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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The subject of teacher performance evaluation is one which touches 

the professional lives of all educational personnel. The 1984 Rand 

Corporation Study notes that teacher evaluation serves two separate 

purposes: accountability and improvement. Accountability is generally 

achieved through a process by which educational administration, through 

classroom observation, examines and passes judgnent on the expertise of 

teachers. Improvement of instruction utilizes the same examination or 

observation process but is also accompanied by some form of conferencing 

between the evaluator and the teacher during which support for current 

techniques or suggestions for alternative teaching techniques may be 

discussed. Understandings of the concepts and purposes of teacher 

performance evaluation systems vary among community and educational 

groups. 

The general public seems to view teacher performance evaluation as 

a method to insure quality teacher performance and therefore excellence 

in education for the nation/s public schools. In recent years, most 

notably since the issuance of "A Nation at Risk" in 1983, public 

pressure for greater accountability in education has increased and with 

it the need for intensified teacher evaluation efforts. The recent 
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trend in several states toward the development of performance-based pay 

plans for teachers requires increased concentration on evaluation 

measures and will undoubtedly keep the subject at the forefront of 

district planning across the country. 

The education conmunity views teacher performance evaluation from a 

different perspective. Frequently the primary stated goal of teacher 

performance evaluation is the improvement of instruction. Current 

research, however, suggests that such a goal is not always attained. 

Many evaluators and teachers regard evaluation as a required task 

mandated by district or state regulations. Most districts use the 

system as a decision-making tool to determine which teachers remain in 

employment. 

Good teachers, who receive excellent ratings on the written 

evaluation, feel the camnents are too general in nature and content to 

be valuable for improvement of instruction. Poor teachers, also, 

looking for specific recamnendatlons to assist their improvement, are 

dissappointed because of the lack of specificity. When evaluation isl 

perceived as a valueless process, little is gained. Teachers fall to 

gain input applicable to the improvement of instruction and evaluators 

lose credibility in the eyes of the teaching staff. 

Intrinsic to the nature of the teacher performance evaluation is 

the process of camnunlcatlon. An evaluator may visit a classroom 

several times to observe the instructor/s expertise in the teaching 

situation. During the observation, the evaluator must be able not only 

to understand the teacher/s plan of action and to identify its elements 

within the body of knowledge known as effective teaching practices, but 



must interpret the finer polnts of the teacher's presentation and 

Interaction with the students as well. Finally, the evaluator must 

compile the observation data and share the results with the teacher. 

3 

In order to be effective, the evaluator, in any evaluating 

situation, and regardless of the type of evaluation system he/she uses, 

must be able to express the f indlngs ln terms the teacher/recipient can 

truly understand. Without such understanding, mere words pass between 

the two parties. The purpose of this paper was to explore one element 

of this interactive communlcatlon process, the effect a match or 

mismatch of teacher/evaluator cognitive style has on the teacher's 

perception of evaluation. 

Within the past fifteen years, considerable research has been 

conducted In the area of cognitive styles. The material reports that 

each individual operates, or processes information, according to a 

particular style. Several instruments, devised for the purpose of 

ldentif ication of different cognitive styles, have resulted In 

descriptors for each of the style components. Further research has 

found that student achievement ls slgnlf icantly enhanced when student 

and teacher styles are closely aligned. Cognitive style research has 

been conducted In relation to a number of verbal and/or linguistic 

tasks, but not specifically related to teacher performance evaluation. 

It is this cOlIIIlunicatlon link that has been the subject of this study. 

In order for effective cOlIIIlunication to take place, a greater degree of 

agreement of processing styles and written delivery of evaluation must 

be effected. The purpose of this study was to determine if there l.s a 

relationship between cognitive processing style and teacher perception 
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of a written evaluation report, and, if such a relationship exists, 

whether it is dependent on a congruency of style between evaluator and 

teacher. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to examine whether teachers perceive 

the written evaluation differently when their cognitive style closely 

agrees with that of the evaluator than when teacher and evaluator 

cognitive styles lack agreement. 

Three questions served as the focus for this study: 

1. Is there a relationship between cognitive style ln terms of 

f leld dependence/field Independence and teacher perception of selected 

teacher evalutlon criteria? 

2. What factors within the written evaluatlon--length, canplexlty 

of sentence structure, vocabulary, etc.--are ldentif ied as critical to 

the above relationship? 

3. Is there a relationship between the condition of field 

dependence/f leld Independence and various demographic factors such as 

sex, length of teaching career, or level of teaching? 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

The study contributed to the body of knowledge concerning teacher 

perception of evaluation and elements of Interactive communication 

between teachers and evaluators within the scope of teacher performance 
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evaluation. It provided data relative to the congruency of cognitive 

style between teacher and evaluating actninistrator and the extent to 

which this congruency or lack of lt can Influence teacher perception of 

evaluation. 

Data relative to teacher perception of evaluation and the impact of 

cognitive style congruency may be utilized by a number of organizational 

groups. Actninlstrators who work with the subJect of teacher evaluation 

may avail themselves of the content and direct their efforts 

accordingly. Districts can apply the f indlngs to evaluation, 

teacher/actnlnistrator relations, and team building efforts In staff 

development planning activities. Actninistrators/evaluators can be 

trained to recognize a variety of styles and adJust their delivery to 

more closely match that of the teachers they evaluate and thereby 

increase the effectiveness of their conununlcation. Colleges and 

universities can Incorporate the significance of the findings Into 

actnlnlstrator preparation curricula. 

DEFINITION OF TEEMS 

The characteristic manner In which an Individual perceives and 

responds to stimuli In a wide range of situations ls COll'lllonly called a 

person/s "style. 11 Because the approach encompasses both perceptual and 

Intellectual activities, It ls referred to as his or her Ncognltive• 

~. Cognitive style ls a pervasive dimension of individual 

functioning, showing Itself in the perceptual, intellectual, 

personality, and social domains, and connected in Its formation with the 
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development of the organism as a whole. Cognitive styles are concerned 

with the form rather than the content of cognitive activity. They refer 

to individual differences in how we perceive, think, solve problems, 

learn, relate to others, etc. The concept of style might best be 

considered as the Hmanner in which an individual moves toward a goal" 

rather that the concept of his or her "ability as competence in goal 

attalnment 11 CWitkin and Goodenough, 1981>. Given any specific 

circumstance, Individuals of either style may be capable of attaining a 

goal, but will exhibit different and lndlvldually positive methods of 

moving toward attaining that goal. 

Individuals with varying cognitive styles show no difference in 

sheer learning ability or memory. Cognitive styles are stable over 

time. We can predict with some accuracy that a person who has a 

particular style one day will have the same style the next day, month, 

and probably even years later. 

Field Dependent individuals tend to organize content structure ln 

which many concepts are functionally related to each other into large, 

loosely organized groups which include many concepts. They tend to be 

more Influenced by the prevailing field, to be less analytical, and to 

organize material by means of patterns, relationships, and networks. 

Field Dependent individuals exhibit behavior which ls intuitive, 

spontaneous, emotional, nonverbal, holistic, and symbolic. 

Field Inc;iependent individuals tend to have a more analytical and 

impersonal orientation. They tend to perceive items as discrete from 

background when the field ls organized, and to impose structure on a 

f leld, and so perceive it as organized, when the field has relatively 



little inherent structure. This happens both from an immediately 

present stimulus configuration, as in perception, or from symbolic 

material, as In intellectual functioning. They organize or cluster 

concepts Into small, tight groups with less overlap across groups. 

Field Independent individuals exhibit behavior which is sequential, 

explicit, rational, verbal, and goal-oriented. 

For a more detailed description of Field Dependent and Field 

Independent characteristics, see Appendix C. 

LIMITAIIQNS AND DELIMITATIONS 

7 

The limitations of this study were those inherent In the types of 

Instrumentation utilized. Data from the questionnaires were limited 

because they relied on perceptions rather than on obJectlve information. 

Staff participation was limited because building adninlstrators elected 

to involve their Individual faculty and staff. 

While there are other factors which impact on teacher perception of 

evaluation, this study was limited to teacher perception of writing 

style differences as manifested in a sample summatlve evaluation report. 

The study was delimited to one school district of approximately 

10,000 students in Dubuque, Iowa. It was not delimited to any 

particular schools In that district nor any particular type of school or 

department. 
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SUMMARY 

Teacher evaluation ls a vital element of educational effectiveness. 

The responsibility for evaluation, usually utilized as a method of 

determining accountability, falls to administration. Teacher evaluation 

ls frequently a task mandated by state regulations and as such may be 

performed ln a perfunctory manner. Teacher evaluation Instruments 

frequently are designed ln the form of checklists with which the 

evaluator can indicate the teacher;s classroom performance in relation 

to prescribed teacher behaviors. However, if the underlying purpose of 

teacher evaluation ls the improvement of Instruction, a greater degree 

of c0111Dunication between evaluator and teacher must take place. 

The evaluation process requires signif lcant cormnunicative 

interaction between the teacher and the evaluator. The evaluator must 

not only observe the teacher ln the classroom and measure the 

performance according to standards on an instrument, but must also 

interpret teacher behaviors ln terms of selection of activities, 

techniques, decisions, etc., and be able to express his/her perceptions 

to the teacher in a meaningful manner. 

The process of evaluation, wherein one ls Judged to be satisfactory 

or unsatisfactory, ls further confounded by emotional undertones. The 

sharing of the final evaluation report is a critical point in the 

process of teacher evaluation, the success of which may depend on the 

ability of the evaluator to express his/her findings in a written manner 

that will be completely understood by the teacher. 
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The following chapters will discuss the literature relevant to the 

issues of teacher performance evaluation and cognitive style, the 

methodology utilized to study the relationship between these two issues, 

the data collected from the study, the conclusions drawn from the study 

and recormnendations for further study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this study was to discover whether a relationship 

exists between teacher perception of evaluation and the degree of 

congruence between teacher and evaluator cognitive style. In other 

words, if the cognitive styles of teacher and evaluator are matched or 

closely aligned, will the teacher perceive the evaluation differently 

than If the cognitive styles are mismatched? 

The background information relevant to this topic has been divided 

Into three sections: <a> a review of the literature on teacher 

performance evaluation including the nature of teacher performance 

evaluation, goals of evaluation, teacher perception of evaluation, and 

the importance of c011111unication in the evaluation process; <b> a review 

of cognitive style literature including a description of cognitive 

style; its application to problem-solving, written work, and various 

linguistic tasks; and the effects of style-match/mismatch on a variety 

of learning tasks; and Cc> a review of the literature on style-matching 

including relationship between teacher/student style-match and student 

achievement; learner awareness of style. These topics and their 

relationships with one another form the background for this study. 

10 
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EVALUATION 

Teacher performance evaluation has received increased attention ln 

the past several years. As a measure of accountability, the public 

demands It, administrators implement It, and teachers endure lt. Nearly 

all personnel Involved in education agree that It ls an essential 

canponent of the entire educational program, but agreement on the best 

method of implementation ls far from universal. 

Evaluation ls a necessary but dlff lcult supervisory process. 

Quality teacher performance evaluation ls an essential component In 

Improving Instruction, helping students meet their many goals, 

increasing public confidence ln education, and ensuring that the best 

possible products will enter the teaching profession <Blome, 1985). 

Evaluation at its best ls a process of comnunlcatlon with a focus on 

encouragement and improvement <Duke & Stlgglns, 1986). The success of 

an evaluation system, especially with regard to the improvement of 

classroom instruction, depends in large part on the degree of effective 

comnunicatlon between evaluator and teacher. Frequently, however, 

evaluation of teachers ls performed as a duty, more often than not ln a 

perfunctory manner, by administrators who have little time to devote to 

the Intricacies of the process. They perform only the required number 

of observations and offer the teacher brief, If any, feedback prior to 

the su11111atlve report. In some cases, su11111atlve evaluation reports are 

written without any direct observation of the teacher. 

Historically, performance evaluation has evolved from a rating of 

personal characteristics to a survey of effective teaching traits. 
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EarlY evaluations focused on aspects of the teacher such as neatness, 

orderliness, appearance, demeanor, etc. In contrast, the current focus 

of teacher evaluation rests on behaviors directly related to teaching 

such as questioning techniques. Soar, Medley, and Coker (1983) report 

that a comparison of the Hancibook of Research on Teaching, published In 

t963, and the Second Handbook of Research on Teaching, published in 

1973, verify the diminishing use of teacher characteristics as a topic 

On the other hand, Good, Biddle, and Brophy <1975>, in 

I,cachers Make a Difference, attest to the growing research on effective 

teaching practices. 

Teacher evaluation systems frequently list the Improvement of ,-i 
instruction as a primary goal. In fact, thirty-six of the forty-six 

states mandating evaluation of teachers Include teacher Improvement as a 

purpose of evaluation <Duke and Stlggins, 1986). Review of the design 

of the Instruments, however, Indicates that the maJorlty have focused 

much more heavily on organizational maintenance than they have on 

Improving teacher classroom performance <Wood and Pohland, 1983>. 

Evaluation with an organizational focus attempts to maintain performance 

at a given standard and is primarily used for purposes of employment._J 

The historical evolution of evaluative approaches, summarized by -1 
MacNaughton, Tracy, and Rogus (1984> begins with the traditional model 

of evaluation In which the supervisor focuses on the presence or absence 

of traits, techniques, procedures, and skills predetermined as essential 

to effective teaching. In this approach the evaluator must be able to 

identify such traits, techniques, and/or skills and make an assessment 

of their degree of presence. 
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MacNaughton points out, however, that the traditional approach has 

several weaknesses. First, lt assumes that the presence or absence of 

particular traits, techniques, or skills is synonymous with effective 

Instruction when most traits and techniques have not been validated by 

adequate research. Second, it falls to differentiate the relative 

Importance of specific traits and techniques thereby equating "neatness 

of room• to "well-planned lesson.• 

As research ldentif ied and supported specific teaching strategies 

and their relationship to instructional effectiveness, the evaluative 

approach began to include a method of feedback to the teacher. The 

feedback was Intended to help the teacher to move closer to the standard 

of •good teaching.• With this approach, the role of the evaluator 

requires more than the recognition of specific traits; it requires a 

thorough knowledge of the principles of teaching, along with skill in 

observation techniques, and conferencing ability CMacNaughton, 1984>. 

This system demands a closer, more comprehensive relationship between 

the evaluator and the teacher and requires considerably more time. In 

providing feedback to the teacher, usually as the result of a series of 

classroom observations, the evaluator must be able to communicate ideas 

and suggestions that will make sense to the teacher CDuke and Stiggins, 

1986>. Otherwise the suggestions become the agenda of the evaluator, 

not the teacher. 

The advent of clinical supervision, and variations of it, bring the 

focus of evaluation more directly on Interaction between the evaluator 

and the teacher. Typically, the clinical cycle ls carried out through a 

series of events which begins with a pre-observation conference between 
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aaninistrator and teacher in which the focus of the evaluation ls 

determined with direct input from the teacher. The pre-observation 

conference ls followed by a series of direct observations of classroom 

performance, collection of specific data, 1111nedlate feedback to the 

teacher, and culminates with an analysis of the data and a post­

observatlon conference and written summatlve evaluation <Cogan, 1973). 

As the relationship becomes closer, however, the effectiveness of 

conmunlcatlon becomes more Important. At this critical point, the 

difference between evaluation and supervision becomes less distinct, and 

the terms are often used synonomously. The formative aspect of 

evaluation, characterized by the evaluator;s efforts to support and 

encourage the professional development of the teacher through the series 

of observations and conferences, takes on Increasing importance. 

Lerch C1980> notes that one problem which may arise in the course 

of the evaluation cycle ls that personality and philosophical 

differences may arise between supervisor and supervlsee. In any 

endeavor Involving people there are possibilities for personality 

conflicts. No guarantees can be given that personality conflicts will 

not arise, but If the supervisor ls aware of the feelings of the 

supervlsee, and views the supervisory role as one of helping and not 

Imposing, conflicts can be minimized. The emphasis becomes one of 

shared responsibility and a more systematic approach to problem solving. 

Goldsberry C1984> states that •educational supervision ls a complex mix 

of person-to-person Interaction to operationalize and realize 

value-laden educational goals." It ls difficult, lf not Impossible, to 

avoid value content In teacher performance evaluation. When one ls 
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being judged, values emerge as causal factors for classroom behaviors. 

The objectivity the evaluator strives for may be lost when the value 

structures of evaluator and evaluatee clash. 

To counteract a collision of values, Goldsberry identifies ten 

suggestions for implementing clinical supervision in schools. Included, 

and pertinent to this topic, are these suggestions: 

- Find out which alms teachers strongly advocate for their own 

teaching prior to planning the first observation. Question 

teachers to determine: 

Ca> the cognitive and affective consequences they desire 

for students, 

Cb> the strategies and tactics they plan to use to 

achieve those consequences, and 

Cc> their concept of an ideal learning climate. 

- Discuss with each teacher your own approach to supervision, 

what you want to accomplish, how you will try to do it, and 

your concept of an ideal supervisory climate. 

Discussion of the above suggested tactics can produce greater 

understanding, a bond of trust, and ultimately better conmunlcation 

between teacher and evaluator. 

Clearly, the evaluation process requires extensive conmunication 

skills on the part of the supervisor. The ability to conmunlcate 

through varying perceptions and across discrete levels of professional 

development ls critical to the success of the process. Glickman (1980> 

suggests matching models of supervision to stages of teacher growth. 

Similar to Hersey and Blanchard's Situational Leadership, Glickman's 
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proposal suggests a continuum of supervisory responsiblllty through 

Directive, Collaborative, and Nondlrectlve models to match teacher 

developmental stages from egocentric to altruistic concerns. He fee1s 

strongly that a supervisor might better serve his or her staff by 

responding to Individual needs rather than employing a single, uniform, 

or standardized approach. The professional supervisor obviously must 

use varying approaches If he/she ls to treat teachers as Individuals. 

In a similar manner, the concept and use of power can become an aid 

to evaluator/teacher relatlonshlps when used appropriately (Herlihy & 

Herlihy, 1985>. These authors refer to the classic work on the nature 

of power done by French and Raven In 1959. They note the necessity for 

principals to empower teachers with the use of expert and referent 

power. To maximize referent power, which ls personality-based, 

principals need to attend to the personal and social aspects of the 

principal/teacher relationship. It ls important to remember that 

universal human needs Include not only power or lnf luence, but also 

inclusion (a sense of belonging> and intimacy (a feeling of closeness to 

others>. Principals who understand the potency of referent power do not 

remain aloof from their teachers; they do not try to stand above them; 

they recognize the importance of the affective and personal aspects of 

administration. 

Teacher perceptions of evaluation vary. •How teacher evaluation 

procedures are carried out and the extent to which they are carried out 

are influential conditions. Certain factors wlthln these condltlons can 

facilitate or hinder the effectiveness of teacher evaluation procedures" 

(Jensen, 1981>. Jensen provides a 1lstlng of critical factors 
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identified by classroom teachers for teacher evaluation practices. 

Factors encompass evaluation practices such as observation time and 

xtend to evaluator attitude and knowledge. For example, 88% of the act 

AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAFCEteachers responding in Jensen/s study listed 

time allotted for observation as a critical factor and over half listed 

the evaluator/s knowledge of the teacher/a philosophy, goals, and 

obJectlves as an Important factor. 

Glass <1975> notes a major problem in teacher evaluation ls the 

presence of practices within evaluation procedures that threaten 

maintenance of self-esteem or self-confidence and curtail acceptance or 

understanding of problems and shortcomings. Teacher perceptions of 

their Job status also appear to lnf luence their views regarding the use 

of aanlnlstrator judgnents, self-assessment, and accomplishment of 

objectives stated ln advance <Stark & Lowther, 1984>. Evaluation can 

arouse feelings of defensiveness and distrust <Glass, 1975>. Trust and 

confidence seem to be defined by teachers as evaluation objectivity, the 

extent of agreement between evaluator and teacher about the 

appropriateness of goals and methods of controlling learning 

environments and agreement about attitudes toward education <Paulin, 

1981>. Teacher contracts not withstanding, teachers seem to want humane 

and meaningful teacher evaluation as well as viable and defensible 

procedures <Jensen, 1981>. 

Teacher perception of lack of credibility on the part of the 

evaluator can also frustrate evaluation efforts, especially ln the 

direction of Improvement of Instruction. Teachers may lack conf ldence 

in the expertise of their aanlnlstrators to make accurate evaluative 
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Jud!Jllents CPaulin, 1981). Many teachers at the secondary level, in 

particular, seem to lack confidence in the expertise of their 

aaninistrator if the administrator has not had speclf ic experience in 

the teacher's field of study. In fact, conrnunication between teacher 

and evaluator may at times assume a political nature - one in which the 

evaluator must very carefully and strategically choose language and 

perspective to approach the teacher in the most positive manner. 

The need to take into consideration the thoughts, feelings, and 

philosophy of teachers ls incumbent on the evaluator. Every effort must 

be made to establish a canprehensive link between supervisor and 

supervlsee lf real camiunlcatlon ls to take place. Basic to the nature 

of the cOIJlllunication ls the cognitive structure of the individuals 

involved. 

COGNITIVE STYLE 

A. Description and Research Application 

Considerable research has recently been conducted to validate what 

we all intuitively know--not all people think alike. The work of Piaget 

C1973), Bruner (1969), Kohlberg (1969), and others, document the 

maturational development of the individual through predictable 

developmental stages. According to these studies, lndlvlduals are 

capable of specific types of learning activities at identifiable stages 

in their development. The work of Piaget, especially, indicates that 

individuals cannot mentally accODlllodate certain types of knowledge until 

they have reached a particular stage. For example, children cannot 



Ogn ize the concept of stability of volume when a liquid is poured rec 

from a narrow tall vessel into a wide short vessel until they have 

matured to the stage of •conservation of continuous number." 
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studies on hemispheric brain development support theories in 

cognitive style <Levy, 1983>. Identification of tasks which take place 

in specific areas of the brain indicate that some individuals tend to 

predaninantly utilize one side of the brain more than the other. The 

connections between cognitive style and hemisphericity are described by 

such terms as 6 left/right 0
, •analytic/global", and •inductive/ 

deductive.• The terms are often used interchangeably in the literature; 

descriptions of these pairs of variables parallel each other CDunn, 

Beaudry, and Klavas, 1989>. 

Studies have also continued the stages into the life of the adult. 

•works such as Passages, The Seven Ages of Man, and Life History and the 

Historical Moment suggest that people encounter c0111I1on experiences at 

various stages of adult life• (Glickman, 1980>. 

Cognitive style can be defined as the characteristic manner in 

which an individual acts, reacts, and adapts to the environment. The 

term •cognitive style" is often used synonymously with learning style, 

teaching style, administrative style, personal style, etc., CKuchinskas, 

1979> primarily because the distinctive behavior pattern or mode is a 

pervasive dimension of behavior, showing itself in the perceptual, 

intellectual, personality, and social domains, and connected in its 

formation with the development of the organism as a whole. 

Cognitive styles are consistent and comparatively stable over time 

<Satterly and Brimer, 1971>. They are concerned with the form rather 
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than the content of cognitive activity and refer to individual 

differences In how people perceive, think, solve problems, learn, relate 

to others, etc. 

While the term cognitive style has received recent emphasis, it is 

not a new term. Allport (1937) referred to a style of living and 

adapting Influenced by distinctive personality types and called it 

•cognitive style•. Even the ancients referred to the four dimensions of 

man--actlve or passive and emotional or thoughtful. The Hindu Bhagayad 

G1tA describes the four yogas or paths--four basic methods of practicing 

religion CFlzzell, 1984>. 

In a review of the status of cognitive style research, Flzzell 

C1984> notes that the research has proceeded In three dlrections--a 

broad and encompassing view of the personality, analysis of specific 

behavioral details, and factors which affect characteristic style 

patterns. 

Some researchers have approached it from a global personality 

perspective CKlersey & Bates, 1975; and Lotas, 1977). Gregorc <1977) 

has identlf ied and popularized four categories of cognitive processing: 

Concrete Sequential, Concrete Random, Abstract Sequential, and Abstract 

Random. He def Ines Concrete as preferring real world experience as a 

source of Information, as opposed to the abstract approach, which 

reflects a preference to deal with ideas. Random processing of 

information ref Jects the desire to survey and explore patterns and 

relationships, as opposed to proceeding In some predetermined, often 

linear, order, as in sequential. Concrete and abstract are concerned 

with how an lndlvldual perceives Information; random and sequential 



refer to the manner in which an individual sorts and processes 

Information. 

Among the cognitive styles identlf ied to date, the field 
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dependent/field independent dimension has been the most extensively 

studied and has had the widest application to educational problems 

<Wltkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough, & Karp, 196211974; Witkin, Lewis, 

Hertzman, Machover, Meissner, & Wapner, 195411972; Witkin, 1976). In 

their review of research on this subject for Educational Testing Service 

Wltkln, Moore, Goodenough, & Cox, <1977) note that four specific areas 

emerge in which suff iclent research evidence has been accumulated from 

application of the field dependence/independence concept to identify the 

potential benefits of a cognitive-style approach for problems of 

education. These areas are: how students learn; how teachers teach; how 

teachers and students interact; how students make their educatlonal­

vocational choices, and how individuals perform in the areas of their 

choice. Within these four areas individual topics have been researched 

such as learning of social material <Ruble & Nakamura, 1972); the 

effects of reinforcement <Fitz, 1971; Pacllsanu, 1970; Steinfeld, 1973); 

the use of mediators in learning <Fleming, 1968; Koran, Snow, & 

McDonald, 1971; Nebelkopf & Dreyer 1973>; cue salience <Bruner et al., 

1956; Dickstein, 1968; Kirschenbaum, 1969; Shapson, 1973>; making and 

changing educational choices <Clar, 1971; Osipow, 1969); orientation at 

early ages <Tyler & Sundberg, 1964; Glatt, 1970>; stability of cognitive 

style over time CWitkin, Goodenough, & Karp, 1967>; syntactic complexity 

and cognitive style <Kagan, 1980>; verbal processing ln relation to 

perceptual disembeddlng ability <Longonl & Plzzamlglio 1981); effects of 
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cognitive style and counselor-client compatibility on client growth <Fry 

& Charron 1980); effect of field-Independence match or mismatch on a 

camnunlcatlon task <Frank & Davis, 1982); and sex differences <Goldnan & 

warren, 1973; Schrelbner, 1970; Vernon, 1972). In addition, the Group 

Embedded Figures Test <Oltman, Raskin, and Witkln, 1971> has been 

extensively researched for reliability and validity across the life span 

<Panek, Funk, & Nelson 1980>; measurement characteristics <Thompson & 

Melancon 1987>; psychometric data <Carter & Loo 1980); and test-retest 

reliability and differential patterns of score change <Kepner & Nelmark 

1984). 

Others have looked at minute details In their analysis of 

cognition. Such research ls often called cognitive mapping and has 

produced an analysis of hundreds and even thousands of types of people 

based on particular traits <Redike, 1973). 

B. Effects of Style Match/Mismatch 

The third type of research has developed into "learning styles" 

research. Rita and Kenneth Dunn <1978) are particularly well-known in 

this f leld of research. They have isolated numerous variables Involved 

ln the learning situation particularly as It relates to the classroom. 

Their studies have focused on individual needs for quiet or sound, 

bright or soft illumination, warm or cool room tempertures, seating 

arrangements, mobility, and grouping preferences. Research in this area 

<Hunt, 1971) <Fizzell, 1975) <Dunn & Dunn, 1979) <Reckinger, 1980> has 

also demonstrated that teachers can be more effective if they respond to 

style differences. Teachers most often teach in their preferred style, 



often without realizing this fact. Reckinger found that the dominant 

personality type of teachers is often quite different from that of 

students, and a conscious effort at compromise ls necessary to avoid 

conflicts. 

Sensory preferences also influence the ways in which students 
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learn. Eight studies within the past decade reveal that when youngsters 

were taught with instructional resources that both matched and 

mismatched their preferred modalities, they achieved statistically 

higher test scores in modality-matched, rather than mismatched, 

treatments <Dunn, 1983). In addition, when children were taught with 

multisensory resources, but initially through their most preferred 

modality and then were reinforced through their secondary or tertiary 

modality, their scores inreased even more. 

The effect of cognitive styles on behavior ls profound, but 

frequently is not recognized by the individual. However, by observing 

the behavior of educators and learners, it is clearly apparent that 

individuals utilize consistent strategies in both giving and receiving 

information. These strategies are employed during reading, math, 

sports, driving a car, or In any day-to-day problem-solving task. Even 

in coamunication tasks a more sophisticated, but still consistent, 

pattern ls employed in deliberate speech by an individual. Whether 

spoken or written, the individual will select specific items of language 

in a given situation CErtel, 1985). 
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MATCHING TEACHER/LEARNER STYLES 

Literature on matching teacher and learner styles in order to 

Increase student achievement increasingly reflects support for this 

concept. Along with teacher/learner style matching material is that 

which links hemispheric preference to cognitive style. Relationships 

between elements of learning style and hemispheric preference have been 

the topic of research by Dunn, Cavanaugh, Eberle, and Zenhausern C1982>; 

and Levy, (1983). A student's learning style provides the road map for 

personalized education and for training and/or matching strategies 

<Keefe, 1985>. Dunn (1983> reports consistent findings from a number of 

studies that indicate slgnif icant increase in student achievement when 

teacher/learner styles are matched. The studies reviewed are Cafferty, 

<1980>; Carbo, <1980>; Domino, <1970>; Douglass, C1979>; Krimsky, 

(1982); Pizzo, <1981); Tannenbaum, C1982>; Trautman, <1979>; Urbschat, 

<1977); and White, C1980>. The studies are based on student 

participants from kindergarten to college age. 

Educators must begin to recognize how they deal with information 

and how they communicate with others and then become flexible enough to 

Incorporate contrasting strategies in their everyday operations if they 

are to successfully reach learners. Educators must also help learners 

to recognize how they process information and problem-solve and assist 

them in developing alternative cognitive styles of thinking and 

learning. 
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Learners are frequently unaware of the strategies they use in 

solving problems and must be helped to become aware of their behavior. 

once the learner ls consciously aware of what he is doing, he can then 

begin, with structured practice, to modify his behavior. Most people 

are reslstent to change, however, and prefer to continue to do things as 

they have in the past. They do so "because that's their style of 

thinking!• <Kane, 1984) 

The least successful learner ls the learner who is locked into a 

specific cognitive style of thinking and learning that ls different from 

that of an educator who ls Inflexibly locked into a contrasting style. 

In this case, there ls a complete beakdown in conrnunlcatlon and 

frustration ls encountered by everyone. 

SQM MARY 

Teacher evaluation ls an essential component of effective 

instruction. However, given the Individual nature of educators, and 

particularly their individual cognitive styles, the evaluation process 

needs to be personalized if feedback and assistance are to be of value. 

Kane (1984) points out that, in order to improve performance, a close 

look at strategies employed by those giving information and those 

receiving information must be made. It becomes readily apparent that 

both partles--givers and receivers--utilize consistent behaviors in 

handling information. Too often, givers may be employing opposing 

and/or contrasting strategies from each other. As a result, in too many 

instances, programs and enhancement activities are ineffective and, at 



times, self-defeating. Administrators and evaluators may find it 

worthwhile to study the various cognitive styles that have been 

Identified and attempt to adjust their c0111I1unication delivery to more 

ctoselY match that of those they must evaluate. The success of the 

evaluation process may hang in the balance. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of the study was to examine teacher/evaluator 

Interaction within the scope of the final written phase of the summatlve 

teacher performance evaluation In order to determine If teachers 

perceive the written evaluation product differently depending on the 

degree of congruence between the cognitive style of the teacher and that 

of the evaluator. Several sub-purposes emerged that provided focus for 

the study. They were: <1> to review the research and literature to 

determine critical factors relevant to teacher performance evaluation; 

(2) to review the research and literature to determine critical factors 

relevant to cognitive processing style; (3) to determine common elements 

present In the writing style of a select group of evaluators with 

relation to their respective cognitive styles; (4) to assess the 

cognitive styles of a sample of teachers in a selected school district; 

(5) to determine differences In teacher perception of a final written 

evaluation with regard to individual cognitive styles; and (6) to 

determine the relationship that existed between cognitive processing 

style and teacher perception of evaluation. 

The f lrst two chapters provided the foundation and basis of this 

research study. This chapter Introduces the research methodology 

utilized to accomplish the purposes of this study. That methodology 

consisted of: instrumentation, population and sample, data collection 

procedure, unit of analysis, and statistical analysis. 

27 
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INSTRUMENTATION 

Two instruments were used in this study. One instrument had been 

used extensively since its development in 1971 and the other was 

developed by the author specifically for this research project. 

The Group Embedded Figures Test, cOlllDonly referred to as the GEFT, 

(Oltman, Raskin, & Witkln, 1971> was used to determine cognitive 

processing style in two danains, Field Dependent <FD> and Field 

Independent CFI>, for both teachers and evaluating administrators. As 

Kogan <1971, p. 247> notes, •the field independence-dependence dimension 

ls unquestionably the most widely known and thoroughly researched" 

cognitive style. The more field-independent person is more able to 

locate stimuli within complex perceptual fields and tends to be more 

analytically oriented than the field-dependent person. 

The construct of the GEFT has proven useful in explaining a variety 

of cognitive and affective outcanes and according to Thompson, Finkler, 

and Walker C1979, p.3>, •Research on the GEFT and other measures of 

Field Independence/Field Dependence by Wltkin and his associates has 

been ongoing for approximately twenty-five years." The instrument has 

been the most widely used measure of FI/FD style and has proven useful 

in explaining diverse phenanena <Thompson and Melancon, 1987, p. 766>. 

The GEFT is a perceptual test. The subject;s task on each trial is 

to locate a previously seen simple figure within a larger canplex figure 

which has been so organized as to obscure or embed the sought-after 

simple figure. The GEFT is a group administered form of the 
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individually acininistered Embedded Figures Test or EFT <Witkin, Oltman, 

Raskin. and Karp, 1971>. 

The GEFT consists of a practice section which contains 7 very 

simple items and two additional sections each of which contains 9 more 

difficult Items. The subject ls Instructed to trace all the lines of 

the simple f lgure which has been embedded in the more complex figure. 

The simple forms are present In the embedded forms in exactly the same 

proportions and in the same position or direction as In the visual 

display on the back of the test booklet. Subjects are prevented, 

however, from simultaneously seeing the simple form and the complex 

f lgure containing it. By printing the simple forms on the back cover of 

the GEFT booklet and the complex figures on the booklet pages, simple 

forms and complex f lgures cannot be exposed simultaneously. The subject 

may, however, look back at the simple form as often as he/she wishes. 

Lusk and Wright <1981> found that learning occurs between the two 

sections of the test, but that this •1earnlng effect ls Independent of 

the order in which the sections are worked. 11 Thompson and Melancon 

<1987> report that the Group Embedded Figures Test produces •expected 

and desired variations when subjects are adults rather than children,• 

and that It satisfies criterion of generalizability theory. 

The two sections are evaluated by summing together the number of 

the 18 items on which the subjects locate and correctly trace the hidden 

target shapes. The GEFT ls simple to acinlnlster, requiring 

approximately 15 minutes of testing time. The sections are timed as 

follows: Practice Section - 2 minutes; Sections II and III - 5 minutes 

each. Scoring ls done by hand since the scorer must examine each f lgure 
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to determine if the lines have been appropriately placed. In order to 

receive credit for an item, all lines of the Simple Form must be traced. 

The scorer must also be sure that no extra lines have been added by the 

subJect and that all incorrect lines have been erased. With a small 

amount of practice, scoring can be completed with minimal time demands. 

While the GEFT was used to determine the cognitive style of the 

subjects, a second instrument was needed to focus on teacher perception 

regarding the evaluation process. Since no instruments of this nature 

were c0111Dercially available, a questionnaire was developed by the author 

to determine teacher perception of a f lnal written evaluation report. 

The questionnaire was constructed in two parts: a sample written 

evaluation sumnary, and a series of questions designed to gather teacher 

perceptions relative to elements of the sumnary. 

The sample written evaluation sumnary was constructed in the 

following manner. The Group Embedded Figures Test was given to twenty 

building administrators who regularly act as teacher evaluators in a 

selected school district. On the basis of their individual scores, they 

were divided into two groups: Field Independent and Field Dependent. 

Examples of actual evaluations written by each of the administrators in 

the two groups were secured by permission from the Personnel Off ice and 

were scrutinized for similarities in style of writing. Sentences which 

were similar in structure and syntax were extracted from evaluations 

written by the group of administrators identified as Field Independent 

and reconstructed into a sample composite suJllilary evaluation report. 

The same procedure was followed for the group of administrators 

identified as Field Dependent. The resulting pair of sample summary 



evaluation reports contained nearly Identical content but were 

strikingly different In style of writing. 
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The forms were labeled Sunmatlve Evaluation A <Field Independent> 

and sunmatlve Evaluation B <Field Dependent>. By coincidence, the two 

forms emerged In similar length, number of paragraphs, etc. Both 

S\J]llllaries were developed to reflect a generic nature, i.e., neither was 

grade- nor subject-specif lc, and both were of a positive nature. Each 

contained a narrative context relating results of classroom observations 

and a section of suggestions for continued effectiveness. The basic 

difference between the two was the Field Independent/Field Dependent 

writing style. Support for the design of the sumnarles was derived from 

a number of research studies In which linguistic context, syntactic 

complexity, or verbal semantic domain was examined. Studies by Longonl 

and Plzzamlgllo <1981), Kagan <1980), Frank and Davis <1982), and others 

provide supporting evidence that cognitive style ls pervasive Into 

written and/or oral linguistic canrnunication. 

The differences which emerged in the two styles of writing were 

characterized by differences In sentence structure and syntax. The 

writing of the Field Independent acininlstrator tended to be more 

economically structured than the Field Dependent individual. The 

Field Independent lndlvldual 1 s writing contained a minimal number of 

verbs and utilized simple sentences almost exclusively. Compound 

sentences were made up of two simple sentences combined with a single 

connector such as "and.• Nouns or noun phrases in series were also 

characteristic. 
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The Field Dependent individual, on the other hand, tended to write 

complex sentences with multiple verbs and/or verb phrases and rarely 

utilized the simple sentence. Sentences frequently contained at least 

one dependent clause. Compound sentences characteristically combined 

complex sentences which frequently contained embedded or dependent 

clauses. Verb phrases in series were more frequently utilized than noun 

phrases. 

The Fry Readability Scale was utilized to determine if either of 

the sunmarles might offer an advantage in terms of readability. This 

scale measured readability based on the average number of sentences and 

average number of syllables per 100 words in randomly selected portions 

of text. Similar sections of each summary were tested in this way. The 

summaries achieved Identical ratings using this scale. Further, the 

reading level for both summaries was determined to be late high 

school/beginning college. Thus. each su111Dary was similar In content, 

length, and readability. Only the writing style, correspondent to Field 

Independent/Field Dependent cognitive style. differed between the two 

forms of the sample su11111ary evaluation report. The su11111aries were 

submitted for critique to several local professors who have had 

experience with cognitive learning styles. The professors are 

experienced instructors at two local colleges and have not only 

extensively researched the area of cognitive style but have had 

considerable practice in the use of cognitive style inventories within 

their teaching assignments. Each of the reviewers compared and 

contrasted the content and writing style of the two forms. In all 

cases, the reviewers agreed that not only were both su111Daries positively 
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phrased and contained the requisite content of a summatlve evaluation 

report, but they also represented two different styles of writing. 

The questionnaire portion of the instrument contained 12 statements 

completed in Likert response mode. The statements were designed to 

elicit perceptions of the written summary evaluation report with regard 

to sentence structure and length, emotional content, and general 

perception of the evaluator. The responses contained four possible 

selections with opposite ends labeled with contrasting descriptors. For 

example, question 7 states, 

Overall, I would rate this written evaluation 

Good 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 Poor 

The entire questionnaire was printed on 11 X 17 inch white paper folded 

down the center to form a booklet. On the left side was either form A 

or form B of the su!llllative evaluation and on the right side the twelve 

statements and Llkert-responses which were identical on all 

questionnaires regardless of form. 

POPULATION AND SAMPLE 

The target population was the teachers and building adninistrators 

in the Dubuque Community School District in Dubuque, Iowa. This 

district encompasses 10,000 students and employs approximately 670 

teachers. A single school district was chosen for several reasons: <1> 

the population has remained stable with very little attrition during the 

past several years; <2> all building adninistrators have received 

identical training in clinical supervision over the past three years; 

<3> there has been little transfer of teachers from one building to 
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another over the past several years. It was felt that these factors 

would provide a stable sample and reduce the possibility of confounding 

elements such as a variety of evaluation practices in multiple 

districts. 

The study sample consisted of 78 elementary and 104 secondary 

teachers in the selected district. At the time of the study, the 

selected district was involved in the initial phase of developing School 

Effectiveness Teams in each building, one of several components of a 

district-wide school improvement endeavor. An understanding of 

individual processing styles often has accompanied such team building 

activities. Building principals were informed of the opportunity to 

identify cognitive processing styles of his/her faculty via 

participation in this project. For those schools who responded to the 

opportunity, all attending faculty were tested with the Group Embedded 

Figures Test and given the summary evaluation questionnaire. Each 

participant received an individual report of his/her score on the GEFT 

along with directions for interpretation of the score and a list of 

sample style characteristics applicable to the GEFT style range. 

Building administrators received a school and/or department composite if 

requested. Additional Interpretation and/or workshops were also made 

available on request since that service ls within the job description of 

the author. 

The sample consisted of classroom teachers only. Support and 

administrative staff responses were not included in the sample. The 

sample included both elementary and secondary teachers from several 

schools across the district. Since all schools in the district were 
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staffed in similar proportions of regular and special education, the 

9ample was proportionately representative of the teaching population of 

the district. 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

Procedures used in the data collection process were as follows: 

1. The research and literature were reviewed relative to the 

topics of teacher performance evaluation and cognitive processing 

styles. 

2. The author designed a sample evaluation report and accompanying 

questionnaire. This was developed from actual written evaluations by a 

group of twenty evaluating acininistrators who were classified either 

ield Independent or Field Dependent according to their score on the 

GEFT. 

3. Building acininistrators were Informed of the availability to 

have individual cognitive style analyses completed for their building 

faculty and staff. 

4. For those buildings responding to the opportunity for testing, 

arrangements were made to test attending faculty and collect completed 

questionnaires at a faculty meeting. 

5. At each faculty meeting so arranged, the participants were 

given a brief introduction regarding the nature of the research project 

and the type of data to be collected. In most cases this was completed 

by the building acininlstrator. 

6. Each participant received a numbered manila folder with the 

following contents: (1) a short demographic survey, <2> a copy of the 
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Group Embedded Figures Test, (3) a copy of Sample Evaluation A or Band 

the accompanying questionnaire. All items included in each folder were 

numbered to match the folder. Participants entered their name on the 

GEFT only for the purpose of receiving their individual scores. 

Approximately half of the teachers tested at each site received Sample 

Evaluation A and half received Sample Evaluation B. 

7. Directions were given and the GEFT was completed In three timed 

sections. Directions for the questionnaire were given and completed 

inmedlately following. 

e. All materials were replaced In the folder and collected. 

9. All faculty meetings were completed in thirty minutes or less. 

10. Participants received individual scores and sample style 

characteristics within one week of the testing date. Principals 

received a school and/or department composite if requested. 

11. Data was compiled and analyzed. 

12. Conclusions were drawn and recormnendations were made. 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS 

The unit of analysis for this study was Individual teachers. 

Information relative to the cognitive style of the individual teachers 

was obtained through the administration of the Group Embedded Figures 

Test CGEFT>. Information relative to teacher perception of a written 

evaluation report was obtained through the administration of a survey 

completed by the same individual teachers as were tested by the GEFT. 

Individual teachers received their cognitive style analysis score 
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privately by mail. The responses on the perception questionnaire were 

anonymous and were used in aggregate form for statistical analysis. 

STATISIICAL ANALYSIS 

Three forms of analysis were used to answer the three research 

questions of this study. A qualitative analysis of research and 

literature was conducted in the first question to determine both the 

elements of teacher performance evaluation and cognitive style. One 

instrument was chosen as a result of these analyses, to assess the 

cognitive style of the evaluators and teacher subjects. 

The Group EIDbedded Figures Test was used to determine the cognitive 

style of the teacher subjects of the study. The content and format were 

developed by Herman Witkin and his associates in 1971. The 

group-administered test was used in its entirety and without alteration. 

The test was also used to determine the cognitive style of the 

evaluators prior to the development of a sample sunmary evaluation 

report by the author. 

An author-constructed questionnaire was used to determine teacher 

perception of selected evaluation criteria. The sample surmnary 

evaluation report, developed in two forms reflecting the two dimensions 

of cognitive style as measured by the GEFT--Field Independent and Field 

Dependent--was constructed through the use of excerpts from actual 

evaluation reports written by the evaluators tested. The questionnaire 

was used to collect subject responses to twelve statements relating to 

the sunmary evaluation reports. The twelve statements were used to 
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identify factors in the written evaluation which were critical to the 

relationship between teacher cognitive style and perception of 

evaluation. 

Several measures of statistical significance were used to answer 

the three research questions of the study. Initially, a 2 X 2 factorial 

analysis of variance was run to detect significant differences for 

questions 1 - 12 with regard to both summary evaluation form and GEFT 

score. Since the difference between GEFT scores for men and wanen were 

statistically significant, separate analysis of variance tests were run 

for men and wanen with regard to GEFT score and questionnaire form. To 

further investigate the relationship between GEFT score and response to 

the questionnaire, Pearson Product-Manent Correlation Coefficients were 

run between individual GEFT scores and questions 1 - 12 for each subject 

taking a given form of the questionnaire. Pearson Product-Moment 

Correlation Coefficients were also individually run for men and women on 

questions 1 - 12 and on form A and form B. 

In order to determine the relationship between condition of field 

independence and field dependence and various demographic factors, 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients were run between each of 

the questions 1 - 12 and the variables of sex, form, teaching 

experience, teaching level, and GEFT score. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA AND ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents the data that were gathered using the Group 

Embedded Figures Test and the author-constructed questionnaire developed 

for this research project to determine teacher perception of a final 

written evaluation report. These data were gathered to answer the 

following research questions: 

1. Is there a relationship between cognitive style in terms of 

field dependence/field independence and teacher perception of selected 

teacher evaluation criteria? 

2. What factors within the written evaluation--length, complexity 

of sentence structure, vocabulary, etc.--are identified as critical to 

the above relationship? 

3. Is there a relationship between the condition of field 

dependence/field independence and various demographic factors such as 

sex, length of teaching career, or level of teaching? 

Research Question Number One 

Is there a relatlonsblp between cognitive style in terms of 
f leld depencience/f leld independence and teacher perception of 
selected teacher eya!yatlon criteria? 

The Group Embedded Figures Test CGEFT> was administered to 20 

building administrators, 75 elementary teachers and 118 secondary 

teachers. The elementary teachers represented the faculties of three 

elementary schools and the secondary teachers represented the faculties 

of two high schools. All participants were employed by the Dubuque 

39 
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conmunity School District in Dubuque, Iowa. CData collected from the 20 

building administrators was utilized in the design of the author­

constructed questionnaire and was explained in Chapter 3.) The teacher 

participants included 84 male teachers and 109 female teachers who 

represented teaching experience from one to more than twenty years with 

68.3% having over fifteen years teaching experience. Analysis of data 

regarding teaching level indicated a higher percentage of females at the 

elementary level and a higher percentage of males at the secondary 

level. 

SEX Men 
Women 

TABLE 1 

FREQUENCIES 

84 - 43.5% 
109 - 56.5% 

LEVEL Elementary 75 - 39% 
Secondary 118 - 61% 

TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 

1- 5 years 
6-10 years 

11-15 years 
16-20 years 

Over 20 years 
MEAN -

QUESTIONNAIRE FORM 

12 - 6% 
18 - 9% 
31 - 16% 
56 - 29% 
76 - 40% 

14 YEARS 

Form A 93 - 48% 
Form B 100 - 52% 

Men 
13 - 17% 
71 - 60% 

Women 
62 - 83% 
47 - 40% 

Men Women 
3 - 23% 9 - 67% 
3 - 17% 15 - 83% 
8 - 26% 23 - 74% 

20 - 36% 36 - 64% 
50 - 66% 26 - 34% 
MEDIAN - 20 YEARS 

Men 
38 - 41% 
46 - 46% 

Women 
55 - 59% 
54 - 54% 

The number of individuals who responded to Form A and Form B of the 

questionnaire were relatively equal. The percentage of men and women 

for each form also indicated consistent balance. Interestingly, a 
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higher percentage of women had been teaching up to twenty years, but a 

higher percentage of men registered experience over twenty years. 

The Group Embedded Figures Test was administered to determine the 

cognitive style of the participants on a continuum from Field Dependent 

to Field Independent. The f leld-lndependent person ls more able to 

locate stimuli within complex perceptual fields and tends to be more 

analytically oriented than the field-dependent person. 

The range of scores on the Group Embedded Figures Test is from O 

<Field Dependent> to 18 <Field Independent>. As a group, the teacher 

scores occupied the entire range from extreme field dependent with a 

score of 0 to extreme field independent with a score of 18. As can be 

seen from Table 2, the mean score for all teachers was 10.532; the 

median score was 11.167 which was used to create a binomial 

categorization of high/low for analysis purposes. 



GEFT SCORE MEN 
0 1 
1 2 
2 3 
3 4 
4 2 
5 6 
6 1 
7 2 
8 4 
9 3 

10 2 
11 8 
12 4 
13 8 
14 13 
15 3 
16 10 
17 4 
18 4 

TABLE 2 

GEFT SCORE 

WOMEN MEN & WOMEN PERCENT 

n = 84 
MEAN = 11 

2 
1 
1 
4 
8 
9 
7 
4 
3 

12 
9 
4 
9 
8 
9 
5 
4 
8 
2 

n = 109 
MEAN = 9.6 

3 
3 
4 
8 

10 
15 
8 
6 
7 

15 
11 
12 
13 
16 
22 
8 

14 
12 
6 

1.6 
1.6 
2.1 
4.1 
5.2 
7.8 
4 .1 
3.1 
3.6 
7.8 
5.7 
6.2 
6.7 
8.3 

11.4 
4.1 
7.3 
6.2 
3.1 

N = 193 
MEAN 10.532 
MEDIAN 11.167 
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Men, with a mean score of 11, performed slightly better than women 

who had a mean score of 9.6. The differences are slight but 

statistically significant at the .05 level. These figures are 

consistent with, though somewhat lower than, norms published in the GEFT 

manual <1971)--12 for men and 10.8 for women. 

A specially-designed questionnaire was acininistered to the sample 

population to discover the relationship between cognitive style and 

teacher perception of selected teacher evaluation criteria. The 

questionnaire was described in Chapter 3. The questionnaire was 

developed into two forms--each containing a sample written evaluation 

and twelve questions with a Likert-style response format. Form A of the 
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questionnaire contained a written evaluation done in a Field Independent 

style; Form B was written in a Field Dependent style. Both forms 

contained identical questions and responses. Copies of the 

questionnaire, Forms A and B, may be found in Appendix D. Responses to 

the questionnaire are suumarlzed in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 

Questionnaire Responses 

Response 1 2 3 4 Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Quest Ion 
1 15 66 83 29 2.653 0.828 
2 49 86 54 3 2.057 0.774 
3 25 111 56 1 2.161 0.631 
4 81 65 38 9 1.870 0.889 
5 44 75 58 16 2.238 0.899 
6 4 23 69 96 3.326 0.785 
7 99 58 31 4 1.688 0.816 
8 38 73 67 15 2.306 0.875 
9 120 50 19 3 1.505 0.738 

10 92 72 24 5 1.699 0.786 
11 22 66 74 31 2.591 0.892 
12 9 33 84 67 3.083 0.838 

It was theorized that a Field Independent person, one with a high 

score on the GEFT, would respond differently to the questions depending 

on which form he or she used. The same theory holds true for Field 

Dependent individuals, those with a low score on the GEFT. A number of 

analyses were performed to test for this relationship. 



HIGH/LOW CFIELD INDEPENDENT/FIELD DEPENDENT> 

RESPONSES TO FQRMS A AND B 
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Scores on the GEFT were divided between High and Low on the basis 

of the median score for all participants. Crosstabluation results of 

High/Low GEFT score by question for Form A and Form B are summarized in 

Table 4. Evidence of interaction between GEFT score and questions were 

found to be at the .05 level of significance for questions 5, 6, and 12 

in Form A and for questions 1 and 2 in Form B. 

These results indicate that on Form A, the form written in the 

field independent style, field independent teachers were more likely 

than field dependent teachers to rate the writing as lively and action 

oriented, were more willing to have this evaluation as their own, and 

were more likely than field dependent teachers to estimate that they 

would enjoy working with this evaluator. On Form B, the form written in 

the field dependent style, field dependent teachers were more likely to 

find the sentence structure simple, even though the general sentence 

structure was predanlnately canplex; and were more likely to have less 

difficulty than field independent teachers in following and adequately 

understanding the written narrative. 
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TABLE 4 

Questionnaire Responses for High/Low GEFT Score by Form A/B 

FORM A 

Response 1 2 3 4 Level of 
High Low High Low High Low High Low Significance 

Question 
1 3 5 20 12 16 20 12 5 .24 
2 11 10 25 18 15 12 0 1 .45 
3 8 5 28 20 15 17 0 0 .14 
4 13 18 23 13 12 11 3 0 .06 
5 13 6 18 16 18 14 2 6 .05 
6 1 1 4 7 15 16 31 18 .04 
7 26 19 16 14 9 8 0 1 .24 
8 12 7 24 18 11 16 4 1 .24 
9 29 24 17 14 5 3 0 0 .38 

10 23 21 20 16 7 4 1 1 .30 
11 4 5 13 15 25 17 9 5 .09 
12 1 1 4 10 24 17 22 14 .05 

FORM B 

Response 1 2 3 4 Level of 
High Low High Low High Low High Low Significance 

Question 
1 1 6 17 17 25 22 9 3 .01 
2 11 17 23 20 17 10 1 1 .05 
3 7 5 36 27 9 15 0 0 .07 
4 23 27 17 12 8 7 4 2 .14 
5 12 13 18 23 18 8 4 4 .13 
6 2 1 3 9 21 17 26 21 .16 
7 25 29 18 10 7 7 2 1 .18 
8 11 8 15 16 18 22 8 2 .36 
9 35 32 10 9 4 7 3 0 .40 

10 26 22 19 17 5 8 2 1 .31 
11 10 3 17 21 17 15 8 9 .16 
12 5 2 8 11 21 22 18 13 . 41 
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A 2 X 2 factorial analysis of variance was run to detect 

significant differences for each of questions l - 12 with regard to both 

form and GEFT score. Significant differences were found for questions 

1, and 12. A significant interaction was noted for question 5. 

In responding to question 1, high GEFT scorers, the field 

independent teachers, found the sentence structure signlf icantly more 

complex than did low GEFT {field dependent> teachers. The difference is 

more pronounced on Form B, written in the field dependent style. 

In regard to question 12, both high and low GEFT Cf ield independent 

and field dependent> teachers gave a higher rating to Form A, written in 

the field independent style, than to Form B indicating that teachers, 

regardless of field independence/dependence, would enjoy working with 

the evaluator who wrote it. 

The interaction in question 5 indicates that high GEFT (field 

independent) teachers found the writing in Form A <field independent 

style) to be more lively and action-oriented than did low GEFT (field 

dependent> teachers. Conversely, low GEFT (field dependent> teachers 

found Form B (field dependent style> to be more lively and action 

oriented. The difference in rating between lively and action 

oriented/boring and predictable was much greater for low GEFT Cf ield 

dependent> teachers indicating a greater appreciation for the complex 

writing style of Form B. 

Results are presented in Table 5. 



TABLE 5 

.ANOVA: Questionnaire Responses by High/Low GEFT and Form A/B 

auestion 1 -
The sentence structure seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
simple complex 

GEFT F Significance 
Hlgh Low Main Effects 1.982 .14 

Form A 2.73 2.63 2.68 Form .123 .73 
Form B 2.81 2.45 2.64 Score 3.796 .05 

2.77 2.53 2-Way Interaction 1.282 .26 

Question 2 -

Form A 
Form B 

In order to follow and adequately understand the written 
narrative, I found myself rereading sections 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
not at al I a great deal 

GEFT F Significance 
High Low Main Effects .930 .40 
2.08 2.10 2.09 Form .315 .57 
2.15 1.87 2.02 Score 1.504 .22 
2.12 1.98 2-Way Interaction 1. 797 .18 

Question 3 -

Form A 
Form B 

Length of sentences seems to be 
1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 

too long too short 

GEFT 
High Low 
2.14 2 .27 
2.04 2.21 
2.09 2.24 

2.20 
2.12 

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

F Significance 
1.749 .18 

.751 .39 
2.830 .09 

.056 .81 

Question 4 -
This written report is 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ----------- 4 
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of F 

of F 

of F 

easy to follow difficult to follow 
and comprehend and comprehend 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects 3.020 .05 

Form A 2.10 1.85 1.99 Form 2.814 .10 
Form B 1.87 1.66 1. 77 Score 3.050 .OB 

1.98 1. 75 2-Way Interaction .023 .88 
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Question 5 -
The writing seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
lively and action oriented boring and predictable 

GEFT F Signlf icance of 
High Low Main Effects .630 .53 

Form A 2.18 2.48 2.31 Form 1.187 .28 
Form B 2.27 2.06 2.17 Score .088 .77 

2.22 2.26 2-Way Interaction 3.787 .05 

Quest ion 6 -

Form A 
Form B 

If I were the teacher being evaluated, I would be pleased to 
have this be my evaluation. 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
No, not at all Yes, very much 

GEFT F Significance of 
High Low Main Effects 1. 742 .18 
3.49 3.21 3.37 Form .264 .61 
3.37 3.23 3.30 Score 3.175 .08 
3.43 3.22 2-Way Interaction .410 .52 

Question 7 -
Overall, I would rate this written evaluation 

1 ------------ 2 ----------- 3 ------------ 4 
Good Poor 

F 

F 

GEFT F Signif lcance of F 
High Low Main Effects .165 .85 

Form A 1.67 1. 79 1.72 Form .286 .59 
Form B 1.73 1.57 1.66 Score .039 .84 

1. 70 1.67 2-Way Interaction 1.347 .25 

Question 8 -
The style of writing seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
objective 

Clow degree of emotion> 

GEFT 
High Low 

Form A 2.14 2.26 2.19 
Form B 2.44 2.36 2.40 

2.29 2.31 

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

exuberant 
Chigh degree of emotion) 

F Significance of F 
1.399 .25 
2. 764 .10 

.021 .88 

.656 .42 
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Question 9 -
If this evaluation had been written about me, I would feel 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
very comfortable somewhat hesitant 

about discussing it about discussing it 
with the evaluator with the evaluator 

GEFT F Sigificance of F 
High Low Main Effects .077 .93 

Form A 1.53 1.49 1.51 Form .008 .93 
Form B 1.52 1.48 1.50 Score .144 . 71 

1.52 1.48 2-Way Interaction .000 .94 

Quest i on 1 O -
If this were my evaluation, I would feel 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
very confident somewhat unfulfilled 

GEFT 
High Low 

Form A 1.73 1.61 1.67 
Form B 1.67 1.75 1.71 

1. 70 1.69 

Question 11 -

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

This evaluator seems to be 

F Significance 
.059 .94 
.104 .75 
.017 .90 
.713 .40 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
idealistic realistic 

GEFT F Significance 
High Low Main Effects .539 .58 

Form A 2.76 2.54 2.66 Form 1.058 .31 
Form B 2.44 2.63 2.53 Score .010 .92 

2.60 2.58 2-Way Interaction 2.526 .11 

Quest ion 12 -
I think I would enjoy working with this evaluator 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
not very much very much 

GEFT F Significance 
High Low Hain Effects 2.559 .08 

Form A 3.31 3.10 3.22 Form 3.865 .05 
Form B 3.00 2.96 2.98 Score 1.104 .30 

3.16 3.02 2-Way Interaction .583 .46 

of F 

of F 

of F 
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MALE/FEMALE RESPONSES TO FORMS A AND B 

Since the difference between GEFT scores for men and women were 

statistically significant, separate analysis of variance tests were run 

for men and women with regard to GEFT scores and questionnaire form. 

The results Indicate significant levels of Interaction in questions 2 

and 6 for males and in questions 1 and 4 for females. 

In question 2, high GEFT (f leld independent) men responded that 

they had to reread sections of the narrative more for Form B Cf leld 

dependent style) than for Form A <field independent style). Conversely, 

low GEFT Cf ield dependent> men had to reread the narrative for Form A 

Cfield independent style) more than for Form B (field dependent style). 

In question 6, a similar response occurred. High GEFT (field 

Independent) men would have been more pleased to have Form A <field 

independent style) than Form B Cf ield dependent style> for their own 

evaluation. Low GEFT <field dependent) men Indicated the opposite 

arrangement preferring the Form B <f leld dependent style) evaluation to 

be their own. 

In responding to question 1, high GEFT (field independent) women 

found the sentence structure more complex on both Forms A <field 

Independent style) and B (field dependent style) than did low GEFT 

<field dependent) women. For both high and low GEFT women, Form A 

Cf ield Independent style> was Judged to have more complex sentence 

structure than Form B (field dependent style>. 

Both high <field independent) and low <field dependent) GEFT women 

Indicated in question 4 that Form A <field Independent style> was more 
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difficult to follow and comprehend than Form B <field dependent style>. 

Similarly. the writing styles of both Forms A and B were judged to be 

more difficult by high GEFT (field independent) women than by low GEFT 

(field dependent> women. 

TABLE 6 

AtJOVA: Responses by Men to Questionnaire by High/Low GEFI and Form AIB 

Question 1 -
The sentence structure seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
simple complex 

GEFT F Significance 
High Low Main Effects 1.260 .29 

Form A 2.44 2.69 2.53 Form 2.510 .18 
Form B 2.90 2.65 2.80 Score .021 .88 

2.69 2.67 2-Way Interaction 1.861 .18 

Question 2 -

Form A 
Form B 

In order to follow and adequately understand the written 
narrative, I found myself rereading sections 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
not at all a great deal 

GEFT F Significance 
High Low Main Effects .236 .79 
1.88 2.23 2.00 Form .418 .52 
2.24 1.88 2.11 Score .062 .so 
2.07 2.03 2-Way Interaction 3.992 .05 

Question 3 -
Length of sentences seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
too long too short 

GEFT F Significance 
High Low Main Effects 1.354 .26 

Form A 2.16 2.15 2.16 Form .008 .93 
Form B 2.00 2.41 2.15 Score 2. 706 .10 

2.07 2.31 2-Way Interaction 2.278 .14 

of F 

of F 

of F 
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Question 4 -
This written report ls 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
easy to follow difficult to follow 
and comprehend and comprehend 

GEFT 
High Low 

F Significance of F 

Form A 1.96 2.08 2.00 
Form B 2.03 2.00 2.02 

2.00 2.03 

Question 5 -

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

The writing seems to be 

.019 .98 

.011 . 92 

.026 .87 

.139 . 71 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
lively and action oriented boring and predictable 

Form A 
Form B 

GEFT 
High Low 
2.36 2.54 
2.31 2.00 
2.33 2.24 

2.42 
2.20 

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

F Slgnif icance 
.798 .45 

1.375 .24 
.205 .65 

1.543 .22 

Question 6 -
If I were the teacher being evaluated, I would be pleased to 
have this be my evaluation. 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
No, not at all Yes, very much 

of F 

GEFT 
High Low 

F Slgnif lcance of F 

Form A 3.64 3.00 3.42 
Form B 3.31 3.44 3.36 

3.46 3.24 

auestlon 7 -

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

.949 .39 

.152 . 70 
1. 732 .19 
5.187 .03 

Overall, I would rate this written evaluation 
1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 

Good Poor 

GEFT F Significance 
High Low Mal n Effects .008 .99 

Form A 1.64 2.00 1. 76 Form .006 .94 
Form B 1.90 1.56 1. 78 Score .010 .92 

1. 78 1.76 2-Way Interaction 3.155 .08 

of F 
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Question 8 -
The style of writing seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
objective exuberant 

(low degree of emotion) (high degree of emotion) 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects 1.217 .30 

Form A 2.20 2.15 2.18 Form 1. 941 .17 
Form B 2.34 2.63 2.44 Scot"e .465 .50 

2.28 2.41 2-Way lntet"actlon .702 .41 

Question 9 -
If this evalution had been written about me, I would feel 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------- 4 
very comfortable somewhat hesitant 

about discussing it about discussing it 
with the evaluator' with the evaluator 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects .091 .91 

Fot"m A 1.52 1. 75 1.59 Form .010 .92 
Form B 1. 72 1.41 1.61 Score .176 .68 

1.63 1.55 2-Way Interaction 2.047 .16 

Question 10 -
If this were my evaluation, I would feel 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
very conf ldent somewhat unfulfilled 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects .249 .78 

Form A 1.56 1.67 1.59 Form .494 .48 
Form B 1. 76 1.65 1. 72 Score .009 .92 

1.67 1.66 2-Way Interaction .347 .56 

Quest 1 on 11 -
This evaluator seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
idealistic t"eallstlc 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects .358 .70 

Form A 2.64 2.08 2.46 Form .289 .59 
Form B 2.28 2.47 2.35 Score .394 .53 

2.44 2.31 2-Way Interaction 3.283 .07 
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ouest 1 on 12 -
I think I would enJoy working with this evaluator 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
not very much very much 

GEFT 
High Low 

F Significance of F 

Form A 3.36 2.92 3.22 
Form B 2.86 3.00 2.91 

3.09 2.97 

Main EFfects 
For-m 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

1.549 .22 
2.654 .11 

.347 .557 
2.276 .135 
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TABLE 7 

ANOVA: Responses by Women to Questionnaire by High/Low GEFT 
and Form A/B 

ouestlon 1 -
The sentence structure seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
simple complex 

GEFT F Significance of 
High Low Main Effects 4.744 . 01 

Form A 3.00 2.61 2.80 Form 3.337 .07 
Form B 2.70 2.33 2.49 Score 5.713 .02 

2.86 2.47 2-Way Interaction .009 .92 

Question 2 -

Form A 
Form B 

In order to follow and adequately understand the written 
narrative, I found myself rereading sections 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
not at all a great deal 

GEFT F Significance 
High Low Main Effects 1.909 .15 
2.27 2.04 2.15 Form 1.727 .19 
2.04 1.87 1.94 Score 1. 908 .17 
2.16 1.95 2-Way Interaction .036 .85 

Question 3 -
Length of sentences seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
too long too short 

of 

F 

F 

GEFT F Si gnif lcance of F 
High Low Main Effects .910 .41 

Form A 2.12 2.32 2.22 Form 1.126 .29 
Form B 2.09 2.10 2.09 Score . 780 .379 

2.10 2.21 2-Way Interaction .587 .45 

Question 4 -
This written report ls 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
easy to follow difficult to follow 
and comprehend and comprehend 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects 5.404 .01 

Form A 2.23 1. 75 1.98 Form 6.285 .01 
Form B 1.65 1.47 1.55 Score 4.019 .05 

1.96 1.60 2-Way Interaction .777 .38 
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auestion 5 -
The writing seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
lively and action oriented boring and predictable 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects .562 .57 

Form A 2.00 2.45 2.24 Form .287 .59 
Form B 2.22 2.10 2.15 Score .881 .35 

2.10 2.27 2-Way Interaction 2.490 .19 

Question 6 -
If I were the teacher being evaluated, I would be pleased to 
have this be my evaluation. 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
No, not at al I Yes, very much 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects .673 .51 

Form A 3.35 3.31 3.33 Form .149 . 70 
Form B 3.43 3.13 3.26 Score 1.155 .29 

3.39 3.22 2-Way Interaction .743 .39 

Question 7 -
Overall, I would rate this written evaluation 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
Good Poor 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects .407 .67 

Form A 1.69 1.69 1.69 Form .795 .38 
Form B 1.52 1.58 1.56 Score .032 .86 

1.61 1.63 2-Way Interaction .040 .842 

Question 8 -
The style of writing seems to be 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
objective exuberant 

<low degree of emotion> <high degree of emotion) 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects .525 .59 

Form A 2.08 2.31 2.20 Form .999 .32 
Form B 2.57 2.23 2.37 Score .075 .78 

2.31 2.27 2-Way Interaction 2.722 .10 
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ouestlon 9 -
If this evalutlon had been written about me, I would feel 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------- 4 
very comfortable somewhat hesitant 

about discussing it about discussing it 
with the evaluator with the evaluator 

GEFT F Significance of F 
High Low Main Effects .125 .88 

Form A 1.54 1.38 1.45 Form .146 .70 
Form B 1.26 1.52 1.41 Score .116 .73 

1.41 1.45 2-Way Interaction 2.555 .11 

Question 10 -
If this were my evaluation, I would feel 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
very confident somewhat unfulfilled 

GEFT 
High Low 
1.88 1.59 
1.57 1.81 
1. 73 1. 70 

F Significance of F 

Form A 
Form B 

Quest ion 11 -

1. 73 
1. 70 

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

This evaluator seems to be 

.037 • 96 

.022 .88 

.050 .82 
3.204 .08 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
Idealistic realistic 

GEFT 
High Low 

Form A 2.88 2.72 2.80 
Form B 2.65 2.71 2.69 

2.78 2.72 

Question 12 -

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

F Significance of F 
.286 .75 
.450 .50 
.101 • 75 
.419 .52 

I think I would enjoy working with this evaluator 

Form A 
Form B 

1 ------------ 2 ------------ 3 ------------ 4 
not very much very much 

GEFT 
High Low 
3.27 2.17 
3.17 2. 94 
3.22 3.05 

3.22 
3.04 

Main Effects 
Form 
Score 
2-Way Interaction 

F 
1.221 
1.218 
1.110 

.201 

Slgnif icance of F 
.30 
.27 
.30 
.66 
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CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

To further investigate the relationship between GEFT score and 

response to the questionnaire Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 

coeff iclents were run between individual GEFT scores and questions 1 -

12 for each subject taking a given form of the questionnaire. Results 

indicate correlations significantly different for question 1 in Form A 

and for questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 In Form B. 

TABLE 8 

Pearson Prociuct-Mgnent Correlation Coeff lclents: 

Form A 

Question # 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Form B 

Question # 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Questions 1 - 12 by GEFI 

Correlation 
Coeff iclent 

.0257 
-.0218 
-.0764 

.1426 
-.0765 

.1186 
-.0050 
- .0609 

.0704 

.1324 

.1689 

.0538 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.2869 

.2357 
- .1837 

.1836 

.0988 

.1115 

.0542 

.0615 

.0361 

.0042 

.0812 

.0314 

Level of 
Significance 

.40 

.42 

.24 

.09 

.23 

.13 

.48 

.28 

.25 

.10 

.05 

.31 

Level of 
Signlf i cance 

.002 

.01 

.04 

.04 

.17 

.14 

.30 

.27 

.36 

.48 

.21 

.38 
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Again, since the difference in GEFT scores for men and women was 

statistically significant, further individual analysis was made for men 

and women on questions 1 - 12 for Form A and Form B. Results Indicate 

slgnif icant relationships on questions 1 and 4 for women taking Form A, 

on questions 2 and 3 for men taking Form B, and on questions 1 and 4 for 

women taking Form B. No significant relationship was discovered on any 

question for men taking Form A. 

TABLE 9 

Pearson Prodµct-Moment Correlation Coefficients: 
Questions 

Form A 

Question # 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Form B 

Question # 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

1-12 by Males and Females for Form A and Form B 
~n w~n 

Correlation Level of Correlation Level of 
Coefficient Slgnif icance Coeff iclent Signif lcance 

.05 -.2002 .18 .2203 
-.2279 .09 .1380 .16 

.0209 .45 -.1358 .16 
- . 0782 . 32 . 2824 .02 

.0567 .37 .1716 • 11 

. 2570 . 06 . 0225 .44 
-.0440 .40 .0173 .45 
-.0431 .40 -.0712 .30 
-.0273 .44 .1206 .19 

.0602 .36 .1952 .08 

.2206 .10 .1776 .10 

.1089 .26 .0166 .45 

Level of 
Men 

Correlation 
Coeff iclent 

.1692 
Significance 

.13 
.2789 

-.2979 
.1123 
.1941 
.0138 
.1918 

-.0585 
.1421 
.1078 

-.0498 
-.0941 

.03 

.02 

.23 

.10 

.46 

.10 

.35 

.17 

.24 

.37 

.27 

Women 
Correlation Level of 
Coeff iclent Significance 

.3703 .003 

.1751 .11 
-.0882 .27 

.2181 .06 

.0096 . 47 

.2056 .07 
-.1271 .19 

.1775 .10 
-.1404 .16 
-.1389 .16 
-.9747 .30 

.1863 .09 



Research Question NuU!ber Iwo 

What factors within the written evaluation--length. complexity 
Qf sentence structure. vocabulary. etc.-- are icientlf ied as 
critical to the abQve relatlQnship? 

Through questions 1 - 12, Forms A and B of the questionnaire 
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presented elements of the written evaluation report for response by the 

participants. The individual questions focused on specific elements 

such as sentence length, complexity of syntax, predictability, etc. 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients were utilized to discover relationships 

between each of the questions and the variables of sex, form, teaching 

experience, teaching level, and GEFT score. Repeating levels of 

significant relationships on specific questions suggest they may be of 

greater importance in the perception of written evaluations. Individual 

questions indicate significant differences with variables as follows: 

Sex------------------ Question 11 <.002) 

Form ----------------- Question 4 (.02> 

Question 8 C.04) 

Question 12 C.04) 

Teaching Experience -- Question 3 C.03> 

Teaching Level ------- Question 4 C.009) 

Question 6 (.04> 

GEFT Score ----------- Question 1 (.04> 

These results indicate that elements of the written evaluation 

influencing the perception of teachers are complexity of sentence 

structure, length of sentences, ease of reading and comprehension, level 

of activity in vocabulary, degree of emotion, idealistic/realistic 
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style, and anticipated positive or negative reaction to the evaluator. 

Results are presented in Table 10. 

TABLE 10 

Pes[~on froduct-Moment Qgrrelation Co~ff ici~nt~: 
Qomosclago gf ~sclsblc= ~~x. [gem. I1s~hlng Exe~ci1o~e. 

Teaching Level and GEFT Score for Questions 1 - 12 

~ FORM 
Correlation Level of Correlation Level of 

Question Coeff lcient Significance Coeff iclent Significance 

1 -.0222 .38 -.0124 .43 
2 .0107 .44 -.0139 .42 
3 .0134 .42 -.0782 .14 
4 - .1080 .07 - .1433 .02 
5 -.0477 .26 -.0760 .15 
6 -.0283 .35 - .0563 .22 
7 -.0685 .18 -.0491 .25 
8 -.0153 .41 .1279 .04 
9 -.0907 .10 .0079 .45 

10 .0403 .29 .0217 .38 
11 .2059 .002 -.0614 .20 
12 .0594 .21 - .1254 .04 

IEaQHIHG EXfERIENCE IEaQHIH~ LEVEL 
Correlation Level of Correlation Level of 

Question Coeff lcient Significance Coefficient Slgnif lcance 

1 .0052 .47 -.0005 .50 
2 -.0236 .37 -.0374 .30 
3 .1355 .03 - .0830 .13 
4 .0049 .47 .1712 .009 
5 .0649 .19 .0460 .26 
6 -.0052 .47 .1287 .04 
7 -.0003 .50 .0074 .46 
8 -.0569 .22 .0113 .44 
9 .0269 .36 .0709 .16 

10 .0062 .47 -.0209 .39 
11 - .1068 .07 -.0442 .27 
12 - .0408 .29 -.0227 .38 



auestlon 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

GEFT Score 
Correlation Level of 
Coeff iclent Significance 

.1257 

.0970 
- .1108 

.1121 

.0018 

.1092 

.0073 

.0187 

.0129 

.0284 

.0618 

.0736 

.04 

.09 

.06 

.06 

.50 

.06 

.46 

.40 

.43 

.35 

.21 

.16 

62 
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Research Question Number Three 

Is there a relationship between the condition of field dependence/ 
field independence and various demographic factors such as sex. 
)gngth of teaching career. or level of teaching? 

Investigation into a relationship between the condition of field 

dependence/field independence and variables such as sex, length of 

teaching career and level of teaching was done through a series of 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient tests. In each case the 

total range of GEFT scores, from O - 18, was correlated with each of the 

variables. A significant correlation was discovered between sex and 

GEFT score. No significant relationship was discovered between GEFT 

score and length of teaching career or level of teaching. The results 

are depleted in Table 11. 

TABLE 11 

Pearson Prociuct-Moment Correlation Coefficients: 
lndiviciual GEFI Scores by Sex CSee also Table 2>. 

Length of Teaching Career. and Teaching Level 
GEFT Score by Sex Correlation Coefficient -.1167 

GEFT Score by Length 
of Teaching Career 

GEFT Score by Teaching 
Level 

Level of Significance .05 

Correlation Coefficient 
Level of Significance 

Correlation Coefficient 
Level of Significance 

-.0689 
.18 

-.0255 
.36 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of the study was to examine whether teachers perceive 

the written evaluation differently when their cognitive style closely 

agrees with that of the evaluator than when teacher and evaluator 

cognitive styles lack agreement. Three research questions provided the 

framework by which the purpose of the study was accomplished: Cl> Is 

there a relationship between cognitive style in terms of field 

dependence/field independence and teacher perception of selected teacher 

evaluation criteria? C2> What factors within the written 

evaluation--length, complexity of sentence structure, vocabulary, 

etc.--are identified as critical to the above relationship? <3> Is 

there a relationship between the condition of field dependence/field 

independence and various demographic factors such as sex, length of 

teaching career, or level of teaching? 

In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following 

methods and procedures were utilized: 

1. The population consisted of all teachers and administrators in 

the Dubuque Community School District, Dubuque, Iowa. 

2. The sample consisted of 78 elementary and 104 secondary 

teachers in the Dubuque Community School District. 

3. The research and literature were reviewed relative to the 

topics of teacher performance evaluation and cognitive style. 

64 
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4. Letters were sent to all building principals inviting them to 

become part of the study. 

5. The Group Embedded Figures Test was adninistered to faculty 

members in schools that responded to the invitation. 

6. At the same sitting, faculty members responded to the summary 

evaluation questionnaire. 

7. Individual results of the GEFT and a sunmary of Field 

Dependent/Field Independent style characteristics were malled along with 

a note of thanks to each subject tested. Principals received group, 

building, or department analysis if requested. 

8. The data collected from the GEFT analysis and the questionnaire 

were tabulated and analyzed. 

9. Conclusions were drawn, and reconmendations were made. 

The limitations of this study were those inherent In the types of 

instrumentation utilized. Data consisted of measured perceptions rather 

than objective information. 

While there are other factors which impact teacher perception of 

evaluation, this study was limited to teacher perception of writing 

style differences as manifested in a sample summative evaluation report. 

The study was delimited to the Dubuque Comnunity School District, 

Dubuque, Iowa. It was not delimited to any particular school in that 

district nor any particular type of school or department. 

This chapter presents the conclusions and recomendations of the 

study resulting from the review of the literature as applied to the 

questions addressed in the study and analysis of test and questionnaire 

responses and demographic information. 
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Conclusions from Literature and Research 

Several conclusons to this study evolved. They were based solely 

on the evidence found in the study and did not reflect the opinions of 

anY particular idlvldual. The conclusions reflected only the data 

gathered and reported. 

1. Although improvement of instruction ls often identified as the 

m1rpose of evaluation. the evaluation process frequently does not 

i,Chieve this goal. 

Teacher performance evaluation is frequently a mandated 

supervisory task and indicates that teacher success in the classroom can 

be readily measured. Whether a teacher "measures up" on a given 

standard more often indicates whether he/she will remain on staff than 

it focuses on positive or negative aspects of teaching performance which 

could lead to improvement. The effectiveness of traits, techniques, or 

skills often bas not been supported by research. Further, teachers 

require specific feedback which can be delivered in a manner that makes 

sense to them. Conmunication skills are critical to the process. 

Evaluation which ls accomplished ln response to mandates rather than 

with the time and energy necessary to support and guide teachers will 

likely not be effective toward the improvement of instruction. 

2. A myriad of factors. including both those with a professional 

base and those with a psychological base. influence teacher perception 

of evaluation. 

The close relationship between administrator and teacher during the 

evaluation cycle can give rise to personality and philosophical 
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conflicts. Evaluation procedures can threaten the teacher's sense of 

self-esteem or efficacy and curtail acceptance of problems or 

shortcomings. Teacher perceptions of job status also influence their 

views regarding the use of aaninistrator jud~ents, self-assessment, and 

accomplishment of objectives stated in advance. Evaluation can arouse 

feelings of defensiveness and distrust. Teachers want humane and 

meaningful teacher evaluation as well as viable and defensible 

procedures. Teacher perception of lack of credibility on the part of 

the evaluator can also frustrate evaluation efforts, especially in the 

direction of improvement of instruction. 

3. Cognitive stvle is pervasive across a wide range of behavior. 

Cognitive processing style is a holistic reflection of an 

individual's behavior. It is constant over the course of one's life and 

is manifested in nearly everything an individual does. The 

characteristic strategies that one uses to receive, process, and 

cOlllllunicate information are present in everything from reading, to 

mathematical computation, to driving a car, to preparing a meal, to 

selection of specific items of language in a given situation. 

4. Some degree of congruence in thinking is necessary if the 

evalyation process is to be a learning experience. 

The research which has centered on the gains in achievement which 

occur when the cognitive style of the teacher and student are matched 

indicates that style match can enhance learning. In addition, 

information regarding clinical supervision and the closeness of the 

relationship between teacher and evaluator during this process, 

indicates that the supervisor can greatly enhance the situation through 
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knowledge of the thinking. philosophy, and feelings of the teacher. 

Evaluation as a learning process could be enhanced in the same way that 

student learning ls enhanced by supervisor/teacher style match. 

Conclusions from Current Studv 

1. A relationship exists between GEFT score and responses to 

§Pecif ic statements on the auestionnaire. 

Several statements on the questionnaire were found to have 

significant results at the .05 level: statements 5, 6, and 12 in Form A 

and 1 and 2 in Form B. These statements are: 

Form A -

5. The writing seems to be 

lively and action oriented - - - boring and predictable. 

[ffigh GEFT <field independent) scorers found the narrative to 

be lively and action oriented.] 

6. If I were the teacher being evaluated, I would be pleased 

to have this be my evaluation. 

No, not at all - - - Yes, very much 

[High GEFT <field independent> scorers indicated they would be 

pleased to have this evaluation as their own.l 

12. I think I would enjoy working with this evaluator 

not very much very much. 

CHigh GEFT <field independent> scorers indicated they would 

enjoy working with this evaluator.J 
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Form B -

1. The sentence structure seems to be 

simple - - - complex. 

CHigh GEFT <field Independent> scorers found the sentence 

structure to be complex. Low GEFT <field dependent> scorers 

indicated the sentence structure was simple.J 

2. In order to follow and adequately understand the written 

narrative, I found myself rereading sections 

not at all - - - a great deal. 

CHigh GEFT <field independent> scorers indicated they were 

required to reread sections a great deal. Low GEFT <field 

dependent> scorers felt little need to reread the narrative 

for understanding.J 

The slgnif icant findings on Form B, the Field Dependent writing 

style, appears to be directly related to elements of sentence structure, 

whereas the significant findings on Form A, the Field Independent 

writing style, seem to be more directly related to value perceptions, 

especially in statements 6 and 12. At least in these areas an 

individual's cognitive style as reported through the GEFT score seems to 

have significant relationship. 

2. The statistical difference in male/female GEFI score was 

manifested throygh responses to different statements regardless of which 

evaluation form they had read. 

Significant differences were found in statements 2 and 6 for males: 
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2. In order to follow and adequately understand the written 

narrative, I found myself rereading sections 

not at all - - - a great deal. 

6. If I were the teacher being evaluated, I would be pleased 

to have this be my evaluation. 

No, not at all - - - Yes, very much 

and statements 1 and 4 for females: 

1. The sentence structure seems to be 

simple - - - complex 

4. This written report ls 

easy to follow 

and comprehend 

difficult to follow 

and comprehend 

It appears that the focus for women was more on direct, concrete 

decisions, and for men more on judgments that affect the end result. 

3. With respect to GEFI score Form B. the evaluation written in 

Field Depencient style accounted for more significant difference than 

Form A. the evaluation written in Field Independent stvle. 

With respect to GEFT score, statements 1, 2, 3, and 4 indicated 

significant differences, whereas only statement 11 in Form A was 

statistically significant. 

1. The sentence structure seems to be 

simple - complex. 

2. In order to follow and adequately understand the written 

narrative, I found myself rereading sections 

not at all - - - a great deal. 



3. Length of sentences seems to be 

too long - - - too short. 

4. This written report is 

easy to follow difficult to follow 

and comprehend and canprehend. 

11. This evaluator seems to be 

idealistic - - - realistic. 

71 

Form B, written in the Field Dependent style with more complex 

sentence structure and embedded clauses, seemed to elicit more 

significant differences on statements that focused on sentence structure 

and comprehension. Form A, written in the Field Independent style with 

more economical and simple sentence structure seemed to elicit 

interaction not related to sentence structure and canprehension but 

focused more on the philosophical tendency of the evaluator. 

4. Without regard to GE[f score, men and women responded 

differently to Form A and Form B. Men showed no significant 

differentiation with Form A and wqqen only with statements 1 and 4. On 

Form B. men showed significant differences on statement 2 and 3. women 

on statements 1 and 4. 

Research, and this study, reaffirms that men tend to be more field 

independent than women. Form A, written in the Field Independent style, 

would be expected to be more to the perceptual liking for men than for 

women. The study indicated that to be the case--men showed no 

significant differences and women showed differences on statements that 

had to do with sentence structure and comprehension. Form B, written in 

the Field Dependent style created differences for men on statements 
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dealing with sentence length and comprehension, while women responded 

much as they did to Form A but to a stronger degree of significance with 

relation to sentence complexity. 

6. Demographic variables indicated a variety of relationships with 

.=_tatements on the questionnaire. Sex and teaching level were the most 

.a,laniflcant. 

Statements 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 11, and 12 indicated at least some 

relationship with demographic variables. However, since sex and 

teaching level Indicated differences at the .002 and .009 level 

respectively, there may be a need to further investigate these 

variables, especially since there are more women at the elementary level 

and more men at the secondary level. 

6. Relationships are far more subtle than anticipated. 

It seems evident from the wide distribution of significant 

relationships across variables, that there is indeed some relationship 

between cognitive processing style and teacher perception of evaluation. 

However, since the same variables did not show consistent results, the 

results seems somewhat confusing. Clearly, there is some relationship, 

but further Investigation Is warranted. 

Recgnmenda.tions 

1. Ac:lministrators should recognize the close relationship between 

cognitive processing style and behavior. People behave according to 

predetermined style characteristics. Concepts which are cOIJ'lllunicated by 

a person of one style often cannot be Identically received by a person 
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of another style. Some kind of interpretation must be initiated, either 

by the giver or the receiver. When the administrator is in charge of 

guiding the teacher toward improvement of instruction, it is incumbent 

on the administrator to recognize various style characteristics and to 

adjust his/her camiunication delivery to the mode of the receiver. 

2. Adininistrators should recognize that there are certain 

predictable behayloral responses tor various styles. and for men and 

wgnen of either style. The administrator who studies cognitive styles 

will have a better understanding of the behaviors which are 

characteristic to each style. It has further been determined that men 

and women exhibit some striking differences in their behavior regardless 

of style. A significant difference can be observed between a strongly 

Field Independent individual who is male and one who is female. The 

same is true for a strongly Field Dependent individual. The differences 

can also be manifested differently in various cultures. 

3. Teacher evaluation should be viewed as a svnergistic process. 

If teacher evaluation ls to be meaningful to the teacher, he/she must 

have a meaningful part in it. Any camiitment to change must be owned by 

the person expected to do the changing. With equal involvement and 

meaningful inclusion in the process, improvement of instruction has a 

much better chance of lasting success. 

4. Ad!ninlstrators should become aware of their own style and 

recognize that it pervadf!s all of their behavior. All humans 

characteristically behave according to a predetermined style. Even the 

administrator who is functioning as he/she "should" cannot help but 

manifest the characteristics of his/her own style. The best course of 
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action is to become well aware of one's own style and recognize when, 

hOW, and why one reacts in a particular way. Through his/her own 

analysis, the administrator can better understand the behavior of 

others. 

5. Evaluation content must be organizationally structured but must 

~!so include human elements. In this day of contract grievances, the 

wise administrator adheres to the principles of due process. Teacher 

evaluation must somehow include objective and defensible elements, but 

include the teacher as a person in meaningful and humane ways. 

Defensiveness can be replaced by trust if the administrator and teacher 

can come to an agreement of goals and methods of Instruction and 

attitutes about education. 

Recomnenciations for further Study 

1. Replicate the study in another district or geographic area in 

order to generalize the data to a larger population. 

2. Replicate the study to consider leadership/management as a 

possible factor in teacher perception of evaluation. 

3. Replicate the study using teacher comparison of sample written 

evaluation reports as the unit of measure. 

4. Replicate the study using teacher ranking of sample written 

evaluation reports as the unit of measure. 

5. Replicate the study using another instrument to assess 

cognitive style. 
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6. More research should be conducted relative to the emotional 

factors that influence teacher perception of evaluation. 

7. More research should be conducted to Isolate elements of 

writing style, especially as they relate to teacher evaluation. 

8. More research should be conducted to determine whether 

different combinations of content written in alternative styles are 

capable of delivering mixed messages just as happens with verbal content 

accompanied by incongruent nonverbal behavior. 

9. Since evidence exists regarding different behavior 

characteristics of men and wanen, a study relative to how these 

differences influence teacher evaluation should be conducted. 

10. A study of teacher perception of evaluation during the 

formative stage should be compared to that of the sunmative stage. 

11. The study should be replicated in districts which have 

different types of evaluation systems. 

12. A study should be conducted to see if teacher perception of 

evaluation has a relationship to Improvement of instruction. 

13. A study should be conducted to see what effect evaluation 

and/or teacher perception of evaluation has on student achievement. 
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TO: 
FROM: 
R,... -· 
Deac 

Building Prlncipais 
Lois Christensen 
Style Analysis cf Building Staff 

•· 

Apr 11 13 , 1 990 

In a few days we will be ready for cur second schccl-cased meeting 
and the ccmpletlcn cf our building missioG statements. Frcm all 
reports, the first meetings were ext~emely s-~ccess!ul wtth teac~ers 
excited to be part of this unique cclla.t:orative event. As I am 
reflecting on the first meeting and lcck!ng forwar-d to the next a::d 
future meetings, I realize that I may be a.bie to otter you an 
opportunity to heip reinforce team building and ccila.bcratlve 
understanding among your staff. 

I have done a fairly large amount of research en the s-ubJect of 
school reform including the schooi improvement team concept. In mcst 
instances, one of the first actlvltles in the precess of te~~ building 
and collaboration is the identification of the diversity of styles 
present within the school staff. You will recall that the 
ad:nlnistrat!ve team did a style anaiysis as part cf their leadership 
training. It can be highly beneficial for each member of the schcoi 
staff team to understand his/her own style. With such recognition comes 
an appreciation fer the diversity of styles as they exist and interact 
ln day-to-day school functions. Fer many Individuals, it will be the 
first time they realize why they don't always get along with certain 
others--they liter.ally don't perceive things the same way. A second and 
equally important benefit of realizing the inherent differences in style 
among adults~ ls a beginning appreciation £er the qualities of different 

_styles in chlldren as well. Suddenly, teachers begin· to identify style 
differences in chIIdren and rear ize why certain approaches work with 
some chf tdren and not wlth others. 

My reason for relating all .this information here ls that I would 
like to offer you the opportunity of conducting a style analysis ln your 
building. I am currently involved ln a research project which utilizes a 
very simple but remarkably valid instrument to identify style 
characteristics. The project seeks to discover the relationship between 
teacher styles and their perception of written evaluations. r need to 
collect two kinds of data for the project-style analyses of teachers 
and thefr responses to a questionnaire based on a composite written 
evaluation specially designed in two different styles. 

There are several style analysis instruments on the market. Most 
of them are fairly expensive, averaging between $10.00 and '20.00 per 
copy. The one ·r am using is less expensive, requires only twelve 
minutes to ac:!ministe~. and has excellent vaiidity. I have a.tout one 
hundred copies on hand and would secure more if necessary. 

83 



Specifically, my offer is this. I would be prepared to furnish 
ccpies cf the instrument at my cost, aC:ninlster the test, score it, 
provide a written style analysis fer each teacher, and facilitate an 
understanding of the results. In return, I would need a completed 
questionnaire from each teacher taking the test. The entire time 
required would be no mere than thirty minutes. It could easily be dcne 
in a faculty meeting. Part of my job description as Career Development 
Consultant for next year ls to facilitate the school effectiveness team 
concept. In so doing I would be In a position to provide, at your 
discretion, follow-up Information or activities to maximize the benefits 
of style analysis. 

Originally, I had planned to collect data in a different manner. 
However, this time of year is crazy fer everyone, and I do net want to 
Impose work on anyone except myself. I would very much like tc collect 
data in this district prior to the end of the school year. The 
ccmbinaticn cf collecting data while providing a service to you seems 
like a workabie and potentially beneficial alternative. Please th:nk it 
over and call me if you would like to ta~e advantage of this offer. 
The~e could be some long-~ange benefits fo~ you~ building. 

/. 
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(ADMINISTRATOR) 
Dubuque Community School District 
2300 Chaney Road 
Dubuque, Iowa 52001 

Dear 

May 26, 1990 

I would like to thank you for your participation in my research 
project. Your cooperation in completing the Group Embedded Figures Test 
was critical to the success of the project. Enclosed is your copy of 
the Group Embedded Figures Test Participant Report and the accompanying 
Characteristics of Field Dependent and Field Independent Cognitive 
Styles information. 

Consider the enclosed information a mere beginning in the 
understanding of cognitive processing styles and their educational 
implications. Continued analysis of your own behavior, especially in 
moderately stressful organizational or problem-solving situations, will 
yield additional evidence of your own individual cognitive processing 
style and its interrelationship with your behavior. 

If, after reading the enclosed material, you have questions or 
concerns, please feel free to call me at 588-5136. I will be most happy 
to provide any additional interpretation necessary. 

Again, thank you for being part cf the study. Your participation 
ls greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Lois Christensen 
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TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 

Dear 

<Admlnlstrator) 
Lois Christensen 
Style Analysis 

May 26, 1990 

Enclosed you will find individual sealed envelopes for School 
staff members who participated in the style analysis activity. As 
requested, I have also run a sheet of composite data for your building. 

I would like to thank you and the staff for your cooperation in 
completing this activity. I think you will all find the results 
interesting. Consider the enclosed information a bare beginning in the 
understanding of cognitive precessing styles and their educational 
implications. Please inform your staff that I would be happy to help 
them with further Interpretation of their cognitive styles and hew they 
are interrelated with behavior. As teachers begin to understand the 
dynamics cf style differences, they recognize the potential use for such 
information not only in their own lives but in their interaction with 
others, in their classrooms, and in the school. 

I sincerely hope the Lincoln staff participants feel comfortable with 
the material. If questions or concerns develop, please let me as soon 
as possible. I will be most happy to work with the staff in any way at 
any time. 

Again, thank you for being a part of the study. Your participation ls 
greatly appreciated. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF FIELD DEPENDENT AND 

FIELD INDEPENDENT COGNITIVE STYLES 

First, a few words about cognitive styles ..• 

The chat'acter lstlc approach a person br lngs wl th him or her to a 
wide range of situations ls commonly called a person;s •style•. 
Because the approach encompasses both pet'ceptual and intellectual 
activities, we speak of lt as his or her •cognitive" style. 

Cognitive style ls a pervasive dimension of individual functioning, 
showing itself in the perceptual, intellectual, personality, and social 
domalns, and connected in Its formation with the development of the 
organism as a whole. Cognitive styles are concerned with the form 
rather than the content of cognitive activity. They refer to individual 
differences in ~we perceive, think, solve problems, learn, relate to 
others, etc. The concept of style might best be considered as the 
~manner In which an individual moves toward a goal' rather than the 
concept of his or her 1 abllity as competence ln goal attainment." 

Cognitive styles are stable over time. This does not imply that 
they are unchangeable. Certain style characteristics can be enhanced 
with training. However, we can predict with some accuracy that a person 
who has a particular style one day wi I I have the same style the next 
day, month, and probably even years later. 

Cognitive styles are bipolar with regard to value judgments. This 
character 1 stlc ls of part I cul ar importance in dlstlngulshng cognl ti ve 
styles from intelligence and other ability dimensions. To have more of 
an ability ls better than to have less of It. With cognitive styles, on 
the other hand, each pole has adaptive value under specified 
circumstances, and so may be Judged positively in relation to those 
circumstances. In other words, given any specific circumstance, 
individuals of either style may be capable of attaining a goal, but will 
exhlbi t dl fferent and lndi v !dually posl tl ve methods of mov Ing toward 
attalnlng that goal. 

The more neutral character of cognltlve styles, deriving from thelr 
value bipolarity, makes lt less threatening and therefore easier- to 
communicate Information about an individual's cognitive style directly 
to him or her. than 1 t is to convey some kinds of Information about 
abi 1 i ties, as, for example, informing the lndl vi dual that he/she has a 
low IQ. This feature of cognitive styles ls indeed an important 
advantage In serving student needs In the educational setting. 

Individuals with varying cognitive styles show no difference ln 
sheer learning ability or memory. Nor do teachers with different styles 
exhibit any difference In sheer teaching competence. 

Wcmen, on the average, tend to be more field dependent than men, 
but there ls also some evidence that thls may .be at least partlal ly 
attributable to the value attached to women;s roles In the economy. 
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FIELD DEPENDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Field Dependent individuals tend to organize content structure in which 
many concepts are functionally related to each other into large, loosely 
organized groups which include many concepts. They tend to be more 
influenced by the prevailing field, to be less analytical, and to 
organize material by means of patterns, relationships, and networks. 

In addition, they: 
- have a strong interpersonal or social orientation. 
- have a sensitive social radar system and are selectively tuned to 

social components of the environment. 
- leek more at the faces of others as the primary source of 

information about what others are feeling and thinking. 
- attend more to verbal messages with social content, even when 

these messages occur in the periphery of attention. 
- take greater account of external social referents in defining 

their attitudes and feelings. 
- are mere likely to utilize information given by a colleague in 

making their decisions. 
- have greater reliance on others for self-definition. 
- like to be with other people, even physically close to others. 
- are likely to use non-verbal behaviors such as for-ward leaning. 
- are perceived by others as war-m, tactful, considerate, socially 

outgoing, and affectionate by others. 
- less likely to express hostility toward other persons. 
- provide more speaking time in relations with others. 
- have a global conception of the body. 
- utilize nonspecific defenses, such as repression. 
- learn better with material with social content. 
- have superior memory for social information. 
- remember faces. 
- have a tendency to be influenced by social material which ls 

peripheral to the task. 
- require externally defined goals and reinforcements. They may 

need mere explicit instruction ln problem-solving strategies or 
more exact definition of performance outcomes. 

- are more affected by criticism. External reinforcement ln the 
form of verbal criticism has a particularly potent effect. 

- are more likely to go along with the field as ls without using 
such mediational processes as analyzing and structuring. 

- utilize concrete models to provide representations that they 
cannot generate for themselves. 

- require a high degree of relevance. 
- ln concept learning, will tend not to analyze but to watch for 

constant relevant features of the concept to gradually emerge and 
the more variable irrelevant features of the examples to wash 
out. 

- prefer vocations in which involvement with others ls a central 
feature and in which the subject matter of the discipline 
features human content. 

- prefer professions in welfare-helping-humanitarian domain, 
including social worket, minister, rehabilitation counselor, 
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probation officer. 
- in teaching, prefer the social sciences, elementary-school 

teaching, business-education. and business administration. 
- are also interested in •persuasive activities• dcmalns such as 

selling, advertising, and administrative activities which 
involve dealing with people such as personnel director, credit 
manager, community recreation administrator. YMCA/YWCA 
administrator, city school superintendent, and chamber of 
commerce director. 

- may be art students with informal style, psychiatric nurses, 
navigators, or radar Intercept operators. 

In the academic setting graeuate students are likely to choose 
sociology, humanities, languages, social work, social services 
(religion), elementary school teaching, education, clinical psychology, 
writing, nursing. 

As teachers, they: 
- prefer discussion to lecture or discovery approaches. 
- use questions primarily to check on student learning following 

instruction. 
- make efforts to involve students in organizing the content and 

sequences of the teaching-learning process. 
- are more student-centered in their approach. 
- are of ten seen as teaching facts. 
- may shew strength in establlshlng a warm and personal learning 

environment. 
- use more yes and no questions. 

FIELD INDEPENDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Field Independent individuals tend to have a more analytical and 
impersonal orientation. They tend to peC"celve items as discrete from 
background. when the field is organized, and to impose structure on a 
field, and so perceive lt as organized, wh~ the field has relatively 
little inherent structure. This happens both from an immediately 
present stimulus configuration, as in perception, OC' from symbolic 
material, as in Intellectual functioning. They organize or cluster 
concepts Into small, tight groups with less overlap across groups. 

In addition, they: 
- are more likely to be interested In the abstract and theoretical. 
- are somewhat unaware of their social stimulus value and tend to 

be individualistic. 
- have greater visual, spatial ability which increases through the 

high school years. 
- are likely to use distancing behaviors such as arm and leg 

crossing, leaning back, or remaining straight. 
- are more likely to be aware of needs, feelings, attributes, which 

they experience as their own and as distinct from those of 
others. 

- have more developed cognitive restructuring skills, but may also 
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be perceived by others as scmewhat rude, inconsiderate, 
manipulating, or cold. 

- have a greater degree of sense of separate identity. 
- are more directive and less likely to involve in interaction with 

clients. 
- see the body with definite limits or boundaries and the parts 

within as discrete yet interrelated and formed into a structured 
whole. 

- use specialized defenses, such as lntellectualization. 
- tend to have self-defined goals and reinforcements. 
- tend to learn better under conditions of intrinsic motivation. 
- tend to behave as if governed by general principles which they 

have actively abstracted from their experiences regardless of 
whether these abstractions are correct or incorrect, useful or 
useless. 

- will create subordinate and superordinate structure as a learning 
aid. 

- readily engage in a hypothesis-testing <development of a strategy 
of search for the concept) ap9roach to concept learning. 

- may perform better when allowed to develop their own strategies. 
- tend to prefer occupations in the mathematics and science 

dcmains--as, for example, mathematician, physicist, chemist, 
biologist, architect, engineer--and of such health professionals 
as physician, dentist, psychiatrist. 

- in the teaching field they may prefer teaching mathematics, 
science, industrial arts, and vocational-agricultural subjects. 

- also shew interest in practical domains, such as production 
manager, carpenter, forest service, farmer, mechanic, surgical 
nurse, Air Force captain, airplane pilots, or artists with formal 
style. 

As college students, they tend to cheese sciences, mathematics, art, 
experimental psychology, engineering, architecture. 

As teachers, they: 
- tend to favor lecture or discovery approach to teaching because 

they reserve to the teacher much of the organization of the 
learning situation, either through facilitating and guiding 
student learning or through providing information. 

- may show strength In organization and guidance cf student 
learning. 

- use questions as instructional tools more frequently than field 
dependent teachers. 

- tend to use questions In Introducing topics and following student 
answers. 

- use mere open-ended questions. 
- encourage students to apply principles. 
- more frequently emphasize teacher 1 s standards. 
- feel that informing the student when a response was incorrect 

and, in addition, telling him why It was incorrect, is effective 
ln enhancing student learning. 

- feel negative evaluation is an effective teaching technique. 
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We may wonder whether teachers adapt to thelr students~ needs. We 
may wonder as well whether there are individual differences among 
teachers ln the ease with which they are able to determine that a shift 
from the teachlng approach fostered by their cognltlve styles ls 
required and then to make the shift. And we may ask as well whether. by 
sensitizing teachers to the implications of their own cognitive styles 
and the styles of their students for the teaching-learning process. we 
may increase the adaptability of teachers, so they become more 
diversified in the teaching approaches they use. There ls considerable 
evidence that, with appropriate training methods, teaching approaches 
may also be diversified. 

Teachers and students matched in style view each other positively, 
whereas teachers and students who are mismatched view each other 
negatively. There is a strong tendency for greater interpersonal 
attraction to exist in matched than in mismatched teacher-student 
combinations. Teachers tend to evaluate students higher who have a 
style similar to their own. In the junior high school years a sex 
match/mismatch between teacher and student seems to take precedence over 
a style match/mismatch. 

SOURCE: 

Witkin, Herman A. and Donald R. Goodenough. Cognitive Styles: Essence 
and Origins. 1981; International Universities Press, Inc., Madison, WI. 

Wltkln, H. A •• C. A. Moore, D. R. Goodenough, P. W. Cox. Field 
Dependent and Field Independent Cognitive Styles and Their Educational 
Implications. Review of Edµcatlonal Research, Winter, 1977, Vol. 47, 
No • 1 , p • 1-64. 
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PARTICIPANT # -----

SEX: M --­

TEACHING LEVEL: 

F __ _ 

ELEM __ 

JR HIGH __ 

SR HIGH __ 

K - 12 __ 

DEPT __ 

YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE: 

1 - 5 YRS __ 

6 - 10 YRS __ 

11 - 15 YRS __ 

16 - 20 YRS __ 

OVER 20 YRS __ 

HAVE YOU EVER TAKEN THE GROUP 

EMBEDDED FIGURES TEST BEFORE? 

YES NO 
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SUMMATIVE EVALUATION A 

Your lessons are well planned and organized. Materials are ready, 
directions are clear, students know what to do, and work purposefully 
and efficiently to achieve classrocm goals. Your classroom is arranged 
to facilitate learning, transitions are snooth from one activity to 
another, and an orderly system for housekeeping duties is utilized. 

You camnunicate the lesson objective to your students in "learner 
tenns• and there is a high degree of relevancy to the students~ 
learning. You not only employ a variety of materials and resources, but 
utilize them in relation to learning levels, rates, and styles. 
You seem to be aware of the needs and strengths of each student and 
skillfully modify programs/objectives to meet individual needs. In 
addition to your insightful and creative motivation techniques, you have 
provided good visual reinforcement of verbal instruction and have 
utilized a wide variety of instructional strategies. Because of your 
strong presence in the room and the fact that your expectations are 
clearly ccmmunicated and understood, misbehavior is minimal and appears 
to be handled appropriately. 

Presentation, directions, explanations, questioning, Interaction 
with parents, students, colleagues and administration -- all indicate 
sound and effective COIIIIlunication skills .. Students enjoy your sense of 
humor as well as your open and honest camnunication with them and have 
been encouraged to develop and share their own humor and to gr°"' in 
communication skills with others. Students kn°"1 that you are available 
and willing for individual assistance if they will take the initiative 
to seek you out. 

You have also demonstrated a willingness to become involved in 
school-wide.problems and to· be a part of a group or committee which 
works towards constructive solutions to these problems. 

Suggestions for continued effectiveness: 
1. Continue to evaluate every aspect of administrative technique 

and instr-uctional procedure. Such effort is responsible for 
current status and is integral to sustaining this level of 
perfoC"mance. 

2. Include in each instructional lesson a clear instructional 
component, to teach and/or re-teach the essential learning of 
the lesson before the practice and application activity is 
begun. 

3. Continue to focus on means of helping your learners develop 
•positive" self concepts.by utilizing student interest, 
providing immediate and specific knowledge of results, actively 
involving students in your lessons, maintaining a high "level of 
support, and by providing a high level of success for all 
students. 

4. Continue to make use of your high level of professional skills 
and competencies and to both seek and take advantage of 
opportunities to share them with colleagues. 

Keep up your good work, high interest, etc. -- your efforts and 
assistance are appreciated. 
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1. The sentence str-Jcture see!llS to be 
1 -~- - 2 - ----- 3 --------- 4 

si~le ~lex 

2. In order to fol Jew and adequately understand the 'JI'itten narrative, I fOJnd ;yself rereading sections 
1 2 3 4 

not at all a great deal 

3. Length ot senten~s sem to be 
. l 2 3 4 

too long too 31ort 

4. This IJ['itten report is 
l -- 2 3 4 

easy to fol low difficult to follow 
and c:IDprehend and ~rehend 

5. The 'JI'iting ~ to be 
1 2 - 3 4 

Ii ve I y and action oriented boring and predictable 

6. If I were the teac!1er being evaluated, I liO.lld be pleased to have this be my evaluation. 
1 2 3 4 

Ho, not at all Yes, very lll!ch 

7. Overall, I 'i1C1Jld rate this vritten evaluation 
1 2 3 - 4 

Good Poor 

8. The style of writing ~ to be 
1 2 3 4 

ctljective exuberant 
< la.1 degr!1! of e!llCtionJ Chii;t degree of stionJ 

9. If this evaluation had be!n written abcllt me, I woild feel 
1 2 3 4 

Yery caafortable ~at hesitant 
atxxit discussing It abcllt discussing it 
vi th the evaluator vith the evaluator 

10. If this were my evaluation, I woild feel 
1 2 3 4 

ver/ confident sace'irilat unfulfi I led 

11. This evaluator see!llS to be 
1- 2- 3 - 4 

idealistic realistic 

12. I think I WCX!ld enjoy working with this evaluator 
1 2 3 4 

not very lllUch very lll!ch 
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SUMMATIVE E'/ALUATIOlj B 

You have maintained a classroom atmosphere that is attractive and 
conducive to learning and which reflects your knowledge of student 
learning theory and characteristics. Students know what is expected in 
the classroom since goals are stated and evaluations are a part of class 
planning. 

You demonstrate competence in lnstructlonal skills including a 
practical knowledge ot appropriate, methods, materials, and activities 
to promote learning. Your presentations are based around district 
guide! ines that are recomnended, but you also facilitate curriculum 
goals by bringing into class a wide range of experience and personal 
resources that you have developed during your years of experience. 
Throughout lessons you remain focused on objectives while at the same 
time you interject outside information that adds interest. 

The displays of student work which you create reflect student 
interest and pride. Ideas, directions, explanations and content 
materiai are presented clearly and in a manner which facilitates 
understanding and meaning. The level of concern is raised and lowered 
as necessary and other subtle techniques are used to establish a 
classroom where there is fair, consistent. and reasonable expectations 
of all students. The variety of approaches which you employ increases 
the probability of reachi~g students with a wide range of learning 
styles. 

Students are highly motivated to achieve through your use of 
positive climate, student interest and the degree of success which ycu 
ably promote. Each student response is treated with dignity; therefore. 
you have a class full of students who are willing to take the rlsk of 
responding with enthusiasm even if not absolutely sure of being correct. 
You also achieve good group morale by assisting students to develop 
mutual respect, courtesy and concern for each other. The personal 
c=mmitment and strength which you exhibit is shown daily as you complete 
the tasks necessary for successful maintenance of a well-managed class. 

You shC\ol a willingness to self-evaluate and to look for new 
direction which will allow you to continue to grow in your knowledge of 
teaching. You are willing to share your ideas and to listen to comments 
and suggestions of others at both the building and district level. 

Suggestions for continued effectiveness: 
1. Continue to motivate and instruct your students as you have 

been doing, so that they are excelling to the point of not 
needing your Instruction and remain •turned on• to your 
classroom and to learning in general. 

2. Consider the possible uses of the computer as a~Slipplemental 
instructional tool. 

3. Continue to explore methods of checking the understanding of 
the entire class which can be done quickly and with ease. 

4. Strive to provide students with an understanding of the purpose 
of lessons and to share your organizational plan. You have 
thls so clearly In mind that it would also benef lt students to 
see or hear the outline as well. 

Continue to do the fine job you are doing. It is appreciated. 
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1. The sentence structure seems to be 

l --------------- 2 -------- 3 --------- 4 
si~le · ccqilex 

Z. In order to fol ICTJ and adequately understand the written narrative, I foond myself rereading sections 
1 2 3 4 

not at al I a great deal 

3. Length of sentences seems to be 
1 -

too long 

4. This written report is 

- 2 -----·- 3 ------- 4 

1 ----------------- 2 ----------------- 3 ------------------ 4 

too snort 

easy to follCTJ diffiC'Jlt to follow 
and c::znprehend and c~rellend 

5. The writing seems to be 
l --------------- 2 -------- 3 ---------- 4• 

lively and action orientect boring and predictable 

6. If I were the teacher being evaluated, I 'JOUid be pie~ to have this be my evaluation. 
l 2 3 4 

No, not at all Yes, very llllch 

7. Overall, I would rate this written evaluation 
1 ----- 2 ------ 3 -------- 4 

Good Poor 

8. The style of writing seems to be 
1 - z ------ 3 ---

obJective 
Clow degree of emotionl 

9. If this evaluation had been 'ilt'itten abalt me, I Wl!lllld feel 

----·-4 
exuberant 

<high de9I"ee of eiootionl 

1 --------- 2 - 3 --------- 4 
very emf or tab I e salleWat hesitant 

abO.lt discussing it mt diSC'JSSing lt 
with the evaluator with the evaluator 

10. If this were my evaluation, I would feel 
1-- a-----3 4 

very confident SCllle'Wbat unfu I fil I ed 

11. This evaluator seems to be 
1 ------------ 2 -·---- 3 --- • 

idealistic realistic 

12. I think I would enjoy working with this evaluator 
1- 2-----3 • 

not very tlllch very mch 
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