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Kenneth E. Upshaw
Loyola University of Chicago
A STUDY OF THE CONGRUENCY BETWEEN TEACHER
EVALUATION PRACTICES PREFERRED BY TEACHERS,
AND TEACHER EVALUATION PRACTICES IN

USE BY ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS

Problem: The study explored whether teacher evaluation methods imple-
mented by elementary principals are congruent with identified teacher-
preferred practice.
Procedure: One hundred thirty-eight elementary principals were asked to
indicate the frequency with which they include each of 28 teacher prefer-
red evaluation characteristics in their teacher evaluation programs, and
their opinion of the importance of each characteristic to an ideal evalu-
ation system. Eighty-one principals responded.
Responses were analyzed by a Scale of Congruence. The differences
between present and ideal practice were analyzed by a Multivariate Analy-
sis of Variance. The effects of 6 intervening variables were analyzed
using a Multiple Discriminant Analysis.
Results: 1. Suburban elementary principals, regardless of years as a
teacher, a principal, or an educator, and regardless of the size of school,
highest degree earned, or economic conditions of the district, tended to
include evaluation procedures which are congruent with characteristics of
evaluation preferred by teachers. Congruence was not consistent across all
characteristics, and there were examples of very high and very low congruence.
2. Principals' concepts of ideal evaluation systems were significantly

different than evaluation systems they reported operating. The difference



occured primarily among evaluation characteristics associated with a
humanistic, collegial system. Moreover, principals' concepts of ideal
evaluation systems were closer to teacher-preferred characteristics
than the systems reportedly in operation.

Conclusions; 1. Principals tended to be implementing most of the
high-priority evaluation characteristics supported by teachers' organi-
zations.

2. Evaluation practices which produced the greatest congruence
tended to be those over which principals usually have little control.

3. Principals tended to operate evaluation systems that were more
principal~dominated than collegial in nature, although principals tended
to believe that teacher evaluation should be more collegial than it is.

4, Principals indicated that they believe that teachers should be
involved much more in the planning and implementation of evaluation sys=-
tems than at present. That involvement should include developing policies
as well as setting goals and designing programs.

5. Evaluation systems reported to be operated by principals in the
survey tended to be summative, and not very diagnostic, and probably not

focussed strongly on improvement of instruction.
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CHAPTER I

One of the greatest reservoirs for improvement
of instruction exists in the competence of
excellent teachers in every school

building in this nation.l

Historical Perspective

Teacher evaluation has been the subject of intense scrutiny by
educational researchers since before the turn of the century. Known by
the pseudonym "teacher appraisal', teacher evaluation was studied by a
record 60 researchers in 1930.2 1Into the 1960's, the activity continued
at a rate of approximately 40 studies per year. By the early 1960's, the
number of published researches on teacher competence already approached
2,000, and the pace has continued unabated into the 1980's. Teacher eval-
uation is truly a subject of long-standing interést to researchers.

Prior to 1930, much of the research was influenced by the "sci-
entific supervision'" movement. Consequently, much of the data generated
from early investigations was aimed at yielding knowledge of optimum

methods to be employed by teachers.

1Gerald Bryant and Frank Haack, "Appraisal: Peer-Centered and
Administration-Centered,”" Educational Leadership (May 1977): 609.

2This and other information in this paragraph are taken from:
. Measuring Teacher Competence: Research Backgrounds and Current Practice,
by the Committee on IOTA (n.p.: California Teachers Association, n.d.),

p. 7.

3John D. McNeil, "A Scientific Approach to Supervision,” in Su-
pervision of Teaching, ed. Thomas J. Sergiovanni (Alexandria, Va.: Asso-
ciation for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1982), p. 19.
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By the 1950's, however, a number of researchers had begun noting the charac-
teristics of teachers and relating those characteristics to measures of
teacher effectiveness.l Studies attempted to correlate such characteris-
tics as "businesslike', ''reactive", "tolerant", "positive character", and
with a straight face, one hopes, the rather ambiguous "Bohemian character"
with effective teaching.2 The research activity reviewed by Barr, Eustice
and Noe in 1955 led to several rather optimistic conclusions:

The amount of reported research relative to the measurement and predic-

tion of teacher efficiency seems to be on the increase. The research

studies reported appear somewhat more sophisticated than those of a

decade or so ago. There is much more awareness of the importance of

criteria than a decade ago. There is much interest in student evalua-

tion of teachers. The search continues for a single generalized

pattern of qualities or behaviors that characterize good teachers
(emphasis added). °

What seemed to many to be a promising area of research proved to
be, however, a disappointment. The search for measurable indicators of
teacher competence began to take on the appearance of an elusive dream.
Since, through the years, most educators have had a pretty good idea of
what good teaching is, quantifying teacher competence always seemed to be
a goal not out of reach. As more and more research came up either empty-
handed or with conflicting results, however, many educators began believ-

ing that teacher competence simply could not be measured.4

lRobert S. Soar, "Measures of Quality in the Classroom," in Merit
Pax and Evaluation, Hot Toplcs Series 1983-84 (Bloomington, Ind.: Phi Delta
Kappa Center on Evaluation Development and Research, 1983), p.109.
' Arvil S. Barr, David E. Eustice, and Edward J. Noe, '""The Measure-
ment and Prediction of Teacher Efficiency," Review of Educational Research
25 (June 1955): 262

31bid., p.266.

4Measuring Teacher Competence, p.7.
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As a consequence, researchers of the 1960's began shifting their focus from
d ifficult-to-measure personality characteristics to the identification of
" Jow-inference" behaviors (e.g. verbal interactions; direct vs. indirect
teaching), for which they sought correlations relating specific teaching
behaviors with differences in pupil achievement or attitude.l with the
advent of the 1970'§ came a demand for accountability and a return to basic
educational achievement by students, and with it a renewed interest in re-
search on teacher evaluation and teacher effectiveness. This interest led
to a search for new processes and procedures, as well as criteria for
teacher effectiveness. The quest for accountability resulted in borrowing
from business and industry a "management by objectives' approach to evalua-
tion. As some educators began recognizing improvement of instruction in
the classroom as the primary purpose for teacher evaluation, words like
"collegiality" and "participatory" began creeping into the literature, and
" clinical supervision" rose to a prominent place in the field.

Three factors seem to have led to a resurgence of interest in
teacher evaluation in the mid-1970's: (1) Publicity and consequent con-
cern about teacher competence led to a painful awareness by administrators
of the inadequacy of current evaluation systems. (2) Teacher unions and
professional associations were increasingly interested in assuring that
teacher evaluation was f;ir and equitable. (3) Research on teacher
YEffectiveness pointed out the importance of certain teacher competencies

in the production of learning outcomes. ¢ This research, in turn, has led

1?hilip L. Hosford and Jeanette V. Martin, "Historical Analysis of
Videotape Usage in Predicting Teacher Effectiveness," College of Education
Dialogue Series (Las Cruces, New Mexico: New Mexico State University, 1980),

p.11. '
2 Freda M. Holley and Randall C. Hickman, '"Research on Teacher Evalu-

ation: Needs and Relaities," paper presented at the annual meeting of the
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recently to the development of empirically based instruments for the eval-
uation of teachers and teaching, an example of which is the Carolina
Teaching Effectivenes§ Rating Scale, developed at the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill for the evaluation of provisional teachers. ! A
number of states have developed similar instruments, based on "state-of-
the-art" practice.

But how well has all of this activity filtered into the classroom?
As the instruments for evaluation have become more empirically based, and
the processes for teacher evaluation more sophisticated (e.g. clinical
supervision; objectives-based evaluation), one would expect significant
changes to have occurred in the evaluation of teachers in most of the

s chools across the country. Such, however, seems not to have been the case.

Statement of the Problem

In 1952, Barr analyzed 39 research studies, and concluded, "No one
appears to have developed a satisfactory working plan or system that can
be used by personnel officers who must make judgments about teacher
effectiveness." 2 Twenty years later, Lewis made the following observation:

Administrators continue the semi-annual ritual of writing narrative

reports and/or checklist evaluations on teachers. These '"evaluation"

devices generally not only fail to measure adequately professional

competence, but also actually result in alienating the relationship
between the teacher and the administrator (emphasis added). 3

1 Group for the Study of Effective Teaching, "Teaching effectiveness
Evaluation Project: Final Report", (Chapel Hill, N.C., School of Education,

Univ. of 2Nc»rt:h Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1983), p.122.
Arvil S. Barr, ""The Measurement and Prediction of Teacher

Efficiency,"” Review of Educational Research 22 (Madison, Wisconsin: Dunbar
Publications, 1967): 171.

3 James Lewis, Jr., Appraising Teacher Performance (West Nyack,
N.Y.: Parker Publishing Co., 1973), p.l1l.
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In 1977, Eckard and McElhinney published an eloquent plea to us
all: "The comple# and powerful tasks of teacher evaluation and account-
ability in education must be given increased attention by all educators." 1
But in 1984, Heuss discovered that most superintendents still did not
require the practices and procedures of teacher evaluation recommended by
authorities. 2

Obviously, in spite of a long, albeit inconclusive history of re-
search, teacher evaluation remains, in the eyes of many writers, an in-

effective, even potentially damaging exercise in most school systems.

Lewis writes:

The present method of appraising the performance of educators in most
schools in America appears to be dysfunctional and serves no useful
purpose. Not only does it fall short of assessing adequately "true"
performance; it also makes it impossible to take corrective action for
professional growth, improvement and development. Furthermore, it has
been a device used over the yfars to perpetuate the division between
teachers and administrators.

McNeil brands much current practice as "punishing and controlling",
producing unproductive levels of anxiety. 4 Harris complains that much
promising current study is handicapped, not only by the complexity of the
phenomena, but also by the "old traditions of teacher evaluation as
summative ritual, which keep alive the threat of dismissal while corrupting

5

efforts at the improvement of teaching practice'. It would seem that the

"lpemela J. Eckard and James H. McElhinney, "Teacher Evaluation and
Educational Accountability," Educational Leadership (May 1977): 618.

Ronald Neal Heuss, "Teacher Evaluation Purposes, Procedures and
Instruments in Texas Public Schools," (Ed.D. Dissertation, Baylor
University, 1984), abstract.

3Lewis, Aggraisigg Teacher Performance, p.13.

4John D. McNeil,"Politics of Teacher Evaluation," in Handbook of
Teacher Evaluation, ed. Jason Millman (Beverly Hills, Calif: Sage Publica-
tions, g981), p.280.

Ben M. Harris, Teacher Evaluation As A Developmental System (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service, ED224 800), p.2.
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more things have changed in the area of teacher evaluation, the more they
have remained the same.

And yet there are encouraging signs on the horizon. The Education-
al Research Service (ERS) found, in a 1969 survey of school systems educat-
ing 16,000 or more students, that only 17 of 235 school systems responding
were without some kind of formalrevaluation procedures.1 More important,
more than half of the systems were involving teachers in formulating an
evaluation system. In 1974, the National School Public Relations Associa-
tion (NSPRA) noted some definite positive trends in teacher evaluation, in-
cluding teacher involvement in the development of instruments and proce-
dures, evaluation which focussed on instructional improvement, and the use
of more sophisticated supervisory techniques and instruments.2

A recent line of research has focussed on the attitudes and prefer-
ences of teachers themselves regarding teacher evaluation. The results of
that research indicate that many of'the trends nbted by the NSPRA find favor
with teachers and teachers' organizations. Specifically, teachers desire
direct input into evaluation decisions, including the design of the instru-
ment, the goals, the policies and the implementation. Teachers want eval-
uation to be a collegial exercise designed to improve their classroom in-
structional methods and to provide longer-range job targets. They want
t he evaluator to spend significant time in this process, but only if they

can trust the evaluator's expertise, both in the criteria being evaluated

lNational Education Association, "Evaluation of Teaching Compe-
tence," in NEA Research Bulletin (Washington, D.C.: National Education
Asgsoc. 1969).

ZNational School Public Relations Association, Evaluating
Teachers for Professional Growth, Current Trends in School Policies and
Programs (Arlington, Va.: National School Public Relations Assoc. 1974).
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and in the process being used to evaluate. Unfortunately, however, too
many teachers still believe that principals are not qualified ﬁo evaluate.l

All of this creates a dilemma. The combination of high levels of
research activity and the translation of that activity into practice has
provided educators with increasingly sophisticated systems and empirically-
based criteria for the evaluation of teachers. Additional research indi-
cates that teachers have very specific ideas regarding how evaluation
should be done, most of which is compatible with~-even supportive of--the
current best thought in the field. Yet, in spite of emerging trends to
the contrary, the majority of school systems still seem to ignore best
practice--and with it teachers' expressed preferences--and continue to

implement teacher evaluation procedures which are ineffective and--what

is worse--damaging.

Purpose of the Study

Although the disparity between best practice and current practice
in the majority of school systems is well documented, this author found no
study which explored whether the teacher evaluation methods implemented by
principals are congruent with identified teachef—greferred practice. The

present study attempted such an exploratiom.

LJoseph Leese, '""Teacher Assessment and Consensus Preference,"
NASSP Bulletin 65 (November 1981): 26
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Significance of the Study

People move truer and more certainly toward excellence to the extent
that they clarify their purposes, measure the impact of their action,
judge it, and move on--in a few words, evaluate their progress.

Most educators agree that a primary goal of teacher evaluation
is the improvement of imstruction. Teachers and administrators seems to
concur on that point. A 1969 National Education Association (NEA) survey
found that 93 percent of the teachers responding thought that the purpose of
teacher evaluation should be to improve teaching competence,2 while 98.9
percent of elementary principals surveyed in another study cited improve-
ment of instruction as a purpose of teacher evaluation.3 If that goal is
to be realized, it follows logically that the participants in the process
of teacher evaluation-—-the teacher and the supervisor--must, in some
manner, agree on the goals, the procedures, and the criteria by which the
teacher is to be evaluated.

But more than that, a number of sources indicate that certain in-
tangible characteristics of the evaluation process are essential to success-
ful evaluation and improvement of instructional competencies. Most of those
characteristics involve the relationship between the participants. Teachers
want the supervisor to show concern for them as a person, to exude warmth,
regpect, friendship, and honesty in a constructive, non-threatening atmos-

phere. They see the best evaluation as a collegial, cooperative effort

l Gene Glass, "A Paradox about Excellence of Schools and the
People in Them," The Educational Researcher (March 1975): 9.

2'National Education Association, p.70. :

3 Barbara Jean Swensen Hauge, "A Study of Teacher Evaluation
Practices and Perceived Attitudes of Those Practices by Elementary School
Principals in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area" (Ed.D dissertation,
University of Minnesota, 1981), abstract.
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between the participants, in which the supervisor takes an active role.
Most important, teachers want to trust the expertise of the evaluator.
Even under the best of circumstances, however, an effective

1 Sapone, for ex-

appraisal and evaluation system may be unrealistic.
ample, found little agreement between supervisors and teachers regarding
the relative importance of the components of an evaluation system. Never-
theless, the closer the congruity between teacher-preferred practices and
the performance of principals, the better the chances that teacher eval-
uation will work effectively to fulfill its stated goals of improved

classroom instruction. This study sought to determine whether such con-

gruity exists.
Definition

For the purposes of this study, teacher evaluation will be defined
as "...the judgment by one or more educators, usually the immediate super-
visor, of the manner in which another educator has been fulfilling his
professional responsibilities to the school district over a specified

period of time." 2.

Subjects

The subjects for this study were a census of elementary princi-

~Pals from 46 elementary districts located in the south suburbs of Cook

1 carmelo V. Sapone, '"Appraisal and Evaluation Systems: Percep-
tions of Administrators, Teachers," NASSP Bulletin 65 (February 1981):
25-30.

2 james Lewis, Jr., Appraising Teacher Performance (West Nyack
N.Y.: Parker Publishing Co., 1973), p.23.
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County, Illinois. All of these districts are members of a regional
special education cooperative. Past experience predicted a higﬁ response
r ate from these principals to mailings sent under the letterhead of the

cooperative.

Development of the Survey Instrument

A review of the literature produced 8 published studies, 3 publish-
ed articles, 16 unpublished dissertation studies, 1 published and 1 un-
published review and application of research literature, and 1 published
report which compiled information from school districts and teachers'
associations from across the country. The conclusions of these 30 arti-
cles were organized into 6 'clusters" of preferred teacher evaluation
characteristics which included:

I Teacher participation in evaluation decisions.
ITI Activities prior to classroom observation.
IIT Activities following classroom observation.
IV  Training and competence of the evaluator.
V  Conditions of the evaluation.
VI Purposes and criteria of the evaluatiom.

Bach characteristic in a cluster was supported by at least 2 re-
search studies, or was cited by the National School Public Relations Asso-
ciation as appearing multiple times in publications by teachers' organiza-
tions. This requirement eliminated several characteristics, such as self-
evaluation, setting job targets, and group supervision by peers, which had
appeared, on their face, to be valid for inclusion, but were mentioned in

only 1 study. After this winnowing process, 4 of the 6 clusters included
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4 teacher-preferred characteristics of evaluation. Number V, the "Con-
ditions of evaluation", included 9 characteristics preferred by’teachers,
while'ﬁctivities prior to classroom observation", Number II, included
only 3. From the 6 clusters, a set of questions was developed for inclu-
gsion in the survey instrument. (See Appendix A for a copy of the survey

instrument.)

Mailing the Questionnaire

From the original census of 179 principals, 25 were identified by a

r andom selection process for a subsequent request to be interviewed face-
to-face. These 25, therefore, did not receive the mailed questionnaire.
From the remaining 154 principals, 10 percent were selected randomly for

a pilot study. An initial mailing was sent to this group of 16, with a
follow-up mailing 2 weeks later. Thirteen principals responded. Follow-
ing this pilot study, which confirmed the qﬁestionnaire, the instrument

was mailed to the remaining 138 principals in the study group, with a

follow-up mailing 3 weeks later.

Personal Interviews

Twenty-two of the 25 principals randomly selected were interviewed
by this author. One principal refused to be interviewed; another insist-
ed on a phone interview, rendering the results imcomparable; and a third
rescheduled the interview twice, the final date being too late for in-
clusion in the results. The quéstions on the survey instrument were read
eéxactly as they appeared, and the answers noted. Any unsolicited infor-

mation of relevance to the study was also noted. Following the formal



12
interview, additional questions were asked, with the purpose of probing
for information which might add other dimensions to the study. These
questions appear in the Appendix B, following the survey instrumentiit—
self. The interviews were conducted for two purposes? to ascertain
that the survey questions were clearly written and understandable, and
that they elicited the desired information; and to provide additional in-

formation of interest to the study.

Research Questions to be Answered

This survey attempted to find answers to the following questions:
1. Do principals, in their evaluation of teachers, include procedures
that are congruent with practices that have been identified in the litera-
ture as being #ssociated with increased teacher satisfaction with
evaluation?
2. 1Is there a difference between what a principal would ideally do and
what he/she actually does in the process of evaluating teachers?
3. What effect, if any, does each of the following have on research
questions 1 and 27

A. Number of years as a teacher.

B. Number of years as a principal.

C. Number of years in education.

D. Highest degree earmed.

E. Staff size.

F. Average income of families in the community.
4. Are district-approved teacher evaluation policies and procedures con-
gruent with practices that have been identified in the literature as being

assoclated with increased teacher satisfaction with evaluation?
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Analysis of the Data

A frequency count of responses produced preliminary information
for use in analyzing the first 2 questions. This data was then organized
into a "Scale of Congruence", which allowed the results to be compared
easily. (See Chapter III gnd Tables 3.2 and 3.3 for a full explanation
of this scale.) 1In addition, a t-—test was used to measure the signifi-~
cance of the difference between principals' ideal practice and present
practice on each item of the questionnaire. Finally, a Multivariate
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) assessed the significance of differences be-
tween present practice and ideal practice by cluster.

The effects in question 3 were first analyzed using a cross tabu-
lation, to detect any noticeable patterns among the 6 intervening vari-
ables. NEit, a Multiple Discriminant Analysis was employed to determiné
whether significant variance occurred as a result of any of the 6 inter-
vening variables. Question 4 was unable to be answered, as very few
principals complied with the request to return district documents with

their surveys.

Scope and Limitations of the Study

South Suburban Cook County, Illinois was chosen for the study
because it includes a broad cross-section of socio-economic, racial,
political, and cultural conditions. 1In addition, all of the school dis-
tricts in the survey area were members of one regional special education
cooperative. Moreover, the unique structure of Illinois' school systems--
there are many small elementary districts-—allowed the survey to focus

on a relatively large number of school districts (45) and on elementary
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principals only, while maintaining a manageable, yet adequate sample
size. |

School districts in the survey ranged from the wealthiest to the
poorest in the state. Some districts were rather segregated racially,
while others were generally well-integrated. Several districts included
semi-rural conditions; others were quite urban. Not included in the
survey were principals from exclusively rural districts, exclusively inner-
city districts, or principals from smaller cities aﬁd towns. Therefore,
additional research from other geographic and demographic perspectives
would be required before the results of this study could be broadly gen-
eralized to these locatioms.

It is recognized that mailed surveys involve inherent limitations,
and that face-to-face interviewing would provide the highest rate of
questionnaire completion. It 18 also recognized that the respondents may
not have answered all questions with complete veracity, since many
questions focussed on rather semnsitive issues regarding their professional
performance.

Finally, although every attempt was made to avoid personal bias
when the questions were constructed, it is assumed that some bias

remains.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Teacher evaluation has been the subject of prolific writing

and study. To lend clarity to the topic, therefore, this chapter is
divided into three sections. The first section discusses attitudes to-
ward evaluation which have been expressed by teachers and principals.
The second section is a review of models and styles of evaluation which
have been developed and tested, each with an eye toward addressing and
alleviating some or all of the concerns expressed in the first section.
The final section of the chapter is a collection of specific preferences
about evaluation which have been expressed by teachers and teachers'

organizations, and which form the basis for the present study.

Teachers' and Principals' Attitudes Toward Evaluation

Purposes of Evaluation

There seems to be general agreement between principals..and teachers
that improvement of instruction is the primary reason for evaluating
teachers. In her dissertation study, Hauge found almost 100 percent of a
group of 88 elementary principals in agreement with that statement.l The

NEA discovered, in a nationwide sample survey of public-school classroom

1Hauge, abstract.

15
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teachers, that 93 percent of the teachers in the survey thought the
purpose of teacher evaluation should be "To assist in improving‘teacher
competence."1 When the National School Public Relations Association
(NSPRA) asked the rhetorical question, "Why evaluate?", their answer was,
"To improve teacher performance so as to provide a better education for
our children."? Jones found that most school districts agree that the
primary purpose of evaluation should be improvement of instruction.3
Along that same line, Johnson lists three reasons for supervision (which
can be translated evaluation): '"(1) to protect children from incompetent
teaching, (2) to administer curriculum, and (3) to assist each teacher to
attain and maintain the maximum effectiveness in instruction.”4

The second most important purpose of evaluation, according to the
literature, is the facilitation of administrative decisions. For ex-
ample, in a survey of administrators in the stape of Arizona,‘Davis found
that over 45 percent listed rehiring, tenure, and placement decisions as
a purpose of evaluation, while more than 56 percent listed the improvement
of instruction as a purpose.5 Wolf questioned 293 teachers and found that
they generally considered administrators as the most important audience

for classroom evaluations, and teachers the least important audience.6

INational Education Association, p. 70,

2National School Public Relations Association, p. 8,

3Sheridan Davis Jones, "A Model for Identifying Evaluation Proce-
dures That Have a Positive Influence On Teacher Attitude" (Ph.D. disser-
tation, Oregon State University, 1981), abstract.

4T. T. Johnson, "Why Supervise Teachers?" School Management 15
(October_1971): 34. :

Barbara Irene Davis, "The Status of Teacher Evaluation Practices
in Arizona and a Proposed Model" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of
Arizona, _1974), abstract.

Robert L. Wolf, "How Teachers Feel Toward Evaluatiom," in School
Evaluation: The Politics and the Proces ed. Ermest R. House (Berkeley,
California: McCutchan Publishing, 1973), p. 164.
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In addition to improvement of teacher performance, Holly and Hickman in-
dicate that teacher evaluation should assist the district in the termin-
ation of staff who cannot reach minimum levels of performance, even with
assistance. They also cite a third purpose: the communication of sys-
tematic expectations.1 Crenshaw and Hoyle list improvement of instruction
and administrative decisions as two goals for teacher evaluation;but
they add two additional goals; to assess the overall school program, and
to motivate teachers to render their highest level of professional ser-
vice.2 Jensen surveyed 46 teachers in an attempt to determine, among
other things, the perceived purpose of evaluation. She found 72 percent
mentioning self-growth and 63 percent listing accountability as a purpose.3
The NSPRA would agree with that analysis. They see the impetus for teacher
evaluation coming from two sources: (1) the public seeking assurance
that the tax dollar is well spent (accountability), and (2) teachers seek-
ing the security of falr, objective standards of evaluation.4

In a survey of administrators in independent schools, Cookson
found several concerned with due process as a purpose for evaluating teach-
ers. Evidently independent school administrators were finding teacher
evaluation to be increasingly necessary, to substantiate decisions about

rehiring and promoting teachers in the face of challenges to those decisions.’

1Holley and Hickman, p. 3.

Harrison M. Crenshaw II and John R. Hoyle, "The Principal's
Headache.,- Teacher Evaluation," NASSP Bulletin 6 (February 1981): 38.
3Mary A. Jensen, "How Teachers View Evaluation," Education 102
(Winter &981): 132.
National School Public Relations Association, p. 5.
SPeter W. Cookson, Jr., "Teacher Evaluation in Independent
Schools," 1Independent School 34 (May 1980): 53.
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Bolton, however, seems to provide the best overall statement, when he

lists the purposes of teacher evaluation as follows:

4,

6.

To improve teaching, including out-of-classroom activities,
as well as classroom instruction.

To reward superior performance.

To supply information for modification of assignments. (In-
cluding placement in another position, reduction of load, pro-
motion to a leadership position or termination of employment.)

To protect individuals or the school system in legal matters.
(Including both the protection of teachers against a capri-
cious new administrator and the protection of the school dis-
trict and children against a harmful teacher.)

To validate the selection process.
To provide a basis for career planning and individual growth

and development of the teacher. (Including professional de-
grees and in-service training programs.)l

lpale L. Bolton, Teacher Evaluation, PREP Reports, no. 21 (Wash-
ington, D.C.: HEW, Office of Education, National Center for Education Com-
munication, 1972), p. 7.
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Teacher Attitudes Toward Evaluation

"The attitude of teachers toward the evaluation of their teaching
will influence their ability to profit from evaluation; those who hold
favorable attitudes are more likely to benefit from evaluation than those
who do not."! The attitudes of public school teachers toward the process
of teacher evaluation is well documented, even though there seems to be
very little consensus on the subject.2 The NEA discovered that 90 per-
cent of the teachers surveyed in 1969 thought that they should be evaluated,
and 75 percent felt that both probationary and tenured teachers should be
evaluated. Nearly 100 percent felt the principal should be the person
doing the.evalgating.3 But in 1971, Osborne reported that in a national
poll, only 16 percent of teachers favored teacher evaluation by their prin-
cipal.4 Jensen's study supports this lack of consensus. She found, for
instance, that teachers differed in whom they would accept as an evaluator.>
Some preferred a composite group of evaluators: peers, administrators,
parents, children. Others preferred only the principal or a district ad-
ministrator. She also discovered some rather disturbing attitudes. Of
the 46 teachers interviewed, only a third were willing to participate in
evaluation. An additional 24 percent were willing to participate, but
only if significant qualifications were met. One-fifth were rather uncer-
tain as to whether they were willing to participate, and 17 percent were

simply unwilling.

lwo1f, p. 161.

2National School Public Relations Association, p. 57.

3National Education Association, pp. 70-71.

Grace S. Osborne and Allan S. Hurlburt, "Credibility Gap in Super-
vision," School and Society 99 (November 1971): 415.

5Jensen, p. 132.
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In spite of their reservations, however, teachers do seem to feel
that supervision and evaluation is necessary in the schools. Of selected
elementary teachera in western New York State surveyed by Young and
Heichberger, four-fifths expressed that attitude.l However, 70 percent
of the teachers also expressed the feeling that supervision is often
viewed as potentially dangerous. Jensen discovered that two-thirds of the
teachers she interviewed, reported feelings of discomfort when evaluated
by someone else.2 In a study by Ramsay, Tennessee téachers rated the
overall evaluation process in their school system and found it to be no
better than fair.3 A study of teachers 15 years earlier in the Philadel-
phia area reinforces that finding, reporting that a sizable percentage of
t eachers considered the time they spent with their supervisors to be
utterly wasteful.4 One reason may be, according to Cookson, that teachers
seem to "feel isolated, working in a professional vacuum without institu-
tional supports to become better, more self assured teachers."> As a re-
sult, some teachers have felt skeptical about proposals to create formal

methods of evaluation. Nevertheless, in Cookson's study, most of the in-

1james M. Young and Robert L. Heichberger, "Teachers' Perceptions
of an Effective School Supervision and Evaluation Program," Education 96
(Fall 19;5): 10.

Jensen, p. 135.

3Russell G. Ramsay, ""Teachers' Perceptions of the Design and Im-
plementation of Teacher Evaluation Systems in Tennessee Public Schools"
(Ed.D. dzssertation, University of Tennessee, 1980), abstract.

Arthur Blumberg and Edmund Amidon, "Teacher Perceptions of Super-
visor—Tegcher Interaction," Administrator's Notebook 14 (September 1965).

Cookson, p. 353.
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dependent school teachers believed that open, consistent evaluation would
help them do a better job and improve faculty-administration relations,
which would improve the school.1
After studying the issue of teacher attitudes toward evaluation,
Wolf wrote a rather severe indictment of teacher evaluation:
Teachers are not fond of evaluation. They suspect any measure de~
signed to assess the quality of their teaching, and any appraisal
usually arouses anxiety. Their opposition is far from simple obstruc-
tionism. Teachers recognize the administration's need to know, but
they have a stake in evaluation too. The results are the major basis
for promotions, pay raises, and dismissals. Their careers are in
the appraisor's hands. If teachers are to submit to an assessment of
their performance, they would probably like reassurance that the cri-
teria and method of evaluation that are to be used would produce cre-
dible results.?
Nevertheless, Wolf did find that when the school climate is good, tech-
ers’ feelings about teacher evaluation seem to improve, and 99 percent of
the teachers he surveyed recognized the importance of teacher evaluation,
regardless of the institutional climate. In a study representing teach-
ers of all levels in the elementary schools in five different states,
Claye reached much the same conclusion. All teachers need and want super-
vision.3 But, in a departure from Wolf's conclusions, Noonan decided that
most school personnel find present evaluation processes, "adequate, but
in need of improvement.4 The Michigan Education Association points out

that teachers who have been fearful of formalized evaluation, as something

which was destructive and likely to harm them, should see evaluation as a

lmpid.

2Wolf, p. 160.

3c1ifton M. Claye, "Lola Gets What Lola Wants from Supervision," The
JOug%al of Educational Research 56 (1963): 358.

Joann Alice Noonan, "An Analysis of Perceptions of Michigan Super-
intendents, Principals, and Teachers in Regard to Present Versus Pre-
ferred Teacher Evaluation Systems" (Ed.D. dissertation, WEStern Michigan
University, 1981), abstract.
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process which provides "a continuous record which is the best long range
protection against unjustified criticism." This continuous record "pro-
vides testimony as to the teacher's effectiveness, which may be necessary
in a time of crisis."1
To summarize teacher attitudes toward evaluation, many seem to
understand that supervision and evaluation are necessaary, but therelis a

great deal of anxiety and a wide spread lack of confidence in present

systems of evaluation.

INational School Public Relations Association, p. 54.
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Attitudes: Principals Versus Teachers

.Of more importance perhaps than teachers' attitudes alone is the
lack of congruity between teachers' and principals attitudes. In a very
long treatise on the problem which exist between principals and teachers,
Blumberg indicated that many teachers see supervision and evaluation as a
waste of time! He also found in the course of several studies that most
principals tend to view the results of their work very positively, and
only a very few feel that what they do is a waste of time.2 These results
certainly indicate that a major lack of agreement exists between princi-
pals and teachers regarding the efficacy of teacher evalugtion. A number
of studies support this view. One study done in Florida, which surveyed
over 700 teachers and nearly 550 principals, found that teachers and prin-
cipals have very different perceptions of evaluation procedures and stan-
dards used by principals.3 A similar conclusion was arrived at in a dis-
sertation study by Davis.4 Principals and teachers differed significantly
on‘procedures and purposes they perceived as operating in their school's

teacher evaluation programs, with principals generally perceiving the

1Arthur Blumberg, Supervisors and Teachers: A Private Cold War
(Berkelez, California: McCutchen Publishing Co., 1974), p. 2.
Ibid, p. 13.
lorida Educational Research and Development Council, "Standards
and Procedures Used for Evaluating Classroom Instruction of Annual Con-
tract Teachers," FERDC Research Bulletin 1 (May 1965):4-6.
4Betty Gale Mullen Davis, 'The Relationship Between School Climate
and the Congruency of Perceptions of Elementary School Principals and
Teachers Concerning Teacher Evaluation' (Ed.D. dissertation, University
of Mississippi, 1982), abstract.
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the situation to be more positive than teachers. In Cookson's study, 70
percent of the 20 independent school administrators were satisfied with
the teacher evaluation process, while only 4 percent of the faculty werel
A similar study by Sapone discovered a wide difference in attitudes be-
tween administrators and teachers when they ranked the importance of each
component of an evaluatinn model.2 Hendrix also found significant dif-
ferences in the way teachers, principals, and supervisors perceived a
number of characteristics of teacher evaluation.3 Farris discovered
differences between experienced teachers and principals regarding the need,
t he purpose, the procedures and the results of teacher evaluation.4 A
study of teachers and principals in Tennessee found similar differences
in perception between administrators and teachers. A significant lack of
agreement was noted regarding the number of hours spent per teacher in
the evaluation process, the number of hours per teacher which should be
spent in the process, the number of observations performed per teacher
and the number which should be performed, and the average length of an
observation. Most significantly, teachers perceived the overall evaluation

process to be significantly less acceptable than did administrators.”

1Cookson, p- 51.

Carmelo V. Sapone, "Appraisal and Evaluation Systems: Perception
of Admin%strators, Teachers,' NASSP Bulletin 65 (February 1981): 29.

Clifford L. Hendrix, Jr., "A Study of Supervisory Practices with
Reference to Classroom Observations and Conferences as perceived by Teach

‘ers, Principals and Supervisors in Tennessee'" (Ed.D. Dissertation, Uni-
versity 2f Tennessee, 1976), abstract.

John Alvin Farris, '"Teacher Evaluation Process in Evangelical
Christian Schools" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of the Pacific, 1983),
abstract, ,

Samuel Lawson Houston, '"An Analysis of Perceptions of Tennessee
Public School Teachers, Building-Level Administrators and Central Office
Administrators Toward Teacher Evaluation" (Ed.D. dissertation, University
of Tennessee, 1981).
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Finally, Tirrell found little agreement between teachers and principals
concerning the role of the principal as an evaluator, even thoﬁgh there
was a close philosophical agreement between the two groups regarding the
ideal expectations of the principal's role in evaluation. Interestingly,
neither teachers nor principals believed that principals were performing
as they should in the role of evaluator.1

Not all of the studies indicate disagreement, however. Grant and
Carvell surveyed principals and teachers in an elementary school and
found strong ﬁgreement between the two groups concerning what constitutes
desirable and undesirable teaching behaviors and the practicability of
using such behaviors indetermining teacher evaluation criteria.2 Moreover,
when the study was expanded to 29 elementary principals and 100 teachers,

3 An addi-

the agreement concerning teacher evaluation criteria remained.
tional study by Searles and Ng, which involved 22 principals and 41 bio-
logy teachers, also found agreement on the relative importance of most

criteria for teacher evaluation.4

1Frederick,John Tirrell, "An Investigation of the Current Percep-
tions and Ideal Expectations of Senior High School Principals and Teachers
Regarding the Principals' Role in Teacher Evaluation" (Ed.D. dissertation,
Boston Cgllege, 1982).

Stephen Grant and Robert Carvell, "A Survey of Elementary School
Principals and Taachers: Teacher Evaluation Criteria," Education 100
(Spring 5980): 226.

Tbid.

4William G. Searles and Raymond W. M. Ng, "A Comparison of Teacher
and Principal Perceptions of an Outstanding Biology Teacher," Journal of
Research in Science Teaching 19 (September 1981).
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Some of the differences which have been noted between teachers and
principals might be bridged, according to the results of one study, if
supervisors can communicate their positive attitude toward evaluation. If

so, measurable positive changes in attitudes toward evaluation may be pro-

duced in teachers.1

1pavid Thomas Williard, "An Assessment of the Effects Of a Staff
Evaluation Model Developed From Douglas MacGregor's Theory "Y" Upon The
Attitudes of Teachers and Supervisors Toward Evaluation'" (Ph.D. disserta-
tion, St. Louils University, 1979), abstract.
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Models of Teacher Evaluation

In this section, a number of specific styles and/or formal models
of evaluation will be discussed. Some of these enjoy strong advocacy
by one or more writers, while many have been studied in specific research
projects. Each enjoys some degree of legitimacy by having appeared more
than once in the professional literature. Each attempts to address one

or more of the problems mentioned in the previous section.

Self-evaluation

1

Self-evaluation, or self assessment, can take one of several forms,
including videotaped feedback, self-perception, and the self-completion of
observation forms. Much of the research around self-evaluation has tend-
ed to view a single strategy as the total process of self-assessment,
and therefore has been somewhat misleading.1 A number of authors, including
Musella, Waimon and Ramseyer, and Ahnell and Hawn, advocate the use of
videotaping, and have studied its use as a strategy in self—evaluation.2

Some important elements of the process include jointly develop-
ing the videotape evaluation criteria with the teacher, providing a con-

stant videotape image of the teacher, and concentrating supervision on

1Gerald D. Bailey, Teacher Self-Assessment: A Means For Improving
Classroom Instruction (Washington, D.C.: National Education Association,
1981)2 p. 11. ,

Donald Musella, "Improving Teacher Evaluation," Journal of
Teacher Education 21 (Spring 1970) pp.15-21; Morton D. Waimon and Gary C.
Ramseyer, "Effects Of Video Feedback On The Ability To Evaluate Teaching,"
Journal of Teacher Evaluation 21 (Spring 1970); I.V. Ahnell and Horace C.
Hawn, "Self-Evaluation Through Videotape Recordings," in Observational
Methods In The Classroom, ed. Charles W. Beegle and Richard M. Brandt
(Washington, D.C.: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development,
1973).
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one task at a time, assuring that each component task is mastered before
moving on. Several studies have demonstrated that judgments made from
videotape correlate well with judgments that are made first hand by an
observer, indicating that videotaping can be an effective observational
and supervisory tool, when used correctly.1

According to journal articles by Irvine, who studied pre-service
teachers, and by Newfield, who studied in-service teachers, and a
dissertation study by Cartlidge, who studied beginning teachers, teachers'
self reporting without the use of videotapes can be in agreement with the
evaluation rating of supervisors and principals, and can be accurate under
certain conditions, including training designed to facilitate self-assess-
ment and collegiate relationships.2 Other studies disagree, however,
and have found a discrepancy between the perceptions of classroom observers
and teachers' self-perceptions.3

In spite of its limitations, self-evaluation, or self-assessment,

maintains a fairly loyal following. For example, Crenshaw and Hoyle list

lHosford and Martin, p. 7.

Jacqueline Jordan Irving, "The Accuracy of Pre-Service Teachers'
Assessments of Their Classroom Behaviors," Journal of Research snd Devel-
opment in Education 17 (Fall 1983); John Newfield, "Accuracy of Teacher
Reports: Reports and Observations of Specific Classroom Behaviors," Jour-
nal of Educational Research 74 (November-December 1980): 78; and Arthur
James Cartlidge, "A Study of Self and Principals' Evaluation of Beginning
Teachers in Selected Mississippi Public Schools" (Ed.D. dissertation, Mis-
sissippi State University, 1983).

3see Newfield, p. 78; Thomas W. Jones, "The Validity of Self- Eval-
uation of Competence by Special Education Teacher Trainees," Texas
Tech Journal of Education 9 (Winter 1982); and Bailey, p. 1.
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three potential problems with self-evaluation, i.e.: teachers who are
secure overrate themselves, while emotionally insecure teachers underrate
themselves, and few teachers are able objectively to assess their own
performance. Nevertheless, they make the statement,‘"Self-evaluation is
the key to professionalism."1 Bodine states that: |
Self-assessment is probably the most powerful means yet developed for
a teacher to be the master of his own professional growth. Self-
assessment is bold, but easy to understand, revealing and thus threat-

ening, majes&ic in goal and thus giving dignity to the teaching
profession.”

A number of other authors would place themselves in full agreement

with this assessment.3

Evaluation By Students

During the middle ages, students set up their own committees to
report on professors who failed to cover required segments of learning
in the specified time. The faulting professors were fined.%

Aithough students today are not granted the power to fine their
professors, many colleges and universities continue to use some form of

student rating or evaluation as part of an overall faculty performance

;Crenshaw and Hoyle, p. 40.

Richard Bodine, ""Teachers' Self-Assessment," in School Evalua-
tion: The Politics and Process, ed. ernest R. House (Berkeéley, Calif.:
McCutchen Publishing Co. 1973), p. 171.

3Bailey, p. 13; Gerald Bryant and Frank Haack, "Appraisal: Peer-
Centered and Administration-Centered," Educational Leadership (May 1977):
609; and Daniel F. Detzner, "Teacher Evaluation: A Self-Appraisal Method,"
The University of Minnesota General College Studies 11 (1974-75),
4National School Public Relations Association, p. 23.
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evaluation. Some student evaluation of teachers is also found in the high
schools and elementary schools. Of all the sources of evaluative infor-
mation, this perhaps is the most controversial.

In a report on teacher evaluation, the Ohio Commission on Public
S chool Personnel Policies reported "that informational feedback from stu-
dents i8 an effective means of influencing teacher behavior and, in fact,
sfudent feedback can sometimes be more effective in changing teacher be-

“l The Ohio report suggests one parti-

havior than supervisory feedback.
cular advantage of student evaluation: "It is available to teachers when-
ever they desire to employ it. Thus, evaluation can be an ongoing pro-
cess and does not have to be dependent upon the assistance of a principal
or supervisor.2

At the college level, where student evaluations are quite common,
there seems to be little unanimity regarding the validity and the proper
use of student evaluations. In analyzing 129 replies to a questionnaire
sent to department chairs and authors, one study found that student eval-
uations were the most common method of faculty evaluation being used, but
repeatedly the comments indicated that student evaluations should not be

considered sufficient to evaluate faculty.3 Another study surveyed

college faculty and discovered a general feeling that student evaluations

;Ibid, p. 24.
Ibid. v
3M. E. Schaff and B. R. Siebring, "What Do Chemistry Professors
Think About Evaluation of Instruction?" Journal of Chemical Education
51 (March 1974): 154.
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are not valid instruments. In spite of that, 60 percent of those sur-
veyed used student evaluations even when optional. Neverthelesé, most
of the surveyed faculty felt that administrators should not have access
to student evaluations unless the teacher desired it. But most signifi-
cantly, the authors found that the perceptions of teachers regarding
student evaluation did not, in most cases, agree with their review of
résearch findings.l

It has been noted that at the college level, student evaluation of
teachers seems to have become firmly entrenched. Below the college level,
however, there is much less frequent use of student ratings, and even less
agreement as to their usefulness, according to several surveys noted by
the NSPRA.2 1In 1971, the NEA surveyed its members and found that 38 percent

f avored student ratings of teachers, while 31.9 percent were opposed. A

similar survey by the Nation's Schools in 1970 reported over 42 percent

opposed, but over 40 percent in favor. A 1973 sﬁrvey by Educational Re-
source Services reported only 24 percent of 468 districts indicating some
use of student evaluation of teachers.

A number of studies have attempted to determine the usefulness of
student ratings in the evaluation of teachers. The Committee on IOTA
has found that pupil ratings have little correlation with other measures
of teacher effectiveness. They feel that if student evaluation of teachers

is valid, then the following is assumed: (1) That what the pupil observes

lcharlotte Epstein, "Student Grade Teachers? Some Faculty Attitudes",
Community and Junior College Journal 44 (April 1974): 33.

The three surveys noted in this paragraph were summarized by the
National School Public Relations Association, pp. 23-24. '
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represents a comprehensive sampling of teacher responsibilities. (2)
That pupils are capable of comprehending the important goals to be ach-
ieved in the classroom and the effectiveness of various activities in
achieving these goals. (3) That pupils can identify teacher behavior
that is indicative of ability to adjust to these goals.1 Morrow's study,
however, of student evaluation of teachers in 103 physical education
élasses, does not support such assumptions.2

A study of students in two college courses by Marsh, Overall and
Kessler did find considerable agreement between college students and fa-
culty in their description of faculty behaviors and in their overall rat-
ing of teacher behaviors, seeming to reaffirm the validity of student eval-
uations.3 A study of elementary school students in California, moreover,
assessed the ability of elementary students to judge student teachers'
performances, in comparison with adult observers' ratings, and found "that
elementary school students can assess performance and discriminate among
teaching tasks.'4 Yet another study determined that evaluations by sixth

grade students appeared to be a reliable measure of teacher behavior.5

lgerbert W. Marsh, J. U. Overall, and Stephen P. Kessler, '"Va~-
lidity of student Evaluations of Instructional Effectiveness. A Compari-
son of Faculty Self-Evaluations and Evaluations by their Students," Journal
of Educational Psychology 71 (April 1979):149.

<National School Public Relations Association, pp. 23-24.

3Marsh, Overall, and Kessler, p. 149.

4Ellen Kronowitz and Victoria Finney, "Student Teachers' Perfor-
mance," California Journal of Teacher Education 10 (Winter 1983)

Ronald Fox, et al., 'Student Evaluation of Teacher As a Measure
of Teacher Behavior and Teacher Impact on Students," Journal of Educational
Research 77 (September-October 1983): 21.
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When considering the validity of students evaluating teachers,
the possibility is very real that bias on the part of the studehts can
invalidate the results. A few studies have examined this phenomenon, but
the results have been inconclusive. Holmes found that when students re-
ceived a lower grade than expected, they tended to deprecate the instruct-
or's teaching performance.1 Another study found a strong statistical re-
lationship between the expected grade of the class and its evaluation of
t he teacher.2 Bassin discerned a significant pattern of bias in stu-
dent's evaluations of instructors,3 while Harris, who looked at possible
sex bias, discovered none, but did determine that the masculinity or fe-
mininity of a teacher's style of teaching may have some effect on how
that teacher is perceived.4 Sihota found that a variety of variables
affected student evaluations, although not consistently nor significantly.
The highest correlation was found between the average grade given to the
student and the evaluation of the instructor.5 Larsen discovered that a
student's ratings of his professors seemed to depend on his expectations

upon entering the course, rather than his experience upon leaving the course.6

lpavid S. Holmes, "Effects of Grades and Disconfirmed Grade Ex-
pectancies on Students' Evaluation of Their Instructor,' Journal of Educa-

tional Psychology 63 (April 1972): 143.
2%olf Mirus, "Some Implications of Student Evaluation of Teachers,"

Journal of Economic Education 5 (February 1973): 37.

William M. Bassin,tﬁh Note On The Biases In Students' Evaluations
of Instructors," Journal of Experimental Education 43 (February 1974): 16-17.

MMary B. Harris, ''Sex Role Stereotypes and Teacher Evaluations,"
Journal of Educational Psychology 67 (December 1975): 756.

"JSohan S. Sohota and Ram P. Singhania, "On teaching Effectiveness,"
Journal of Business Education 57 (November 1981): 55.

6Edwin M. Larsen, "Students' Criteria For Responses To Teaching
Evaluation Questionnaires,” Journal of Chemical Education 51 (March 1974):
165, ‘
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Fallman, however, looked at several referents commonly used by college
students 1n rating professors on a standard rating scale, and fbund no
effect on the rgliability or the level of the rating.1

Arreola found that college students could distinguish between the
personality of the teacher and the content and organization of the class. 2
However, a study by Zelby seems to refute that conclusion. He showed
that by teaching the same course differently in different semesters, it
was possible to teach to a particular student evaluation, given a particu-
lar questionnaire.3

And yet, in spite of inconclusive research studies, and in spite
of a lack of agreement among educators, Menges maintains that "observa-
tions by students seem essential if classroom events are one focus for
evaluation of teaching."4 He also reminds us that students are reporters
only, not judges. Bolton supports that idea, advocating student ratings,
but only as one source of data.® After statistically treating three years
of ratings of professors by college students, Cornwell concluded that
student evaluation is reliable enough to be a viagble ingredient in an over-

all program of teacher evaluation.®

l3ohn Fallman, et al., "Student Raters' Referents In Rating College
Teaching Effectiveness," Journal of Psychology 86 (March 1974): 247.

2Ragul A. Arreola, "Students Can Distinguish Between Personality
and Content/Organization in Rating Teachers," Phi Delta Kappan 65 (Novem-
ber 1983): 222-223.

3Leon W. Zelby, "Student-Faculty Evaluation," Science 183 (March

1974).

4robert J. Menges, "The New Reporters: Students Rate Instructors"
in Evaluating Learning and Teaching, ed. C. Robert Pace (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1973), p. 59.

S5Bolton, p. 72.

6C. D. Cornwell, "Statistical Treatment of Data from Student Teach-
i;g Evaluation Questionnaires," Journal of Chemical Education 51 (March

74): 159. -
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Evaluation by Peers

The idea of evaluation by and of one's peers has a certain atrac-
tiveness to it. The concept seems to enhance the professionalism of
teaching; and who should be more qualified to evaluate a teacher's per-
formance than a colleague who, by training, is an expert at what he or she
does? To the question "Who should do the assessing'? Leese replies
"...teacher peers shoulddo so.'l He goes on to say that teachers should
evaluate teachers for the following reasons:

Fellow teachers have as much at stake in quality effort as does anyone
else. They have knowledge of the content which must be intimately in-
terwoven in the tactics used to produce meaning, develop concepts, and
produce generalizations and applications. They are more familiar with
the conditions, the relationships, and the reasons that underlie and
effect responses and choices. They are less threatening, more likely
to be helpful, and their first hand involvement contributes to moral
and to their own identification of aspects and areas for self-
improvement. 2

The NSPRA quotes Garford G. Gordon, the research executive of the
California Teachers Association, who offers some additional arguments and
support for peer evaluation: (1) It is impossible for the principal to
collect all data necessary for a valid evaluation of staff. (2) No
administrator can be familiar with the latest developments in education,
across all ages and subject areas. (3) Peer evaluation separates evaluative
judgment from the consequences.3
Cookson's survey of teachers in independent schools discovered that

most of the teachers who responded preferred peer observation and discussion

to other methods of evaluation.* A study by Miller found that teachers

1j0seph Leese, "Teacher Assessment and Consensus Preference,” NASSP
Bulletin 65 (November 1981): 26.
Ibid.
3National School Public Relations Associatiom, p. 1ll.

4Cookson, p. 5l.



35
seem to agcept the concept of formally evaluating peers.1
In spite of the appealing nature of the idea, however, fhere are
some potential drawbacks. For example, Stronck found that peers were not
as critical as students when evaluating student teachers in a micro-teach-
ing experience.2 Levine reported wide differences in standards of grad-
ing when faculty members evaluated each other, leading her to question the
validity of colleague observation.3 Some districts who have attempted peer
evaluation have encountered these problems: Teachers actually involved in
peer evaluation seem to be reluctant to judge their fellow teachers. And,
moreover, if teachers are to evaluate their peers in an acceptable manner,

they must be released from class and they must be trained, which results

in an expense to the district of both time and money.4

1Duane Dean Miller, "The Development of A Process Model To Utilize
Peer Opinion for Teacher Evaluation in Selected Schools in Nebraska,' (Ed.

D. disseitation, University of Nebraska, 1974), abstract.
David R. Stronck, "A Comparison of Peer and Pupil Evaluations of

Lessons Taught by Preservice Biology Teachers," Science Education 60

(January-March 1976): 220.
3Judith R. Levine, "When Colleagues Judge Colleagues," Teaching

of Psychology 11 (February, 1984): 38.
National School Public Relations Association, p. 10.
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Student Progress In The Evaluation of Teachers

When considering the evaluation of a teacher's performance, one
of those logical components which comes to mind is student progress made
under that teacher's tﬁtelage. No less respected an educator than Benja-
min Bloom has said that teacher effectiveness can only be measured in terms

1

of learning outcomes. It seems only reasonable when Popham asserts that

"the supervisor should be most attentive not to teacher activity, but to
what happens to the learners as a consequence of what the teacher does."?
But, as with all other aspects of teacher evaluation, there are no simple
answers; and, in this case, what seems the most straight-forward may be

the most complicated. A number of major problems become evident as soon

as teaching effectiveness is measured by student progress.

One problem identified by the NSPRA is that standardized tests as
used in the schools have not been set up to evaluate the progress of stu-
dents; rather, they were established to differentiate between students to
establish a continumum which often forms a bell curve. One possible an-
swer to this problem, however, is the use of criterion-referenced tests
which would measure minimum levels of competence.3 But other problems have
been noted by numerous authors: (1) Establishing standards in each subject
area, at each grade, requires setting up thousands of progress indicators
throughout the curriculum, not to mention obtaining‘agreement of those

indicators. (2) There is the danger of freezing teaching into a frigid

IN. L. Gage, "Desirable Behaviors of Teachers," Urban Education 1
(Winter, 1965): 379-397.

2y, James Popham, Evaluating Instruction (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.;
Prentice-Hall, 1973), p. 47.

3National School Public Relations Association, pp. 13-14.
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mold. (3) The teacher must have a pretest score on each student before
he or she enters the class. (4) How can it be determined that ﬁeasured
pupil changes can be wholly attributed to ﬁhe classroom teacher? (5) Can
desired pupil changes be objectively defined and adequately measured?

In an effort to determine the usefulness of student achievement
in the evaluation of teaching, Brophy studied teachers conducting their
own classes over a three year period. He was successful in identifying
teachers in grades two and three who were consistent in their overall rela-
tive effectiveness. However, he discovered wide individual differences and
only moderate stability from year to year, and unique "class effects" were
observed despite statistical controls. His conclusion was that the use of
measured student gain, or general achievement tests, for assessing teacher
accountability is inappropriate and unfair to many teachers.l Musella drew
much the same conclusions, finding it nearly impossible to determine a

cause-effect link between teaching effectiveness and student growth criteria.?2

ljere E. Brophy, ''Stability of Teacher Effectiveness," American
Educational Research Journal 10 (Summer 1973): 251.

4<Donald Musella, 'Open-Closed-Mindedness As Related To The Rating
of Teachers By Elementary School Principals," Journal of Experimental Education
35 (Spring, 1967): 16. \
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Rating Scales and Evaluation Forms

Probably the most common method of evaluating teacher performance
is to rate a teacher on some type of scale. In a survey of the 60 largest
school districts in the country, the Pittsburgh Public Schools found that
of 53 districts responding, 50 were using some type of rating scale to mea-
sure teacher performance.1 Rating forms used by school districts seem to
fall into five categories: (1) Personal characteristics, (2) Clasroom
management, (3) Relationships with community and staff, (4) Relationships
with pupils, and (5) Lesson planning and presentatiou.2

Some educators and researchers, however, find that the use of rat-
ing scales for the evaluation of teaching effectiveness is faulty. Woody
states two objections to the use of rating scales: (1) The scales are
much too general to be applicable to all types of teaching. (2) The use
of a rating scale reflects the educational values of the rater rather
than the efficiency of the teacher in achieving the values which seem
worthwhile to him.3 Research by Fagan would support those conclusions.

The results of Fagan's study indicate that background attributes,

1Glenn Queer, An Analysis Of Teacher Rating Scales: A National
Survey (Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
June 1969), p. 1.

2Richard A. King, "Reliable Rating Sheets: A Key To Effective
Teacher Evaluation," NASSP Bulletin 62 (December 1978): 23.

3C1ifford Woody, "Some Observations Of Methods Of Research In The
Appraisal Of Teaching,"” Educational Administration And Supervision 29
(January 1943): 1.
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values, and discrepancy measures '"are highly significant in predicting
evaluator ratings of teachers".! 1n a survey of classroom instruments
used for evaluating teaching performance, Rosenshine found that it was
very difficult to determine whether a rating scale was being used to
judge the value or to estimate the frequency of a behavior.2 " The Commit-
tee on IOTA established four guidelines in the selection of an instru-
ment for rating teaching effectiveness: (1) The instrument must be valid.
It must sample the areas of competence defined by the criteria. (2) De-
vising a rating instrument calls for selection of what is most important,
and requires explicit and considered judgment. (3) The instrument must be
adapted for local use, and therefore must have local validity as well as
general validity. (4) The instrument must be concise, have discriminative

ability, and be free from personal bias.3

Performance Tests

Although no studies were found which have assessed the use of a
performance test for measuring teaching effectiveness, two authors advo-
cate the use of such a test as an alternative to other forms of teacher
evaluation. McNeil described a situation wherein a number of teachers are
given identical instructional tasks or objectives and a sample of a

measure to be administered to pupils after the teaching has occurred.

lLenora Perry Fagan, "Teacher Evaluation: Factors Influencing The
Perceptions Of Evaluators" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Toronto,
1983), abstract.

2Barak Rosenshine, "Evaluation Of Classroom Instruction," Review
of Educational Research 40 (April 1970),

3The Committee On IOTA, p. 29.
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After a specific period of time to plan the lesson and instructional
plan, randomly assigned students are brought to the teacher. Following
the instructional period, pupils complete a test which measures pupil
attainment of the instructional objectives. The mean of the test scores
determines the teacher's ability to teach the predetermined ski11.1
Popham advocates a similar kind of teaching performance test as a way to
measure teaching performance without the "contaminating' factors which
exist in a normal classroom environment.2

Wanat, however, questions the use of such performance tests. He
sees a number of problems: (1) How representative are the tasks and con-
ditions of the test? (2) The performance test does not recognize indivi-
dual differences of teachers. (3) How real are the conditions of the
test, the tasks expected? (4) There are other factors which still conta-
minate the results. (5) Is the test to be used in a punitive manner or

diagnostically.3

. l3ohn D. McNeil, "Performance Tests: Assessing Teachers Of Read-
ing - A Eroposal," The Reading Teacher 25 (April 1972): 622.

. Popham, "Found: A Practical Procedure to Appraise Teacher
Achievement in the Classroom,' in Accountability for Teachers and School
Administrators, ed. Allan C. Ornstein. (Belmont, California: Fearon
Publishers, 1973), pp. 25-26.

3Stanley F. Wanat, "Performance Tests: Assessing Teachers Of
Reading - A Response," The Reading Teacher 25 (April 1972): 623.
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Clinical Supervision

In 1969, Goldhammer's book on clinical supervision was published
posthumously, and introduced a significant departure from traditional
methods of teacher evaluation.l 1In 1973, his mentor, Cogan, also pub-
lished a book about clinical supervision, reiterating the concepts of
collaboration, formal teacher evaluation cycles, focusing on selected
teacher practices, and teacher autonomy.2 Goldhammer's cycle of super-
vision includes five steps: (1) Preobservation conference, (2) The ob-
servation, (3) Analysis and strategy, (4) Supervision conference, and
(5) Postconference analysis. Cogan's cycle of evaluation includes eight
steps: (1) Establishing a relationship, (2) Planning with the teacher,
(3) Planning the strategy of observation, (4) Observing instruction,

(5) Analyzing the teaching-learning process, (6) Planning the strategy

of the conference, (7) The conference, (8) Renewed planning. Other
practitioners have since refined the cycle of supervision and adapted it to
their individual needs. The critical factor in clinical supervision,
however, is a genuine feeling of colleagueship and mutuality in the rela-
tionship.3 These concepts, of course, are quite attractive to profession-
al educators. Those who have embraced the concept seem to do so with

almost a religious fervor. Consider the following:

1Robert Goldhammer, Clinical Supervision (New York: Holt, Rine-
hart and Winston, 1969).

2Morris L. Cogan, Clinical Supervision (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1973). '

3Charles A. Reavis, "Clinical Supervision: A Review Of The
Research," Educational Leadership 35 (April 1978): 580.
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The development of colleagueship between teachers and supervisors

and among teachers seems to offer three major benefits: (1) Mobi-

lization of the human resources of the school for the formidable

task of instructional improvement; (2) increased intrinsic rewards

to enhance job satisfaction for teachers; and (3) increased likili—

hood of successful implementation of instructional innovations.
Although relatively few researchers ﬁave studied clinical supervision,
those who have discovered rather favorable results. Reavis looked at
three studies of teacher attitudes toward clinical supervision, and found
that teachers tended to favor it as a process.2 Reavis also states that
no study has found traditional supervision effective in changing teaching
behaviors when compared to clinical supervision.3 In a study by Tomblin,
however, a participatory style of teacher evaluation very similar to cli-
nical supervision was compared with a more traditional observation style
of evaluation, and no significant differences were found between the groups
on (1) attitudes toward evaluation, (2) self-improvement and growtﬁ, and
(3) attitudes toward school problems and school administrators.4 In spite
of these findings, both teachers and principals who were involved in the
study indicated that they preferred the participatory method, but that be-
cause of the amount of time required, full implementation of the model

possibly did not occur. Another study, which explored the use of the

c¢linical supervision model in the context of peer supervision, found that

1Robert J. Alfonso and Lee Goldsberry, ''Colleagueship In Super-
vision," In Supervision Of Teaching, ed. Thomas J. Sergiovanni (Alexan-
dria, Va.: Association For Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1982)
p‘ 106.

Reavis, p. 584.

31b1d.

4E11zabeth Alene Risinger Tomblin, "Effects Of Participatory And
Nonparticipatory Methods Of Teacher evaluation On Selected Teacher Vari-
ables" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Colorado at Boulder, 1976),
abstract.
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the underlying assumptions of the model are incongruent within a school
setting.1

In spite of its initial attractiveness, therefore, clinical super-
vision may suffer from some significant limitations. The problem of time
has been mentioned. In addition, Harris notes three further problems:
Clinical supervision does not call for clearly specified public criteria
of performance expectations. The model tends to ignore data gathering
and analysis procedures. And even though it emphasizes goal setting and
improvement as a process, it disregards the details of a systematic ob-

jective evaluation process.2

Supervision By Objectives

Another model for supervising and evaluating classroom teachers
which departs significantly from traditional methods is a system derived
from commerce and industry called Management By Objectives, or MBO. 1In
many ways similar to clinical supervision, MBO differs in that, while
clinical supervision deals with a specific teaching episode, MBO deals with
a specific identified aspect of teaching which needs improvement. One of
the strongest supporters of MBO and its application to education, Redfern
established six components in the evaluation process when using a supervi-
sion by objectives model: (1) Responsibility criteria, (2) Identify

needs, (3) Determine objectives and Action plans, (4) Carry out Action

1Shirley A. McFaul and James Cooper, "Peer Clinical Supervisionm:
Theory vg: Reality," Educational Leadership 41 (April 1984).

Ben M. Harris, "Teacher Evaluation As A Developmental System,"
ERIC # ED224800, 1983.
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plans, (5) Assess results, (6) Discuss results.l According to Red-
fern, the focus of any evaluation system must be on the effectiveness of
the results, and not on the individual effort of the teacher. Such a
statement is reminiscent of those supporting student achievement as a
means of evaluating teacher performance, but leads to a more practical
and realistic process for measuring outcomes. Crenshaw and Hoyle, for
example, point out that although outcomes are important in the measurement
of performance, the difference between school and industry has primarily
been a confusion over results. Test scores, they say, are only one part
of the desired outcome of the teaching experience.2 Using the results of
a number of studies which have looked at an objectives~based approach to
evaluation, McNeil concluded that such a model is generally more effective
than traditional evaluation methods.3 According to McNeil, not only do
teachers prefer this method of evaluation, but a study of elementary students
indicates that achievement is greater when specific goals are set.4 Eads
found that teachers who are evaluated_under a supervision by objectives
model tend to feel more positive toward teacher evaluation than when

evaluated by other methods. >

1George B. Redfern, Evaluating Teachers and Administrators: A
Performance Objectives Approach (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press,
1980), p2 13.

' Crenshaw and Hoyle, p. 43.

3John D. McNeil, "Concomitants Of Using Behavioral Objectives In
The Assessment Of Teacher Effectiveness," The Journal Of Experimental
Education 36 (Fall 1967): 71.

4Ibid.

5Albert Edward Eads, Jr., "A Study Of The Attitudes Of Teachers
Toward A 'Supervision By Objectives' Teacher Evaluation Model" (Ph.D.
dissertation, University of South Carolina, 1974), abstract.
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Although most districts who have adopted an objectives based
evaluation program seem to be satisfied with the results, thebNSPRA has
discovered some problems with the model.l One of the problems seems to
be that teachers may write objectives which do not challenge them. More-
over, objectives or goals may be too vague, too global, or too ambitious.
Thus, a great deal of inservice tralning is required for this system to
be effective. The premier problem, however, as with clinical supervision,
seems to be time. An MBO system demands a great deal of time from the

teacher and the supervisor.2

éNational School Public Relations Association, p. 15.
Ibid.
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Evaluation Characteristics Preferred By Teachers

The first section of this chapter examined teachers' attitudes
toward evaluation, and found that most teachers seem to acknowledge the
need for evaluation, but mistrust the mahner in which it is implemented.

A review of several evaluation models in the second section uncovered a
number of specific characteristics of evaluation which teachers seem to
like, such as collegiality, specific objectives, and peer evaluation.

This final section summarizes a group of such characteristics, supported
by research, which contribute to improved teacher attitudes toward evalua-

tion, and have been shown to be preferred by teachers.
Teacher Participation

The growing practice-—and most noteworthy new trend--is to involve

teachers in the establishment of evaluation programs. The unilateral

imposition of the administrator is going the way of the dinosaur. !l

Although the NSPRA reports a growing trend of teacher involvement

in the establishment of evaluation programs, it 1s not clear whether teach-
er involvement is as wide spread as the NSPRA would like us to believe.
Tobia, for example, who determined that involving Pennsylvania teachers
in developing a teacher evaluation process was positively related to their
attitudes toward evaluation, found little or no teacher involvement in
-evaluation across the commonwealth of Pennsylvania.2 Participation in

developing the evaluation process has been shown to lead to better teacher

l1bid.

2Rdward Francis Tobia, '""The Relationship Between Teacher Partici-
Pation in the Development of a Teacher Evaluation Process and Teacher Atti-
tude Toward Evaluation" (Ed.D. dissertation, Temple University, 1984),
abstract.
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attitudes toward evaluation, which in turn lead to higher benefits from
the evaluation process.1 Henderson found that teachers who felﬁ that
had high participation in school decision making had a higher morale than
teachers who thought they did not participate.2 Likewise, Richards
found that participatory decision making was an important factor in the

3 Paulin doscovered tlhat second-

attitudes of teachers toward evaluation.
ary teachers in a district containing 7 high schools were more receptive
to evaluation when they had greater input into the‘evaluation process.
Her findings indicate that evaluation will be most effective when teachers
are equitably represented in evaluation design and implementation. 4

Young and Heichberger's survey of elementary teachers in Western
New York supports these findings. The teachers in their study felt strong-
ly that teachers should play a role in the development of the teacher |

evaluation program. 3 In a dissertation study, Miller discovered that, while

most of the middle school teachers in her survey reported that evaluation

;Wolf, p. 161.

Lester F. Henderson, "Elementary Teachers' Satisfaction and Morale
and Perceived Participation in Decision-Making" (Ed.D. dissertationm,
Univers%fy of Arkansas, 1967), abstract.

William Howard Richards III, "The Effect of a Professional Growth
and Evaluation Cycle Upon Experienced Teacher Attitudes" (Ed.D. disserta-
tion, Boston University, 1983), abstract.

4 pauline Paulin, "The Politics of Evaluation at the Local Level: A
View Through Teachers' Perspectives,'" paper presented at the Annual Meet-
ing of the American Educational Research Association, Los Angeles, 13-17
April, 1981. .

5'Young and Heichberger, p. 1ll.
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was not a supportive experience, having more meaningful input into the
process would help alleviate those feelings.1

The common conclusion of these 7 separate research studies is that
teacher participation in evaluation decisions leads to better attitudes
and morale, and consequently to more effective use of the evaluation. Spe-
cifically, teachers prefer to be involved in 4 distinct pafts of the
evaluation process:

(1) Teachers prefer to participate in designing the evaluation
form. In Houston's study of Tennessee teachers and administrators, he de-
termined a more positive perception by teachers of the overail evaluation
process when they participated in the development of evaluation procedures
and instruments. One hundred percent of the suburban and rural element-
ary teachers surveyed by Young and Heichberger in Western New York State
i ndicated that teachers should take part in developing or selecting
evaluation instruments.3

(2) Teachers prefer to participate in the design of the evaluation
process. Tobia found evidence that involving Pennsylvania teachers in
developing a teacher evaluation process was positively related to teacher
attitude toward evaluation.%

(3) Teachers prefer to participate in developing the policies
which govern evaluation.

(4) Teachers prefer to participate in establishing the goals and

Purposes of evaluation. Bolton indicates that goals are more likely to

1Mary Michaelle Miller, '"The Evaluation Style, Methods, and Modes
Preferred By Middle School Teachers and Administrators in an Urban Setting"
(Ed.D. d%ssertation, University of San Francisco, 1981), abstract.

Houston, abstract.

3Young and Heichberger, p. 15.

4Tobia, abstract.
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be understood and attained when they are cooperatively developed by the
teacher and principal.1
In a 1974 NSPRA summary and compilation of information from
teachers' associations across the country, teachers' groups assert that

teachers should be included in shaping the policies, setting the goals,

designing the instruments, and carrying out the procedures of teacher

evaluation.2
Activities Prior to Classroom Observation

The preobservation and postobservation conferences were discussed
previously in the context of clinical supervision and management by ob-
jectives. Although a number of writers were shown to support the concept
of pre~ and postconferences, the number of studies indicating that teach-
ers prefer to be involved in preconferences is somewhat limited. In the
only study which specifically assessed teachers' feelings regarding a
preconference, S. D. Jones determined that the preconference and postcon-
ference were viewed positively by teachers in the study group. Specifi-
cally, he discovered what seemed to be a better attitude toward evaluation
in school districts using the clinical supervision model.3 Several other
s tudies, however, drew conclusions which strongly support the concept of
a pre-observation conference, even though only one specifically mentions
it by name. In an examination of the perceptions of selected Idaho prin-

cipals and teachers, Bauer discovered that the teachers in the study con-

1 Bolton, p. 16.
National School Public Relations Association, p. 56.
3 Sheridan Davis Jones, "A Model For Identifying Evaluation Pro-
cedures That Have A Positive Influence On Teacher Attitude" (Ph.D.
dissertation, Oregon State University, 1981), abstract.
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sidered the activities which occur prior to classroom observation as
more important than did the principals, supporting the notion ﬁhat a
p reconference might improve teachers' feelings about evaluation.l 1In
a study of educators in Christiam schools, Farris found that the princi-
pals and experienced teachers in the study group agreed on the importance
and the content of a preconference, although they agreed on little else.?
In Young and Heichbergers' study, 70 percent of the teachers expressed
a desire to meet with supervisors and discuss objectives and plans
together.3

In a dissertation study involving Montana teachers, Fraser dis-
covered that 64 percent of the teachers in the study group wanted to use
a preobservation conference to reach agreement with the principal on
lesson objectives, while 67 percent wanted a preconference to discuss the
data to be collected and how it was to be gathergd.4

After collecting information from teachers' groups across the
country, the NSPRA stated in its 1974 report that, according to the
teachers' organizations surveyed, the time, place, and conditions of any
visitation must be agreed upon in advance by teacher and evaluator.”
The report goes on to assert that the criteria for evaluation and the
traits to be judged should be agreed to and clearly understood by all

parties before the process begins.6

1Shirley S. Bauer, "Perceptions of Selected Idaho Educators Re-
garding gupervision" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Idaho, 1975), abstract.

Farris, abstract.

3Young and Heichberger, p. 13.

4Ken P. Fraser, "Supervisory Behavior and Teacher Satisfaction"
(Ed.D. dissertation, Montana State University, 1979), abstract.

gNational School Public Relations Assoclation, p. 56.

Ibid.
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In related studies, McNeil and Bolton provide results which
support the NSPRA assertibn. McNeil used 77 university studenté in a
student teaching role for two days. He discovered that when a supervisor
and a teacher agree ahead of time on what constitute evidence of success,
t hat the sdpervisor views the teacher as having achieved greater success. !
Similarly, from a review of research conclusions, Bolton is able to
s tate that involving teachers in the development of evaluation criteria
may improve the morale of the staff.2

Summarizing the studies related to activities prier to the
classroom observation, the following three conclusions may be drawn:

(1) Teachers prefer to meet with the principal for a conference
prior to a classroom observation.

(2) Teachers prefer to reach agreement with the principal on the
time and place of the observation, prior to the observation.

(3) Teachers prefer to reach agreement with the principal on the

criteria for the evaluation prior to the observation.
Activities Following Classroom Observation

In an unpublished "Occasional Paper" from Iowa State University
College of Education, which summarized the application of research find-
ings in the area of evaluation of teacher performance, Manatt in 1982
asserted that most writers in the area of teacher evaluation agree that
the post-observation conference is the most important for changing

teachers' behavior. At the same time, he cited major disagreements among

1McNeil, "Concomitants", p. 70.
2Bolton, p. l6.
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those writers over the viability of a pre-observation conference.l This
supervisory conference, borrowed from the appraisal conference in private
business and industrial settings, has been the subject of numerous in-
vestigations.2 A 1972 HEW report written by Bolton focused on the post-
observation conference as an essential component of the teacher evalua-
tion process, drawing several conclusions from research findings.3 Among
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