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Abstract 

Teacher evaluation is a personnel practice in education and a field of study with multiple 
discourse communities, including a community in supervision. Many concepts from these 
discourse communities have influenced practice over time. In this article, I place teacher 
evaluation as a practice originating in the intersection of supervision and administration, describe 
its tumultuous relationship with supervision, and identify the many concepts that restrict its 
practice with examples of scholarship. This article is important “fieldwork” that scholars must 
periodically conduct on their niche to better understand its audiences, scope, and influences.2 
Examples of fieldwork include: analyses of scholarship, collections on a theme, handbooks, 
histories, interviews of scholars, memoirs, and genealogies of scholars. This article is a type of 
analysis of scholarship for the field of teacher evaluation, as Bolin (1988), Blumberg (1990), 
Garman (2020), Glanz (2018), Gordon (2019), Mette (2019), and Glanz and Hazi (2019) have 
done for the field of supervision. I am often asked, “Is there anything left to study about teacher 
evaluation?” This article may help scholars broaden their thinking about the many discourses of 
teacher evaluation as well as their own niche. Understanding the nature of the discourses helps a 
scholar navigate its writings and research, situate his/her contribution, and interpret the results of 
emerging research.  
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Introduction 
 
Personal history is “virtuous,” according to Peshkin (1988), influencing how I define and view 
teacher evaluation and its relationship with other fields. It is disclosed to show how it shapes my 
thinking, research, and contribution. I grew up in a household with a father who believed unions 
fought for its workers and advised me never to cross a picket line. I was certified and hired first 
as a teacher and then as a school supervisor in a northeastern state that had collective bargaining. 
Knowing the importance of relationships with teachers and the limits of a quasi-administrator, I 
made my hiring as a supervisor contingent upon not being responsible for evaluation. The 
superintendent agreed, until, he said, a teacher was to be dismissed. Fortunately, I did not have to 
face that challenge. When I finished my doctorate with a dissertation about collective bargaining 
contracts, I took a job as a professor in Educational Administration. There I studied both teacher 
evaluation and supervision, recognizing their relationship. Along the way, I studied law and 
became an expert witness which contributed to my understanding of both the theory and practice 
of teacher evaluation and supervision. 
 
Based on this history and four decades of readings, research, and experiences with teachers, I 
started a list of teacher evaluation concepts that were likely to be familiar to school practitioners. 
A concept was included if it was used in the development, delivery, or use of instruments to 
evaluate teachers, and if it appeared in litigation, collective bargaining contracts, training, or 
local policy. While the reader may view these concepts as jargon “beyond the reach of an 
uninitiated audience” (Becher & Trowler, 2001, p. 46), they are most likely to be common to 
practitioners. For example, the term “goal setting,” used in the post-conference, was included, 
but “fidelity of implementation” was omitted because it is not used in practice or school policy. 
Another example is “script taping,” a form of notetaking as an alternative to video or 
audiotaping, that was once characterized as an essential supervisory tool (Hunter, 1983). 
However, it was short-lived in practice, did not appear in law or policy, and thus, was omitted.  
 
Concepts were then grouped by sub-discipline of origin, defined, and situated by their use in 
evaluation, i.e., purpose, instrument, evaluator, or procedure. While a concept like “feedback” 
can belong to multiple disciplines, the most relevant was selected for its disciplinary origin and 
defined in plain language using sources such as The Oxford English Dictionary, Wikipedia, 

Oxford Scholarship Online, Oxford Research Encyclopedias, or Online Etymology Dictionary 

The sub-disciplines within education were identified and defined by drawing upon sources such 
as Furlong and Lawn’s (2011) Disciplines of Education, Furlong’s (2013) Education---An 

Anatomy of the Discipline, and Donaldson’s (2021) Multidisciplinary Perspective on Teacher 

Evaluation.  
 
This is a reflective essay from a scholar who has spent a career pondering teacher evaluation, 
supervision, and their relationship. In this essay, I argue that many concepts restrict the practice 
of teacher evaluation. Its concepts represent a “bedrock,” making it impervious to change, and 
helping to explain how its summative purpose overshadows its formative. I hope to help scholars 
navigate the underpinnings of its practice and situate his/her contribution in the discourses. In 
this article, I situate its origins at the intersection of supervision and administration, explicate the 
many discourses of this field of study, illustrate these discourses with examples from in and 
outside of supervision, and conclude with insights.                     
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Teacher Evaluation at the Intersection of Supervision and Administration 
 
Teacher evaluation is the annual rating of teachers to determine personnel decisions. Supervision 
scholars today tend to see supervision as the helping (formative) function and evaluation as the 
annual rating (summative), where one overshadows the other (McGhee, 2020; Mette et al., 
2020). I tend to see the two as fraternal twins – similar, yet not identical – both with the purpose 
of improving instruction, requiring evidence from the classroom, and involving judgment; yet 
different in their practice, dilemmas, and scholarship. 
 
In the early history of supervision, these two functions were vested in different people. Male 
principals, who were generalists, conducted personnel evaluations, while female supervisors, 
who were content specialists, helped teachers through lesson planning and demonstrations in 
classrooms. In the 1930s as schools expanded and the depression affected the funding of schools, 
female supervisors were let go and the rating and helping functions were combined into the role 
of principal (Glanz & Hazi, 2019).  
 
As principals took over both functions, and its scholarship evolved, teacher evaluation became a 
personnel practice in educational administration. As the role of supervisor continued in some 
larger school systems, teacher evaluation as improvement of instruction was a studied practice of 
supervision in the early days of the Council of Professors of Instructional Supervision (COPIS) 
where educational administration scholars dominated. Scholars such as Harris (1978), McQuarrie 
and Wood (1991), and McGreal (1983) wrote about teacher evaluation. However, important 
events occurred in the 1990s that chronicle its tumultuous relationship with supervision. 
 
Those in COPIS argued that the field should abolish supervision (Gordon, 1992; Sergiovanni, 
1992; Starratt, 1992) as it became a vehicle of accountability (Garman, 2020). Many scholars in 
supervision shunned teacher evaluation viewing it as a “contaminant” of the field (Garman, 
2010). Some called to abolish supervision because it was tainted by the practice of evaluation 
(Starratt, 1997) and moved on to more “palatable” topics such as staff development, mentoring, 
teacher leadership and collaborative teaming (Holland & Garman, 2001). 
 
Debates among scholars were also reflected in practice. My case study of grievances filed 
against a school supervisor best illustrates the dilemma. This supervisor was responsible for both 
evaluating and helping teachers to improve. In her mind and practice, the supervisor knew when 
she did each, and tried to explain their differences in orientation meetings and classroom visits. 
Instead, the teachers’ association saw her actions as harassment and intimidation, claiming “that 
any time a supervisor is in the classroom it is an evaluation” (Hazi, 1994, p. 208) because 
evaluation and supervision were (and still are) entangled in law and practice (Ponticell & 
Zepeda, 2004). This sentiment was echoed in actions by the leadership of Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) who wanted to better attract teachers as 
members and to eliminate the term supervision which had become toxic to practitioners (Glanz 
& Hazi, 2019).  
 
Also, around this time, Ron Brandt, then editor of Educational Leadership, with Charlotte 
Danielson approached COPIS to endorse her Framework for Teaching. The Framework was “not 
well received” and COPIS “urge[d] ASCD to distance itself from any association with this 
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specific teacher assessment framework” because it was “dated and behind in current research,” 
that “its research base was not evident,” that it “show[ed] little promise in guiding teacher 
improvement,” and that it focused on “individual teacher accountability at a time [of] … 
[teacher] empowerment” (Hazi, 2016; Killian, 1994, p.1). After a decade of debate, ASCD 
ironically eliminated supervision from its title and mission (Glanz & Hazi, 2019), yet promoted 
Charlotte Danielson’s teacher evaluation framework in publications and workshops.  
 

The Many Discourse Communities of Teacher Evaluation 
 
Teacher evaluation is a field of study within the discipline of education.3 A field of study, 
according to Pinar et al. (1995) is “a tradition of language or discourse” (p. 7) that develops over 
time. Fields of study are not fixed edifices, but fluid systems that are informed by theories from 
many disciplines (Lawn & Furlong, 2011). Boundaries are crossed and knowledge is poached, 
especially where problems are considered complex and difficult to solve (Becher & Trowler, 
2001). Scholars cross borders for concepts and language to study, understand, and explain 
beyond the superficial.  
 
A field of study may have one or more discourse communities. A discourse community is a 
“grouping of people who share common language, norms, characteristics, patterns, or practices 
as a consequence of their ongoing communications and identification with each other” 
(Bazerman, 2009, para 1). Borg (2003) explains that in a discourse community scholars use fora 
(conferences, newsletters, articles, emails) to pursue their common goals. Scholars may 
participate within or across discourses. While size is less important, stability is “with experts 
who perform gatekeeping roles” and novices enter to renew the community over time (Borg, 
2003, p. 3).  
 
Teacher evaluation has many discourse communities in education.4 The discourse communities 
have contributed concepts that influence its practice and make it difficult to change.5 Table 1 
presents the many concepts, defined, and their use in evaluation, organized by discourse. This is 
one way I see them and think about their influence on practice. 
 
 
 
 

 
3 A discipline is “a branch of learning or knowledge; a field of study or expertise; a subject” (Discipline, 2021). 
Education has been called a branch of social science, a discipline, and a university-based field of study. Some say 
education is the second largest discipline (Furlong, 2013). There are no formal criteria for defining a discipline nor 
how one should be classified (e.g., whether psychology is a subfield of education or whether education is a sub-field 
of psychology (“Outline of academic disciplines,” 2021). 
4 The discourse communities are limited to education, and do not include those such as 3600 Feedback (Church et 
al., 2019) that addresses performance assessment in other organizational settings, situated in Industrial-
Organizational Psychology. Ironically, there has been debate about whether 3600 feedback should be developmental 
only (formative) or used for organizational decision making (summative) (Bracken et al, 2016). 
5 While this article draws from scholarship, it does not synthesize it or research. For these, readers are directed to 
seminal works such as Darling-Hammond et al. (1983), Wise et al. (1984), Millman & Darling-Hammond (1990), 
Kennedy (2010), Murphy et al. (2013), and most recently Donaldson (2021). 
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Table 1: Teacher Evaluation Concepts with Definition, Use, and Discourse 
Concept  Definition Use in Evaluation Discourse of Origin 

Formative & summative Purposes of evaluation Purposes Psych: Evaluation 
Generic & particular Common & unique teacher duties Instrument (items) Psych: Evaluation 
Multiple methods & 

sources of data  
More methods to increase data & 
improve judgment  

Procedure Psych: Evaluation 

Accuracy vs. utility Evaluate should be useful to teachers Purposes Psych: Evaluation 
Valid  Content of instrument  Instrument  Psychometrics 
Reliable Principal accuracy Evaluator Psychometrics 
Research-based One basis of instrument items Instrument (items) Psychometrics 
Rubric  Detailed guide for scoring Instrument (scoring) Psychometrics 
Inter-rater reliability Training to improve observer accuracy Training Psychometrics 
Bias Prejudice to be avoided Evaluator  Psychometrics 
Inflated rating Too high rating by principal Instrument scoring Psychometrics 
Observer drift Moving away from coding accuracy Evaluator Psychometrics 
(Re)calibration (Re)training in the instrument to 

increase accuracy and avoid drift 
(Re)training Psychometrics 

Walkthrough Time saver for observation Procedure Psych: Organizational 
Goal-setting Conference goal for teacher change Procedure  Psych: Organizational 
Feedback Principal delivers to change teacher Evaluator delivers Psych: Developmental 
Reflection Conference goal for teacher change Procedure Psych: Developmental 
Arbitrary & capricious Label for not following procedure Procedure Labor Law 
Due process Notice & hearing before dismissal Procedure Labor Law 
Evidence Documentation Procedure Labor law 
Remediation Opportunity for improvement Procedure Labor Law 
Uniform Procedures Procedure to avoid discrimination Procedure Labor Law 
Value-added Student gains/loss in testing Procedure (scoring) Econometrics 
Preconference Meeting before observation Procedure  Supervision 
Portfolio A file or folder of work Procedure Teacher Education 



The recent decade’s emphasis on teacher quality in the U.S. has only strengthened their hold on 
practice.6 These concepts, from eight identifiable discourses, make it difficult to change its 
practice since many appear in federal and state law, negotiated in collective bargaining 
agreements, or established in local policy through the vote of elected officials. They appear in 
italics in the text that follows, are defined in simple terms, and organized by discourse starting 
with the one with the most number of concepts. 
 
Educational Psychology 

 
Psychology contributes the most number of concepts influencing teacher evaluation and 
dominates its practice. Within psychology are the discourses of evaluation, psychometrics, 
organizational psychology, and developmental psychology. The discourse of evaluation provides 
the overarching principles of practice; psychometrics guide instrument design, measurement, and 
training; organizational psychology situates evaluation in its context; and developmental 
psychology focuses on behavior change. 
 
Evaluation 

 
This discourse provides foundational principles of evaluation with scholars such as Scriven, 
Stake and Stufflebeam with Scriven being the most influential to personnel evaluation. The 
formative purpose of teacher evaluation is usually associated with helping and improving 
teachers, while the summative is the end of year rating for personnel decisions (Scriven, 1967). 
Many believe that principals can both help and evaluate teachers (e.g. McGhee, 2020). However, 
Scriven, who introduced the terms, never meant for the two to be done by the same individual. In 
fact, Scriven (1996) believed that the evaluator should have distance from the teacher to maintain 
objectivity.  
 
Scriven believed that teachers had duties in common, but also had specific duties due to their 
subject, grade, or specialty. Therefore, Scriven recommended that both generic and 

particularized duties be evaluated (Stufflebeam, 2013). These duties should be evaluated with 

multiple methods and sources of data, rather than one method, so that data provide a more 
comprehensive and rigorous view of the teacher (Scriven, 1994).  
 
Utility is the final evaluation principle and is important to understanding one of its failures. 
Scriven observed that accuracy of personnel rating is emphasized in instrument use at the 
expense of usefulness. Most teachers do not find feedback useful (e.g., Lochmiller, 2019). If the 
evaluation has no use to the recipient, then an organization is producing information, and not 

 
6 I believe that teacher evaluation remains seriously flawed and dysfunctional for many reasons: it is not reliable or 
valid, or cost-effective to make them so (Berliner, 2018). Before the national focus on teacher evaluation as a 
vehicle to improve teacher quality, there was limited evidence that it led to instructional improvement (Donaldson, 
2009) or improve employee performance or company effectiveness (Mueller-Hanson, 2021). This has not changed 
(Donaldson, 2021). Second, many of our teachers have experienced teaching in an accountability climate of 
standards, incentives, and sanctions, first as public school students themselves, then teacher education students, and 
now teacher employees. Thus, teachers have become normalized to accountability and many of its high-stakes 
consequences (Holloway & Brass, 2018). This may explain why “today’s teachers may view teacher evaluation 
more favorably than their counterparts in prior decades” (Donaldson, 2021, p. 160). 
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feedback (Bracken, et al., 2016). While evaluation delivers to some degree on its summative 
purpose, it rarely succeeds on its formative.7 
 
Psychometrics 

 
Psychometrics is theory and techniques of measurement. While instruments are the most visible 
influence on practice, they come and go, reflecting what is most valued about teaching at the 
time (Kennedy, 2010). However, the psychometric concepts about instrument design, 
measurement, and training endure to influence principal practice and training. Concepts for 
instrument design include: valid, reliable, research-based and rubric. Concepts for principal 
training include: bias, observer drift, inflated rating, inter-rater reliability, and recalibration.  
 
When an instrument’s content reflects what teachers do, it is said to be valid. When an 
instrument’s content comes from research, it is called research-based. A rubric is a guide for 
scoring or grading and was most used in the field of evaluation to grade student compositions 
(Scriven, 1991b). Because of its details and levels, some believe that rubrics help clarify 
expected performance (Brookhart, 2013). When the principal accurately and consistently uses 
the instrument to evaluate teaching, it is considered reliable. 
 
Principals can be biased or have prejudice, resulting in errors that can adversely affect teachers 
(Scriven, 1991b). Thus, principals are trained and re-trained so they do not drift away from the 
meaning of instrument items or inflate their ratings by being too generous or lenient. Retraining 
principals on the instrument is recalibration so that they score according to the standard 
established (Scriven, 1991b). 
 
Organizational Psychology 

 
Organizational psychology is concerned with workplace performance and attitudes such as 
motivation and job satisfaction. The walkthrough and goal setting are two of its concepts. The 
classroom walkthrough was used to encourage principals to get into classrooms briefly and often. 
It originated with Sam Walton of Walmart fame and made popular in education by Downey et al. 
(2004). This was how principals were to emphasize classroom teaching and devote more time 
with teachers on curriculum and instructional problems (Frase et al., 1999).  
 
Goal setting is considered a practice for teacher improvement and recommended as a 
culminating activity of the post-observation conference (McGreal, 1983). It is based on the 
assumptions that the teacher would find principal feedback useful, agree to the prescriptions to 
fix practice, and change their behavior by the next observation (Hazi, 2019a). 
 
 

 
7 School practitioners have followed some of Scriven’s principles more than others. For example, while Scriven 
recommended the formative be separated from the summative purposes, they are usually combined in the principal. 
Teachers have been evaluated generically, based on what they have in common, not the particularized, because it 
benefits the credibility of the principal who lacks content knowledge. Observation by the principal has dominated, 
until the principle of multiple methods was rediscovered and used in the Gates’ Measures of Effective Teaching 
project, and then established in many state statutes and regulations due to Race to the Top (Hazi, 2019a). 
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Developmental Psychology 

 
Developmental psychology is concerned with learning and behavior change. Feedback is a term 
originating in the 20th century to describe the output signal of a circuit (“Feedback,” 2021). 
Feedback, about those items on the evaluation form, is believed to drive improvement in teacher 
evaluation. Feedback, according to advice, should be frequent, timely, specific, and private to be 
effective. However, our knowledge about giving feedback to teachers is based on research about 
giving feedback to students. Also, more has been written on how to deliver feedback than how its 
recipients process, use or reject feedback (Hazi, 2019b). 
 
Reflection is “a way of learning from what we do, experience, and understand about any 
knowledge or teaching method we are using. It is a way of rigorously examining our actions and 
decisions and improving the overall quality of our work” (Arredondo Rucinski, 2005, p. 79). 
Reflective thinking, according to Dewey (1933), is a large part of learning. Schon (1983) helped 
reintroduce reflection into thinking about teaching practice at the height of the influence of 
process-product research on teacher evaluation. Some look to the post-conference to provide 
opportunities for teacher reflection (Ponticell et al., 2019). 
 
Labor Law 

 
Laws are “the minimum forms of protection for persons, property and promises” (Hart, 1961, p. 
195). Starting in the 1960s, when teachers were wrongfully dismissed and aggressively fought in 
courts to be re-instated, concepts from law began to influence teacher evaluation. Teachers and 
their unions helped to establish employee rights first in case law, then in collective bargaining 
contracts and eventually in federal and state statutes. Concepts from labor law focus on 
transparency and fairness for the benefit of teachers and include: arbitrary and capricious, due 
process, evidence, remediation, and uniform procedures. 
 
Arbitrary and capricious is used to characterize administrators who fail to follow procedures for 
evaluation and teacher dismissal. Due process is the safeguards of notice, hearing, and 
opportunity to improve prior to dismissal so that teachers’ 14th Amendment rights have not been 
violated. Administrators must show substantial evidence (usually observation over time with 
documentation) that tenured teachers should be dismissed on statutory grounds. Administrators 
are asked whether a teacher’s behavior is remediable, and thus, given an opportunity to improve 
before dismissal in most cases.  
 
Econometrics 

 
Economics is concerned with “how best to allocate scarce resources” (Furlong & Lawn, 2011, p. 
85). Econometrics addresses the measurement of quality, cost efficiency, effectiveness, 
incentives, and sanctions; and the relationship between education and pupil outcomes such as 
achievement, earnings, job quality, and crime rates. Economists looked at inputs such as teacher 
characteristics (i.e., graduate point average, certification, graduate course work, and exam 
scores) as indicators of teacher quality but found little relationship between them and student 
achievement. During the last two decades, economists looked at the relationship between student 
achievement and value-added measurers (VAMs) of teachers. VAMs were first used by 
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Williams Sanders in the field of agricultural for genetic and reproductive trends in livestock 
(Amrein-Beardsley, 2014). In education, a VAM is a statistical tool used to measure the 
relationship between a teacher and student growth or loss on standardized achievement tests, 
which some argue is flawed despite its appearance of objectivity (Paige & Amrein-Beardsley, 
2020).  
 
Supervision 
 
Supervision is concerned with the learning and improvement of preservice and teachers in 
service. Some take a big-tent view where practice includes curriculum work, professional 
development, and classroom visitation. Some take a narrow view where supervision is 
synonymous with teacher evaluation. Supervisory concepts do have a place, albeit small, in 
teacher evaluation. The preconference was made popular in the 1980s through Morris Cogan’s 
(1973) clinical supervision. Preconference, a meeting between the supervisor and teacher to plan 
observation, helped teachers to protect themselves from the principal’s unannounced visits. The 
preconference found its way into collective bargaining agreements as well as state statutes (Hazi, 
1998). 
 
Teacher Education 

 
Teacher education is concerned with the preparation and learning of teachers. More common in 
teacher education, the portfolio is another method of evaluation “rediscovered” in the recent 
national focus on teacher quality in teacher evaluation (Lavigne & Good, 2014). Originating in 
18th century Italy, a portfolio is a movable case for carrying loose papers (“Portfolio,” 2021). It is 
a term, like feedback, that has been used and defined in multiple occupations and fields to 
include art, architecture, finance, law, and writing. “The contents of these containers tend to be 
the work’s end product, direct evidence of its quality” (Bird, 1990, p. 242). The process for 
compiling the portfolio can be an exercise in amassing paper, or an opportunity for authentic 
assessment, professional development, and reflection on practice (Zepeda, 2002).  
 
Thus, in Table 1 there are many concepts that influence teacher evaluation. Many have found 
their way into local policy, collective bargaining contracts, case law and statute. These concepts 
result in rules that must be followed, or actions avoided to promote accuracy and fairness, and to 
balance the needs of the organization with the rights of teachers. Their embeddedness in law and 

policy make teacher evaluation impervious to change8 because it takes a majority vote of board 
members or legislators or a judge’s ruling to change what exists in law and policy. An example is 
school board members and teachers modifying teacher evaluation and other work conditions 
during the COVID pandemic by negotiating a memorandum of understanding (Hazi, 2022). 
 
Educational psychology has had the most influence on practice. Psychometric concepts such as 
validity and reliability are the basis of instrument design and training. In fact, because teacher 
evaluation is a “test” in federal law, employers must treat teachers in a uniform way so that they 

 
8 I think of these concepts as the “bedrock” of practice. In our history of reforming teacher evaluation, we have been 
filling and patching potholes with substance that never seems to hold. To revise practice, one would have to 
rehabilitate its road bed by pulverizing and mixing cement into the existing structural section (“Reconstruction of 
road beds,” 2021). 
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do not discriminate due to race, color, religion, sex, or national origin (Hazi, 1998; Uniform 

Guidelines, 1978, 2014). Subsequently, teachers can challenge the validity or reliability of 
teacher evaluation in court, claiming that an evaluator discriminates or violates law. 
 
Concepts address the summative purpose more than its formative. They influence its procedure 
(12), the evaluator (4), instrument design (5), its purposes (2) and training (2). Few address help 
or improvement. Remediation, goal-setting, and preconference appear to help teachers and 
address “the opportunity to improve.” Furthermore, the psychometric concepts are used in the 
name of principal accuracy in the instrument--not its utility or usefulness for teachers. 
 
The concepts have become the language of teacher evaluation. These concepts address 
instrument design and delivery and evaluator training and procedure. They reflect a patchwork 
rather than a coherent, conceptual framework for practice. Nonetheless, these concepts have 
become the common property (Scriven, 1991a) of teacher evaluation. When an idea from 
academic discourse is used without acknowledgement, it is a useful invention, and endures 
within the everyday familiar, that concept is considered common property.  
 

Supervision Scholarship in the Discourses 
 
Table 2 presents examples of supervision scholarship within the discourses, with an eye towards 
including members of COPIS and those more recently published in this journal. The academic 
department, journal/article title, or literature cited was used to situate it in a discourse. Citations 
to authors outside the field are also provided to help locate other scholars in the discourse.9 
 
The writings are illustrative, not exhaustive. A work can be situated in more than one discourse, 
especially with a multi-vocal literature (e.g., Scalzo Wilson, 2018; Tang & Chow, 2007). The 
placement of a scholar or work in a category can “appear contentious, by design or accident” 
(Bazerman, 2009, para 2), but is meant to provide a point for dialogue within and across 
discourses, not to fix a work in any one discourse for all time. After all, “most people move 
within and between different discourse communities” (“Discourse community,” 2021, para 2). 
 
Two additional discourse communities have been added to Table 2 because they have produced 
scholarship, but not restrictive concepts of practice. Administration/Leadership is concerned with 
administrators and their challenges in evaluation, while the Policy discourse usually is focused 
on its implementation and that which facilitates or hinders.10 
 
From the titles and content of articles presented in Table 2, many supervision scholars have 
written about teacher evaluation in the past two decades. This aligns with the national interest 
that began in 2001 with No Child Left Behind’s focus on teacher quality. Supervision seems to 
be the only discourse to have its scholars go through a period of abandonment begun in the 
1990s, as noted earlier, then reconciliation decades later, when many wrote about the challenges 
of high-stakes evaluation and principals as instructional leaders. Supervision scholars have 

 
9 Citations of chapters and books were kept to a minimum, since they are more difficult to search. 
10 I considered: entrepreneurial (e.g., Danielson & McGreal, 2000), journalistic (Goldstein & Shapiro, 2020), and 
international (e.g., Tuytens & Devos, 2017), but excluded them because they reflect fora. 
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contributed to most of the discourses within the past two decades, except the Econometric. They 
also address the evaluation of teachers in service more than preservice. 
 
Table 2: The Discourses of Teacher Evaluation with Examples 
 
The discourse Supervision scholars in the 

discourse 

Scholars beyond 

supervision in the discourse 

Evaluation Hazi (2022) Scriven (1967, 1991a, 1991b) 
Scalzo Wilson (2018) 

Psychometric Zepeda & Jimenez (2019) Good (2014), Good & 
Lavigne (2015) 

Psych: Organizational Allen & Topolka-Jorisenn (2013) 
Starrett (2015) 

Guskey (2020) 
Maslow & Kelley (2012) 

Psych: Developmental Ponticell et al. (2019) Guskey (2002) 
Flushman et al. (2019) 
Le & Vasquez (2011) 

Law Hazi (1989, 1994, 2017) Hemphill & Marianno (2021) 
Administration/Leadership Glanz et al. (2006), Holland (2005),  

Tuytens & Devos (2017),  
Murphy et al. (2013), 
Donaldson (2021) 

Policy Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski (2009), 
Mette et al. (2017), Paufler et al. 
(2020a), Flores & Derrington (2018) 

Adams et al. (2018), Berliner 
(2018), Reinhorn et al. 
(2017) 

Econometrics  Chetty et al. (2012), Kane et 
al. (2011), Kane et al. (2013), 
Malinowski (2011) 

Supervision McGreal (1983), Oliveras-Ortiz 
(2015, 2017), McGhee (2020), 
Sullivan (2016) 

Hoy & Forsyth (1987) 

Teacher Education Burns & Badiali (2015), Paufler et 
al. (2020b), Currin et al. (2019) 

Lustick & Sykes (2006) 
Scheeler et al. (2004) 
Scalzo Willson (2018) 
Tanguay (2020) 
Willis & Davies (2002) 

 
Nolan and Hoover (2011) characterize the field’s complex response towards evaluation: 
compatibility “plagues” the scholars, while practitioners experience supervision as teacher 
evaluation, despite the attempt to “soften the threat” with the language of development and 
improvement. Supervision is considered by some to be the formative (helping) aspect. Others 
reconcile the formative and summative functions with an inclusive view of improvement of the 
individual and of the organization done by teachers, administrators, and clinical supervisors with 
a variety of supports such as peer coaching, mentoring and action research (e.g., Sullivan & 
Glanz, 2002). Some see the two purposes vested in the principal, but one done less frequently 
(e.g., McGhee, 2020) or done sequentially with the summative picking up where the formative 
ends (Zepeda, 2016).  
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While many have written about teacher evaluation, supervision scholars have contributed few 

concepts to its practice. Instead, scholars have written about many promising techniques that can 
lead to improvement such as action research (Glanz, 2014), coaching (Costa & Garmston, 2015), 
mentoring (Blasé, 2009), professional learning communities (Arredondo Rucinski, 2016), 
reflection and inquiry (Yendol-Hoppey et al., 2019).11 They are considered by some as 
alternatives to supervision (Sullivan & Glanz, 2000), a way to differentiate supervision, and 
teacher support structures within the professional development arm of supervision (Zepeda, 
2006).  
 
However, they are “add-ons” (Zepeda et al., 2020) that depend upon the will of the principal or 
superintendent who sees value in their use. They are not in the bedrock of practice, even though 
“considerable effort has been devoted over the years to ‘soften’ the bureaucratic language of 
teacher evaluation with these supports” (Murphy et al., 2013, p. 349). These “softer” concepts 
have been difficult to graft onto a practice that has control over teacher labor.  
 
As a field of study grows, multiple discourses appear as a natural part of its evolution. A 
discourse can have its own definition of evaluation and hold different foci for research and 
assumptions about its practice. A few examples are presented. 
 
In the administration/leadership discourse, Hallinger et al. (2014, p. 3) define it as “the formal 
assessment of a teacher by an administrator, conducted with the intention of drawing conclusions 
about his/her instructional performance for the purpose of making employment decisions.” In 
addition, those in this discourse may look to the principal to be the instructional leader and seek 
to correlate teacher quality with student achievement.  
 
In the policy discourse, closely allied to administration and psychometrics, Darling-Hammond et 
al. (2011), taking a broad view of teacher quality, want successful systems that improve and 
support career decisions for both pre-service and in-service teachers. They advocate for 
standards-based evaluation with evidence of student learning (but not with VAMs which tend to 
be unstable), and well-designed performance assessments such as the Educational Teacher 
Professional Assessment (edTPA) and National Board Certification that use an array of evidence 
about teaching practice.  
 
Teacher evaluation is a practice difficult to research. Few studies capture the complexity of 
conducting evaluations or its many challenges within an accountability context. Some scholars 
research different topics over time. For example, Derrington, studied teacher evaluation through 
the eyes of superintendents (2014), principals (Derrington & Campbell, 2018) and their 
preparation (Derrington, 2016), teachers (Derrington & Martinez, 2019), and needed professional 
development (Derrington & Kirk, 2017). Others organize a team to look at the influence of 
political culture on legislation and policy across many states, and principals at the intersection of 
supervision and evaluation (Mette et al., 2017, 2020). 
 

 
11 I list these techniques because some supervision scholars advocate their use (e.g., Arredondo Rucinski, 2016; 
Ponticell et al., 2019; Sullivan & Glanz, 2000) but their concepts have not become well-established in practice as 
those in Table 1. 
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Still others develop rich case studies drawing from multiple discourses. Reinhorn et al. (2017) is 
one such example, who show both depth and breadth by researching how principals and teachers 
made sense of and implemented teacher evaluation policy (for both accountability and teacher 
development) in schools. It is not enough to find that teachers believe their evaluations to be 
positive, but also to understand why. They discovered many contextual details such as policy 
spillovers that supported teachers, incentives, teacher-principal relationships, and once criticized 
initiatives that became accepted over time. 
 
Another example comes from Holloway and Brass (2018) who looked at differences over time. 
Early career English teachers implementing standards were interviewed, then again a decade 
later in the implementation of value-added teacher assessments. In the first study teachers 
expressed concern about ethical dilemmas, students, and their mental health, as they struggled to 
follow standards, exercise their professional judgment, and resist what they criticized. However, 
a decade later, they complied with all mandates, willingly attended professional development, 
competed against colleagues for merit pay, and agreed with how the system evaluated their 
performance. Thus, over time, teachers abandoned their professional identity and perspectives 
about reform efforts, that once might have outraged them because these initiatives had become 
normalized. 
 
Two topics are worthy of closer examination: performance assessment of preservice teachers and 
the complications of feedback. Topics include: the tensions between the formative and 
summative (e.g., Scalzo Willson, 2018), the high stakes consequences of the Educational 
Teacher Professional Assessment (edTPA) (e.g., Tanguay, 2020), and how highly effective 
cooperating teachers contribute to preservice teacher effectiveness (Ronfeldt et al., 2018). 
 
Feedback for both preservice and in service teachers is in need of critique. Its logic is troubling 
because it assumes that with sufficient feedback, teachers will improve their practice. However, 
the simplistic advice of giving frequent, timely, specific, and private feedback is rooted in our 
understanding of giving students feedback and a behavioral view that takes teaching out of 
context of the lesson, subject, and students. It ignores that many teachers do not find principal 
feedback useful. Feedback will continue to be important, but perhaps less from evaluators. Yet, 
we know limited information about what happens with feedback when it comes from peers in 
coaching, mentoring, and cooperative teaching relationships. We know little about how teachers 
process feedback. The seminal work of Ilgen et al. (1979) helps us understand just how complex 
feedback is and that teachers tend not to be receptive to criticism or negative feedback. However, 
Tang and Chow (2007) account for variables absent from most studies of teacher feedback--the 
use of evidence and feedback in contexts of both the lesson itself and in the post-conference. 
They help us imagine how feedback can be discussed and evaluated, allowing the teacher to be 
engaged in evaluating their own performance.  
 
In summary, this has been an excavation of sorts – “fieldwork” to examine the scope of teacher 
evaluation through its many discourse communities. Many discourse communities are natural in 
a field’s evolution with each helping us better understand its many niches with lens to examine 
many aspects of a complex practice. Evaluation provides its foundational concepts. 
Psychometrics is the measurement of various teacher qualities or standards. Organizational 
psychology addresses attitudes, behavior, and conditions in the workplace. Developmental 
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psychology is concerned with learning and behavioral change. Labor law is concerned with 
fairness, transparency, and protection from arbitrary and capricious action of administrators 
during evaluation. Econometrics deals with the relationship between teacher quality and 
effectiveness and various student outcomes. Supervision is about preservice and in-service 
teacher improvement and learning. Teacher education is concerned with the preparation and 
learning of teachers. Administration/leadership examines the role and challenges of the principal 
and others in evaluating teachers, while policy is concerned with conditions for the 
implementation of teacher evaluation. 
 
Many concepts restrict teacher evaluation and its improvement, making it difficult to change, and 
promoting its summative purpose over its formative. Educational psychology has influenced 
teacher evaluation the most, with its foci of instrument design, delivery, and training and with an 
emphasis on accuracy to the exclusion of teacher usefulness. Supervision’s influence on practice 
has been limited, but most importantly, can offer promising techniques for the formative 
purpose. Because their use is “add-on,” depending on adoption of willing principals and 
superintendents, scholars can hope to influence practice through their advocacy of teaching, 
writing and research. Both fields may need to consider improvement as a complementary system 
to teacher evaluation (Hill & Grossman, 2013). 
 

Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, two trends appear to encourage more research and scholarship. First, there is an 
international interest in the formative: 
 

Scholars in some countries have recently begun to call for teacher evaluation to become a 
meaningful form of professional development with potential benefits for both teachers 
and schools…. As teachers are afforded a greater array of professional development 
alternatives as evaluation options teachers’ preferences need to be further investigated, 
and qualitative approaches could be helpful in this regard. (Conley et al., 2016, p. 168) 

 
Since scholars in other countries tend to cite U.S. scholars, continued efforts with research on 
feedback and promising techniques such as action research, coaching, mentoring, professional 
learning communities, and reflection can be influential.  
 
Second, instruments and technologies will continue to shape teacher evaluation and are worth 
studying to better understand their seductions and challenges. Topics here include: distant 
supervision (Schroeder & Currin, 2019), rubrics (Tenam-Zemach & Flynn, 2015), on-line 
platforms (Hazi, 2014), bug-in-ear technology (Scheeler et al., 2018), telepresence robots 
(Burbank et al., 2021), and virtual evaluation (M.L. Derrington, personal communications, 
January 16, 2022). So, while some may be lured away to other topics, staying with one’s niche 
may prove consequential when schools get back to the business of improvement.  
 
This fieldwork has been a journey of thinking differently about teacher evaluation: its 
foundations, disciplinary influences, and scholars. Recognizing the many discourses helped me 
discover concepts I’d not before considered (e.g., Scriven’s principles), revisited concepts in 
unique ways (e.g., feedback), see other audiences and fora for my work (e.g., teacher education, 
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the international community), and wisely poach the important and useful, given the topic, time, 
and audience. While it may seem presumptuous to place a scholar’s work in a discourse, it 
should be viewed as a momentary opportunity “to consider the fit.” A scholar must be the one to 
responsibly place him/herself in the discourse(s), assess its audiences, and consider how one’s 
thinking advances its concepts and influence.  
 
A discourse community is a group of people who share common goals, a common language, and 
continue to produce scholarship for practitioners and scholars. Some may be transients who join, 
then leave depending upon interest. After all, discourse communities “both influence and are 
influenced by the larger communities within which they are situated” (Swales, 2016, p. 9). 
Sometimes individual interest depends upon personal history, location, career stage, national 
interest, and funding. It may also depend on whether supervision concepts have relevance and 
currency within the evolving focus on improvement in practice. After all, a discourse community 
is formed one scholar at a time. 
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