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- that: nearly one out of four districts sprveyed had some form of

studeit evaluatlon of ;eachers. search indicates that informational
feedback from students is an-’ effectlve ‘means of 1nrluen01ng teacher
behav1or-~ ometimes more effective than supervisory feedback.
con51der1ng student evaluation of teachers, the first issue is the
purpose of the evaluation. The administration should also decide if
it ig 'going to consider only student evaluatlon of teachers or press

" for comprehen51ve client-centered evaluatlon. I¥ a client-centered
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. ©faluation prograp is considered, Redfern recommends that clients be’
etold how their évaluations will contribute to the overall evaluation
_program. Various recbmmendations for developing an effective
“client-centered evaluatlon program weres/ made by Nation®s Schools in -
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vTh1s month's Bu]]et1n 0n "Student Eva]uat1on of . Teachers and

» Administratars" was initially prepared By Susan J. Ha]hert as a.

" presentation at the annual convent1onﬂof thé Amer1can ~Associatian of
."School Administrators (AASA) vthich was “held in Da]]a;, Te as in
" Fébruary, Po75." - ) : v .
, Miss Ha]bert is dﬁrrent]y Assistant Pr1nc1ﬁa1 for Instruct1on at
& Willdams Sen1or High School in Alexandria, Virginia. She earned
B.A. degree.Cum Laude 43964 )«from Buckne]] Universtty and was
e]ected to Phi Beta Kappg and other national honorary societies
_received her M.A. degree 1n urban education (1972) from Newark State
Co]]ege, and is Currently completing her Ph.D. in.educational, admin-
1strat1on at Catholic University of America in wash1ngt0n Df C.

For those readers who-might be interested in 1mp1ement1ng a pros
- gram of student evaluation of teadhers, there is a.positive postscript
. to this discussion at 'T. C. Williams Senjor High School. Writes Miss
Halbert: "The teachers have responded rost positively to the sgudents'
'proposal. Over 55 percent of tk: instructional staff of 112 teachers -
" hav 1nd1cated that they would 1.ke to use the guestionnaire.. Results
are/ still .coming in, but we:feel. that this 1s a good response to .the
“First. at;*mpt at a.highly édritroversial 1ssue

B S 7 ke

- We feeL that this’ subJect deserves thoughtfu] consideration by
schpol adﬂ1n1etratorsb teachers, and.students. It is this kind of "
stydent invoivement and cooperat1on on which helps in achieving common

)

R educat1ona1 goa]s . . . -
L [ \ * -~ - . .
‘. . oo Kenneth A. Ericksom .
: e 7 .. . Executive Secretary, .
. A CoN . . . Oregon’ School Study- Counci’l
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e 1nstruct1ona] staff 3 o ‘

¥ tion,, and therefore they shou1d‘"1eave the evaluating to us. “ps a

¥ . :l ———.r : - ™
& . ' ' ‘ ‘ , '
\' « \{’ ( \‘ . \ s
t " STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHERS ANQ_ADMINISTRATORS ' ° o
] . oo \ ] . . ) ] . .
. A
) . .+ - Introduction ‘ -
. Ll . . 2 3 ] "\ ¥ . ’. ?" )
) . . « K % ] “ -
. Shou]d studencs evaluate teachers and adm1n1strat0rs? .This is a

question that many of us as teachers and adm1n1strators haue asked

-
-

con51dered and either accepted or reJected accord1ng fo our spec1f1c:

7

purposes and po1nts of V1ew. It 1s a quest1on that I have had to in-

‘ vest1gate dur1ng ‘he past severa] months as a group of students 1n my;’

ewn schoo] began to deve]op a proposa] fop///udent eva]uat1ol of the '

Y \

«y

Eva1uat1on Ttse1f, is a delicate and often voﬂatrie task that re-
’ 4
qu1res everyth1ng from know]edge of subject matter and technique to

bas1c sx1lls in ‘human re]at1ons It requjres understandxng, d1pJomacy,
LI ‘ - * .
—/

— ’ :
[ ‘e

tact ‘and guts. - {-

’
A

Many say, that studerts cannot assume such a d1ff1cu1t task. In‘

» fact they have “np r1ght" to _ass me .that task They are ne1ther
~ o\-.,'
, trained nor sk111ed Jin the area of 1nstruct1ona1 techn1ques and eva]ua- )

’!‘ .
S e
H1scons1n adm1n1strator 1nd1cated ina poll taken in October 1970 by

Natxon s Schoo1s, "The whole idea makes about as much sense as ask1ng
"-\«‘ ] , . .

' an acidhead, to rate h1s 1ocaJ police department . L. \;

-,

7

E ] Is this an accurate ref]ect1on of current att1tudes toward student

-

B3

evaluation of teachers and administrators? Have attitudes changed even '

since 19707
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Attitudes Toward Student Evaluafion -

) . .t . M .
» . . x

" "Polls.of both‘administrators and teachers that were takenm in 1970

. 2,
and 1971 1nd1cate somewhat even]y sp11t reac§1ons to the quest1on,

< ~

g I'Shou]d udents part1c1pate in_ the eva]uat on of fatulty members?"

. Accord1ng to- the poll of adm1n1strators taken by Nat1on S Schoo]s

. - 4

in 1970, 40.5 perrent answered yes, 42. 5 percent answered no, and TT - aS

percent were unsure. Less than fnve ‘percent 1nd]cated that they actual-
1y had such an>eva1uatton prognamlA However, each of the programs in ¢
B operatign was felt to be'pen;ftcia] totboth student;;an&fteachers.
‘ (See Appendix- A.) ; _ T v ‘ \

=

A 1971 teacher op1n1on po]] conducted by the N.E. A Research Divi-
¥

. sion asked teachers 1f\¢hey .avoreﬁ or opposed fo vial evaluation of
~ c]assroom Leachers by, the pupils _they taught Approx1mate1y 50 percent

of the teachers favored student evaluat1on and 50 percent opposed it,

) . with the large percentage falling in the @1dd]e of the contnnuum be-

— ]
tween tending to favor and tending to oppose. The poll revealed very |

i
L7

J*1ittle difference between the opinioﬁs of e]ementah&kand secondany
. schoo] teachers. .(See Appendix B.) An'interesting aspedt of the N.E.A.
teacher opinion poll is &hat in 1970 a]most three fourths of the ‘teach-
. , ers 1nd1catéd that they favored teacher evaluation of pr1nc1pa1s p
’As for actua] pract1ce, a* 1970 N.E.A. survey of school districts P
revealed onﬂy five districts %n which students evaluated their teach-
ers.. A 1971 sampling of schoo] board policies by the Nattona] School

. Boards Association revepled only one mention of student evaluation of

teachers. o
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The p1cture tpday seems tb be. changing rap1d1y By'the middleibf

y -7

.J

]973 tha Educat1ona1 Research Servvce found that near]y ong OLt of four

schoo1 d1str1cts surveyed had«some form of student eva]uat1on of teath-

’ ‘e ¢
2> o

-The Move Toward Client-Centered Evaluation

P

-
[}

H

» What_is the basis for the rapid charige? How havé students, teach-

< ’ N ! . - “ - * ) . . :
ers, and administrators overcome the many reasons given for ndt allow-
ing Students to evaluate teachers? How have they answered arguments |

such as. teachers wj]i oppose student evaluation, students.are not ma-

" ‘ture enough to make objective judgments, about teacher performance,

teacher evaluation is the function of professional educators and not a

proper. role for students, or an evaluation program would be“hard to

~

)

supervise and control?‘-HoW have they a]]ayed fears ‘that teachers will

~ .
. have to be "good guys" or,that, student eya1uat}ons w111 deve]op into

popu]ar1ty po]]s? - c - .

‘Y

Several t ds, 1nc1ud1ng‘those reported by Education U.S.A., seem

. 4

.evaluation.,

to be prov1d1ng 1mpetus to the growing movement toward c11ent-centered

’F?rst, student eva]uat1on.of 1nstructors is not’a, comp]ete—

-

1y'neu practice. It can be traced back through the M1dd1e/Ages when

/

students set up their own comn1ttees to report on. proﬁLssors .who failed

" to cover requ1red segments of 1earn1ng in the spec1f=ed timg, Such

prpfessors were fined.. During the 1920’ s student evaluation at the

ers. Education U.S.A. obta1ned similar resu]ts in a survey of current
* trends in eva]uation-%ractiﬁes;_ ) N '
) P . 5 ' i . . :

1 >
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“college 1ével progressed rapidly and is still widely used tthy‘
‘ \ L ‘ ’ ’ ~ . .
’ ~ Second, a growing boly of research and 1iterature has begun to
¢ . . .. . - B
) change -early skepticisia to,ﬁfﬁéggafédftonfﬁdence in the abi]fty;jﬁ?stu- \
% . . . AT
AR dents, from the ihtermediate‘grades to éréduatgﬂs;hbo]s, to mak@;re]%-
A B ST "2 ’ o
able and valid judgments of teaching performance, Elizabeth Da]ﬁgh,
] k4 . v ’ . .
in her article, "Pupil Selection of Teachers" (Educational degdgzship,
. Fe?ruary‘]Q?]), states that published results of studies pfi{qqcher . ‘.Ll,

» . oo V" . - .:{ .
N > ‘ratings by pupils inQicate an unéqnny ability -on the par%eﬁf,ﬁUpiisxto
- ce aw ' . B IR «

. o . ~
describe good and poor teachers in much, the same way g&-do knowledye;
) able adults. She does ‘add, however that Roy Bryan, in his Jevelopment

! and use of the Student-Opinion Quéstionnaire, recogrized that “Tmature

.students'obvious]y°éré pot au@hq(;ties oﬁ’pequogyz" He emphasiZes the

4 -~ .

d?ffefence between "expert knowledge of teaching methods and thé effects

of those methods." He explains: _
' - ¢ { PR
“—  This is much like-saying that untrajned persons, even children,, _

. can tell experts much about the effects of a television set on~

' > them--whether the picture iS clear and the sound is right--but /
\N they cannot analyze the reasons. for or prescribe the solution, /
I " to malfunction. . -~ ¢ . .
. ' ¢ ‘ 4

- Bryan cpniends i his pub1i%ation;,Twe]ve Teachers énd Their -

i ) Effects ori ‘Studentsy,that Student—reaction/repor%s do help teachers tbg
. . . 4 ]

2 -
.

(1) Determine’the’@egree to which desirable characteristics
exist, (2) discover unsuspected weaknesses-and strengths,
. . (3) maintain goed pub]iggre1atipns, (4) discover gaps be- , e
. _tween theory and practic®, (5) get the proper balance in
.. . . ,emphasis on.competifig factors in the teaching situation,
 and (6) get récognition for excellent teaching.

John A. Centra of Educational Testing Services supports Bryan's

statements in' Education U.S.A.'s recent.publication £Va]uéting Teachers

Y

) 4 ..

L]
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) Frofessiona1 Growﬁﬁ entra'f1nds mUch‘to recommend the pract1ce .
LN - . vV L9 . I’
Dy I .
/ ot student eVa]uat1on, at 1east on the co]]ege 1eye11' He indicates
o that teachers who overrate themsedves onsthe1r own self-evaluation

- ~ .
forms tend\to modi fy their teaching styles after fiﬁding their students

" disagree. "He &1so states that.incorporatiﬁg stndent ratings .into
faculty‘gvaluation’procedgres can have a positive effect upon students.

S At least éach student fee]s t~at he or she is'helping the rnstitytion_

o make important educational decisions. Centra characterizes student

¢ { aT . -3 ~: ;, B {P‘ ¢, j_.
. eva]uat]ons as "no less trustworthy than other methods now available to

-

assess teach1ng performance and when comb1ned with other methods, they

[

« -

probab]y contribute to a fa1r Judgment "

.- ’ Centra's statements are verified 1n a report on Teacher Eva]uat1on

/
/ .

/

. ) to Improve Learning by the 0h10vComm1ss1on on PubTic Schoo] Personnel

Policies {March,1972). Accord1ng to the rep0rt research 1nd1cates ; '

.

that 1nformat19na] feedback from students 1s,an effective means of 1n-

- L]

- Nfluencrng teacher behav1or In fact, student feedback can somet1mes he

- more effective in changing teacher behavior than supervisory feedback:

" An additioﬁa] advantage of student evaluation is that it is available
to teachers whenzver they w%sh to use it. Thus, eva]uation can he an

»

ongo1ng process and does no+ have to be dependent upon the assistance

A

’

of a pr1nc1pa1 or superv1sor

v g

- A third aspect of the movement toward increasing c]qent centered '
evaluation, is the nationwide, focus upon accodntabilﬂty. We are all .

having to answer the demands which became so vocal and even violent

LI

during the sixties. 'The demand for action,” the demand for answers, the

»
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' generally refers to aay situation in which school personne] are evalu—

sixties is all about." . . ) ‘ . ’

Y]
L4
-~
*
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-
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"demand for 1nformat1on, the demand for 1nvo]vement from students,

-

teachers, and the general pub1tc--a11 have become focused—1n the word
_accountab111ty We are now deve]op1ng ways to answer, at 1east in

‘part some of these demands. One of the anproaches has been thro.gh -

\ - ‘- ~

the movément toward & °nt centered eva]uat1on “ o~ -

-

JAs George Redfern defines the term, client- centered evaluation

] . LS

ated by subord1nates _in ‘addition to super1ors He states in AASA“s .

Schoo] Administrator (March 1972) that "c11ent centered evaluation is . - A,

sexactly what the beat1ng on the super1ntendent s door -that began in the:

* The need tc which client= centered evaTuat1on responds is by ;
now familiar. It is people's need for more involvement in ) .
“.controlling matters’ that affect their daily lives. . . . The ',
merit of client-centered evaluatipn is that. it affords those
who are served and led by professjional school personnel a
channel for direct, concrete par 1c1pat1on in an administra-
* tive function that is vital to increasing the schools’
productivity-evaluation. . ’ M.

~ ¢

A fourth and somewhat negative aspect of the trend toward clients.
! . . .
centered evaluation has emerged in attitudes of students toward teach-

[} - . .-

ers. Some of theSe attjtudes certainly reflect the growing concern and

e [
.

demand for accountability. “Max Marshall explores reasons for students

demanding the right to “grade" professors in his article."Reverse

Grading," (Educationa] Leadership, March 1971). .He states that:

’By reciprocal Just1ce for example, if one side grades, so
: can_the other. The two wrongs, however, instead of neu-

tra11z1ng each other, are compounded. The pr1nc1p1es and e
errors are parallel, and consequences are as serious. .
- 6 )
- 4
a. hd
- ( )
= o
11 .




. decisions about their'time efforts, and activities.
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A second reason for the students' urge to g%iticize lies in
their natural self-assurante, Todayy if they consider the -
first few weeks of a course‘aﬁbo.e, ‘the teacher and subject -

« néver get a chance. - . N
xt - / .
Youth's ‘resentment of auth0r1ty s another factor. Intnlp§1c
. in this resentmen¢/1s a slgn)f1cant desire for retaliation.
. Teachers always p]ease some students and irnjtate others.
~* t
N

A fourth reason ‘for students rating the1r ment@rs is that
they are now urged to do so. To ask an inexperienced"student
for,hic opiniop is a {lattering and appea11ng diversion, and

] adm1n1strat1ve approval, is always welcome. ’

M P

. Fifth, students may rat1onal1ze that appra1sa] is-a moral
duty.  Occasionafly & new idea is effective, of course,.but
tak1ng criticisms Jiterally, though commonly done, is”exceed-
ingly hazardous. However, the relief students feel when they
have a chance'to speak’ out may be mildly beneﬁ}efe]

My persona} experience in wonk1ng with students on the issue of
3

student eva]uat1on 1qd1cates that there 15 some validity in Mr. Mar-
- /7
shall's statEﬁents T.°C. w1111ams Sen1or H1ah School is’ composed of

approx1mate1y 1,800 e1eventh and twe]fth grade students. The schoo]

{
onerates as an open campus. Studente are required to attend classes,

|
H ?

but during unscheduled class time they may go to the student center,
/ . - ;

to the library, to other staff members, or éven completely off the

campus. The staff encourages students to make mature, responsibTe

-

In keep1rg with this philosophy, the school moved last year to a

“

new scheduling process ca]]ed aréna scheduling, Instead of students
selecting subject areas and being scheduled byta computer, students
were able to persomatly seiect subjects, teachers., and class time for |

the coming yéar. The emphasis was upon (1) thorough exploration of .

R ‘.7 . " /

.
> . . -

S

IS




N

6ptions with the help of teachers, counselors, administratbrs,. and ¢

other sgudents, and (2) mature dec1s1on-mak1ng and respops1b1e COmm1€

by

ment to the final schedu]e chosen in the arena ’ ..

N.___,_k &~

The students and teachers responded mast favorably to arena sched- .

F

u11ng Teachers became more involved in plunn1ng ne% programs and in

A

counse11ng students Teachers also became aware that they would.have o ) .
to advertise thejr programs in order to attract students in the arena- ST
No lTonger cou]d‘mhey depend on the computer for filled c]asses. Bumper
-stickers read1ng “Turn On to Sc1ence at T. C. " began to appear every-
" where--on bumpers on doors, in the ha]]s, and in .he bathrooms~
The students also seemed to be more - comm1tted to the progranis zmat

they themselves nad developed Fewey/;iudents changed their schedu]es
% ./

<

e

or voiced con-ern over student—teacher conflict. ’és/the f1rst year of

arena schedu11ng progressed, howeve,, a new problem emerged Students
‘becan to feed that they ne@ded more - 1nformatlpn to make mature deci- = * -

A
sions about selectipn of teachers and subjects. \They fe!t that "word-

LY

of«mouth" was not adequate to acquaint students w1th the methods, .

-

styles, and persona11t*es of various teachers. Therefore, they wanted

to deve]op a quest1onna1re for students to use .dn eVa1uat1ng teachers

'Y v

>Information from the questionnaire would be pub11shed in a Teacher -

D1rectory and d1str1buted to all students who woqu be' nnVO]Ved 1n the
arena scheuu11ng process.” Co L y
And So the d11emma——the ph11qsophy of the school and staff en- -

courages mature, respons1b1e dec1s1on-mak1ng by the students It en-.

»

Eourages thb1z 1nvo]vement and part1c1pat1on in deve]op1ng the school : 1.~

f‘ ’ -8




\

_program. It. encourages thelr exploration of issues” and options. It

}. encourages, the1r suggest1ons for changing and 1mprov1ng the curr1cu1um.

In_yiew of this, how does the sghog] and its staff dea] with the-pro-

1
)

posal for studeht evaluation of teachers?
i B .

) Developing a Program for*C]ieﬁt-Centered'Evaiuation’

-

2

. //, . * - .
» | The first issue to be considered in answering this question is the
- » -~ 5 .

. purpogse of’the student eva]uatien If the evaluation is designed as a

)
persona11t¥ quest1onna1re a fau]t f1nd1ng expedrt1on or a form of

-

neta11at1on, then the validity of the student eva]uat1on must be seri-~

ous] quest1oned \If the eva]uat1on 1s'ﬁes1gned for the 1mprovement of

‘instructfbn. then th& process has the potent1a1 for mak1ng positive

Eentributtons to the gro@th of both students and fatulty.

a

Joan Jacobson, a,w1scons1n teacher of Eng11sh and social studies,

%

reconmends 1n‘her article "Should Students Evaluate Teachers?" (Today's

- Educatlon May‘1973) that. students shou]d become 1nvo]véd if:

-~

1. A mutual feeling of trust has been developed betweer students
. and feacher. . , )
" 2.. Such information is used sp]e]y for the 1mprovement of in-
_ struction and not for determ1n1ng s%1ary, tenure, or pro-
e . mot1on —~
3,. The evaluation instrument is cooperat1Ve1y deve]oped or>
agreed upon by teacher and students. .
S 4.. Findings are discussed w1th students and with others at
j: the teacher s d1scret1on )
’ George Redfern makes several recommendations to adm1n1strators in

-

answering a proposal for clleﬁt—centered evaluation. He sta}Fs that:

?
* -
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1. An administrative response must be genuiné and satisfy the
psychological needs being expressed in‘the~d§ive far change.
2. The administrator must be reasonab]y sure that the change
o will improve--not W%%;en--the educat1on -process.
. * v A, .
3. ' The administrator mus't alse be sure that the change can be
- integrated and coordinated with existing programs in the
. school system and those under development:

If a clieﬁt~gentered~eva1uation program is -cogsidered for a school .
or, school system, Redfern recommends that clients be informed about how

their evaluations will cbntripute to the overall evaluation program. .

e -

He states that this prograﬁ/shou]d become more butput-oriented thus

//
creat1ng a direct 14 e from c11ent eva]uat1on to educational output.

Redfern suggest; that ' the effect1venpss of c11ent—cent9red kvaluations

will be maxf

>

zed if they are incorporated into an ongoing evaluation

.

3

system on cons1stent1y recurr1ng basig:" '

Let us assume that school adm1n1st;%fb?3’1n a’ part1cu1ar system
become cqmmitted to the concept of client-ceritered evaluation and dg-
cidé'to‘atcept a proposal for §tudent‘eva]uatipg:of teachérs. What are
_‘the.next éteps in instituting’aqd operating ;uch a progrigf
. The administrqtion should first decide if it is going ito.consider
ogay one aspett of client-centered evaluation, such as student eta]hal
tion of teachers, or if it is going to press for comprehensive client- f'
centered evaluation. Redfern recommends the 1attér so that "no segment .
of the client community or the professional staff feels that it is being
denied a voice in a§§essing the performance of those in authority.”

The nexf/step is to anticipate jésistance that may develop toward

the new form and direction of evaluation. Resistance may be based upon

L \ c
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~

doubts ‘or fears about self-image, potential vin@icti@ehess,~andAun-

favorable use of the ‘resuits. ~ °

Redfern states that:- ' ‘ s

Many of these problems can be a]]ev1ated by careful planning’
of an 1ntegrated cooperative, balanced program of evalua-
tion in whith the evaluatee himself participates in forming
the judgments and actions based on the clients" input.

. Clearly communicating how the system will work and showing
the recpons1b111ty for designing it are also desirable
strateg1es for. w%nn1ng support and cooperation.

: ~P1ann1ng for the c11ent centered evaluation should include safe-

guards aga1nst -
«- 1. Influencing the c11ent s evaluation through ant1c1pat1on ‘
of rewards or fear.of reprisals. . )

L3

2. Cneating securi;y in the eva]uation. ,

3. Making appraisals that dc not tell the whole story.

-
~

.4, Giving an unbalanced emphasis to the client evaluations
0 in the.overa11‘eva1uation.

5.

o~

Towing:-

1.

Making the adm1n1strat1ve evaluator uncomfortab]e in his

_ role becausé c11ents

eva]uat1ons have -been shared with

him,

A

B

Make the clients' evaluations anonymous.

-2. Have the evaluatee receive the forms directly.
" g‘" 3
" 3. Let the eva]uatee take the initiative in conferr1ngfﬁ1th
his eva]uator regard1ng clients' assessments, e
4, Let the eva]uatee dec1de when to make the summary of the

clients' evaluations a part of his personnel record.

Specifié proqedures to provide safeguards might include the fol-

‘o

Additional recommendations for developing an gffective client-

<

3

centeted evaluation program were made by Nation's Schools in Apr1391973 T

-
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to New Jersey.

& .

. after surveying various student evaluation pract.c2s from California ' *

1. Be sure the purpose is to evaluate ipstructaonp
2. Intolvée teachers in the deve]opment of evaiuation forms.

3..1Make participation in the program voluntary, at 1east
initially. ~.
4, Uti]ize evaluation forms that can be readily scored, ’ -
preferably those that can be easily adapted to mechan1ca1
and computer ‘scoring. ,
5. Cut down the number of evaluations by utilizing.a random
* sample of c11ents whenever possible.

Don' thovers1mp11fy thegresults.

use a d1fferent approach. Some teachers may show the evaluations to

Keep the results as confidential as possible.

.

‘o’ N o
r 7 .

Don't forget the limitations of student evaluation. Use
it primarily as reinforcement for other evaluations.

*" A1l of these recofmendations are merely guideposts that have been

developed out of the efforts and experiences of students, teachers, and

administrators throughout the nation. The various program§ may appear

similar, and yet each’contains unique features that emerge out of the

specific demands of that particular school or school system.

Cee, , ) ) ..
For instan.e, seme programs use ready-made evaluation forms;
others develop their own. Some programs utiljize the same.approach

throughout the system, others may allow each schpo] or department to .

v ,'

4
]
h

. . . . [
their supervisors; others may keep them entirely. confidential. Some,
I

schoot systems may perm1t students 'to evaluate adm1n1strators, others
may a]]ow on]y teachers to evaluate administratdrs. . ]

' 12 , /
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In other words, “the dec1s1on you make and the program you deve]op

for c}1ent centered eva]uat1on must depend upon your, own constqtuency

Certalnly the research andJexper1ence of others are 1mpon;ar% but,you
Student eva]uat1on

’

must be the final judge of what fits your needs

of teachers or any qQther form of client- centered eva]uat1on 1s still

only part of the total evaluation process. It all has to mesh to be
[ “{

-

effective.
As I mentioned at the beginning, eva]uation requires understand-

ing, diplomacy, tact, and guts. Many schools will probad]y be facing

<

decisions about these very issues in the near future. 1 know we must
s

figure out how to turn around a movement that is the right thing to do

/
for alﬂ the wrong reasons; or the wrong ¢h1ng to do for a]] the r1ght

~

reasons Either way--the very process w11J probably teach us as, much

as the results can ever promise.

.
~
0
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The students at T, C w17ﬂ1ams H1gh School have cont1nued their

1nvest1gat1on of student evaluation of teachers. They have met severa1

+ 4 ’

times™ wpth representat1ves from the teach1ng and adm1n1strat1ve staffs

and have rew1ewed the mater1a1 on student evaluat1on of teachers’ wh1ch

.

was. gathered during my 1nvest1gat1on of the tOpTC After extens1ve ';

d1SCUSS10n ‘of basic purposes and concerns, the students*nave concluded

thejr eva]uat1on of the 1nstruct1onaT staff should be for the, purpose

of 1mp\;vement of 1nstruct1on. Although the students are still in-

terested in pub11sh1ng the infonnatiOn gathered during the evaluation.

proéess, they have agreed to g1ve the 1nfqnmat1on d1rect1y to the
\

~

teacher for- 1mprovement~of h1s br her 1nstruct1ona1 program Any fur- |

ther use of the 1nformat1on wa]% be the prerogat1ve of the teachen, in-

AN

c]ud1ng pub11cat1on of the 1nformat1on or dﬁstr1but10n of the 1nforma-
t1on to the adm1n1strat1ve staff. ‘ )
Dur1ng the week Q Apr11 7, 1975 the students will present the1r
proposa] for student evaJuat1on of the'instructional staff to the en-
tire facu]ty\for 1ts_support and approva]. If the staff approves the
proposal, the students will.proceed with the pilot program for student

.evaluation.of teachers, inc]Jding’evaluation of. teachers and their

specific instructional programs at the close of "the 1974-75 schooi”

b

‘ - year, Ta ”
o * - * H .,

Ed v . . -

One aspect of the students initial proposa] for student eva]ua-
1

tion of teachers cont1nues to be of major concern to the students--

, SRS , C o




that is, the need for more information about the teachers, their meth-
ods’, and their programs in mak1ng 1nte]]1gent dec1s1ons dur1ng the

arena schedu]1ng process " The students still want to have the oppor-

A

tunity to get'this information before they have to_dec1de about spe-

¥

c1f1c gourses. and teachers. " 5

3

* Consequently, the students have proposed that dur1ng a."staff
\
deve]opment“ or “records .day" the students be 1nV1ted to attend an open

’ -
M N

house at the school. Durnng the open house the r1s1ng Jun1ors and

4

seniors will be given a br1ef or1entat1on by the d1rector of dU1dance\

-

and then will be able t6 yisit 1nd1v1dua1 teachers in their ctassrooms .

to discuss their programs for the_next schoo] year. This proposal has

-4 . - s

been accepted by the staff. The open house will take place on April 11,

1975 during Records Day. A1l rising .tenth and eleventh érade'students

.

will'be invited to attend. In addition, teachers have also volunteered ,

2

to allow students to "audit" étasses_during a studentli/fgeé’time to
.determine if he or she is interested in takinﬁ—the—course next year.

The students have done outstanding work in their invest;gation and
proposa].of student eva1uation.of the instructional staff.' They have
involved students, teachérs, and administrators in the entire process.
hTheyshave'voiced mature concerns about the decisjon—making process‘at
the school. They have ma1nta1ned strong beliefs about their goals and
purpose while st1]] rema1n1ng open to‘new 1nform§t1on and differing
'opinions. They have proceeded systematically wit their'proposa]
through the bureaucracy to obtain approval for their revised purpose

and procedure. The studénts have learned not on]y about student

15 ° .o =
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\ v

o vA]] of the invEstigatiBn that, has“taken place during{thé/current

Y

eva]uatxon of teachers, but also about effect1ve ways of work1ng w1th

the Eystem to obtain specific’ resu]ts -The 1nstruct1qna1 ‘and adninis-

Ao

trative staffs have learned more about student evaluation of‘teachers,

L

as weéll as about teacher evaluation -of administrators. In fact, the
administrative staff is now considering various ways in which teachers

can participate effective1y in the evaluation of admin}strators Per-
¢ 7
haps most 1mportant the adm1n1strators have learned more effect1ve //'

/

ways of con51der1ng and channe]1ng student dissent into positive ac-

’ i

tion.

<

Vv

-

year prov1des a strong foundation for c11ent centered eva uat1on during
the next school year. Al of the 1nformat1on, 1nvest1gat1on, and re-

su]ts of the pilot study have 1mp1ications for future proposals and

. decisions. As George Redfern has stdted, once an orgahization moves in

the direction of one aspect. of the client-centered approach,'thentather

3 I ) . ~ " * o4
aspects of the organization tend to ove,in the same direction. This

has proveﬁ'to bé—the case in the introduction of arena scheduling to

T. C. Williams High Schooll Student involvemept in the decision-making _

“

“ process has become a priority at the high school. Hopeful Ty, students,

teachers, and administrators/Will continue to find positive ways to
i : Ve ’
maintain this involvement and to encourage additional student-initiated .

actiyities in the total program.
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,31.7% K-6
22.3% Grades 9-10

o

4.5% Yes

.

-

Fs

.. 95.5% No

:

»
»

CL . Nat1on s Schools, - | I
: 1970 Survey of Administrators .
HOW ADMINISTRATORS VOTED ¢ . . - 0 ¢ ' o
J. Do you feel that students should part1c1pate 1n the evaluat1on of .
faculty members-—through questionnaires, etc.? - .
.*u\\\ ¥ 40.5% Yes 42.5% No 17% Not sure -~
. ) .. . , : . ;
2. If yes, at what grade 1eve1 should such an evaluation process be.
started7

n

%

I

>

34% Grades 7-8
12% Grades 11-12 *

3. Do you actually have such an eva]uégjon program?

B

4, If you do have an evaluation program,,have you found it to be

?
benef1r1a1 ‘ ‘ ‘ A
, 100% ves 0% No ° ) -
»’ ’ . ‘ \r
5. What do you see as major obstacles tp student participation in-
facu]ty eva]uat1ons7 (please check as many as needed)
o 32.6% Studehts not quallfied -48.3% Faculty opposition
32.6% Not proper role fbr 32,2% Hard to supervise
N students and control .

i} S.S%QOther obstacles ' '

»
.
-

The-op1n1on poll survey, conducted mpnth]y by the editorial staff of
Nation's Schools, is based on a five percent proport1ona1 sampling of

14,000 school gdm1n1strators in 50 states.

a 46 percent tésponse.

;..

’.

19

=<

This month's poll brought
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Strongly favor «'

Tend to favor
Tend Eo oppose

Strongly oppose
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APPENDIX B
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~

» N.E.A, Research Division.

1971 Téacher Opinior Poil

4

s - £
N
s
\) s . A
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v

Total

12.0%

- 38.0 139.1
L™ .o

i 31.9 33.1

. 181  17.5 .
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.. ~ APPENDIX C

Suggested Steps for -Developing Staff Evaluation bX-Studeﬁts

-

L]
L]

Ke5 Preliminary Questions

A.

d.
K.

Suggested Steps:

.. At what time(s) of the year should it be administered?

Should pensona] results be released only to 1nd|v1dua1 teach-.

.ers?

Shou]d the results be published to serve as criteria for stu- "
dent se]ect1on of teachers and classes?

"Should the results‘be shared with adm1n1strators? ..

Y -
.

Should teachers part1c1pate on a vo]untary basis?-

How Imany t1mes a year'should the study be conducted? T

What - factors’such as teacﬁer sex, years of teaching, etc. or
student background factors would you Tike to re]ate to student
responses7

What kind of inservice follow-up program will be available to

staff members?

willwépén<endee questions be asked?

How will the.study be financed?
* & .

Should counselors or administrators be evaluated-also? )

%

A.

m o (ge] o
. . . .

-n

.Review existing questionnaires.

Form a student-faculty committee.

13 - o7
Introduce idea to administration, department heads, faculty.

_ Develop gquestionnaires. ) :

Send proposed questionnaires to staff for comments.

&

Revise .questionnaire.

21 ) v

/
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- APPENDIX C (continued) u

.~y -

‘ -

~

G.. Send final questionnaire to all staff, ask for commitment,
. periods they wish to be evaluated by and number of students
per .period. .

* H. Secure financing--develop ‘final budget (district funding?).
. » Write' Teacher Bgckground due§tions; Write Coding Manual.

¢ ~

T I, Meet with programmer+-determining format of output-internal
analysis. , ) ' :

b4

J. Prepare packets--include statement to be read fb students,
general instructions. ’

» K. Distribute packets to participating staff. . .

L; Gathef results at end of each period.

M.  Keypunch. * ' -
X * . I". "
- N. Do computer runs. © - . .
' . M 6"’. 1
-0. AnalyZe results--relating student and teacher background data
to student responses. « !
P. HWrite final report. . . -

Q.. Return data to_téachers:

. R, Evaluate process-~make revisions for future.

June E. Thompson

Awalt High School
Truman/Bryant Avenues
Mounta;n View, CA 94040
415-968-1647

s
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»

Objectives

APPENDIX D -

»
-

of the Student Perception of Teacher Forim

Y -

J

-

. [3

This instrument is to be uség By. the teacher

\

for discovering one'’s own strengths and weaknesses in
one's instructional program."These'éuestions were
] - . =,

. *C : - )

prepaxed by the committee formed to investigate.

» = ° . o
possible mean$ of teacher evaluation. The committee,
. - .

R

- formed by the Student-Faculty-Administration’ Council,

.

-

-

* ¢ . S .
is recommending this teacher evaluation to be uged. fox

- - -

instructional improvement only. The questionnaire
E} . 3 [ 4 4
cdn be given to ¢ach one of the instrpdtor's pupils to

LY . . -

be completed ancnymously, and the results of the
» 3 4

questionnaixre can be collected and kept édnfidéntial.

L
a

Please fecel free to take the initiative to alter this.

’
R ~ ¢, o

- E
device to individual needs and to confer.with-

evaluators regarding his assessments.- More extensive
« - _t‘,~

course and teacher evaluations are available upon S

.

" “request’ of the adminis%ratéén. Aid will be supplied

in calculations of results of the ‘questionnaire and

interpretation of findings, upon reguest. Y

?

?

. 4
23
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AN

Dues not .
apply to me

—— —— — —— — —

——— m— s e ctm— ——

 p—— ety ———— —— — —

,'Falrness~ Teachet -is fair and lmpartlal Ain treatment -

- 1n+erest;ng and challenglng. -

.for the thlngs I have o say in ‘class, o

. Lenéth ol assignments;,They age\cf reasonable length.

A ‘Of VieW ., v . . .

) 1
Student Perception of Teacher =~ = . -

.
- . -

- t

Knowledqe of subject I feel' the teacher has a good ) w
knowledge and querstandlng of‘teachlng field. -

Clarlty of presentat;on- Ideas are presented at a
level which I can4understand ) L v

of-all students in the c1ass. - . C

\

Success in stlmulatlng interest: This class is

.

H
~

.

%ﬁthus1a=m~ The teacher shows interest and entnus;asm
for subject- appears to ‘enjoy teaching this subject.

.

Attl*ude toward student ideas: Teacher has respect

iy

Encouragement of student participation: Teacber en-.
courages nie to ‘ask quest;ons and.express ideas in clas;

-

Tdacher recobgnizes and accepts dwn mlstakes.

Openngss: Teacher ;s%able ;5 ske things from my point

-
i,
.
-

Con31derat10n of others- Teacher is patlent, under— <
standlng, conslderate and courteous, TR g

: A
Control: The teacher knows how to handle students th
attempt to dlsrupt the class.

Al

Availability: This feacher seems to feel a responsi~
bility to help students both in ‘and out of elass.
Perceptlon- Teacher seems to know whén students don*t
understand the materlal.

3 L] /7 “ ‘*,-
EvaTuation: Teacher's testlng and gradlng methods saem
falr, uniform,” and are clearLy vnderstood by me. NANY

~

Preparatlon In mY OPlnlon, £his teacher takes time
preparing for each class. - ’ .

Difficulty: TeacHer recognlzed my ablllty level and th

’jwork was w1thin the ‘limits of'what I can do.’

Methods: Teacher uses a variety of teach;ng methods :

such as films, Jectures, discussions, semlnars, etc.
Y

<7
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