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Abstract

The purpose of this investigation was to éxplore current uses of
formative and summative teacher evaluation, and to determine the extent
that the assessment of performance contributes to improving teachers'
skillS. The study also examined the chatacteristics of the assessment

tedchar evaluation literature, an analysis of legal constraints and a

series of case studies in local districts, the authors conclude that

asseNSment practices contribute relatively little to the identification

orgshizationally to plan staff development activities. Problems with
current evaluation measures are specified shd potential solutions are

proposed.



PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT FOR TEACHER DEVELOPMENT

Interest in asSsesiing teacher performance has heightenszd in the 1ast
decade. More than evar before, parénts want assurance that teachers are
competent profeéssionals. Just when schools are plagued by spiraling

teacher evaluation iS one way to reach that goal.:

Educators are cohcerned about teacher evaluation for mahy specific
reasons. However, as Millman (1981) notes, we can distinguish between
two major types of teacher evaluation: formative and summztive. The

tenure, assignments and salary.
Clearly, formative and summative evaluations serve dQifferent
purposes--both important. Summative evaluations are designad to ensure

and refine vital skills. Most teacher evaluation conducted today
attempts to do both Simultanecusly. 1In practice, however, most
evaluation practices address summative goals. Formative teacher
evaluation--potentially important in instructional imptovement ang

individual development-~often assumes a secondary role.

ERIC
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Neither summative nor formative teacher evaluations;, as currently

Neither the environment in which Sufimative evaluation is conducted nor
the sssessment procedur&s used for that evaluation are as effective as
they could be. Formative evaluation offers a potential seldom realized

afford. 1In both cases; 2 new course of action is needed if the potential
of teacher evaluation is to be realized. The research project described
in this report is an attempt to chart part of that course.

This investigation addrasses problems and solutions associated with
formative evaiuation. We do not wish to imply that formative evaluation

is necessarily more important than summative. Both are potentially

valuable. But issues of teacher selection, retention and promotion are
already receiving widespzead consideration; we feel teacher improvement
needs more effort ard attention. If overall school improvement is our

behavior--can make a significant contribution to teacher evaluation when
used in a formative way. For reasons that are outlined below, the rules

governing siummative evalustion often preclude the use of much potentially
valuable performance dats. Formative evaluation, free of such

our goals in this study were first; to understand current teacher
evaluation, both its problems and potentials; and second, to identify

ngsge
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development. To reach these goals, we addressed four questions: How are
teachers typically evaluated?, How are evaluations used to foster teacher
improvement?, In what ways can evaluation and development be more

effectively linked?, and What barriers prevent Yinkage?

teacher evaluation policies and practices in four school districts. In
addition, we conducted a working conference, emphasizing formative
teacher evaluation practices and priorities, with task forces of
principais, teachers and district adminiStrators from each of the four

case study districts.
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RESEARCH ON TEACHER EVALUATION

Mesns of improving teaching performance (Educational Research Service,
1978; Bolton, 1983). But given the ineffentiveness of current evaluation
approaches, most are not ECEiévihg this gdai to any impressive degree.

To understand why, we explored four dimensions of teacher evaluation:

the current context; characteristics of constructive; formative

evaluation systems; research on the status of evaluation practices in

teacher growth and development.

The Context of Teacher Evaluation

The current context of teacher evaluation is changing. Donald
pufois, former coordinator of staff development in Salem, Oregon,
¢xplainé part of the impetus behind this change: "Teacher evaluation;
bistorically, has been a mess. Teachers often feel naked and defenseless

by the 'inspection' and 'report card' system. For principals, the

teacher evaluation process is a gut wrenching, time consuming duty"
(Lawis, 1982).

Educational administrators are aware of problems with ciurrerit
evaluations. Responding to a national survey by the Afmierican Association
of Secondary Administrators (Lewis, 1982), administrators specified the
following needs:

e  Better definitions of effective teaching. Although many

evaluation programs attempt to define effective teaching, most

ééfihitions center on teachers' behaviors--not on appropriately

measured outcomes.

U859e .
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More trust _ih the process. AS one superintendeht put it, " We

need to know how to evaluate people and get them to feel good

about It.rr In many placas, the "spirit™ of evalnation has been

50 structured by teacher contract agreements that it is almost

"pro forma;"

® Proof of the link between evaluatlon and 1nstrthronal

1mErovement. Unt11 there 1s some spec1f1c 1ndleatlon that the

forma.

More- sggo;flesuenmevalaat"”' Conferences, personal

goal~ setting, classroom observat1cns—-Ehese ‘are comwmon

better.

® MDIegﬁenSlLIVIty to the needs of the evaluator, grlmarllz

ptincipsl: Many participants feel they have nelither the sk1lls

nor the tlme for successful evaluations: Evaluators wonder what

kind of training they should have and how they should be

evaluated to be sure the system works.

&S these commints show; administrators are often frustratéd by
current practices. Evaluation iS time consuming, potentially disruptive
to staff-administtator relationships, often distrustad and criticized by
teachers, and Zeeminyly ineffectual in improving instructjion:

Teachers alss Are critical of evaluation procedures: They often

coiitenid that the asgessment methods used are inappropriate: the
performance criteriz by which they are judged are either anspeclf1ed or
too gemeral; clas&foom observations are infrequent and siperficial; the
factors evaluated often have little relationship to instruction:
Supervisory evaluations are too often subjective, based fior& on persohal
characteristicé than instructional skill; and results are either not
communicated or are hot useful in improving performance (Naktriello and

Dornbush, 1981; Bozich and Fenton 1977; Bolton; 1973);
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Recent surveys of teachers' attitudes about evaluation bring these
problems into sharper focus. For example, they report that only 28
percent of the items in school districts' evaXumation checklists examined

relate to the instruoctional role of the teacher. & few additional items

the classroom: memberships in organizations;, and ééttibipétiéi‘i in
professional; social and administrative éétii&itiéé. In other ﬁ6tas, the
criteria used in these instruments"...seem to be largely unrelated to
improving teaching performance and provida little assistance in changing

teaching practices."

coffiinicate evaluation results to them. The authors note, "The teachers
in our interview study reported that on the average they recejved formal

evaliations from their principals once every thre: years:" Moreover; in

that "research provides little support for current practic&s in teacher
evaluation." He goes on to comment, "One of the few things that can be

safely said is that the prevalent system of evaluation...through

0859



observation by supervisors is biased and subjective. The use O

techniques that have greater promise for providing objective data, Such

Designing a More Constructive Environmeht

Dissatisfaction with current evaluation procedures éhé GUfCGEéS has
prompted many educators to propose substantive revisions-~revisions in
planning, in designing performance critaria and acquiring meaningfol

data, and in communicating results to teachers: The following

strategies might make evaluation practices more constructive and
effective.

Manatt (1982), a major proponent of an evaluation fiodel being tried
manifesting these features: (1) teacheér involvement in the evaluation
procass; (2) centralized and collaborative development of performance
criteria based on research and on local priorities; (3) goal setting;

(8) multi-dimensional methods for assesSing teachers' skills; including
lmprovement; and (6) inclusion of a pre~observation confer: ze to acquireé
background @ata, and a post-observation conference to mutually analyze
classroom data and set goals for improvement.

Manatt's model strongly reflects tha positive impact of clinical
supervision, a collegial process of professional development designed by

Harvard School of Education faculty in the 1960s: Clinical supervision

ERIC
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is a system in which teacher and supervisor work together to set goals

steps: pre-observation conferences to exchange background information
and to mutually establish goals and methods for gatl.sring data; multiple
classroom observations that include collection of objeéctive data; and
post-observation conferences to analyze and verify data and to
collaboratively develop a systematic plan for improvement. In addstion;
process to ensure that the teacher has a real voice in determining

evaluation procedures and setting goals for professional growth:

incorporated into most local systems.
in response to valid concerns about thé perfunctory natire of most

evaluations and reliance on subjective observational data, many educators

drge the use of (1) assessment methods that give more adeguate and

use of student evaluations and less relisdnce on ratings by principals and
other Siupervisors." He also concludes that "reliance on s single
evaluation technique is unwise" since it reduces the possibility that the

teacher will be judged fairly:
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Following a comprehensive analysis of current teacher evaluation
practices, Darling-Hammond, Wise and Pease (1983) specify four minimal
conditions for a successful teacher evaluation system:

® All 1nd1v1duals in the system understand the criteria and

processes for teacher evaluation:

relate to the basic goals of the orgenization; i.e., there is a

shared sense that the criteria reflect the most important
aspects of teaching; that the evaluation system is consonant
with their educational goals and conceptions of teaching;
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motivates them to 1mprove the1r perfo:mance, and pr1n91pals
perceive that it enables them to provide instructional
leadership;

All 1nd1v1duals in the evaluatlon perceive that the evaiuatxon

and flex1b111ty to handle unant1c1pated demands (WeIck 1982,

p. 674). That is, it allows partxcxpants to achieve a balance
between control and autonomy.

How exten51vely do current school practices incorporate these

commcnly advocated criteria? In summarizing a series of surveys of
evaluation practices, Rnapp (1982) contends that despite strong advocacy
of muitipie information sources, involvement of Students and peers, and
more objective means of collecting data, schools have not rsally changed
their approach to teacher evaluation. Principals still do most of the
observing; staff are seldom involved in planning; and there is little

development.
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under sponsorship of t4he National Instituté of Ediucation, provides these

irnsights regarding evaluation practicea (McLaughlin, 1982):
Exemplary programs displayed a nuMber of cofimon features. Nearly all

of the 32 programs studied required a pre~evaluation conference (88%),

(81%), ard the participating principal zs primary evaluator (78%): Few;
however, used self-cvaluation (38%), peer evaluation (25%); or students'

teacher in the proces3, of how the information could or should inform

other district activities." 1In other words, little consensus exists
about "best practice." Moreover, although 74 percent of the districts
naiied school improvement or staff development as the primary goal of the
system, few districts established the necessary links between teach.r
soaluation and staff development to make that goal achievable. There is,
as the study notes; "a general lack of integration between teacher
evaluation and staff development or disttict curriculum guides."™ Thus,
although exemplary programs appear to ewphaslze staff developfient and
school improvement, teacher evaluation obérates, more often than not; as
an independent, Self-contained system, not an integral component of a

Sroader staff development Program-



prograins seem to lack procedures or organizational 1inks essential for

systematic individual or staff development through teachet evaluation.

development and evaluation: But despite the urgings of resSearchers and
educators themselves; not much has happened. Enapp states;, although
effective evaluation of individual teachers can providé “a mofe accurate
picture of an individual teacher's needs than, for example, the group

needs assessments commonly used...sSystematic evaluation of individual

teachers does niot as yet appear to be a standard part of Staff
development planning.”

Holley (1982) contends that districts need to make better use of
evaluation data. “When evaluator ratings are summarized across

competencies or areas, the training needs of both evaluatees and

in identifying staff development needs. "The data;" argues Holley,

"should be captured and used for the improvement of both the evaluation

process and instruction.”

improvement programs. Teachers want; at the very least; an evaluation

instigating needed changes. These activities demand mot& time,

0859e
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principals seem to find manageable. As a consequence, prakticés become
more formalized, remaining basically unchanged. Moreover, as the next
section indicates:; changes in practice may occur more in ra&sponse to

externai pressures thar to internal needs.

12
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FACTORS REGULATING TEACHER EVALUATION PRACTICE

evaluation practices, as can collective bargaining agreements. This
analysis explores wheth&r these laws and contracts Dromoté or constrain
the use of evaluation for teacher development.

We begin the analysis of state laws and regulations with a brief
summary of the national picture, then comment on district/teacher

association contracts.

Teacher Evaluation Laws

Twenty-six states currently have laws requiring teacher evaluation

according to Wuhs and Manatt (1983). Though an equal number curréntly
have no laws, the numbet of such laws has increased dramatically during

the past twelve years, with over 80% of all laws enacted since 1971:

Wuhs and Manatt, for example, reports that in nearly all states

improvement iS a primary purpose; in almost half, evaluation data are

decision making functions: This apparent discrepancy may Simply indicate

that most evaluation iaws Serve multiple purposes and often claim to

address both formative and summative issues.

to local districts. Very few Specify criteria to be evaluated. And
still fewer provide any guldelines for the development of local systems:

So it is apparently local Qecisions; not state mandates, that determine

0859e - o
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fiost district evaluation procedures: Since local procedures are often
negotiated as part of collective bargaining agreements, as a general

rule, state laws would appear to have minimal influence on promoting or
1imiting any local emphasis on formative teacher evaluation. They may,

teaching priorities. 1In such instances, evaluators may first meet the
formal, 5ta£é—mahéatéd requirements and then may decide that

lmplementatlon of added formative practices is not (a) necessary or (b)
possible, given other time demands.

Although some state laws do include some provision for teacher
development, most are far less prescriptive than the law passed in
Conmnécticut for the purpos of mandating formative evaluation.
Conhécticut State Department of Education giljdalines specify the
following evaluation methods.

o Cboperathe plaﬁﬁing between profesggionals and evaluators of the

objectives of each individuat evaluation; the evaluation

procedures, and the process of evaluating the system by staff,

o Ciear spectfxcat'on and commun‘cationh of the evaluation purposes

as well as the specific responsibilities and tasks that will

gerve .as the frame of reference for individual evaluations,

® Opportunity for teachers to evaluate themselves in positive and
constructive ways, and

¢  Emphasis on diagnostic rather than evaluative assessment with
specific attention given to analyzing difflcultles. planning
improvements and pProviding clear, petgonalized, constructive
feedback.

As our discussion will show, these state gujdelines attempt to establish

a styonger tie between teacher evaluation and teacher development than do

most .

085% ,
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& major foroe in defining and limitirg district tescher evaluation
procedures has been thé collective bargaining agreement, ItS chief
impact has been to provide due process safeguards for teachets.
According to Strika § Bull (1981), who studied numerous soch agreements,
these contracts affect the evaluation process bv: specifying the
frequency of evaluations or observations, informing teachags of
evaluation criteria, rastricting some methods of information gathering
{e.g., unannounced visits, secret monitoring, electronic eduipment,
etc.), and specifying who can and cannot participate in the &valuation
process. Thay also often require formal communication of evaluation

results; regulate written reports (e.g.; confidentiality:. opportunity for
a written response by teachers), require remediation for negative
evaluations, aliow union representation at all conférences and
procedures, and hecessitate that notice and reasons be flled for
disciplinary action, dismissal or demotion.

uniformity and specificity in evaluation procedures: But because of the

adversarial nature of many contract negotiations;, teacher evaluation is

specified minimum work standards" (Darling-Hammond, &t al., 1983).
Collective bargaining Has done little to promote links hetwsern teacher
evaluation and individual development: A&Although it has often clarified

evaluation requitemMents, it also has had the effect of making evaluation

procedures more impersonal and rule governed and unintentionally

introduced another dimension of divisiveness into the ptocess.

0859e
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due process in summative evaluation. By promoting adherence to fair
directed attention towards legal requirements and away from methods for
promoting teacher growth and development. Although it is encouraging to
summative teacher evaluatjon, the laws only set an overall context for
practice in districts shd schools. Their effectiveness still depends on

incerpretaion and implementation. Regulations may indeed enhance the

instructional changes.

0859e
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DISTRICT TEACHER EVALUATION PRACTICES

What impact do existing laws and contracts actually have on local
evaluation pfactices? Do the same teacher evaluation issues identified
in national Studies also concern local districts? What practices do

iocal programs use to promote teacher development? To answer these
questions; we asked four Pacific Northwest school districts to
participate in case studies of their teacher evaluation Systefms. The
environment.

case Study Description
To learn about teacher evaluation practices in these districts, we

evaluation and with building principals (eiementary, junior high; and

hign school). In addition; each principal was asked to name four

teacher evaluation practices. Forty-eight teachers received
questionnajires, and thirty-six responded.

Participants wers asked to describe teacher evaluation practices from
their viewpoint. Further, they were asked if and how they used resuits
to plan teacher development: Interviews and questionnaires touched on
state and district poiicies, development of evaluation procedures,
methods for gathering information on teacher performance, methods for
communicat ing evaluation results to teachers, and relative satisfaction
with their evaluation systef. In outlining ways evaluation data are

used, adminiStrators and principals described the specific

17
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decisions--summative and formative~-influenced by the results. They were

also asked what rolr teacher evaluation plays in promoting teacher growth

and improvement. Results of the interviews and questionnaires are

SummAZ ized below.

Cage Study Results

In summarizing caSe study results, we found evaluation procedures to

be strikingly similar across districts: For examuple, all districts used
a three~stage evaluation process inciuding a pre- and post-observation
evaluations. They occurred formally either once or twice a year. Peers
and students were seldom involved in the evaluation; self-evaluations
were cursory if done at all; and student achievement Scores were not
Used. Results of the evaluator's observation were communicated both in

person and in writing to the teacher. The written reports called for

skilis: Finally, training provided evaluators ranged, in one district,
from a frequent, integrated program that involved all Staff to
intermittent or Sporadic training in other districta. In addition, both
teachers and administrators saw room for improvement in the evaluation

process and made specific recommendations about needed changes.

08596 .
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Needed changes in district procedires, and

ldeas for iMproving the qualit, of teaching in tha district:

With respect to the teacher's role, over half (53%) spontaneously
urged more opportunity for collegial observation, and for self-evaluation

through goal setting and videotaping. Others sunggested giving teachers

were far.more extensive. Repeatedly, teachers suggested more frequent,
foriial @nd informal observations, greater use of peer observstion and

Self-evaluation, shd wore effective preparation and training for

they needed quality inservice training to improve their skills.

Teachars seemed to Agree that to be effective, evaluation must (1) be
a valued Schoolwida priority, rot just a requirement; (2) occur
frequently snough 30 that outcomes reflect actual classroom activities:

(3) incorporate wmethods that provide relevant, specific, and complete

useful suggestions for improvament. Repeatedly teachérs called for more
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frequent feedback, and for constructive criticism, not "vagus
generalities that hide mediocre teaching.”

;' _Perspectives on Needed Changes. How satisfied vere

differed considerably across districts:

in fwo districts, administrators were generally satiSfied with the
evaluation prccess, but concerned with the amount of time avajlable to
conduct observations. In the two othet case study districts,
administrators were less satisfied. Reasons for dissatisfaction included
teachers' lack of trust in the evaluation process, lack of clarity in

criteria,; and the fact that evaluation seemed n>re oriented to meeting

Similarig; not all agreed that teacher evaluation led to teacher
improvement. Some felt that the goal setting process was a major step

toward improvement, and thac increasingly; evaluation was focusing more

on improvement than on judgment. Others felt the link was weak at best.

Principals also generally acknowledged that evaluation results were ot

directly used to plan school or districtwide staff Jevelopment, and that

local supervisors did not include evaluation results ia setting

instructional priorities. Evaluation was, however, used by some

evaluators to help teachers identify individual goals and to specify a
plarn of action for the year. The completion of these plans and their

Jeveiopment of a more formative evaluation system: (1) teachieks' lack of

trust in the process; (2) insufficient time for evaluation; (3) the

0859e
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adversarial context of evaluation; and (4) principals' skills as
evaluators. <he trust and time issues wars most frequently mentioned.
principals alsc noted t¢hese problems: ingonsistent evaiaation
procedures, imprecise requirements, lack of training for evaluators,
imprecise dismissal procedures;, overly geperal evaluation outcomes,
Administrators noted too that many principals did riot kriow how to
establish evaluation programs or set realistic priorities.

When asked how evaluation could be more directly related to the
impro-ement of teaching, administratc:s fecommended changes in system

emphasis on improvement as a district priority; improved methods of
conducting observations, more time allowed for evaluation aid

observations, development of evaluators' skills; a stronner link between
evaluation and staff development, and accountability for all principals
conducting evaluations.

Yes, say supervisors, Gvaluatisn could pe more effective in
diagriosing teachers' reeds and improving their skills--bct only if the

process changes in many ways. And the major changes called for closely

As a conclusion to the case studies, wa& invited teams of
educators-—each team including a district adminisStrator, principal and
teacher——from each of the four case stody djstricts to attend a working

conterence and consider; in greater qQepth; metaods for more effectively

0859%



iinking evaliation and staff development within the districts.
Conference teams discussed two major issues: (1) the barriers to more
formative evaluation, and (2) potential ways of linking evaluation more

c:0£21y co teacher improvemient.

After reviewing the results of the case stud’:s; conference

participants worked together to produce the following common list of

barriers to formative teacher evaiuation (listed in order of importance)
in their districts:

1. Evaluators often lack 1mportant sk1lls needed to evaluate, and

the trairiing needed to solve this problem is frequently not
available, not used, or ineffective. At least two sets of

skills aré lacking:
a. skills in evaluating teacher performance; and

b. sk1lls in cemmunicating with teachers about the evaluation
process and results.

2. There is often insufficient time for both evaluation and

foliowup. A continuous cycle of feedback and growth is needed

to promote teacher development: The competing demands of

education frequently push evaluation to a low Priority status.

plan for achiev1ng that goal. State 1aws and dlstrxct gollc1es
and procediires do not reflect that goal; and ind1VIduais
*(teachers and adm1n1strators allke) within the gsystem have yet
to provide the sSupport needed to make evaluation results truly

productive. Despite an Impcrtant emphasis on prctectxng the due

process riglite of teachers, evaluation systems tack a similar

commi tierit to promoting professxonal development*

4. Trust in the evaluation system is often lacking among educators

functloning within that system: Unclear or unacceptable

performance criteria combined with lack of teacher involvement

in developing performance criteria and infregquent and

suPErfICIal observations; tend to bree. skepticism among
teachers about the value of results. The adversarial
relationship between districts and collective bargaining units

also breeds distrust.

ERIC
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Having identified a list of significant barriers, conférence
participants then turned to the task of finding solutions. Simple
solutions were not expected nor sought. Nevertheless, participants
generated a list of starting points from which to begin various assaults
on key barriers.

1ndividuals roted that commitment to effective teacher evaluation as

an important means to school improvement must be given priority status

withifi the district. 1In addition, district staff need to determine the
foremost purpose of their evaluation--either staff improvement or
personnel decision making--and develop procedures appropriate to
accompiishing that purpose: Added to these initial steps, conference

participants called for:

Involvement of all Staff in the planning process,

™

° Identification of meaningful and relevant performance criteria
as the basis of the evaluation,

° Evaluators trained to pinpoint teachers' skills in need of
development,

e  Inclusion of other sources of information about teachers’
proficiency including data from peers, seilf and students,

. Development of a comprehensive staff development program for
evaluators as well as teachers, and

»  Adequate resources—time and money--to develop a thorough
program of feedback and development for staff.
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IN SEARCH OF SOLUTIONS
teacher evaluation practices indicate, is viewed as an important
School-based method for improving teachers' skills. In practice,

howeeer, evaluation has substantially less impact than is desireq-

avsluation programs, most "improvementS” seem directed at systematizing
pironedures. As a result; regulations abound: Most teacher evatuation

systems now require regnlar annual or biannual evaluations, éﬁééify the
deneral performance EEiEéiié to be used; define the procedures in the
avslustion cycle; call for written documentaion of results; and reguire
tbat those results be formally reviewed with teachers. Some teachet
evaluation programs have increased teachers' participation in evaluatioh
by ircluding personal goal Setting and carefully outlining plans fot
accompiishing goals. But educators generally concur that even highly
devaloped evaluation systems are not helping teachers either individaally

or collectively to improve their skills.

gome of the changes needed to make evaluation more effective--from
teachers and administrators need to collaborate on tie goals, criteris
and procedures for evaluation; evaluation procedures need to be geated to
diagnosing teachers' skills and aiding them in making instructional
chasijes; Supervisors need more time, Support, and training to diaghose
instructional problems; and evaluation methods need to be more soundly

pased and linke@ to rewards and sanctions within the organization.
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Persistent problems suggest that a number of Substantial changes are
needed in the organization of evalustion systems, the emphasis given

Most teacher evaluation systams have attempted to simultaneously
accomplisn two potentiaily conflicting purposes: to encourage teacher
teacher effectiveness and acquit& egvidence of incompetence (summative).
As a result, most have succeeded onl¢ marginally, doing whatever
necessary to meet minimal legal fequirements. In practice, summative
more tifé consuming and demandind. has been dealt with superficially if
at all. As a consequence, evaluation systems have not provided adequata

dual purpose of most evaluation proqrams has increased tension; in many
instances undermining the trust. hohesty; openness and motivation needed
to promote experimentation with new teaching approaches. For formative

procedures for acquiring information.
In the authors' opinion; it ig both feasible and advisabile to
emphasize formative evaluation and to develop an environment conducive to

its success: Although this may be Accomplished in many ways, Succ&ss of

the activity appears to hinge on a humber of important steps. First, it
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demands an openness to change and commitment to imptovement. Teachers
and supervisors must agree on priorities, sharing gacisions on what needs
to be accomplished and when. Second, it involves cQoperatively selecting
training opportunities, determining the degree to which objectives are

accomplished and new skills learned (selecting arjteria for performance),

changing behaviors. In effect; success will require& that teachers and

administrators work together cooperatively; as mutuaily supportive allies.
Emphasizing teacher development as a major purpose of evaluation
requires strategies different from those commonly ufed in summative

evaluation--as the following paragraphs show.

Improving the Quality ane

Responsibility for summative evaluaticn falls most frequently to the

school's principal or vice-principal:. More oftep than not; once-a-year
obgervation is the sole basis for determining teachers' performance and
identifying needed skills: In formative evaluation, humerous information
sources may be tapped. bPeers, students, and t@ach&rsg themselves offer a
broad spectrum of perspectives, thus increasing the odds that Strengths
and needs will be accurately identified. Furthéy, responsibility for
formative evaluation can be placed first and foremost in the hands of
each individual teacher and employ relevant, useful data from
Soiirces--1ike studerts and fellow teachers--who gra thoroughly familiar

with the classroom environment.
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evaluation; are appropriate in formative evaluation: ¥For example;
student achievement data can be useful. Although standardized
achievement test data are considered an inappropriaté badis for Summative
evaluation, teachers' own day-to-day classroom measures provide
diagnostic information that may be a vital component of a teacher's

self-evaluation of instructional strengths and weaknesses.

Enguring Adecuste Parformance Criteria
—al o~

The significance of relevant performance criteria can scarcely be

overstated. Criteria present stumbling blocks to sound assessment if and

when they:

° Fowus on personal characteristics rather thav instructional
akills.

e Call for inferences about teaching behavior that compromise
reliability.

® Are too general to provide diagnostic information.

@  Are unclear or unrelated to professional practices of teachers.

Formative teacher evaluation can be more effective if these factors are
considered in establishing the performance criteria that key the process.

First, criteria should relate to student outcomes Qqafined as
important by current research and be identified collaboratively by
teachers and principals. The emphasis should be on behaviors that seem
to make a difference, such as “the clarity of a teacher's
presentations. BAlthough researchers acknowledge that not all behavior
works in all settings, there is growing evidence now that certain
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Second, each performance criterion should describe some teacher

behavior or characteristic of the classroom environment that can b

consistently evaluated——ragardlés§ of when the evaluation occurs of who
observes the behavior. As Millmsh (1982) notes, "How a teacher iS judged
often depends on who does the obsarvation and on what day it is
per formed. *

Third, each criterion should be clear and specific enough to yield
diagnostic information. Ratings that do not suggest how performance
might be improved are of little value to a teacher.

Fourth, each performance factor must be endorsed by the teacher a
appropriate for his or her classroom. To merit such endorsement;
criteria must be (1) valid within the unique learning environment
established by the teacher, (2) appropriate for the content taught and
the instriictional method(3) uSed by that teacher, and (3) flexible enougii
to allow the teacher a choice of instrictional sStrategies.
relevant. Though criteria need to be diagnostic, a long list of minutely

specific behaviors that cannot be rated; communicated or addressed in a

reasonable time is likely to generate confusing feedback and planning
problems. Some balance is needed b&tween diagnostic precision and
cumbersome detail. If the 1i3t of important performance criteria grows
excessive, evaluators should set priorities and address only part of the
list in a given term, semester, Or year.

Sixth, in reviewing critéria, the teacher and evaluator should

identify relatively weak areas of performance and mutually design steps

to improve those areas. Moreover; in aill formative evaluations, it is
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inappropriate to compare one teacher's performance with that of anotner
for the purpose of ranking teach&rs by proficiercy. The uhiguaness of
learning environmerits, student §toups, instructional styles shd teacher

groups make such comparisons meaningless. In addition, using teacher

counterproductive. After all, professional development; not criticism

Finally, all desirable change depends on establishment of affective
channels of communication between teacher and supervisor. Fot fany
teachers, evaluation results have pot been communicated either
constructively or diagnostically. A& one educator commented, "fault
finding without Suggestions for re2wedy, categorizations (e.g., good,
average) that provide little diadnostic assistance, generalitias that
appear to have little factual basis and reports that make no clear
contribution to organizational goals" are not effective forms of
communication (Bolton, 1973). This is true; of course, for either
formative or summative evaluatian:

Useful evaluation results promoté instructional awareness and prompt

change. To do So; presentation of faedback should occur in an atmosphere
of mutual problem solving and trugt:-teachers need evidence that their
afforts toward professional growth will be rewarded with personal
recognition and support. AS Darlihg-Hammond, et al. (1983) state;
"gffectively changing the behavior Qf another person requires enlisting
the cooperation and motivation of that person; in addition to providing
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Effective Pormative Evaluation

Assessing teachers' performance is an important task: It is hoped

effective evaluation practice, while at the same time encouraging

educators to attempt alternative; dynamic approaches to the formative

evaluation process. Those alternatives can work to improve instruction

if the following guidelines are observead:

0859e
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The purpose of an

evaluation Syste-. must be clearly identified and understood in

order tt select appropriate methcds. The same procedures cannot

constructively and simultaneously Setve the needs of those

interestad in promoting teacher deveiopment and those

regponsible for personnel decisions. Both sets of needs are

important. But different methods are needed to address

different purposes.

Involve Teachers in EGEiéégiaﬁli7Te§g§er§7§§9916 be involved in
all phaseg of developing and operating formative systems. Any

eValuatiOn Program that does not reflect the interests,

concerns; aspirations and needs of teachars is doomed to

failure: By the same token; teachers must have constructive
attitudes to make the system work. Teaching must be regarded as
a skill to be learned and participants must be willing managers
of their own development, ready to consider, explore, and

practice new teaching skills.

Prov1de Relevant Training. All evaluators and staff must be
thoroughly trained. Everyone involved in the evaluation should

know how to use evaluation instruments to acquire useful,

objective data, interpret resuits, and use those results to

advantage. Similarly, evaiuators should be trained to provide

feedback to teachers which is clear; precise and sufficiently

diagnostic to promote realistic plans for improvement.

teachers themselves, ard supervxsors and incorporate several

kinds of observation not just once-a-year classroom sSpot checks.

Use Meaningful Criteria. Performance criteria must be relevant
to desired student outcomes; specific enough to be useful in
pléﬁﬁiﬁg prbféééibﬁal dé@éldgﬁéﬁt;iéﬁd accepted as important by
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al Goals: Evaluation results

Relste Results to zation Lon
should be used by both teachers and stat-* development planners

to sat trainxng priorities and to evaluate success in achxev1ng

organ;zat:onai and personal goals: Successful evaluation is

clearly tied to organizational planning. Moreover; the system

itself $h°9¥§,b? evaluated reqularly before any procedu:es
The entire framework of this proposal for formative evaluation rests
on one overriding assumption: That is, school managers and teachers
alike function best within an environment characterized by mutual
support, by tegpect and concern for perSonal growth, and for the
well-being of gtaff and students. Where such an environment exists,

formative teacher evaluation offers great potential for helping teachers
learn to teach better:
Given current economic conditions and declining enrollments; fewer

new teachers are entering the profession. Therefore, iﬁ?tﬁﬁihé the
guality of instruction demands developing the skills of teachers al;eeay
in the classtoom. Formative evaluation--a syStem inherently sensitive to
teachers' owh needs and goals--can be a vital step in strengthening

instructional etfectiveness nationwide.
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