985; Wallinger, 2008).
	7. Provide meaningful and timely feedback (e.g., Hartshorn & Evans, 2015; Fordham, 2015; Su & Tian, 2016). 
	8. Exemplify professionalism (e.g., Alsalahi, 2015; Farrell, 2015; Lorimer, & Schulte, 2012; Orlich, Harder, Trevisan, Brown, &, Miller, 2016; Sawyer, Andzik, Kranak, Willke, Curiel, Hensley, & Neef, 2017; Vu, 2016) .
	Once these practices were established, they were distributed to teachers, posted in hallways, emphasized in teacher training and in-service meetings, and implemented as the focus of teacher observation and professional development activities . Thus, rather than utilizing a teacher evaluation that was detached from daily practice, our updated instrument was designed to reflect practices at the very core of what we expected of our teachers on a daily basis . 
	Although this list of pedagogical practices was specifically designed for our unique setting, these practices should be highly relevant for most language teaching and learning contexts . Nevertheless, we recognize that some institutions might benefit from placing greater emphasis on particular practices identified here or from focusing on other components that may not have been included in our list . 
	Development of the Evaluation Instrument
	The new teacher evaluation instrument made use of several item types to extract both quantitative and open-ended data from students . A question for each pedagogical practice was framed according to the frequency with which a student felt that the teacher effectively demonstrated that practice . Since the pedagogical practices were originally articulated for teachers and administrators rather than for students, some language was simplified in the instrument to help ensure student understanding (see Appendix
	Following questions about teacher application of the pedagogical practices, the student provided an overall score of teacher performance, “On a scale of 0-10 how strongly would you recommend, the ELC use Ms . Jones to teach a class similar to this reading class again?”  With the summary score and pedagogical practices incorporated into the evaluation instrument, we can pursue important questions that may benefit the broader field. Although the pedagogical practices identified by stakeholders were seen as im
	-
	-

	These additional factors included demographic variables related to the background of the teachers or students . For example, literature suggests that teacher practice might be influenced by the level of teacher preparation (e.g., Hartshorn, Evans, & Tuioti, 2014) . Moreover, researchers have observed students who express concerns that their language teacher is not a native speaker of their target language (e .g ., Braine, 2013) . In addition, it is conceivable that other student factors that may impact lang
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Research Question
	With this review of literature in place, we now consider the specific research question articulated for this study: How well do student perceptions of teacher performance within the eight pedagogical practices and other demographic and programmatic factors account for teacher recommendation scores? 
	Methods
	This section briefly addresses the data elicitation, the students who completed evaluations, and the analyses used in this study . 
	Data Elicitation 
	 In order to address the research question, data from 5461 student evaluations were collected electronically by the institution examined in this study . This included sending the evaluations out to student email addresses through Qualtrics software one week prior to the end of the semester . Students in the Novice-High and Intermediate-Low Levels completed the evaluations in the computer lab to ensure additional language support if needed . Those who did not complete the evaluations right away were given re
	-
	-

	Students
	Data used in this study was produced by students with a mean age of 25 (SD=7 .31) . Males made up 42% of the students while females made up 58% . Of the evaluations gathered for this study, 54% were from students continuing their study at the institution after at least one semester of previous study, and 46% were from new students who had just completed their first semester in the program. Evaluations came from students with various L1 backgrounds including Spanish (61%), Portuguese (10%), Chinese (9%), Kor
	Table 1 Student Proficiency by Evaluation Percentages
	Proficiency level
	Proficiency level
	Proficiency level
	Proficiency level
	Proficiency level

	%
	%


	Novice High
	Novice High
	Novice High

	1 .53%
	1 .53%


	Intermediate Low
	Intermediate Low
	Intermediate Low

	5 .40%
	5 .40%


	Intermediate Mid
	Intermediate Mid
	Intermediate Mid

	14 .13%
	14 .13%


	Intermediate High
	Intermediate High
	Intermediate High

	35 .94%
	35 .94%


	Advanced Low
	Advanced Low
	Advanced Low

	23 .73%
	23 .73%


	Advanced Mid
	Advanced Mid
	Advanced Mid

	16 .72%
	16 .72%


	Advanced High
	Advanced High
	Advanced High

	2 .56%
	2 .56%


	Total
	Total
	Total

	100 .00%
	100 .00%




	Analyses
	Teacher recommendation scores were based on means from the 0-10 scale described previously . Answering the research question involved multiple linear regression where the eight pedagogical practices and other relevant factors functioned as the explanatory variables for the response variable—the teacher recommendation score . Table 2 presents the list of variables that were included. They represent topics found in the literature and ideas of specific interest within the program. For convenience, these variab
	-
	-

	Table 2 Explanatory Variables for Predicting Teacher Recommendation
	Category
	Category
	Category
	Category
	Category

	Explanatory Variables
	Explanatory Variables


	Practices
	Practices
	Practices

	 1 . Rely on course outcomes
	 1 . Rely on course outcomes
	 2 . Plan lessons effectively
	 3 . Optimize class time
	 4 . Cultivate a positive learning environment
	 5 . Evaluate learning effectively
	 6 . Utilize homework strategically
	 7 . Provide meaningful and timely feedback
	 8 . Exemplify professionalism


	Teacher
	Teacher
	Teacher

	 1 . Educational level of the teacher
	 1 . Educational level of the teacher
	 2 . Whether the teacher was full-time
	 3 . Whether the teacher was a native speaker of English
	 4 . Whether it was the teacher’s first semester at the institution
	 5 . Skill area taught (reading, writing, listening/speaking, grammar)


	Student
	Student
	Student

	 1 .  Student age 
	 1 .  Student age 
	 2 . Student sex
	 3. Student proficiency level 
	 4 . Total number of semesters at institution
	 5 . Hours of homework completed per week
	 6 . Whether the student was new or returning
	 7. Student confidence regarding skill improvement 
	 8 . Whether the student felt challenged in the course
	 9 . Student’s level of overall satisfaction with the course 
	 10 . Subsequent semester plans (i .e ., stay, vacation, leave)


	Exams
	Exams
	Exams

	 1 . Final exam reading score
	 1 . Final exam reading score
	 2 . Final exam writing score
	 3 . Final exam listening score 
	 4 . Final exam speaking score
	 5 . Final exam vocabulary score 
	 6. Combined final exam score
	 7. Class Proficiency grades
	 8 . Class Citizenship grades 
	 9 . Teacher rating of student progress


	Time
	Time
	Time

	Class time (i .e ., 8:15, 9:30, 12:15, 1:30)
	Class time (i .e ., 8:15, 9:30, 12:15, 1:30)




	The second category includes variables associated with the teacher . Level of education was based on a four-point scale according to the following: baccalaureate degree in progress (1), baccalaureate degree completed (2), master’s degree in progress (3), master’s degree completed (4) . No additional distinctions were made for the few teachers who were pursuing or who had completed doctoral degrees .    
	-

	The third category includes student demographic information such as student age, sex, language proficiency level (based on placement testing), the number of semesters the student had studied at the institution, and whether the student was new to the institution or continuing their study . It also included self-reported information such as the number of hours spent completing homework each week, how confident students were that they improved in the language skill taught in the course, the extent to which stu
	-

	The final categories represent several measures of student performance and the time of day the respective classes were held . Measures of student performance includes institutional proficiency exams administered at the end of the semester in areas such as reading, writing, listing, speaking, and vocabulary . It also includes class proficiency grades based on student performance over the course of the semester and citizenship grades based on class participation and homework completion . The last measure of s
	-

	Because of the exploratory nature of the research question, data were randomly divided into two halves. The first half (2731 evaluations) was used to run an exploratory stepwise regression analysis, and then the second half (2730 evaluations) was used to run a confirmatory regression analysis to test the model identified through the first stepwise analysis (see Mark & Goldberg, 2001). Because stepwise regression can be prone to overfitting and distorted p-values, the default criteria in the SPSS software wa
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Results and Discussion
	Exploratory and Confirmatory Analyses
	The research question addressed the extent to which the eight pedagogical practices and other demographic or programmatic factors influenced teacher recommendation scores. Table 3 presents the results of the exploratory and confirmatory regression analyses . Of the 41 variables included, the analysis generated a model of nine variables accounting for teacher recommendation . These are listed on the left side of the Table 3 . Statistics associated with the exploratory analysis are included in the middle sect
	-
	-
	2

	Table 3 Factors Impacting Teacher Recommendation
	Exploratory
	Exploratory
	Exploratory
	Exploratory
	Exploratory

	Confirmatory
	Confirmatory


	Model
	Model
	Model

	B
	B

	SE
	SE

	ß
	ß

	p
	p

	B
	B

	SE
	SE

	ß
	ß

	p
	p


	(Constant)
	(Constant)
	(Constant)

	-1 .398
	-1 .398
	-1 .398


	0 .223
	0 .223
	0 .223


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	-1 .713
	-1 .713
	-1 .713


	0 .173
	0 .173
	0 .173


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Exemplify
	Exemplify
	Exemplify
	professionalism

	0 .920
	0 .920
	0 .920


	0 .079
	0 .079
	0 .079


	0 .231
	0 .231
	0 .231


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .699
	0 .699
	0 .699


	0 .064
	0 .064
	0 .064


	0 .181
	0 .181
	0 .181


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Rely on course outcomes
	Rely on course outcomes
	Rely on course outcomes

	0 .572
	0 .572
	0 .572


	0 .079
	0 .079
	0 .079


	0 .149
	0 .149
	0 .149


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .563
	0 .563
	0 .563


	0 .066
	0 .066
	0 .066


	0 .147
	0 .147
	0 .147


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Cultivate positive environment
	Cultivate positive environment
	Cultivate positive environment

	0 .512
	0 .512
	0 .512


	0 .074
	0 .074
	0 .074


	0 .133
	0 .133
	0 .133


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .499
	0 .499
	0 .499


	0 .061
	0 .061
	0 .061


	0 .131
	0 .131
	0 .131


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Evaluate learning effectively
	Evaluate learning effectively
	Evaluate learning effectively

	0 .326
	0 .326
	0 .326


	0 .074
	0 .074
	0 .074


	0 .094
	0 .094
	0 .094


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .536
	0 .536
	0 .536


	0 .057
	0 .057
	0 .057


	0 .160
	0 .160
	0 .160


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Optimize class time
	Optimize class time
	Optimize class time

	0 .308
	0 .308
	0 .308


	0 .068
	0 .068
	0 .068


	0 .090
	0 .090
	0 .090


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .421
	0 .421
	0 .421


	0 .059
	0 .059
	0 .059


	0 .119
	0 .119
	0 .119


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Exploratory
	Exploratory
	Exploratory

	Confirmatory
	Confirmatory


	Model
	Model
	Model

	B
	B

	SE
	SE

	ß
	ß

	p
	p

	B
	B

	SE
	SE

	ß
	ß

	p
	p


	Plan lessons effectively
	Plan lessons effectively
	Plan lessons effectively

	0 .272
	0 .272
	0 .272


	0 .078
	0 .078
	0 .078


	0 .078
	0 .078
	0 .078


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .460
	0 .460
	0 .460


	0 .063
	0 .063
	0 .063


	0 .130
	0 .130
	0 .130


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Utilize homework strategically
	Utilize homework strategically
	Utilize homework strategically

	0 .288
	0 .288
	0 .288


	0 .059
	0 .059
	0 .059


	0 .088
	0 .088
	0 .088


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .317
	0 .317
	0 .317


	0 .050
	0 .050
	0 .050


	0 .095
	0 .095
	0 .095


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Provide meaningful feedback
	Provide meaningful feedback
	Provide meaningful feedback

	0 .264
	0 .264
	0 .264


	0 .055
	0 .055
	0 .055


	0 .087
	0 .087
	0 .087


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .162
	0 .162
	0 .162


	0 .047
	0 .047
	0 .047


	0 .052
	0 .052
	0 .052


	 .001
	 .001
	 .001



	Combined final exam scores
	Combined final exam scores
	Combined final exam scores

	0 .138
	0 .138
	0 .138


	0 .028
	0 .028
	0 .028


	0 .068
	0 .068
	0 .068


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001


	0 .100
	0 .100
	0 .100


	0 .023
	0 .023
	0 .023


	0 .048
	0 .048
	0 .048


	< .001
	< .001
	< .001



	Adjusted R= .558
	Adjusted R= .558
	Adjusted R= .558
	2


	Adjusted R= .662
	Adjusted R= .662
	2





	Note that the standardized betas (β) in the table show the relative importance of each of the variables to the overall model . For example, exemplifying professionalism is the most important part of the model produced by the exploratory analysis followed by relying on course outcomes and cultivating a positive learning environment . Although all of the factors provide a meaningful contribution to the model, exemplifying professionalism carries about one and a half times the weight of the next most important
	-
	-

	The results of the confirmatory analysis are included in the right portion of Table 3. Though based on the same variables identified in the exploratory analysis, the confirmatory analysis accounted for just over 66% of the variability associated with teacher recommendation (adjusted R2 of .662). Though the confirmatory analysis accounted for a little more variation, than the exploratory analysis, these results seem comparable and tend to underscore the importance of the model factors in teacher recommendati
	-
	-
	-

	Additional insights may be gleaned by examining just a few of the responses to the follow-up questions included in the evaluation that focus on the pedagogical practices valued the most highly by the students .  For example, when asked to provide evidence of professionalism, students often commented on the teachers’ overall attitude toward teaching and concern for student success . One student described his teacher with representative comments such as “very professional” and “punctual,” and, in addition to 
	-

	Students who provided evidence of the teacher relying on course outcomes generally emphasized one or more of the following—introducing course outcomes at the beginning of the semester, writing or stating course outcomes at the beginning of a class period, or using activities or resources that were clearly connected to the outcomes . One representative response illustrates this with the description, “At the beginning of the course, she explained the outcomes of the class and how we were supposed to reach the
	-
	-
	-

	Other explanatory variables had no apparent influence on teacher recommendation . Clarifying that these variables did not impact recommendation may be as important to understanding teacher recommendation as the variables that did affect it . Variables not impacting teacher recommendation include level of education, full-time versus part-time status, whether it was the teacher’s first semester at the institution, and the language skill taught by the teacher (i .e ., reading, writing, listening/speaking, or g
	-
	-
	-

	There were many additional factors which similarly had no observable impact on teacher recommendation . Some of these were associated with the students themselves such as student age, sex, language proficiency, time spent on homework, how long the student had studied at the institution, how challenged the student felt by the course, or the students’ plans for the subsequent semester . Additional areas with no impact on teacher recommendation suggest student ability to separate the evaluation of their teache
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Although performance on individual exams assessing the discrete language skills of reading, writing, listening, speaking, and vocabulary were not associated with teacher recommendation, the combined scores for these exams were meaningful enough to be included in the model . It should be noted, however, that the contribution of the combined exam scores provided the weakest impact to the model in both the exploratory and confirmatory analyses. Since exam performance in this study was tied to specific proficie
	-
	-

	An important question is why there might be a relationship between higher proficiency levels and teacher recommendations, especially when anecdotal evidence suggests that the highest proficiency learners may be more demanding and have higher expectations than their lower-proficiency counterparts. Although the answer is not obvious, here are two possibilities. It could be that higher proficiency students are able to have more meaningful interactions with their teachers in ways that foster greater language de
	-
	-
	-

	Implications 
	Of the numerous variables examined in this study, the eight pedagogical practices established by the observed institution accounted for more than half of the variability associated with teacher recommendations . The relative impact of these practices within the regression model is summarized in Table 4, which averages the contributions of each factor from the exploratory and confirmatory analyses into an overall set of percentages . Although some of these variables are more important to the model than other
	-
	-
	-

	Table 4 Contribution Percentages for Factors Explaining Teacher Recommendation
	-

	Teacher recommendation factor
	Teacher recommendation factor
	Teacher recommendation factor
	Teacher recommendation factor
	Teacher recommendation factor

	Percent
	Percent


	Exemplify professionalism
	Exemplify professionalism
	Exemplify professionalism

	19 .80%
	19 .80%


	Rely on course outcomes
	Rely on course outcomes
	Rely on course outcomes

	14 .22%
	14 .22%


	Cultivate positive environment
	Cultivate positive environment
	Cultivate positive environment

	12 .69%
	12 .69%


	Evaluate learning effectively
	Evaluate learning effectively
	Evaluate learning effectively

	12 .21%
	12 .21%


	Optimize class time
	Optimize class time
	Optimize class time

	10 .04%
	10 .04%


	Plan lessons effectively
	Plan lessons effectively
	Plan lessons effectively

	10 .00%
	10 .00%


	Utilize homework strategically
	Utilize homework strategically
	Utilize homework strategically

	8 .79%
	8 .79%


	Provide meaningful feedback
	Provide meaningful feedback
	Provide meaningful feedback

	6 .68%
	6 .68%


	Combined final exam scores
	Combined final exam scores
	Combined final exam scores

	5 .57%
	5 .57%


	Total
	Total
	Total

	100 .00%
	100 .00%




	Using Evaluation Data 
	This study presents specific findings that should provide practitioners and administrators with useful insights as they seek to identify teaching strengths and areas for improvement. Focusing on these practices may also be beneficial in teacher preparation, teacher in-service training, or other professional development activities. Although application of these specific findings may improve the efficacy of language teaching in certain contexts, other well-designed teacher evaluations are also likely to benef
	-
	-

	Practitioners and administrators should keep in mind that the appeal for students to participate in evaluation of their teachers is largely to provide feedback to improve teaching (Chen & Hoshower, 2003) . Yet, the research shows that evaluation by itself does not produce more effective teaching (e .g ., Ballantyne, Borthwick, & Packer 2000; Kember, Leung, & Kwan 2002; Spooren, Brockx, & Mortelmans, 2013) . There may be a number of reasons why this is true . Some practitioners do not seek to improve their t
	-
	-

	If improved teaching is the ultimate purpose of the evaluation, practitioners and administrators need to understand the conditions that are necessary for evaluation data to lead toward improved teaching . We address just three of these conditions here . First, evaluation instruments must be designed and used in ways that allow them to effectively capture and present meaningful information to the stakeholders . If evaluation instruments are perceived as ineffective by stakeholders, they should be reevaluated
	-
	-

	Second, practitioners must have a desire to continue to develop the quality of their teaching . Nasser and Fresko (2002) observe that utilizing evaluation results to improve practice requires a certain disposition and willingness of the teacher . Golding and Adam (2016) refer to this as an “improvement attitude” (p . 5) . This is in contrast to a perception where practitioners consider their teaching to be good enough . This characteristic of successful teachers who want to improve is illustrated by practit
	-

	The final notion we address here is that practitioners are more likely to improve their teaching when they meet regularly with program administrators to review their evaluation results and to develop and act on a plan to implement appropriate adjustments . Spooren, Brockx, and Mortelmans (2013) suggest that rather than being left to analyze, interpret, and apply evaluation data on their own, “teachers should be able to rely on expert consultation” (p . 628) regarding the content of their evaluations, which 
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Limitations and Future Research
	Though this was a fairly large study which included thousands of evaluations, it took place at only one institution where more than half of the student participants were native speakers of Spanish . Thus, additional studies at other institutions and in other contexts should be pursued in an effort to test the pervasiveness of these findings. Moreover, we acknowledge the potential effects of simplifying the language of the data collection instrument and of representing each of the practices with a single sur
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Conclusion
	This study highlights the growing importance of teacher evaluation in TESOL contexts . It suggests that evaluation instrument development should be anchored to relevant literature and practices that best capture an institution’s values, beliefs, and aspirations for teacher performance, drawing on input from administrators, teachers, staff, and other stakeholders . It suggests that teacher evaluations should elicit both qualitative and quantitative data that is informative to both administrators and the teac
	-

	This study also examined research questions about desirable pedagogical practices and their relationship to teacher recommendations . The results suggest that higher teacher recommendations may have less to do with specific elements of the program or the demographic background of students or teachers, and more to do with the extent to which teachers successfully implement specific pedagogical practices within the classroom . These include exemplifying professionalism, relying on course outcomes, cultivating
	-
	-
	-
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	Appendix A
	Principled Pedagogical Practices
	1. Rely on course outcomes
	Teachers understand the course outcomes for the skill and proficiency level in which they teach and effectively communicate them to students . They can describe student behaviors that demonstrate these outcomes, and they successfully design classroom-learning activities that help students progress toward achieving them . Teachers engage in ongoing informal and formal assessment activities and provide personalized feedback based on the course outcomes .
	-

	2. Plan lessons effectively
	Teachers carefully plan lessons so language development will be optimized during the class period . Teachers plan to incorporate an appropriate number and variety of learning activities that are meaningful and engaging . These activities build incrementally from more simple uses of language to more complex uses that are authentic and communicative . Teachers consider the best ways to ensure that communication of explanations and expectations are clear and concise in order to maximize student language practi
	3. Optimize class time
	Teachers feel a sense of urgency about using as much of the classroom time as possible for meaningful language practice . They convey this sense of urgency to their students by starting class on time and by carefully managing activities and transitions in order to maximize communicative language practice . However, rather than rushing through their lessons, teachers skillfully connect activities and ensure that students achieve the needed level of mastery before moving on . They anticipate potential threats
	4. Cultivate a positive learning environment
	Teachers understand the necessity of a positive learning environment in order to optimize learning . They recognize that positive teacher-student interaction is at the heart of the environment they seek to cultivate . They foster genuine concern for their students and their learning based on principles of respect and trust . They leave personal concerns behind as they plan and teach their classes . They are consistent and equitable in their classroom practices and help students to see how classroom policies
	5. Evaluate learning effectively
	Teachers are committed to the ongoing evaluation of student learning . They skillfully use diagnostic tests, classroom instruction, language practice, and formal and informal assessments to clarify individual learner needs in relation to established course outcomes . They also regularly solicit qualitative input from their students regarding learning materials and methods . This information is then used to make appropriate adjustments in lesson planning and the selection of materials and methods used in the
	-
	-

	6. Utilize homework strategically
	Teachers understand the potential for effective homework to help students achieve course outcomes . Rather than assigning busy work, they carefully consider the quantity and specific kinds of learning activities that are needed by their students in order to foster language development or to help them better understand and diagnose learner needs . They are able to effectively communicate the rationale for various types of homework to their students . They demonstrate the value of the homework in the way they
	-

	7. Provide meaningful and timely feedback
	Teachers know that feedback is essential to effective learning . They regularly provide students with feedback that is meaningful—it focuses on the most important language elements for each learner; students understand the feedback, why it was given, and how to apply it . Though teachers ensure that ongoing feedback is timely, they are careful not to overload the students’ cognitive ability to process and apply the feedback . Along with feedback, teachers provide students with abundant opportunities to prac
	-
	-

	8. Exemplify professionalism
	Teachers value and participate in orientations, training, and workshops . They are well prepared, punctual, and complete all administrative tasks on time . They act and look the part of a professional in the classroom including adhering to the dress and grooming standards and maintaining appropriate teacher-student boundaries . They are respectful and courteous with their students and other teachers with whom they share resources such as classrooms, offices, technologies, and learning materials . They consi
	-

	Appendix B
	Survey Components Presented to Students
	My [Course] teacher, [Teacher]
	My [Course] teacher, [Teacher]
	My [Course] teacher, [Teacher]
	My [Course] teacher, [Teacher]
	My [Course] teacher, [Teacher]
	My [Course] teacher, [Teacher]



	Rarely
	Rarely
	Rarely
	Rarely


	Sometines
	Sometines
	Sometines


	Usually
	Usually
	Usually


	Almost 
	Almost 
	Almost 
	Always


	Always
	Always
	Always



	teaches toward course outcomes .
	teaches toward course outcomes .
	teaches toward course outcomes .
	teaches toward course outcomes .


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l



	plans lessons effectively .
	plans lessons effectively .
	plans lessons effectively .
	plans lessons effectively .


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l



	gets the most from each class hour .
	gets the most from each class hour .
	gets the most from each class hour .
	gets the most from each class hour .


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l


	l
	l
	l
	l



	creates and keeps a positive learning 
	creates and keeps a positive learning 
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