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- In the process of teacher evaluation, much needs to ’

be taken into account other-than a teacher's activities and behaviors
inside the clagsroom. Also to be consideréd are the teacher's fixed
goals for a particular class, his attitude toward his students, his
peers?-attitudes toward him, and an instructor's professional s
ractivities. who should conduct the evaluation of teachers is . .
something to be taken very seriously. Some possibilities are an . i
. - independent evaluation agency, interested students,. faculty and _ i -
' administrators in a college, or perhaps‘a commitcee composed of )
junior and senior members of a department. Who does it depends on -0
what purpose thie evaluation is. to serve. Information derived from. an '
initjal evaluation should be used as feedback -for the instructor in
orde¥ that he might understand what others view as his faults. Then, -
a follow-up evaluation should be conducted to answer the following . ' °
questionsgs: (1) Did the instructor.make an attemp% to improve what he ‘
or she was doing? (2) Are the instructor's values wi
things like professional research, writing and c

ity ‘service

compatible with the institution?s values? (3) Do ¢olleagues perceive - - .
the instructor as a valuable member of the faculty? aAd (4) Bave : .
students reported that what they learhed from th¢ cdurse, in class d

~and out, helped them in decisions about what -to- s<jor- in,

post-graduate study or on the job? The answers to these quéstions
should help to determine whether :the faculty member should be
promoted or given tenure. (HS) Y R
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Evaluating Teaching:
Some Problems

E8S '

There is now awareness of stronk needs fo implement -
methods conducive to the improvement of teaching
apd providing objective data fon:e\'aluation purposes
- Faculty and admunistrators can no Iongex" say merely
that theyrecognize the problem angl that they want
- todo someth'mg about it Pressures from college ad
ministrations. students. legislatures, th~ joh market.
and other sources are demanding that action be
taken Current procedures range from informal
student imtiated and run evaluations to those hav
ing varving degrees of support from administrators
and faculty. The goals of these procedures vary from
telling students what the good and bad courses are
~to providing administrators with something more
than hearsay information about who the effecuive
teachers are
Lost in discussigns about how to gather the neces
sary data. and hox\i rehable and valid student inputs
can be.1s an extremely importan. #eu: Faculty inem-
bers have hardly been overly enthusiastic towards
evaluation systems An important reason for this 1s
that evaluauon Is an emotional issue and. conse
querrtl) defedisive behaviors are evoked i, membns
of the facult¥ Most college [(’dCh(: s would acknow
edge that teathing effectiveness needs to ke mmproved,
that objective methods must be establiuhzd for elim
mating the deadwood from then ranks and for mak
N g promotiwn and tenure decisions But fow are
willing {p admit that perhaps-their own feaching
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needs to be improved. that they may be onc of the
instances of departmental deadwood, or that they
have not carned a promotion In a nutshell, evalua-
tions are often seen as a threat to self-esteemn and to
job security. People have a tefdency .to resist sugh
threats. | .

The resislance'czm take several forms. ranging from
overt opposition by voting agamst a syétem to verb-
aliy criticizing 1t. K E Eble 1n The Recognition and
Evaluation of College Teaching (November, 197 * has
provided several familiar examnples of the latter
Some of the criticisms he found associated with eval-
uating teaching weré considerations 1) that it could
lead ¢ unhealthy competiton among facuity mem-
bere, 2) that student inpuis would not be valdd since
they could be nusleading or 1nadegnate, 3) that the

teaching process,could becone rather stereotvped and .

4) that no one knows what constitutes eT¢ctive teach-
g The tendency has veen to recognize the resistance
and then move along with the developinent of meth
ods to do the evaluation. It has not been sufficiently
appreciated that this resistance will make it difficalt
for an cvaluation system to be accepted and effec-
tinely employed. A well-designed system could atten-
uate some of this resistance. Current proposals.
howetver. are rather narrowly concewved and nade
quate to gain wide faculty support. Rather than
mimmmize the threat to self esteem and job sec’unt}".
they will more than lihely only increase it.

1ere are sev eral.factors assoclated~with current
methdds and assumptions which contribute to this
probl¢gm In the fol'owing paragraphs, I will describe
these factors. spcclf-y thewr imphcations for the eval-
Zgest some ways that the prob-
lems might be overchme,

uation process and
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To evaluate teachmv implies that one knows the
'elauonshlp between teachmg and learning. Unfor-
tunately, it is not clear just what the relationship
really is Even so, evaluation systems are established
without conéic’erinv this issue in depth. In looking
over some of the questionnaire data flom other col-
leges, it would séem that the designers have nnphcntl\
answered the question A casual glance at any ques
tion'nairc- designed to evalvate a teacher revealstmany
familiar queries about the behavior_of the teacher -
teacher explains clearly. is friendly tcward students,
Qossoseé self-confidence There.are two problems with
the approach implied by such items. First, the activity
of studenfs in the teaching learning process is
ignored Teacher interpersonal behaviors and meth
ods are only effective to the point that students are
willing #nd able to use them. What the student really

\nc-c-(k from the teacher, in ordet to learn. is not

emphasized in this approach. With regard to learn-
ing the content of a course, most of this takes place
in the privacy ol the student’s study area. The use-
fulness to the student of such things as the teacher's .
sense of humor?'self.confidence. greeting students
outside of class and other similar 't rgets of evalua-
tion instruments is not clear.’If cﬁtcnt‘acquisition-
is one of theimajor goals of education. what relevante
do these items have to how well a téacher accom-
phshes that goal?

A second. related problem with this appreach is
that 1t assumes ideal sets of teacher interpersonal
behaviors and classroom methods If this'were true,
one would expect that some tcacher interpersonal
behaviors and classroom methods would be more{
fective than others in this process Otherwise, wh v ask
questions about how well teachers do things” Unfor-
tunately, the research literature offers little support
for making'that assumption. With regard to content
acquisition, it is becoming clear that a wide variety of -
teaching methods (lecture, lecture discussion. discus-
ston} lead to approximately the same amount of con-
tent acquisition, as R. Dubin and T C. Taveggia argue
m The Teaching Learning Paradox Similarly, there
is no-clear evidence that a teacher's qualities such as
availability to meet with students, possessing a
friendly manner. showing self confidence or a sense
of humor are positively related to various amounts‘of
content acquisition “\While st(xdents may be more
satisfied or interested in class when teachers exhibit
such behaviors, the effect that has on their learning
is not clear To date. rescarch on the relationship
between rating scale categories and content learning

.

has failed to show that there 1s a'ny substantial
relationship.

One might argue, of course, that a-lthougl?‘lhere are
few differencesin content acquistition, different class-
room methods and teacher mterpersonal behaviors
may affect the student’s satisfaction with a cou Ise or
-the learning of nron- contc-nt skills (e g.. positive socie-
tal values, collaboranve mterpersonal skills, ability to
use resources). There are several issues to take with
this thiniking. Granted that distinguishablepnethods
might lead to changes in non-content belfaviors of
students, it is not clear what methods o1 t
personal behaviors work best. Furthernfore, ot every
teacher is interested in estathhmg goals 1n addition
to content:learning for his or her classes. To evaluate
all teachers on this basis would be an ob\ ious mmjustice
to many.

Judging, then, from thesc considerations, an eval-
uatlon -sy¥stem should not make a priornt judgments
about. ideal tcachel interpersonal behaviors and class-~
room pleth,ods. Teachers have known intuitively for a
long time that there are no such things. It is not sur-
p;'ising‘ that they ;'CSISt mstruments that unply that
such behaviors exist. A better to initiate the
¢valuation of teaching is to ask teachers what themr
goals are for a class Presumably, what t\\ejv don the
classroom is related to their goals. One gs;)e%cw-l:f_/
evaluation would be how well the classroop#environ-
ment is related to the student’s abllllv to obtain con-
lont\md/or non-conient goals No |dc-al set of teacher
behaviors or goals are tmplied 1n this approach. Since
different instructors have different -goals, a variety
of interpersonal behaviors and methods svould be
expected The evaluation interest 1s 1n whether the
inst1 actor was able to accomplish stated goals and
which of his or her activities need to be improved.

To state as precisely as possible the goals for a
course. on¢ ‘coul"(l boglp. for example, with general
goals of contont acquisiuon' and the developing of
interpersonal collaborative skills in students For ex-
ample. “Students should be able to list the nn.portant
dates and events zlssociale(l' with a given period of
Or. ' The student should be able to write a-
satisfactory term paper in collaboration with two
othier students™ Students wowd then be polled to
see how well things hike lectures, outside read:ngs
and small gloup meetings allowed these particular
goals to be obtained The real test of the effectiveness
of a teacher's behavior is how the things he or she
did were secn as useful contributions to the student’s
exjerience with the course. ¢
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One advantage here is that instructors are free to
specify the type of classroom environment théy want
to estabilish and be evaluated. with regard to how
well their methods allowed their goals to be met. If
one goal was to show students that, teachels are
human beings, then an instructor might do thls by
meeting with students informally, or appearing
{riendly. However, no assumptions are made "across
the board™ as to the desirability of any one behavior
for every instructor. Faculty members should feel less
threatened under this approach smqe they are not
asked to conform to $o called "ideal” beha.\'lors Fur-
thermore, the use of student feedback could serve
as a basis for modxfymg goals and/or metho:is to,
improve the classroom envnronment This process
could only lelad to employment of a wider variety of
teacher interpersonal behaviors and methods. Any
subsequent changes in classroom activities would be
the result of an ob]ectlve examination of the methods
prev louslv employed. Surely this is beltex‘ than the -
SUblectne approach most often used todav Finally,
this approach forces the evaluator to consndel .each
class situation as a unigue entity. While this means
more work for the evaluator, such a system should
contribute less to faculty resistance. '

Classroom-related behaviors are certainly only

one measure of a teacher’s effectiveness. One should
consider the instructor’s influence once the student
leaves the classroom. Some areas that should be con-
sidered are how the student perceives a given teacher
as mfluencmg a) student’s major field of study,
types of course electives, ¢) decision to do post-
graduate stud\' d) decision about what job to take
and e) how well the instructor prepared the student
to work or study in a field S)bwouslv the above are
not the only things one could consndel They are
merely examples of some of the w. ays an instructor’s
influence might appear outside of class The impor-
tant point to recognize is that effectiveness criteria
should not be locked into classroom-related behaviors
How a teacher is perceived by his peersis an equally

* important part of an evaluation system. C leagues
I

can provide insights related to wnat they feel an in-
structor’s academic and personal strengths and weak-
nesses are. Since such opinions have implications for
how a<eacher relates to colleagues and students,
these thoughts should be brought to the surface. Few
instruct(')rs know where they stand in relation to their
cclleagues and how their behaviors are judged by
th(?m For the instructor who is interested in improve-
mdnt this can be valuable information.
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\hd then, appropriately.

Einally, aninstructor’s professional activitie_s should

counted insan evaluation. Factors like research,
professional w riting, mvolvciment m professnonal or-
ganizations and meetmgs and mvol\ement in com-~
munity affairs are important. It must be noted that
these things should be compared with the values of
the educationa’ institu':tion. Conflicts can occur when
the-instructor’s values and those of the institution
are at variance (e.g, on the importance of,research),
One function an evaluation could serve' is to show
muctors where thediscrepancies exist early in thelr
careers. | suspect that some of the surpnse at not

being promoted _would disappear if su.."h discrepan- -~

cies were made e\:phcnt

It*should be clear at this point that 1 regard class-
room actjvities as onlv one area that should be cpn-
sidered in developing an evaluation system. Many
recent attempts at evaluation have not adequately
incorporated thi$ thinking. Consequently, and
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understandebly, faculty members are cool toward » - .

evaluation processes that rely exclusjvely on
classroom-related behaviors.

. But the'most neglected problemgs just how an eva

uation syst~m ought. to be run and what-methods of
data collection might "be used successfuily. 1 have
three major suggestions to make: First, question-
naires and personal interviews, ‘though useful tech-
niques for obtainipg data, cannot be designed
intuitively. Professional consultation should be .
sought in the design and implementation of these
mgthods if they are to be.used by someone pot trained
in how to develop them. To measure a t cher’s abil-
ities, we want the most reliable and vali?procedures
available. While an infokmal approach might appear
to be less threatening-than a more rigorous one, that
is exactly the approach most likely to suffer from defi-
ciencies in method A familiar problem is lhe,one in
which faculty members recognize those deficiencies
reject the data. Anything
that is worth measurmg is worth measuring well.

As a second point, questions about faculty behavior
should be written carefully. A little known phe%mA
enon i1s a student’s _tendency not to rate the actual
behavior of the faculty member Instedd the rating is
made oh how much that behavior deviates from a
reference point that the student employs. For ex-
ample, the instructor may be considered good or poor
with reference to how srme "ideal” teacher beliaves
or in terms of-the “average ability of the student's
other instructors.” In other words, the rating tends to
reflect the discrepancy between the student’s refep-
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ence point and his im‘prgssion of the instructor.hé is
evaluating With traditional rating procedures, these
reference f)oints are not assessed directly. The extent

to which low'ratings (or high ones) reflect the same”

degree of discrepancy between the reference point
and-the actual behavior depends upon the assump-
tions that all students use the same rqfel ence point
and have the same level 6f: o\pectatxons fox that ref-
“ erence pomt That is, no problem would occur if all
students used the average ability of all their instruc-
. tor}‘, as a reference point and rated this ability as
“good” on a given question The rating of the actual
behavior for that catpgory\tc- g . organization of ‘lec-
tures) would represent the same discrepancy for all
students Unfortunately, research just completed by
this author shows that "students use mox
reference point and that the reference pomts differ by
studentand the types of questions askod.Smce the ref-
erence-point value systeins of-students axe dlﬂ'el ent,
individual 1, evaluations on a rating scale arg basically
mcomparablo thev cannot be legitimately ¢ mbmed
This consnderauon “questions’ the appropriateness of
" all traditional rating procedures that are s0 often
emploved in teacher evaluation quesuonnalres
DN There are 4t least two wavs that this pnoblem might
be minimized. One way is to assess the students ref-
i erence pojnts \uth regard to the teacher’s behavioral
- La[(’gOI ies under consldc-ratlon Having this informa-
tion would help to make 1easonable interpretations
of the behavior ratings possible. Another course is to
look spetificelly at how well the teacher’s behaviors
and methods helped students meet the goals of the
course Taking this approach, one is less interested
-in rating a set of teacher behaviors in terms ‘of
“good,{ "poor.” and so forth For exainple. evaluative
questions touching on \xhether the teacher was
« “friendly” or whether he or she assigned a “large
amount” of reading would not be asked in terms of
“goggl™ or “podr " Rather the emphasis would be on
. seeking specific ways that the “friendly” behkavior
and reading assignments helped or hindered the stu-
dent’s learning The ¢rientation offthe questions
would be different since they would concentrate on
the specific effects of teacher interpersonal behaviors
and methods on the student’s performance. A further
payoff of this plan is that the type of information col-
lected is more useful to the teacher since it can be
,uséd to improve specific behaviors. A rating of "good”
“on friendliness might be useful because students
were pot afrdid to ask for clarifications of content
after class. :
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“ heimproved is not thei issue for promotion and tenure.

" negative effects an.instructor. is {aving could be ac-

/

How long an evaluation should last and who should
condfict it is the third major issue demanding atten-
tien. There is a tendency in the literature to assume
that sEudents \or intercsted faculty can write a ques-
fiognain-e, administer’ it, publish the data and then
regard the joh as complete. If my argument in this
artiele is at all legitimate, it should be apparent that .

a quick and dirty job would yneld rather_poor data .

To assess a teacher with regzrd to just some of the

considerations suggested here - li fake time. I doubt

that an adequate assessmenf, of what p_osxtivé and °, - L -

i

complished in less than one yea\r Fhis assumes that
O/Jmtelested in obtaining information, giving the
mstructor feedback, and then reassessing to see d
\\'hethen posmve chanves have occurred in the in- -
dtructor's behavnox I‘hls is panrticalarly 1mportant .
when promotion and tenure conaderatnons are tied ini ,

with the evaluation effort. .

Who should conduct the evaluation is something
that likewise must be taken seriously. Some possibii-
ties'are an independent evaluation agency, interested
students, faculty and_ ad}ﬁinistrators in a college, or
perhaps a commiitee composed of junior and senior
members of a department. Who does it depends upen .
what purpose the evaluation is to serve. Again. this is . b
particularly importart when promotion and tenurc\
are involved. The ‘mportant painits gre that a groug’
ought to be made up of people whom faculty member’s
can trust and that competent evaluation guxdelmes
and goals be egtablished. The written expression of
gundelmes and goals should be done in conjunction
mth'competent professional advice and with the use
of inputs from as many relevant sotirces as possible.
Before the evaluation 1s hndertaken, the guidelines
and goals should~ be communicated tg\l the f.aculty \ .
members wwho will be evaluated.

I hope that some of the conceptual, methodological
and operational suggestions made-in this article will e
help to attenuale the resistance towards an evalua- ’
tion of teaching effectiveness. Furtherthore, it 1s my
belief that asking questionsabout how specific teacher *
behaviors were or were not usefui inputs to students
for meeting the course goals should give the teacher
mformation for changing the classroom environment
intelligently. Finally, 1 would suggest that the data
collected be used inittally for feedback purposes. By
this I mean that bcfom.emluatxon data is used for ‘
promotion and tenure cons'deratlons the instructor
should be given the opportumty to improve. Howmuch

»
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Rather, those who make the tecision should ask the
following questions: ¢
First, did the instructor make an attempt to improve-
what he or she was doing? Professionals should b&
cor~erned \ith improving what they do. Instructors
wh. ate n‘ot interested in improving th'eir_techniques
are not worth having on a faculty, K ,
Second, are the instructor’s values with regard to
things like professional research, writing and com-
munity, service compatible ‘'with the institution's
values? Feed! ack to the instructor would make this
clear If the institution considers any or all of these
things infportant, then the instructor should be told
. ,what is expected How well thé faculty pexson con
I forms to these values would be 4 promotion and ten
ure considel:ation. ' -
( Third, do colleagues Rerceive the instructor as'a
— w&luable member of the faculty? Presumably, instruc-
tors would be given feedback consisting of how.col-
leagues perceive them ds. professionals. This could
help_them to work on relationships and to modify
behaviors-in ways that are less antagonizing to col-
le;agues Interest here would not be so much with
mterpersonal habits as they would be with how the
teacher is Q_ercewed as sharmg the administrative
load (e.g., advising students, serving on committees,
participating in facultx meetings, etc.).
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Fourth, have students reported that what they
learned from the course, in class and out, helped them
in decisions about what to majer n, post-graduate
~iudy or on the job? Teachers who are considered ef-
fective should be those seen as contributing some-
thing of use to the student beyoad the course itself,
If deficient in this area, a concerned instructor would
try to change what he or she is doing.

+ < A breadly-conceived evaluation system shbuld give
those ®ho make promotion and tenure decisions the
appropriate information. How various innuts should
be weighed is another issue. Assigning differentizl
weights to each category (or to any others that are
developed) is really not useful and will needlessly
raise value issues, Professionals should be concerned
with lmprovmg their prdfessional behaviors. Based .
on changes in the inputs obtamed from a broadly-'
conceived evaluation enterprise and cofl-s\ldered with

respect to clearly expressed goals, it will become quxte )

clear who the professionals are. The important con-
siderations in who to promote and for give tenure‘to

. are whether a faculty niember 1s honestly concerned
with imprgovement and‘ can be objectively seen as
having taken steps in this direction. Only those con-
cerned about improving and who try deserve the title
of teacher.

. .y ntl}o,ny F.Grasha
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#\t least ;ix facult par tlc::z;?"thmugh
hinpaid overload, in lan to de
pected learning in the Collegg of Commu\\{y Servxces
iJniversity of Cincinnati AboM thirty five students
Jvill be enrolled in this program w
September, 1972,.

Several ideas underlie this cur nculum og&e .
nterested students will have the O_Jpertumty to
Lelop with the hélp of the facu.l&y" programs w
are suited “to their own nequ and mterestsf‘S'écond
students and facuity bérs \}vﬁl,l‘l_be’ablc to give
preater attentio to/gva u,aUy;f arning as distinct
&:om _workmpaff/(?‘o’r aisi.snﬁlg course grades Third,
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ro Cipation”in core projects, students and
4 Ml able to develop learning experiences time to time, for ex; t
cvh:' are not clearly within the p?‘ovin"g’g;;”~ “Be consultants for certfin skills o

departments and whi tegrate a bro'id range of

profe ssional skilieeTe g, commu’mty n, research,

and,ergamzdu competencies, pro-
Qﬂimleth/lcs andr, onsﬁ'bllitieq and holistic -

R obI’em sGL\ungLoqﬁmd ﬁnahy'the college will attempt

- to help its atTmmi-and professionals in the Cincinnati

'1reaAn continuing lmu&ng and in eﬂ'orts ('o become .,

./’mnovators in the human*sngxce profess:ons

At least one-third of each stient's program will be

" dev to participation jn a core yroject. Studehts
and facuM members participating uNhe program
will join one o™y eral project teams for theucademic
year. (Other stude teachers, and memberg of tho_e
larger community may rk with these teams from .

Y'members may

sues.).Each proj- ;




