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Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching 
Comparing the 1996 and 2007/2011 versions 

 
Domain 1: Planning and Preparation 
 
1996 2007/2011 

1a Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy 1a Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy 

1b Demonstrating Knowledge of Student Characteristics 1b Demonstrating Knowledge of Students 

1c Selecting Instructional Goals 1c Setting Instructional Outcomes 
1d Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources 1d Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources 

1e Designing Coherent Instruction 1e Designing Coherent Instruction 

1f Assessing Student Learning 1f Designing Student Assessments 
 
Domain 2: The Classroom Environment 
 
1996 2007/2011 

2a Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport 2a Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport 

2b Establishing a Culture for Learning 2b Establishing a Culture for Learning 

2c Managing Classroom Procedures 2c Managing Classroom Procedures 

2d Managing Student Behavior 2d Managing Student Behavior 

2e Organizing Physical Space 2e Organizing Physical Space 

 
Domain 3: Instruction 
 
1996 2007/2011 

3a Communicating Clearly and Accurately 3a Communicating With Students 
3b Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques 3b Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques 

3c Engaging Students in Learning 3c Engaging Students in Learning 

3d Providing Feedback to Students 3d Using Assessment in Instruction 
3e Demonstrating Flexibility and Responsiveness 3e Demonstrating Flexibility and Responsiveness 

3f Integrating Technology Into Instruction  

 
Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities 
 
1996 2007/2011 

4a Reflecting on Teaching 4a Reflecting on Teaching 

4b Maintaining Accurate Records 4b Maintaining Accurate Records 

4c Communicating 4c Communicating with Families 

4d Contributing to School, District, and 
Community 

4d Participating in a Professional Community 

4e Professional Growth and Development 4e Growing and Developing Professionally 

4f Demonstration of Professionalism 4f Showing Professionalism 

4g Technology Usage  
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Danielson’s explanation of the changes from 1996 to 2007 
 
A few of the components were renamed: 1c (“Selecting Instructional Goals”) was changed to “Setting 
Instructional Outcomes”; 1f (“Assessing Student Learning”) was revised to “Designing Student 
Assessments”; 3a (“Communicating Clearly and Accurately”) was changed to “Communicating with 
Students”; and 3d (“Providing Feedback to Students”) was altered to “Using Assessment in Instruction.” 
In Domain 4, 4d (“Contributing to the School and District”) was changed to “Participating in a 
Professional Community.” Of these revisions, most were simple changes in language done for the sake 
of clarity. In the case of 4d, for example, the original name, “Contributing to the School and District,” 
implied to some people that it was an additional responsibility, not integral to the work of teaching, 
whereas the new name, “Participating in a Professional Community,” suggests that it is an essential 
professional obligation. 
 
However, the revisions to 1f and 3d were significant: the 2007 edition clearly assigned the design of 
student assessments (1f) to Domain 1 (“Planning and Preparation),” and 3d (“Using Assessment in 
Instruction”) is clearly part of teaching. These distinctions were not as clear in the 1996 edition. 
 
 
Danielson’s explanation of the changes from 2007 to 2011 
 
In order to participate in the “Measurement of Effective Teaching” [MET] study, several upgrades were 
required: 
 
• Rubric language tighter even than that of the 2007 edition of The Framework for Teaching [was 
drafted].  Furthermore, the levels of performance in the 2011 revision are written at the component, 
rather than the element, level. While providing less detail, the component level rubrics capture all the 
essential information from those at the element level and are far easier to use in evaluation than are 
those at the element level. 
 
• “Critical attributes” for each level of performance for each component [were included]. These critical 
attributes provide essential guidance for observers in distinguishing between practice at adjacent levels 
of performance. They are of enormous value in training and in the actual work of observation and 
evaluation. 
 
• Possible examples for each level of performance for each component [were included]. These examples 
serve to illustrate the meanings of the rubric language. However, they should be regarded for what they 
are: possible examples. They are not intended to describe all the possible ways in which a certain level 
of performance might be demonstrated in the classroom; those are, of necessity, particular to each 
grade and subject. The possible examples simply serve to illustrate what practice can look like in a range 
of settings. 
 
These enhancements to The Framework for Teaching, while created in response to the demands of the 
MET study, have turned out to be valuable additions to the instrument in all its applications. 
Practitioners have found that the enhancements not only make it easier to determine the level of 
performance reflected in a classroom for each component of The Framework but also contribute to 
judgments both more accurate and more worthy of confidence. As the stakes in teacher evaluation 
become higher, this increased accuracy is absolutely essential.  


