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Introduction

This paper reports recent trends in the establishment of state-level policies for the
performance evaluation of experienced teachers and is intended as an accompanying
piece to Beginning Teacher Performance Evaluation (Sclan & Darlin g-Hammond,
1992), which reports similar trends.! “Trends” are defined in this paper as the
prevailing state-sanctioned currents of thinking that undergird teacher performance
evaluation policies. How states develop and implement their policies varies greatly,
though two general patterns are discernable. This document contains (1) a paper that
reports on the extent of state involvement and analyzes two philosophically different
state-level policies and (2) a chart entitled “Performance Evaluation of Experienced
Teachers in the United States.” Throughout the analysis, the argument is made for a
major change in states’ teacher evaluation policy directions, one which better
accommodates the needs of teachers. The chart is a state by state factual compilation
of each state’s approach to performance evaluation of experienced teachers. This
report is intended to be useful to tegislators, poiicymakers, researchers, teachers,
administrators, parents, and all those concerned with quality evaluation for
experienced teachers.?

The state role in defining and developing evaluation systems for teachers has been
expanding during the past decade (Rebell, 1990). The vast majority of state
legislatures and state departments of education (SDEs) have been responding directly
to calls to improve the quality of teaching (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983; Carnegie Forum, 1986) by developing new teacher evaluation
systems or by updating already existing systems.’ Even so, research shows that most
teacher evaluation systems are meaningless and sometimes very expensive wastes of
time (Darling-Hammond, 1986; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991; Rowan, 1990). State

I“Experienced” teachers are usually defined by the states as those who have demonstrated a
mastery of teaching beyond the novice stage as identified by attainment of tenure or a more advanced
career ladder status or simply by experience beyond 1, 2, or 3 years of teaching (see chart). Still other
states make no distinction between beginners and more experienced or accomplished teachers. Only
Kansas, South Carolina, and Tennessee differentiate between beginners, apprentices, and more
experienced teachers.

*This chart was originaliy compiled from a literature review in July 1992 and from survey (see
Appendix) and/or telephone responses from the state departments of education from 47 states and the
District of Columbia during 1992. During the fall of 1993, updated information was obtained from the
following state departments of education: Arizona, California, Connecticut, Kentucky, Minnesota,
Nevada, Louisiana, and South Carolina. Due to nonresponse of North Carolina, Mississippi, and
Indiana, information for those states was based solely on the literature review. References consulted in
the compilation of the chart include: Beckham (1981); Bray, Flakus-Mosqueda, Palaich, & Wilkins
(1985); Flakus-Mosqueda (1986); French, Holdzkom, & Kuligowski (1990, April); Slattery & Hall
(1988); Tyson-Bernstein, (1987); Rebell (1950); and Valentine (1990, April).

In the last decade many states experimented with merit pay schemes, cateer ladder programs,
mentor teacher programs, licensure and certification regulations, alternative forms of evaluation (e.g.,
po~Juuw), and tenure statutes.




policymakers and educators have developed teacher evaluation instruments that would
“rid c*assrooms of incompetents, improve the performance of the average teachers,
and differentiate and reward the expert pedagogue. Unfortunately, there is little
evidence that many of the state-mandated teacher evaluation systems fulfill any of the
above mentioned purposes” (Berry & Ginsberg, 1989, p. 125).

State-level teacher evaluation policies tend to be sither uniquely behavioristic or
holistic (i.e., an amalgam of teaching, learning, and organizational theories). Although
performance-based evaluation representsan improvementover unidimensional paper-
and-pencil tests, behavioristic criteria used in most performance evaluation systems
specify that teachers use a predetermined instructional model, which can constrict
teachers’ thinking and creativity (Shymansky & Penick, 1981). Many states ignore the
complex nature of teaching and Jearning by adopting and institutionalizing
performance evaluation systems that focus on narrow behavioral criteria (see chart).
Althoughbehavioristic policieshave dominated the newly developed state-level
programs during the last decade, plans for more holistic approaches to teacher
performance evaluation have recently begun to evolve in a few states.

The behavioristic approach to evaluation runs contrary to the emerging
professional models of teacher evaluation using criteria that require teachers to
exercise careful judgment in their everyday practice (Darling-Hammond, 1986;
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 1989). Educational reformers
have been calling for more opportunities for teachers to become more reflective/
analytic practitioners (Carnegie Forum, 1986; Holmes Group, 1986; National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards, 1989; Shanker, 1985). What I call the holistic
approach to teacher evaluation encourages teacher reflection by draw ing not only
from behavioral psychology, butalso from what we know about cognition, child
development, motivation and behavior, subject-specific pedagogy, organizational
theory, andeffective schooling.

The bureaucratic behavioristic approach achieved efficiency during the early era of
our public school system, during the first part of this century when most students did
not graduate from high school and when many people worked in factories. Today, the
bureaucratic structure of schools works against efficiency. Teachers are judged by
society today on how well they prepare students to learn how to learn, to perform
creatively, and to adapt to a variety of situations in a postindustrial economy. Yet,
many school systems still evaluate teaciers according to a narrow prescriptive set of
behaviors that reinforce a formulaic rather than a creative and analytic way of
teaching (Macmillan & Pendlebury, 1985; Peterson & Comeaux, 1990; Rosenholtz,
1987; Valentine, 1990, April).

Because evaluation systems can affect teaching context, strategies, and student
learning (Gersten, Carnine, Zoref, & Cronin, 1986), it is important to understand the
nature of the evaluation systems and their underlying assumptions about teaching and




teacher learning. This paper examines the dominant behavioristic and the emerging
holistic state-level performance evaluation policies for experienced teachers, sothat we
can better understand how these evaluation policies affect teachers and students.

Before analyzing the specific nature of state-level teacher performance evaluation
policies, an overview of the extent of state involvement is presented in the next section.




I. THE EXTENT OF STATE INVOLVEMENT

Although state activity concerning teacher performance evaluation policy continues
to accelerate, there is wide variation in state involvement with teacher evaluation. A
small minority of states (Massachusetts, Michigan, and Rhode Island) have no
evaluation requirements whatsc ‘ver. Maryland, New Hampshire, and Vermont follow
nearly the same approach, but they do recommend that districts develop their own
evaluation systems. The following states require local districts to adopt or develop
their own evaluation policies and procedures and they do not require them to follow
state guidelines for evaluation criteria: Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Nebraska,
New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, South Dakota,
Utah, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. Although these 15 states are similar in their
approach to evaluation policy, there are some minor differences. Evaluation policies,
for example, in Mississippi and North Dakota may vary from school to school, not
just district to district; and some districts in Utah have developed local career ladder
programs.

Another 14 states (Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Cornecticut, Kansas,
Maine, Nevada, New Jersey, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and
Washington), require local districts to adopt or develop their own policies and
procedures, but they require districts to follow general state guidelines for evaluation
criteria (or at least to obtain SDE approval). There are subtle differences among these
states too. More specifically, Colorado requires districts to create local evaluation
advisory councils; Maine requires districts to develop voluntary local master teacher
programs; Alaska, Arizona, Kansas, and New Jersey have developed guidelines that
are more procedural in nature (Arizona’s more substantive observation criteria are
only “suggested” and are presently under revision); Oregon, Washington, and
Connecticut have developed guidelines that include general areas of teaching
compeioncies; Nevada requires local districts to obtain state approval; Pennsylvania
offers a brief state-developed rating form, which most districts use. Virginia has
developed a more detailed observation evaluation record form, but to be used only asa
resource.

Moving toward a more prescriptive vein, the remaining 15 states have developed
detailed evaluation policies, procedures, and classroom observation instruments; some
of these state systems are optional and some are required (see chart). (See section III,
“The Nature of Performance Evaluation Criteria,” for a detailed discussion.) Of these
states, Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana, South
Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas have developed the strictest behavioral criteria for
performance evaluation. Although the criteria are not as behaviorally regimented, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, and West Virginia require local districts to adhere to the
particular state-developed competencies in developing local evaluation instruments and
procedures. In Illinois and Missouri, most districts use the state-developed criteria or
models. The District of Columbia requires a standard rating form containing a listing
ofteaching competencies.




Although the expressed good intention and ultimate goal of state legislators and
state policymakers is to improve teaching, many evaluation systems developed and/or
required by legislatures and/or SDEs may in the end have disadvantageous
consequences for both tcachers and students (Peterson & Comeaux, 1990). That is,
states that use narrow, prescriptive, and highly detailed competency criteria may
restrict teacher and student learning to predetermined modes of behavior. On the other
hand, those states that provide general guidelines that call for reflective, analytic,
creative thinking expect teachers to be the ultimate judges of whether particular
approaches are best for their stude:its, given the students’ unique circumstances and
situations.

Highly prescriptive, behavioristic criteria are usually implemented withina
hierarchical mode, whereby principals/administrators evaluate teachers. In contrast,
holistic criteria are frequently found within a participatory mode, whereby teachers
evaluate each other. These contrasting modes of gov :nance are discussed in the next
section.
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II. HIERARCHICAL VERSUS
PARTICIPATORY EVALUATION

The Need for a Changing Teacher Role

Of the states that require training for teacher performance evaluation, the vast
majority of states do not provide preparation for practicing teachers themselves to
become evaluators. So it is not surprising that in a nationwide survey 94% of teachers
report that principals have the major roie in evaluating teachers, 5% report that it is
“someone else,” and only 1% report that teachers have the major role (Carnegie
Foundation, 1990, p. 233). Equally important, fewer than half the teachers in another
national survey attributed supportive and encouraging behaviorsto their supervisors;
and only 54% of the teachers in a New Jersey survey felt that their supervision process
was fair (Corcoran, 1990). Similarly, Rosenholtz (1989) found that nearly two-thirds
of the stratified random sample of elementary teachers in Tennessee challenged the
legitimacy of the evaluation procedures used in the career ladder program, and 82%
thought that even mediocre teachers could reach the highest levels. Most states with a
formally developed teacher performance evaluation policy report that performance
improvement is a main goal. If this is true, it seems counterproductive to exclude
teachers from evaluation training.

Despite the fact that most teachers still work in isolated environments with little
opportunity to interact with colleagues each day, teachers get most of their new ideas
about instructional practice from other teachers, not from principals or other
administiators (Choy et al., 1993). Although Berry and Ginsberg (1989) found that
teachers believe that their peers are better judges of their teaching performance than
are school administrators, states require evaluation training for people who work
outside the classroom. Training is required for all evaluators (the vast majority of
whom are administrators, SDE people, or university faculty) inthe following states:
Alabama, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois,
Louisiana, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas—and recommended in
Missouri.

Among those states that require training for evaluators, Connecticut is the only
state that requires evaluation training for the teachers themselves; but this training is
intended to provide an understanding of how they are evaluated as opposed to training
teachers to become evaluators. However, the expressed belief at the Connecticut SDE
is that the teacher is the “primary evaluator” (Regan, Anctil, Dubea, Hofmann, &
Vaillancourt, 1992)—a principle that has not been declared as official policy by any
other SDE. Although teachers in Vermont are relicensed by boards of their peers, it is
still the principal who does the classroom observations and evaluation reports.
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Principals are required to evaluate teachers even though they are not necessarily in
the best position to do so. Annual evaluations of competent, experienced teachers may
communicate distrust, far from what is needed to strengthen professional cultures.
Most principals, uncertain about the efficacy of their evaluation efforts and lacking
sufficient time, engage in only the minimum number of evaluations and expend little
time on these tasks (Duke, 1993, May). In fact, Natriello and Dorbusch (1980) found
in their study that teachers received evaluation only once every 3 years. Yet,
evaluation must be frequent for it to be meaningful to teachers (Wise, Darling-
Hammond, McLaughlin, & Bernstein, 1985). As an example of what might be
considered as typical among those states that have developed evaluation systems, the
required evaluation system in Arkansas contains 42 descriptors and 118 indicators of
behavior, but only two, 30-minute observations are required per year. It may be more
beneficial and efficient to provide supports and time during the school day, which
allow experienced teachers to tap into a broader knowledge base of teaching and
learning, to observe each others’ classrooms, and to confer about teaching
performance.

The call for peer review one decade ago (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983) has been virtually ignored by the states, possibly because new social
arganizational structures in schools are needed before peer evaluation can function
successfully. The process of administrators evaluating teachers, one of the many
regularities in schools, maintains the status quo of an institutional structure in which
teachers are expected to do what they are told, to comply with rules from above. The
present bureaucratic cell-like structure of schools makes it nearly impossible for
teachers to perform in differentiated roles and difficult for teachers to work
collaboratively.

In contrast, the prospect of teachers functioning as evaluators encourages increased
flexibility within the school organization to allow for overlapping and varied roles.
When authority to perform varied job tasks is based on ability, rather than on
hierarchical nosition, schools can become more adaptable to th? needs of their students
(Sergiovanni, 1989).

MacGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y in Schools

Assumptions about people are evident by the beliefs, behaviors, and expectations
that are scmetimes taken for granted in workplaces (Goldman, 1983). Although many
in private industry have long abandoned the assumptions of Theory X—that people by
nature are basically lazy and therefore must be controllea and directed——it is clear that
most schools still operate according to these assumptions. The old model of organizing
schools around Theory X assumptions has prevailed since the turn of the last century;
it provided standardized operating rules and procedures for evaluation and allowed




schools: perate efficiently. Whereas division of labor among employees may have
achieved a certain level of efficiency in the early days of an expanding public school
system, today it obstructs efficiency by working against collaborative norms and
behaviors that go into building strong collegial school cultures associated with student
learning (Little & McLaughlin, 1993; Lieberman, 1988; Rosenholtz, 1989).

In bureaucratic organizations, the employee and the organization are often at odds
with each other (Goldman, 1983). Teachers experience a dual accountability dilemma,
for example, in which they must adhere to specified procedures of teaching that may
conflict with what is best for particular students under an entirely different set of
circumstances (Darling-Hammond, 1986). Inevitably, in order to survive, many
teachers conform to school, district, or state-mandated behaviors, which may not
always be in the best interests of their students. Policies that reinforce routine ways of
teaching serve only to demoralize the teachers and may drive the most talented ones
out of the field (Murnane, Singer, Willett, Kemple, & Olsen, 1991; Scian, 1993).

The almost intractable isolationist norms and hierarchical communication
mechanisms in many schools prevent teachers from talking with each other, from
sharing instructional materials, from communicating with parents, from observing in
each others’ classrooms, and from evaluating each other on a regular basis (Lieberman
& Miller, 1984; Lieberman & Rosenholtz, 1987; Rosenholtz, 1989). With few
opportunities to learn from colleagues, teachers tend to fee! more uncertain about their
practices, and, in turn, are more likely to perceive requests for help as a sign of
performance inadequacy (Glidewell, Tucker, Todt, & Cox, 1983; Rosenholtz, 1989).
Thus, a cycle of professional uncertainty perpetuates itself where isolation becomes
both a cause and an effect.

To address this widely known problem, some school systems have begun to require
teacher collaboration. But when collaboration is mandated it does not evolve from the
everyday working needs of teachers and students.* This form of hierarchical control,
cloaked in the mantle of collaboration, works against professional growth. Evaluative
feedback from peers, for example, that does not respond to the current needs of
teachers is not likely to enhance professional development (Hargreaves & Fullan,
1992). A truly collaborative culture is one that teachers build themselves and one that
cmbraces the belief that teachers will continually learn—when giventhechance
(Lieberman, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1989).

Moving on to a more positive set of assumptions about people, Theory Y holds that
work is natural to human beings if it is satisfying and that people will exert self-
control and self-direction toward any goals to which they are committed (Goldman,

«Contrived collegiality,” characterized by a set of formal bureaucratic procedures created and
imposed administratively to increase teacher interaction, creates a very different form of teacher
collegiality than one that grows out of a collaborative culture that is created by teachers themselves
(Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992).




1983). Evaluation that moves away from reliance on strict compliance with rules
toward reliance on teacher judgment and feedback from peers creates a culture in
schools that reflects the belief that teachers are responsible professionals (Boles &
Troen, 1994, April). Peers must define “standards of practice because specialized
expertise is the basis for informed judgment” (Darling-Hammond, 1984, p. 17).

When teachers begin to function in roles as evaluators, they learn from each other
in a nonthreatening way and, therefore, are strengthening their skills in a natural
ongoing fashion. In fact, peer reviewers, as opposed to administrator reviewers, tend
to be more discriminating between instructional materials that demonstrate high
quality in teaching (McCarthey & Peterson, 1988). Moreover, the peer review process
itselt appears to “generate professional standards and expectations, rather than a mere
application of them” (McCarthey & Peterson, 1988, p. 266). Ina wide-scale study of
effective teacher evaluation practices, Wise and his colleagues (1985) conclude that
teacher involvement and responsibility improve the quality of teacher evaluation:
“Teachers serving in various differentiated staff roles give their peers the kind of
leadership and assistance that promotes the development and dissemination of
professional standards of practice” (p. 110).

Future Directions for School Organization

Some researchers predict that in redesigned, postindustrial school organizations,
the metaphor of “teachers as workers” will be replaced with “teachers as leaders”
(Murphy, 1992). In these new schools, it will be natural for teachers to take more
active roles in peer review and performance evaluation. However, reallocation of
authority must be accompanied by capacity building of teachers. Because teacher
collaboration, for example, predicts learning opportunities (Rosenhoitz, 1989), time
must be built into the day for collaboration. For those who conceive of teaching as
complex and nonroutine, it is clear that the traditional bureaucratic structures of
schools only hinder teacher and student learning. Indeed, successful districts provide
personalized rather than standardized help for their teachers—which, in turn, allows
faculties to shape their own learning and to enlarge their pedagogical repertoires ,
(Rosenholtz, 1989).

The obsolete hierarchical organization of schools and procedures for evaluating
teachers will have to give way to amore :ollegial, interdependent, organic,
professional culture (Sergiovanni, 1991)—where teachers are expected to integrate the
knowledge base of teaching and learning with their professional judgment. Ifteachers
were given the time and resources to learn from each other, the few who do deteriorate
to the remedial level and who require assistance might never reach that point. Because
organizational structures of schools and districts influence the behavior of teachers,
changing the organization of schools and the teaching profession is the first step toward
expanding opportunities for professional growth (Johnson, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1989).

In the next section, holistic and behavioristic evaluation criteria are examined.
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III. THE NATURE OF
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CRITERIA

Differences Among State-Developed Criteria

The following 19 states have identified criteria for teacher performance evaluation:
Alabama, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Iilinois,
Louisiana, Missouri, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina®, Tennessee,
Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, and Washington; all these states with the exception of
Connecticut have derived the criteria for judging teachers largely from a process-
product body of research known as “effective teaching” (which is based on
correlational, experimental studies).

However, there are subtle policy differences that exist among these states. First, the
policies vary by degrees of uniformity regarding enforcement within each state. Some
states, suck as Texas and Arkansas, require all teachers to be appraised with the same
state-developed criteria, while other states, such as Oregon, South Carolina, and
Virginia, only recommend their criteria as resources. Although local districts are not
always required to use state instruments, many districts adopt or adapt state-developed
criteria, especially when instruments have been developed in detail and whena
substantial amount of money and effort have been invested in their development. The
majority of local districts in Florida, for example, use the state instrument, the Florida
Performance Measurement System (FPMS), along with locally developed procedures.

Another difference in state performance evaluation policies among the states
concerns the degree of detail and the exterit to which states have prescribed effective
teaching behaviors. The criteria developed by Texas and Florida are two of the most
prescriptive evaluation systems in which generic teaching behaviors are to be emulated
by teachers, often regardless of their grade levels or their subject area specialties. In
contrast, the criteria developed by Washington, for example, are brief and general,
leaving the categories open to interpretation by local districts.

Finally, the most striking contrast in the state-developed evaluation criteria for
experienced teachers pertains to the nature of the criteria. It is the kind of research that
is emphasized in the criteria that ultimately defines the role of the teacher. Although
Louisiana recently improved its performance evaluation format by including a
descriptive review and analysis of teaching (not just a checklist), it still focuses on
behavioral criteria from the effective teaching research.

sSouth Carolina is presently reforming ail requirements and procedures for provisional, annual, and
continuing (tenured) contract level teachers. The Assistance, Development, and Evaluation of
Professional Teaching Project (ADEPT) will institute a significant departure from the current system.
The emphasis will be on professional development and continuous growth, rather than the old form of
evaluation for tenured teachers. The state is developing general guidelines for districts to use in
creating their own professional development programs.

10
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Contrasting views of the role of the teacher, reflective professionals versus
technical workers, are most apparent in how states implement their evaluation policies
in the classrooms. The expressed goal of state performance evaluation systems is to
improve performance (which requires helping teachers to learn continually so they can
create the best climate for student learning)—a commendable goal. However, upon
implementation many teachers are judged in their classrocms by how well they follow
detailed performance criteria with littie opportunity for reflective, collaborative work.
These conditions may then prevent teachers from ever reaching the worthwhile goal of
improved performance.

Teacher Growth

The old factory-like structure of many of today’s schools, which include
hierarchical modes of teacher evaluation, perpetuates a narrow application of
behavioristic technical evaluation criteria, often excluding opportunities for creative,
flexible, adaptive thinking (Blase & Kirby, 1991; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Conley,
Bacharach, & Bauer, 1989; Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983; Goodlad, 1984;
Lieberman, 1990; Louis & Miles, 1990; Raudenbush, Rowan, & Cheong, 1992,
April; Reyes, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1985b, January). When teaching is reduced to a
checklist or a summary of disparate quantifiable behaviors, there is no room for any
dialogue and there is nothing left for the teacher to do but to imitate these behaviors
unquestionably. Behavioristic approachestoevaluation oversimplify teaching and
undermine teachers’ judgment (Wise etal., 1985). Evaluating all experienced teachers
with the same detailed criteria may create disincentive for professional growth.
Mastering behaviors from t'.e effective teaching list does not guarantee that teachers
will teach better (Rosenhoiw. , 1985a, Mayy.

Indeed, growth can take many different directions; the important question for
educators is whether growth in one particular direction may retard growth in general
or in new directions (Dewey, 1938). Teachers who are required to adhere to a set of
generic behavioral criteria may grow in that single direction, but they may never
develop other teaching abilities that might spark a love for learning, or develop a sense
of compassion, or encourage experimentation in their students.

Dewey (1928) envisioned the teacher’s role 65 years ago as one in which the
teacher uses individual and group intelligence, not ready-made formulas, to create the
best conditions for learning:

It is no longer a question of how the teacher is to instruct or how
the pupil is to study. The problem is to find what conditions
must be fulfilled in order that study and learning will naturally
and necessarily take place. . . . The method of the teacher . ..
becomes a matter of finding the conditions which call out self-

1




educative activicy, or learning, and of cooperating with the
activities of the pupils so that they have learning as their
consequence. (p. 204)

Dewey (1928, 1938) viewed the teacher as one who encourages continual growth.
For teachers to achieve optimal conditions for their students’ learning, they must have
access to the entire knowledge base of teaching to suit their particular situations.
Teachers are more likely to grow in the greatest number of ways when evaluation
systems are responsive to what teachers say they need.

Teachers need resources and time for professional collaboration, which enable
them to integrate the rich findings of the knowledge base of teaching and learning with
their professionai ;udgment (Lieberman, 1988; Little & McLaughlin, 1993).
Evaluation criteria that nurture reflective thinking about all aspects of teaching and
learning (not just effective teaching) will also sustain professional growth
(McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1988).

Conceptions of the Role of the Teacher

Evaluation systems are often intended to maintain or change behaviors, but without
any change in the status or range of the current position (Natriello, 1990). The nature
of the criteria of every teacher performance evaluation system imparts its inherent
assumptions about the role of the teacher. Some states have developed criteria during
the past decade that reinforce a compliant, passive role, while recently other states
have begun to sanction a reflective, active role for the teacher.

Teacher as a Compliant Technician—Behavioristic Approach

Teaching includes a myriad of unpredictable and complex interactions that cannot
be arbitrarily separated without destroying the integrity of the process. Molecular
views of teaching, which grew out of the behavioral psychology tradition of the earlier
part of this century, ignore the complexity of teaching; teaching is defined as a series
of discrete acts, but this view may reflect invalid assumptions about teaching and
human behavior (Stodolsky, 1984). Many of the teaching behaviors in the effective
teaching research (used as the basis for many state evaluation systems) are presented
as disconnected bits of behavior. Even worse, these behaviors are prescribed with few
exceptions for all teachers inall situations as effective. Brophy (in press, cited in Good
& Mulryan, 1990) warns that:

Research on teacher effects has been seriously misused in many
teacher evaluation and accountability programs developed by
state departments of education and local school districts. Any
such effort that in effect imposes a single lesson format on all
teachers in all teaching situations is simply invalid, and cannot
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be justified by claiming that it is supported by research on
teacher effects.” (p. 207)

When teachers know that sets of behaviors have already been predetermined as
acceptable or unacceptable, why should they experiment and use their own judgment?
There is little incentive to work out unique lessons for challenging circumstances. A
training note in the Texas Teacher Appraisal System (Texas Education Agency,
1990), a typical etfective teaching, state-developed evaluation system, requires that:
“If inappropriate [student] behavior does occur, teacher must specify expectations [to
the students]” (p. 29). In this case, there is no room for the teacher to take an
alternative more appropriate course of action, such as postponing the lesson entirely
and starting over at another time.

Furthermore, the findings of the effective teaching research that support direct
instruction strategies do not necessarily improve instructional processes that involve
debate, discovery, role play, simulation, interpretation of literature, and creative
writing (Good & Mulryan, 1990). In fact, effective teaching behaviors can be
counterproductive to the instructional goals—reducing students’ liking for a subject
and even forcing students into a state of dependency on the teacher (Shymansky &
Penick, 1981).

No educator would argue that to require teachers to emulate effective teaching
behaviors—without regard to the teacher’.; role in mediating the characteristics and
interests of students and subject matter—is bad teaching. Yet, state evaluation systems
often ignore the fact that effective teaching behaviors vary by socioeconomic, mental,
and psychological characteristics; by grade levels; and by subject areas (Berry &
Ginsberg, 1989; Darling-Hammond with Sclan, 1992). The effective teaching research
findings produce no simple answers to the complex activities of teaching and learning.

Observation instruments that overemphasize effective teaching research tend to
reinforce a behavioristic way of viewing teachers. Alabama, for example, requires
observers to divide lessons into 7-minute periods—a 5-minute “can” and a 2-minute
“coding rest”; a minimum of five scans must be recorded for each teacher per
observation. The following detailed directions for coding capture the dominant
mechanistic tone of this system:

After the teacher action, the student(s) should have either
complied (mark comply) or continued or escalated or de-
escalated their behavior (mark appropriate bubble under student
behavior-result and also begin a new row by marking the
appropriate student behavior-cause section). If the teacher takes
no action, mark the student behavior-result section either when
the student becomes compliant (back on task) or at the end of
the five-minute period. If the five-minute period ends an the
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student(s) is still waiting or digressing, the appropriate bubble
should be marked. If the off-task behavior continues into the
next scan, mark the appropriate student behavior-cause section
at the beginning of the new scan. Each row of bubbles
represents an instance or situation. . . . (Alabama SDE, 1992,

p.10)

Another example from Alabama itlustrates how teachers are penalized if they say:
“’m having a hard time thinking of an example for you. Can anyone give us an
example of velocity?” In this case, the teacher may have been attempting to draw out
students’ naive conceptions in order to connect the topic at hand with what they
already know. Research findings in cognitive psychology demonstrate thatalready
held organized knowledge of the world affects how new knowledge isacquired and
created (Bransford, 1984). No set of behavioral criteria could even begin to uncover
the complexities of teachers’ decisions each minute of the day. No such instrument
could capture the essere of the 200 to 300 interpersonal exchanges, for example, that
occur each hour between elementary teachers and their students (Jackson, 1968).
Evaluation systems that enforce compliance with behaviors that elicit the sought after
bubbles in the boxes reinforce a constricting role for teachers and restrict accessto a
wider array of knowledge about teaching and learning, which includes the importance
of the subtleties and nuances of teaching.

Another behaviorally oriented evaluation system, the Florida Performance
Management System (FPMS), may be the most elaborate and extensively researched
system in the country (in terms of the process-product literature on teaching
effectiveness).s The FPMS contains 6 domains, 31 concepts, 121 indicators, and 191
examples of positive and negative teacher and student behaviors.

The FPMS is promoted as reliable and valid, but it is reliable and valid only
regarding one genre of r~search, the effactive teaching research (which includes
process-productand experimental studies on teacher behavior, student achievement,
and conduct). More importantly, the validity and reliability studies prove nothing
about the sensitivity of the FPMS to the complexities of teaching and learning or about
teacher growth in its broadest sense. In fact, Peterson and Comeaux (1990) found that
of the teachers in their study those who perceived the FPMS negatively cited its
reducing “the importance of context in making evaluative judgments about a teacher’s
teaching” (p. 18).

Examples are provided in the Domains manual to illustrate effective teaching
vehaviors (Florida SDE, 1992a). The distinctive behavioristic tone of the examples

“The only other system that may rival this one is Tennessee's, which includes a 246-page
orientation manual, team appraisal score assignment sheets, various observation instruments,
questionnaires, rating sheets, score records, score computation sheets, feedback checklists, dialogue
translation scales, interview forms, and so on.
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portrays teachers more as technicians than as professionals. The FPMS manual
(Florida SDE, 1992b) reads like the old teacher-proof teachers’ manuals for textbooks
from the 1970s, which include word for word what teachers should say within lessons.
The following is one concrete example from the FPMS that depicts teaching as a
matter-of-fact activity:

This involves ateacher evaluating learners’ end-states:

They followed three commands. Both groups did this
successfully. And that’s what the district guide said they had to
do—three commands. (p. 19)

It appears that teachers are expected to follow what has already been established—in
either district curriculum guides, teachers’ editions, or state evaluation manuals.

Along the same pattern, another example is provided as model teacher behavior. A
teacher in this example says, “My goal is to have this group through Level 6 by the
end of the year” (p. 16). This statement is supposed to represent commendable
behavior because the teacher is identifying expected outcomes. However, in this
case—aiming to merely cover the material can deflect attention from ways to motivate
the students about the content, a more important goal.

The following example on wait-time clearly illustrates another FPMS model
behavior, to the 10th of a second: “Wait-time [after questions to students] needs to be
at least 2.7 seconds long in order to be effective” (p. 115). One wonders what happens
to teachers who only wait 2.6 seconds. Do they receive an ineffective rating?

Clearly, these exemplary behaviors lack any spark of creativity, professional
problem solving, or individual teacher initiative, or for that matter any sense that
teachers and students are thinking, feeling human beings. Nowhere in the examples for
planning lessons is there anything about using subject matter to learn about human
compassion, for example. There are, however, many statements about using dittos,
worksheets, teachers’ editions, z.ng/cun'iculum guides to master the subject matter for
its sake alone. While prescript’  programs simplify the task of evaluation, they create
problems of their own. By specifying beforehand what teachers can and cannot do,
highly prescriptive standards may put obstacles in the way of individual growth and
motivation, causing teachers to focus more on compliance than on their own
effectiveness (Sclan & Darling-Hammond, 1992).

Because the effective teaching literature offers only one way to improve teaching,
we must be ca. . ful not to close out other avenues of teacher growth (Zumwalt, 1986).
State performance evaluation policies for experienced teachers mustallow for multiple
paths toward improvement. Sergiovanni (1989)asserts that the scientific findings from
the effective teaching research are improperly used in educational practice and that:
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we should avoid fetish allegiance to a single line of research. We
need to view research findings, however discovered, less as
truths and more as insights and understz lings. The purpose of
research in our field is not to discover the right answer but to
help better understand the conditions of our practice.” (p. 101)

Other bodies of research that are often excluded in state schemes include cognition,
child development, motivation and behavior, subject-specific pedagogy, organizational
theory, and effective schooling (Knapp, 1982, March; Darling-Hammond with Sclan,
1992).

On an optimistic note, in a parallel movement and despite the shortcomings of the
FPMS, the educational leadership at the state level in Florida has recently started a
professional conversation among educators about how to link evaluation of teacher
performance, teachers’ professional development, and school improvement (Barth,
forthcoming), an encouraging turn toward increasing teacher professionalization. In
fact, at least 5 of the 67 districts have already created systems that purport to connect
assessment, development, and improvement (Gardner, forthcoming). With the support
of the SDE, educators have begun to articulate growth-oriented approaches to teacher
evaluation that rely on research generated from the areas of adult learning,
organizational contexts of schools, and school improvement/change. State-level
policymakersare beginning to define teacher evaluation in terms of its effects on
teacher growth, rather than teacher compliance.

Teacher as a Thinking Professional—Holistic Approach

Rather than a prescriptive view, amore dynamic view of teaching is emerging from
the fields of cognitive psychology and sociological: organizational perspectives of
learning. In this vein, knowledge “depends on the values of the persons working with it
and the context within which that work is conducted” (Lotto & Murphy, 1990, p. 82,
cited in Murphy, 1992). A few states have recently begun to incorporate more
inclusive criteria in their teacher performance evaluation policies.”

One State’s Evaluation Efforts to Promote a Professional Role for
Teachers. Connecticut’s clearly articulated vision of the role of the teacher is
consistent with the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards’ (1989),
which advocates a more “proactive and creative role” for teachers as an integral part
of “productive leamning communities.” While the state establishes priorities and goals
for schools, teachers decide “what constitutes valuable learning for students” (p. 11).

The Professional Educator Development Program (PED) (Connecticut SDE, 1993)
redefines the role of the teacher as

7Local and state efforts to create new evaluation and professional development plans that support
more professional roles for teachers are emerging in California, Connecticut, Florida, Minnesota, New
York, South Carolina, Texas, and Washington.
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three-dimensional in nature. In addition to the teaching
dimension, there are dimensions of learning and leading.
Together these three dimensions embrace the myriads of
behaviors that need to be preseat in the life of an exemplary
teacher. The expectation is that teachers continue to grow in
each dimension of their professional self by engaging in on-
going reflection upon their work, by ever adding to their
repetoire of teaching skills and knowledge, and by accepting
responsibility for student performance and for providing an
environment that fosters an enabling school culture. (p. 3)

Connecticut increases the avenues of professional growth and responsibility for
teachers by expanding their roles.

The evaluation efforts of the Connecticut Department of Education appear to be in
the forefront of state-level reform regarding teacher professionalization. In theirnew
evaluation plan, they address the central need to confirm teachers’ differeutiated roles
as professionals. Connecticut legislatively links teacher evaluation with professional
development, which inevitably strengthens teacher professionalismand school
performance.

The common theme that runs throughout all of the Connecticut evaluation
materials for experienced teachers is that supporting ongoing professicnal development
is more helpful than enforcing minimal levels of competency. Clearly, in this case the
activity of teaching is viewed by the Connecticut SDE as more than imitating effective
teaching behaviors that increase scores on standardized tests, which may not always
measure critical-creative thinking skills. Rather, teaching is considered tobe a
complex process whereby teachers develop norms of personal responsibility,
independent and collegial judgment, and initiative. Because providing professional
development opportunities is recognized as an integral part of the evaluation process
for experienced teachers, it is not surprising that the Connecticut SDE aims to
strengthen the capacity of districts to provide resources for ongoing professional
development.

Because the Connecticut SDE views teaching as a complex and variable process,
its approach to teacher performance evaluation relies more on teacher judgment than
on rules made outside the classroom to orchestrate the daily interactions and
experiences of those who live in classrooms. States cannot legislate one best set of
teaching behaviors on a lesson-to-lesson, day-to-day basis. Because important context
variables change the relationship between a given behavior and its outcome, truly
effective teachers in fact vary their behaviors across teaching situations (Shavelson &
Dempsey, 1976; Stodolsky, 1984).
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The Connecticut SDE provides a buoyant, intelligent, and creative framework for
state policymakers who are concerned with strengthening teacher professionaism
(Regan etal., 1992). Connecticut’s Professional Educator Development Model
reconceptualizes learning and the role of the teacher and merges the processes of
professional development, teacher education, and student learning. The program
recognizes that successful plans are flexible and broad. They are also aware that
supporting collaborative environments that enable and reward success is necessary so
that teachers develop a sense of efficacy, which in turn allows them to change their
behavior whenever necessary (Wise et al., 1985).

The distinction between professional development and evaluation forexperienced
teachers disappears in this scheme:

The task of the educational system, then, has three components:
helping these competent, experienced teachers to assess whether
their students have indeed learned what we want students to know
and be able to do; helping such teachers to develop ways of
leading their students to ever higher levels of learning; and helping
teachers remain connected to the wider world as a source of new
information. This complex task demands both judgment and
support; it includes both evaluation and development. We think it
no longer makes sense to call it either, but rather to acknowledge
that it is both at once. (Connecticut SDE, 1993, p. 2)

By assuming that “teachers do think for themselves, act independently, collaborate
with others, and render critical judgments,” Connecticut accepts “a priori that
[teachers] are professionals as defined by Darling-Hammond and Berry (1988):

+  They possess knowledge which is the basis of permission to practice and to
make decisions on behalf of clients.

+ They pledge their first concern to the welfare of their clients.

«  Theyassume collective responsibility for the definition, transmittal, and
enforcement of professional standards for practice and ethical behavior. (p. 3)

The Connecticut SDE’s implementation approach exemplifies teacher performance
evaluation policy at its best. It sets general but clear goals; it spells out assumptions
about teaching and learning; it defines organizational conditions necessary for
successful local development; it respects those who will implement and develop the
details of the program at the district, school, and classroom levels.
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Summary of Performance Evaluation
Criteria Policy Trends

In our knowledge-based economy, teachers are expected to prepare students to
think critically and creatively, which is far beyond what was required in our industrial
economy of the earlier part of this century. Yet, many state performance evaluation
systems over-emphasize behaviorsderived from the effective teaching literature
(correlational research findings) that discourage teachers from using the entire
knowledge base. To make matters worse, teachers often do not even have the time or
opportunity to think and to talk about the needs of their students.

Many teachers become successful by exerting extra energy to overcome their
environmental constraints. In fact, most principals think that teachers in their schools
are doing a fine job (Choy, Henke, Alt, Medrich, & Bobbitt, 1993). So it is not
surprising when evaluation procedures that ensure minimal levels of competency
become meaningless exercises for most teachers who are already performing
adequately or better. It is clear that evaluation approaches are needed that go beyond
minimum performance criteria; a built-in mechanism for on-going professional
renewal that motivates teachers to achieve their fullest potential should be the hallmark
of every teacher evaluation system.

For criteria to be useful, they must be situation-specific and responsive to the needs
of the teachers and students (Wise et al., 1983). Otherwise, too many children will
become alienated and fall between the cracks of the school system. When responsive
evaluation practices foster teacher participation on a regular basis, new standards of
practice will continually evolve, which in turn sustain professional growth.

Evaluation procedures that coerce teachers into complying with re gimented sets of
behaviors do not work in emerging reformed school environments that encourage
teacher involvement in the running of their schools. As hierarchical contrclling
structures give way to environments that sustain collegial interactions, new forms of
evaluation will naturally take root in schools.
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POLICY IMPLEMENTATION
AND CONCLUSIONS

The key arbiter of implementation of state policies regarding teacher performance
evaluation turns on the questions: Is the goal to develop standardized behaviors that
will then be prescribed? Or is it to provide resources that are available to be used as
needed or as appropriate by teachers? Most states agree that performance
improvement is a major goal of evaluation. Most states also agree on tne general areas
of competence for performance evaluation of experienced teachers: planning,
classroom management, communication, instruction, assessment, and professional
development. Although there is wide consensus on the general goals of evaluation and
areas of competence for teachers, major differences in state policies only become
apparent in the formal detailed plans of how to evaluate experienced teachers—the
implementatior: phase.

The way policy is implemented determines its success, not just the content of
policy. Shulman (1983) asserts that “The manner in which a policy is implemented
may carry unintended consequences that dilute the very results the mandate was
designed to achieve” (p. 490). That is, an implementation strategy that ignores
organizational local considerations, for instance, may sabotage its own worthwhile
goals.

The behavioristic approach to teacher performance evaluation reinforces a
formulaic way of teaching—through mastery of discrete bits of behavior, independent
of the context. In this case, when teachers are preoccupied with compliance issues,
there is little time or motivation to reflect on the important issues, such as setting the
stage for learning in their classrooms. Evaluation systems that emphasize discrete bits
of behavior may compromise teachers’ judgment, which reduces opportunities for
capacity building. Furthermore, successful “implementation depends more on capacity
than it does on compliance” (Elmore, 1983, p. 366).

Not coincidentally, states that stress the behavioristic approach to performance
evaluation usually follow what Elmore (1983) callsa regulatory mode of
implementation, whereby compliance is the central issue. Here, conclusions of
process-product research are expected to be automatically converted into practice
across the state, across all classrooms—regardless of teachers’ and students’ unique
situations.

In this scheme, administrators are responsible for controlling teacher behaviors and
for enforcing effective teaching behaviors as compiled by their state. Coercing
teachers into a regimented set of behaviors reinforces an already narrowly conceived
role of the teacher and inadvertently may prevent them from imiproving their
performance. In fact, there is a danger that the behavioristic brand of state evaluation
may counteract the positive effects of the new, more holistic professional standards
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being developed by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (1989)
and a few other states (Darling-Hammond & Berry, 1988).

On the other hand, a few states have adopted a countervailing view to behavioral
standards. That is, they believe that a holistic approach sustains a responsive way of
teaching—through access to and application of various forms of knowledge and
through reflective practice. This approach uses a programmatic mode of
implementation—where capacity building is the central issue (Elmore, 1983).In this
plan, teachers are considered the primary evaluators because it is they who must make
the professional judgments about what is best for students on a day-to-day basis.
Teachers in these settings are more apt to develop a wide array of behaviors, attitudes,
and skills that become self-renewing; they find ways to sustain each other; and they
lead their students down multiple paths to knowledge.

The next generation of evaluation systems will inevitably make little distinction
between professional growth and evaluation. Eisner (1992) envisions evaluation as
inherently part of the everyday worklife of teachers. His conception of evaluation
captures the essence of the new wave of evaluation when he states that:

Evaluation is an aspect of professional educational practice that
should be regarded as one of the major means through which
educators can secure information they can use to enhance the
quality of their work. Evaluation ought to be an ongoing part of
their work. Evaluation ought to be an ongoing part of the
process of education, one that contributes to its enhancement,
not simply a means for scoring students and teachers. (p. 625)

States that are aiming toward integrating evaluation procedures with the ongoing
professional life of teachers are at the same time building self-renewing capacities for
continual learning at every school site. Installing evaluation systems into schools
without ongoing teacher participation ignores the people living in schools. On the
contrary, merging evaluation designs with the everyday concerns and needs of teaciiers
and students is more likely to support abiding professional growth. Evaluation systems
must support teachers in their quest to teach responsibly and responsively.

21

26




IV.SUMMARY CHART:
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF EXPERIENCED
TEACHERS IN THE UNITED STATES
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APPENDIX

State
Your name
Title
Department

Please answer the following questions with regard to VETERAN (EXPERIENCED)
TEACHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION (not first-year or beginning teachers):

1. State- or District-Level Policy
a. Is veteran teacher evaluation in your state mandated by the state? If so, how
and when?

b. Does your state require districts to create their own evaluation system?

¢. Does your state not require but recommend districts to implement veteran
teacher performance evaluation policy/practices?

2. Main Goals of Veteran Teacher Performance Evaluation
a. Briefly describe these goals (e.2.» performance improveraent, evaluation,
reemployment, renewable certification, etc.)

b. Who or what body set these goals?
c. Ifthere is a “formative” component, briefly describe
d.  ifthere is a “summative” component, briefly describe
3. Criteria. Definition
a. Who defines the performance evaluation criteria? (State Board of Education,

local districts, state legislature, etc.)

b.  If the state defines the criteria, what are the criteria used to judge veteran
teacher performance competency?

c. Where did the criteria come from? (based on what research; or on another

state’s system, etc.)

4. Is there university-level involvement in defining the criteria? If so, briefly
describe

4. Implementation and Nature of Criteria
a.  If the districts define their own criteria, is there any consensus about types of
criteria or evaluation procedures used in your state and from where are they
derived?

b. Briefly describe one “typical” district’s practices
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c. Is there a wide range of different types of practices for veteran teacher
evaluation across districts? If so, briefly describe two different types of district
programs

5. Veteran Teacher Performance Evaluation Procedures
Check appropriate box: ___ state-level procedures
suggested
___ required
one example of district-level procedures

a. Frequency of observations, conferences

b. Who are the observers? And is training required?
c. Name of evaluation instrument(s)

d. Briefly describe the instruments (components)

e. Ifthere is an assistance component, briefly describe

6. Performance Evaluation and Alternative Forms of Financial Remuneration

a. Is a career ladder, merit pay, or mentor teacher program operating in your
state? If so, briefly describe its goals, whether it is voluntary for teachers and/
or districts, whether it is in the pilot stages and how it works

b. Briefly describe whether it operates in addition to or in place of another
performance evaluation for all veteran teachers

7. Are state-developed systems for veteran teacher performance evaluation used in
conjunction with district systems? If so, how are they different?

8. Please update/correct the following information obtained from a literature review
about veteran teacher performance evaluation in your state

9. If your state has developed a veteran acher performance evaluation system,
PLEASE SEND A COPY OF THE iNSTRUMENTS AND ANY LITERATURE
DESCRIBING THE PROCEDURES along with the completed questions to
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